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FOREWORD 

FROM THE 
G~LIFORNIA. WOMEN'S BOARD 

OF TERMS AND PAROLE 

~~he Women I s Board of Terms and Parole has studied this report on recidivism 
moong California's women parolees and has requested the CDC Research Division 
for a continuing study with yearly reports ill order to evaluate the effects 
of new correctional policies on parole outcome. 

These new policies and programs include revisions in the rules for parolees, 
the establishment of work furlough programs, methadone centers for narcotics 
offenders, new institutional vocational and educational programs, and inno­
vations in the handling and disposition of individual problems of inmates 
and parolees. 

Mrs. Eleanor W. rrl.l11~r, Chairman 
Mr. Addison H. Fording, Vi,ce Chairman 
Mrs. Lucile C. Hosmer 
Mr. Joseph E. Regan 
Miss Kay Ricirl.le 

May 15, 1972 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

The role of the woman offender in the total world of crime is a minor one. 
Compared to male offenders, she is relatively rare as a suspect, tractable 
as a prisoner, and non-threatening to ~ucLety as a parolee. 

Nationwide, only about ten percent of those arrested and five percent of those 
incarcerated are women (11, 12). In California, women account for only four 
percent of the State prisoners and ten perc;ent: of the p£!rolees. 

A partial explanation of the wide sex difference in crime rates may be found 
in the relative leniency afforded women by the criminal justice system. Women 
are less likely to be arrested than men; once arrested, they are less likely 
to be convicted, and when incarcerated they serve less time (11). Some writers 
attribute this leniency to a hypothesized "chivalry factor," which renders the 
pub lic and law enforcement per sonne 1 unwi lUng to hold womell. accountab Ie for 
their actions (8). A related speculation involves appropriate feminine roles 
as defined by our society. The role of a woman and the role of a convict, 8S 

stereotyp~d in our culture, are essentially incompatible and difficult con­
ceptually to integrate. This difficulty may create inhibitions in perceiving 
and labeling a woman as a criminal and in prosecuting her with the same punitive 
vigor applied to male offenders. The modern correctional treatment of women 
has roots in the traditions of nineteenth century prison reform wheTe the errant 
woman was regarded as pathetic rather than dangerous, and the approach was 
protective rather than punitive (6). 

In any case, the greater leniency toward women demonstrates that crime rates 
vary in accordance with official reactions to the offender and provides an 
illustration of the thesis of those who hold that deviance is as much a 
product of social reaction to behavior as the behavior itself (1, 2, 5). 

Even allowing for administrative bias, women still commit far fewer offenses 
than men, and those they do commit are likely to pose les8 of a threat to 
society. In California, the rate of new prison commitments per 100,000 
population in 1968 was 17 times higher for men than it was for women, and 
the higher rates hold true in each offense category. .~ng crimes of 
violence~ the rate for men was seven times higher for homicide, 19 times 
higher for assault, and 38 times higher fot' robbery. 

Sutherland and Cressey (11) trace the sex differences in criminal behavior 
to differences in social position which determine the frequency of opportunity 
for b{~coming exposed to patterns of delin,quency and engaging in criminal 
activit:v. Girls are protected and supervised more carefully and taught 
they must: be "nice, II while boys are giveIll more latitude and taught they 
must be "rough and tough." Delinquent belhavior can be more e:asily integrated 
into the masculine than feminine role. 'J:hese authors strengthen their argu­
ment by pOinting out that the greatest Sf~X differences in cri.me rates are 
found in countries where women are the m()st closely supervised and suggest 
that the~e differenclas may disappear with the disappearance of differences 
in social position. In the United States, sex differences in. juvenile crime 
rates have shown a marked decresse durir~ the last 30 years. 
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In California, characteristic differences between men and women prisoners are 
consistent with the Sutherland-Cressey hypothesis. Women prisoners are older 
and more highly educated, indicating delayed development of criminal involve­
ment. The degree of criminal involvement is less among women as shown by 
their less extensive prior prison commitment record. Interestingly, the 
percentage of ~rexican-Americans among women prisoners is less than half the 
percentage among men prisoners, which is not true of other ethnic groups. 
Traditionally, Mexican-American women have been more carefully supervised 
than White and Black women in the United States. 

Women can thus be characterized as less prone to commit crimes in the first 
place; and when they do become offenders, they are much less given to violence 
than are men. As prisoners, they display a marked absence of rioting, homicide, 
and other varieties of violent behavior not unknown in prisons for men; ,and 
as parolees they constitute less danger to society. 

The comparatively low crime rate among women may be viewed as a product of 
the interaction of the behavior of the women offender and the behavior of 
the criminal justice system. The woman offender is less criminally aggressive 
than the male; and the response of the justice system is more lenient. toward 
her, even when her offenses are comparable to those of the male offender. 

Because their small numbers and tractability generate only a negligible fraction 
of the total problem of crime and corrections with which society and its 
agencies must cope, the woman offender has been largely overlooked (8)0 The 
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice 
does not mention women in its comprehensive reports on crime in the United 
States. Criminological research has been almost exclusively devoted to the 
study of male offenders. The scattered literature available about women 
offenders is largely confined to reports on the incidence of offenses, 
occasional descriptions of correctional programs, and biographical accounts 
of women offenders themselves. Two studies have described the inmate social 
structure in women's pri§ons (3, 13). 

In California, the Research Division of the Department of Corrections provides 
an annual statistical accounting of the movement of women, as well as men, 
ti, ~ol1gh the correctional system, including demographic information about 
each group. However, the Department's Annual Research Review describing 
some 80 projects and 44 published reports iists only th~ee studies other 
than the present one, devoted exclUSively to women offenders (4, 7, 10). 
Two studies of California's women prisoners were published by non-CDC 
agencies, one concerning the children of women prisoners (14) and the other 
describing sociological aspects of the ~omen's prison community (13). 

Although a minority, California's approximately 700 women prisoners and 1,000 
parolees represent an ongoing problem which results in a considerable expense 
to the State and about which there is no body of organized knowledge. In 
comparison either to their numbers or to the resources expended upon them, 
women are grossly under-represented as the subjects of research projects. 
As a beginning of filling this information gap, parole outcome among California 
women was chosen for this study. As an indication of the end result of the 
correctionsl process, parole outcome is one measure of the effectiveness of 
the correctional system in reaching its stated goals of the rehabilitation 
and successful return of the offender to society. 
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If the crime rate among women is partly a function of the response of the 
criminal justice system to the woman offender, then parole outcome _ return 
or non-return to prison - is partly a function of agency response to the 
parolee. Consequently, parole outcome was studied as a product of the inter­
action of the behavior of the agency as reflected in its decisions about the 
woman offender and the behavior of the offender as defined by specified sets 
of characteristics. Examined in some detail were parolee characteristics 
in relation to correctional costs as reflected in the number, kind, and 
frequency of returns to prison and time served in prison and on parole 'I'o 
add perspective, the recidivism rates of California's women parolees w~re 
compared to those of women in other jurisdictions and to the return rates 
of California's men parolees. 
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CHAPTER 2 
SAMPLE DESCRIPTION AND REPRESENTATIVENESS 

In this survey of parole outcome among women offenders in california,/the 
subjects chosen for study were 660 woman released for the first timel from 
the California Institution for Women (CIW) in 1960 and 1961. The period 
studied averaged eight years and three months per subject. 

Sources of information include data routinely collected by the Research Division 
of the California Department of Corrections, case sunnnary f:iles of inmates at 
the California Institution for Women, and the Uniform Parole Reports of the 
National Probation &~d Parole Institute. 

Described in general terms, the study subjects were tw')-thirds White, and 
their ages tended toward the early 30's. They scored as low-normal on the 
Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence Test and at the junior high school level on the 
Califor~ia Achievement Test. Most had been convicted of insuffici~nt-funds 
check and forgery charges or narcotics offenses (Table 1). Approx1mat~ly two­
thirds had served jail on prison terms before entering CIW, and one-thlrd 
reported hereoin use. Within the period up to eight years after relea~e,. 
40 percent aad been returned to prison at least o~ce. Significant var1atlons 
in these characteristics were found among the varlOUS offense types and 
different ethnic groups. 

Offense 

Homicide 
Assault 
Robbery 
Burglary 
Theft 
Forgery & Checks 
Narcotics 
All Other 

Total 

TABLE 1 

OFFENSE GROUP COMPARISON OF 
WOMEN RELEASED FOR THE FIRST TIME 

IN 1960-1961 AND 1962-1964* 

Study Group 
1960-1961 

N=660 
Percent 

7.0 
4.1 
7.1 
5.3 

12.6 
39.1 
21.6 
3.2 

100.0 

Women Released in 
1962~ 1963~ 1964 

N=937 
Percent 

8.6 
3.7 
5.3 
5.7 

12.9 
38.5 
16.8 
8.5 

100.U 

* The difference bettV"een the study group and women released from 1962 to 
1964 is significant beyond the one percent level of confidence. 

It is possible that some women in this group had served a prior term at 
CIW and had been returned with the present commitment after discharge. 1 
They would be expected to represent not more than five percent of the tota • 

11 
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Ethnic Classification 

A?proximately two~thirds of the study group were White and one~fourth.Black, 
with the remainder divided approximately equally between Mexican-Amer1can 
and those of other racial origin (Table 2). 

TABLE 2 

ETHNIC COMPOSITION COMPARISON OlE? STUDY GROUP 
A~D WOMEN RELEASED FOR THE FIRST TIME 

Ethnic Group 

White 
Black 
Mexican-American 
Other 

Total 

IN 1962-1963 AND 1964* 

Study Grou .. , 
N::l660 

Percent 

65.3 
27.l 
3.5 
4.1 

100.0 

. Women. Re leased . 
in 1962-1964 

N=937 
Percent 

70.3 
23.3 
4.2 
2.2 

100.0 

* The difference in ethnic composition of the two groups of releases is 
significant at the five percent level of confidence. 

The average age of the study group was 34 at time of release. Youngest were 
those convicted of robbery, 26 years for second degree robbery and 29 for 
first degree. Oldest were the murderers, 46 for second degree and 54 for 
first degree. Other types of offenders ranged in average age from 31 to 
38 (Table 3). The median of the CIW population is apparently rather stable. 
From 1945 to 1966, median age as of December 31 of each year fluctuated within 
the limits of 30.2 and 33.7. 
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TABLE 3 

AGE AT FIRST RELEASE OF STUDY GROUP 
BY OFFENS:':: TYPE 

pffense Number 
Average 
~e 

Vrurder 1st 5 
MUrder 2nd 7 
Manslaughter 34 
Assault 27 
Theft 83 
Forgery & Checks 258 
Narcotics 143 
Burglary 35 
Robbery 1st 26 
Robbery 2nd 21 

Total 660 

54 
46 
38 
36 
38 
33 
32 
31 
29 
26 
35 

34 

All Other 21 J 
--------------------------~--------------------- ._---------------------
Intelligence Test Scores 

Intelligence 'test scores, derived from routine, individual testing of new 
arrivals at the institution with an abbreviated form of the Wechsler-Bellevue 
Intelligence Test, were available for 650 of the 660 subjects in the study 
group. Scores of most of the women, 81 percent, fell within normal limits 
(80 to 119) as expected from the distribution in the non-institutionalized 
population. However, 56 percent more of the CIW scores fell in the low-nor~ll 
range (80 to 89) than would be expected. Also, higher than the expectation 
was the numbet' of scores in the defective category, while fewer were found in 
the superior bracket. 

Several factors may be operating to lower the test scor.es of these women: 
inexperience with tests of this nature, tensions of the newly incarcerated 
which could. depress performance, and cultural bias in certain verbal arl..:as 
of the scale which assume exposure to middle-class learning and social 
sl.tuations. The Wechsler-Bf~llevue was standardized on non-incarcerated 
Whites, largely from middle-class occupational groupings. Consequently, 
atYP'ical groups, such as CIW inmates; may be at a disadvantage when responding 
to this test. 

Cultural bias is indicated in that CIW women typically score higher on per­
f~rmance items of the test which presuppose a minimum of exposure to academic 
and social-learning situations and in that minority groups show signiftcantly 
lowE'.:\" scores than do Wh.ites. Total group scores and ethnic differences are 
shown in Table 4, which presents the scores by average (90 to 109), above 
averagl'" and below average categories. 
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Race 

White 
Black 
Mexican-American 
Other 

*Total 

TABLE 4 

WECHSLER-BELLEVUE INTELLIGENCE SCALE SCORES 
OF STUDY GROUP BY RACE 

~ -
Percent 

Below Percent 
Average Average 

Number Test Score Test Score 
Tested 89 & Under 90-109 

428 25.2 54.7 
176 73.3 25.6 
21 71.4 28.6 
25 44.0 44.0 

650 40.3 45.7 

* Test scores for ten subjects not available. 

72'f'C"f'=1i ..... 

Offense 

Homicide 
Robbery 
Assault 
Burglary 
Theft· 
Forgery & Checks 
Narcotics 
Other 

*Total 

TABLE 5 

INTELLIGENCE TEST SCORES 
OF STUDY GROUP BY OFFENSE 

Percent 
Below Percent 

Average Average 
Number I.Q. Score I.Q. Score 
Tested 89 & Under 90-110 

45 64.5 22.2 
46 43.5 45.6 
27 63.0 33.3 
35 45.7 45.7 
80 l~5. 0 36.2 

254 28.0 54.7 
143 45.5 45.5 

20 40.0 40.0 

650 40.3 I 45.7 

* Test scores for ten subjects not available. 
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Percent 
Above 

Average 
Test Score Total 
110 & Over 

20.1 100.0 
1.1 100.0 
0.0 100.0 

12.0 100.0 

14.0 100.0 

Percent 
Above 

Average 
I.Q. Score Total 
111 & Over 

13.3 100.0 
10.9 100.0 
3.7 100.0 
8.6 100.0 

18.8 100.0 
17.3 100.0 
9.0 100.0 

20.0 100.(, 

14.0 100.0 

.Among offense types (Table 5, page 8) forgers, checkwriters, and those convicted 
of theft most closely approach the non-institutionalized population in intelli­
gence test scores. Their comparatively high scores may be related to the fact 
that checkwriting, forgery and e\nbezz1ement, which is included in theft offenses, 
are of the white-collar variety, confined to the literate, frequently involving 
arithmetic, bookkeeping and other technical skills more likely to be learned 
by those whose backgrounds enable them to achieve higher scores on intelligence 
tests. The lowest scorers were those convicted of homicide and assault, sug­
gesting that women committed to prilJon for these offenses ar~ more likely to 
be drs'Vln from socio-economic groups whose educational opportunities and 
exposure to middle-class cultural experience is restricted. 

Educational Achievement 

Measured by the California Achievement Test~ almost one-half of the 577 subjects 
for whom test data were available scored at the junior high school level; one­
third at the tenth grade or higher and approximately one-fifth in the elementary 
grades. Ed.ucational achievement by offense and ethnic group followed the same 
pattern as with intelligence test scores (Tables 6 and 7), reflecting again 
differences in opportunities available to various socio-economic groups. 

Offense 

Homicide 
Robbery 
Assault 
Burglary 
Theft 
Forgery & Checks 
Narcotics 
Other 

Total 

TABLE 6 

CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES 
OF STUDY GROUP BY OFFENSE 

Percent Pet'cent 
Number Elementary Junior High 
Tested Grades 2.5-6.4 Grades 6.5-9.4 

36 44.5 47.2 
39 20 .. 5 48.7 
22 50.0 40.9 
33 24.2 54.6 
66 28.8 . ).9 

237 12.2 48.1 
131 23.7 :11. 9 

13 30.8 30.8 

577* 21.9 47.8 

Percent 
Senior High 

Grades 9.5 & Up Total 

8.3 
I 

100.0 
30.8 100.0 
9.1 100.0 

21.2 100.0 
30.3 100.0 
39.7 100.0 
24.4 100.0 
38.4 100.0 

30.3 100.0 

* Test data not available for 83 or 12.6 percent of total group of the subjects. 
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Ethnic 
Group 

White 
Black 

TABLE 7 

CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORE DISTRIBUTION 
OF STUDY GROUP BY RACE 

Percent Percent Percent 

Numbet" Elementary Junior High Senior High 

Tested Grades 2.5-6.4 G,,;-ades 6.5-9.4 Grades 9.5 &u" 
i 

380 15.0 \ 
45.8 39.2 

157 39.5 5LO 9.5 
15.8 

Mexican-American 19 26.3 \ 
57.9 

9.5 52.4 38.1 
Other 21 

Total 577* 21.9 47.8 30.3 

Total 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

* Data not available for 83 subjects or 12.6 percent of total group of the 

subjects. 

Prior Commitment Record 

Analyses by the CDC Research Division have identified three kinds of pre-prison 
commitment records which are ass~ciated with differences in frequency of returns 
to prison. Fewest returns are made by offenders with no prior incarceration 
before entering California penal institutions. More frequent returns are made 
by offenders who have served not more than two jailor juvenile terms or only 
one prison term with no other incarceration. Returned with greatest frequency 
are offenders who have served two or more prison terms, one prison term with 
at least one jail term, or three or more terms for misdemeanors or as juveniles. 

This classification system is used in this study, and the three types of records 
are referred to as "no prior commitm,mts," "low prior commitments," and "high 

prior commitments. II 

Slightly more than one~third of the study subjects had no prior incarceration; 
approximately 40 percent had a low prior commitment record, while 25 percent 
had a high prior commitment record (Table 8). 
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Prior 
Commitments* 

None 
Low 
High 

Total 

TABLE 8 

DISTRIBUTIO~ OF STUDY AND COMPARISON GROUPS ~y RACE 
AND PRIOR CRIMINAL COMMITMENTS SERVED 

Study SUbiQcts 

\ Mexican-I 
White Black I Aroorican Other Total 
N:::431 N=179 w=23 W.,.27 N=660 

-.' 

39.7 26.3 34.8 44.5 36.1 
44.5 28.5 30.4 37.0 39.4 
15.8 45.2 i 34.8 18.5 24.5 

\ 
to'). 0 100.0 I lCO.O 100.0 100.0 

Women 
Released 
1962-1964 

Total 
N=937 

40.7** 
37.2 
22.1 

100.0 

* Low Conm.litments - one prisol1 only or not more than two terms. jailor juvenile 

** 

High Commitments- more than two jailor juvenile commitments, one prison 
term plUB at least one jail term, or more th~n one 
prison term. 

The difference between the study group and women released 
frequency of no-priar-commitment in 1962-1964 in 
confidence level. record is Significant at the five percent 

Almost three times as many Bl ~ did the Whites The diff ac l~omen showed a high prior commitment record as 
demeanor and j~venile com:~~~e ~s exclUSively in the greater .number of mis­
differ in frequenc of rio nts or the Black women. The two groups did not 
groups showed the ~ma11:st ~ prison te:ms. The category of other minority 
the small number £ ~ i req~ency ot prior prison terms, but because of 
dependable. 0, _ases n th~s category this finding may not be too 

Narcotics History 

Approximately one-third of the t d b' use or occaSionally oth .s u y su Jects had a recorded history of heroin 
mariju~na or illegal' us,e ~~ ~~~ate~. A few subjects, two percent, reported 
compared to one-fourth of th W~~ rugs only. Almost half of the Blacks 
(Table 9). e tes reported an experience with heroin 
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TABLE 9 

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDY AND COMPARISON GROUPS BY RACE 
AND HISTORY OF NARCOTICS USE 

Studv Sub;ects Women 
Released ! Mexican-

Black p..merican Other Total 1962-1964 Narcotics History White 
N=43l N=179 N=23 N=27 N==660 N=937 

No Narcotics 72.4 50.9 52.2 55.61 65.1 73.3 
Marijuana & Drugs Only 2.6 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.3 3.6 
Heroin & Opiates 25. (jk 46.9 47.8 44.4 32.6** 23.1 

Total 100.0 100~0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

--
* Differencf) between White and other et n1C h' groups in heroin use 1S significant 

beyond the one percent confidence level. 

** 1 d in 1962-1964 is signi-Difference between study subjects and women re ease 
ficant beyond the one percent confidence level. 

Returns to Prison 

. their first release from CIW in 1960 Within an average of e1ght years since . d turned to prison at least once. 
and 1961, 40 percent of the study group h~ .re s with 50 percent returned 
Proportions varied significantly among et(n1~lgr~~~ , 
among Blacks and 35 percent among Whites Ta e • 

TABLE 10 

PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN IN STUDY GROUP RETURNED 
TO PRISON BY RACE 

Pex-cent 
Race Number Returned* 

White 431 35.3 
Black 179 50.3 
Mexican-American 23 47.8 
Other 27 33.3 

Total 660 39.7 

* Differences in return rates among ethnic gro~ps 
are significant beyond the one percent confi ence 
level. 
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Representativeness of Sa~le 

If the findings of this survey are to be relevant to current problems, the 
study subjects should be similar to those released in later years. It is 
assumed that the study subjects ~re a sample from a population of parolees 
re leased over time and are fair 1y representative of California' s ~1omen 
parolees in general. To examine the reasonableness of this assumption, 
characteristics of the study group were co~pared to those of a comparison 
group of 937 women released from CItIj fol.:' the first time during 1962, 1963 
and 1964. Characteristics comp.::.recl included offense type, narcoti.cs use, 
ethnic composition, intelligence test scores, prior cOmmitment record and 
returns to prison. 

The differences found were related to changes in ethnic composition and to 
the opening in 1961 of the California Rehabilitation Cep,ter for narcotics addicts. 

Whites increased from 65 percent in the study group to 70 percent in the com­
parison group, a statistically significant difference (Table 2). While a 
function of many factors, the ethnic composition of th~ parolee groups rests 
ultimately upon the ethnic composition of women newly received from court. 
From 1961 to 1968, the White percentage received each year at CIW fluctuated 
unpredictably with a low of 61 percent and a high of 77 percent (Table 11). 
Whatever factors may be involved, the figures do indicate that the ethnic 
composition of parolee groups may be expected to change over time. 

Year Number 

1961 372 
1962 285 
1963 259 
1964 324 
1965 378 
1966 356 
1967 272 
1968 282 

TABLE 11 

ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF WOMEN 
NEWLY RECEPIED FROM COURT 

1961 TO 1968 

Ethnic COIlll)osition 
Mexican-

White Black American 

77 .2 1906 1.6 
68.2 24.5 4.9 
64.9 25.1 6.9 
60.8 32.1 5.2 
62.2 30.1 5.6 
57.9 31.2 8.4 
66.2 25.0 7.4 
66.3 28.1 3.9 
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Other 

1.6 
2.4 
3.1 
1.9 
2.1 
2.5 
1.4 
1.7 



Among the study subjects, ethnic differences ylere found in inte lligence test 
scores, prior commdtment record, and returns to prison. If the study group 
is a representative sample, one would expect that changes in ethnic composition 
of subsequently released parolee groups would be accompanied by systematic 
changes in these three characteristics. As expected, the women released from 
1962 through 1964 with a significantly higher percentage of ~'Thit~s, show higher 
intelligence test scores, fewer returns to prison and a higher percentage of 
women without a prior commitment record. The differences in intelligence test 
scores and in prior record are both stat:l.stically significant (Tables 8 and 12). 

-

Paroles 
Group 

Study Group 

1962-1964 
Parolees 

'LIABLE 12 

WECHSLER-BELLEVUE IlfTEL1!GENCE SCALE SCORE 
COMP ARISON OF STUDY GROUP AND WOMEN RELEASED 

IN 1902, 1963, 1964* 

Percent 
Below Percent 

Average Average 
Number Test Score Test Score 
Tested** 89 & Under 90-109 

650 40.3 45.7 

925 34.1 48.5 

Percent 
Above 

Average 
Test Score 
110 & OVer 

14.0 

17.4 

* Differences between groups are statistically significant (Chi-Square = 
7.55; P ... (5%). 

** Test data unavailable for ten in study group and twelve i~ t962-l964 
parolee group. 

Total 

100.0 

100.0 

Returns to p~ison decreased by ten percent in the comparison group, but this 
difference does not reach statistical significance. Return-to-prison rates 
for the two groups are not strictly comparable becaus~ time since first 
release averaged roughly three years longer for the study group. However 
all subjects had been released for the first time at least five years before 
the count was taken. 

Comparative educational test data are not readily available, but it seems 
reasonable to assume that educational level, which is correlated with intelli­
gen(!e test scores, would vary from group to group as a function of ethnic 
comp()sition. 

Both narcotics use and narcotics offenses showed significant decreases among 
the women released from 1962 through 1964, reflecting the channeling of 
narcotics addicts to the newly opened California Rehabilitation Center (Tables 
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1 and 9). Differences bet\¥'eert the fltudy and comparison group in other kinds 
of offenses were negligible. 

These comparisons give no reason tOI reject tlle assumption that the study 
subjects forull a sample from a population of parolees over time and are fairiy 
representative of other groups of parolees. The data show, however, that 
shifts in ethnic composition effect ~hanges in total group characteristics 
.and may affect parole outcome as 'well. Generalizations about sub-groups may 
be more stable than about total group3 of parolees. 

If the assumption of a reasonable degree of representativeness is correct, the 
~ight-year parole careers of the study group should provide a basis for pre­
dicting the parole careers of currently released parolees, barring substantial 
changes in parole policies. In. the following chapters, the eight-year parole 
outcomes of the study subjects will be described with regard to frequency and 
kinds of prison returns, characteristics of successful and unsuccessful parolees, 
and the relationship of these characteristics to the deciSion-making functions 
of the correctional agency. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RETURN RATES AND CORRECTIONAL COSTS 

As an approach to the study of recidivism among California's women offenders, 
thiS chapter presents a general picture of parole outcome in terms of the 
status of the women eight years after release and intervening eventS: dis~ 
charges, frequency of returns to prison, and time spent on parole and in 
custody with its attendant costs. 

Immediately emerging from these analyses is the special problem of repeated 
-retu-rns of a comparatively small number of women. Becs'use they incur a dis­
proportionately large share of the prison and parole costs, these multiple 
returnees were compared to'other offenders in regard to original time served, 
time on first parole before return, and probability of reincarceration after 
succeeding returns. Differences found indicate that these parolees were seen 
comparatively early in their prison careers as a special problem group and 
pose the question of whether they were identified on th~ basis of differen-

tiating characteristics. 

Status of Subje~ 

Eight years aftler their first release from prison, approximately thirty percent 
of the 660 study subjects were still under CDC jurisdiction -- 20 percent on 
par.ole and ten percent again in prison. Slightly more than half had been 
discharged without serious parole incident, while another 13 percent received 
discharges after having beert returned to prison. Three percent were deceased 

(Table 13). 

In general, those who had uneventful parole periods received discharges. Only 
three percent of those who had not been returned to prison were still under 
parole jurisdiction, and half of those were homicide cases. 

of the 124 women still under parole jurisdiction, 49, or 40 percent, were at 
large at the end of the period studied. The length of time at large ranged 
from one month to nine years, with an average of two years and nine months. 
One-third of those at large had been missing for less than one year, one­
third from one to four years, and one-third for more than four years. Thirty­
six 9f the 49 parole absconders had been returned to prison at least once. 
The other 13 disappeared on their first parole and had been at large for an 

average of five years. 

Among the 21 deceased, 12 had a history of narcotics use. The average age at 
death for the 12 addicts was 35 years, and for the non-addicts) 50. 

In subsequent analyses of parole careers, the deceased and the 13 who absconded 
on their first parole without returning to prison have been deleted from the 
sample, leaving a total number of 626 who can be classified as to number of 
returns over a comparable period of time. The 13 parole absconders are atypical 
because most of the time since their re12ase they have not been under parole 

supervision. 

-16-

t-._ 

". 

--------------

Status 

~hargeg, 

No Return to Prison 
One or More Returns 

Active Pa~ 

No Return to Prison 
One or More Returns 

~:o lee at Lar8.~ 

No Return to Prison 
One or MOre Returns 

In CustodJ:: 

Returned to CIW 
In Non-CDC Prison 

p'eceased 

Total 

Returns to Prison 

TABLE 13 

STATUS OF STUDY GROUP 
EIGlIT YEARS AFTER RELEASE 

Pez:cent 

54.2 
13.4 

1.7 
9.7 

2.0 
5.4 

9.5 
.9 

Number 

446 

75 

49 

69 

21 

660 

.. = 
Percent 

67.6 

11.4 

7.4 

10.4 

3.2 

100.0 

As shown in Table 14, approximately 60 
not returned to prison. Approximately 
20 percent from two to seven times. 

percent of the 626 study subjects were 
20 percent were returned once only and 

Amo
it

ng
h 

aosffense categories, the most successful parolees were w percent of the ho . "d the violent offenders 
experiencing no returns. m~~~l: ~as~~ a~d 72 P1ercent of the assaultive offenders 
of women r d n 0 en ers a so showed the smallest percentage 
16 percente~~r~~e :~~:u~~~n onc~ two percent of the homicide offenders and 
cotics offenses with oni' ;;. ast succes~ful were those convicted of nar­
percent returned mo ,Y percent remain1ng out of the institution and 38 
the group ave .re chan once. Property offenders more closely approached 
the percentag:awge1.th1nmuPelrt~enltage of women returning to prison as well as in 

1P e returns. 
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!Dffense 

Homicide 
Assault 
Robbery 
:Burglary 
Theft 
Checks 
Narcotics 
All Other 

~':Total 

TABLE 14 

PERCENT OF WOMEN RETURNED TO PRISON BY 
OFFENSE AND NUMBER OF RETURNS 

Number Number of Returns 
of 

Sub;ects 0 , 2 3 J. 

45 84.5 13.3 2.2 0.0 
25 72.0 12.0 12.0 4.0 
44 56.8 20.5 9.1 9.1 
34 52.9 26.5 5.9 5.9 
81 61.8 14.8 9.9 8.6 

241 63.0 17.0 10.4 5.4 
136 38.9 22.8 9.6 16.2 

20 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 

626 59.1 18.4 8.9 7.8 

-

4-7 Total 

0.0 100.0 
0.0 100.0 
4.5 100.0 
8.8 100.0 
4.9 100.0 
4.2 100.0 

12.5 100.0 
0.0 100.0 

5.8 100.0 

* Data not available for 21 subjects who died and for 13 subjects who absconded 
on their first parole, 34 of the original 660 subjects. 

Time Served and Costs of Recidivism 

From the date of their first entry into prison to eight years after first 
release, the 626 women had served a total of 1,733 prison years and 2,445 
parole years, f\')r a total of 4,178 years under the jurisdiction of the 
California Department of Corrections. 

At 1967-68 rates of $3,924 per prison year and $462 per parole year, prison 
costs reached $6,799,900; and j>arole 1!;:'.!;p'';lO,ses $1,129,407 for a total of 
$7,929,307 for the 626 women. 

During their original incarceration, the women served a total of 1,207 prison 
yeats. Returns to prison increased the original incarceration time and costs 
by 44 percent. Costs per offender rose ~ith increasing returns to prison from 
$8,689 for those with no return to $30,101 fot' one women with seven returns 
(Table 15). 

These figures do not reflect the total eventual costs s:l.nce at the end of the " ~ 
period studied 29 percent of the women were still under CDC jurisdiction, 
ten percent in prison and 19 percent on parole. 
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1.0 
I 

PAROLE 
Total 

Number Number Cost at 
of of Total $462 

Returns Subjects Years Per Year 

0 370 1,221.5 $ 564,333 
1 115 586.9 271,148 
2 56 293.8 135,736 
3 49 201.3 93,001 
4 2l~ 97.3 44,953 
5 7 27.3 12,613 
6 4 14.2 6,560 
7 1 2.3 1,063 

*Tota1 626 2 ,44L}. 6 $1,129,407 

-

TABLE 15 

COSTS OF PAROLE AND PRISON TINE 
SERVED BY RETURNEE GROUPS 

~it::: - "=:: 
PRISON -

Cost Cost at 
Per Total $3,924. 

Subject Years Fer Year 

$1,525 675.5 $2,650,662 
2,358 393.8 1,545,271 
2,L~24 215.3 844,837 
1,898 244.7 960,203 
1,873 127.4 499,918 
1,801 40.0 156,960 
1,640 28.8 113,01l 
1,063 7.1+ 29,038 

$1 ,80l~ 1,732.9 $6,799,900 

, '. 

==== =;i =" -
PAROLE AND PRISON 

Cost Cost 
Per Total Total Per 

Subiect Years Cost Subjec~t 

$ 7,164 1,897.0 $3,214,995 $ 8,689 
13 ,437 980.7 1,816,419 15,795 
15,086 509.1 980,573 17,510 
19,596 446.0 1,053,204 21,494 
20,830 224.7 544,871 22,703 
22,423 67.3 169,573 2l~, 225 
28,253 43.0 ll9,S71 29,893 
29 9 038 9.7 30,101 30,101 

$10,862 4,177.5 $7,929,307 $12,667 
'--'~ 

* Data not available for 21 subjects who died and for 13 subjects who absconded on their first parole. 



Multiple returns by a comparatively small percentage of the women accounted for 
most of the readmission time served. The 22 percent returned from two to seven 
times served 72 percent of the total readmission time. Six percent of the women 
who were returned four Olr more times served 25 percent of the readmission time 

(Table 16). 

TABLE 16 

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL READMISSION TIME SERVED 
BY WOMEN WITH NO RETURNS, ONE RETURN 

AND MD'LTIPLE RETURNS TO PRISON 

= 
y;' 

Percent of Percent of Total 

Women Readmission Time 

Number=626 Number Years 

Returnee Group Women Served=526 

No Return 59.1 0.0 

1 Return 18.4 27.5 

2 Returns 8.9 21.3 

3 Returns 7.8 26.1 

4-7 Returns 5.8 25.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Augmented by repeated returns, the total number of readmissions reached 536 
or 86 percent of the original 626 admissions. Eighty percent of the readmis­
sions were accounted for by the 20 percent of the women with multiple returns 

(Table 17). 

The average time served upon return to prison was less tr ~n half that of the 
original sentence which averaged 23 months for all subjects. Readmission time 
dropped from an average of 12 months upon first return to nine months for four 
or more returns (Table 18). However, accumulation of many short readmission 
periods increased the avera~~ prison time frcm 22 months for those with no 
return to six years and six months for those who returned from four to six 
times. One subject still incarcerated on her seventh return had served 
seven years and four months at the end of her sixth incarceration (Table 19). 
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Number 
of Returns 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

5-7 

TABLE 17 

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL READMISSIONS AMONG 
WOMEN WITH NO RETURN, ONE RETURN AND 

MULTIPLE RETURNS TO PRISON 

Number of Women 
Returned to Prison 

Number of 
,Readmissions 

Number Percent Number I Percent 

370 59.1 0 0.0 
115 18.4 115 21.5 
56 8.9 112 20.9 
49 7.8 147 27.4 
24 3.8 96 17.9 
12 2.0 66 12.3 

*'£ota1 626 100.0 536 100.0 

* Data not ava1lable for 21 b on their first parole. su jects who died and for 13 subjects who absconded 

TABLE 18 

AVERAGE DURATION OF ORIGINAL AND 
SUBSEQUENT PRISON INCARCERATIONS* 

Number of 
Incarcer at ion Admissions 

Original 626 
First Return 256 
Second Return 141 
Third Return 85 
Fourth Return 36 
Fifth Return 12 
Sixth Return 5 
Seventh Return 1 

Total Returns 536 

Average 
Duration 
in Months 

23 
12 
10 
11 
10 

8 
8 
7 

11 

* ~v~r:ges computed on 467 admissions where time served 
o~ 53~en c~mp1eted at close of study period. The total 
cust d re~ miss~ons includes 69 admissions of women in 

o y w ose t1me served was undetermined. 
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TABLE 19 

AVERAGE TIME SERVED BY WOMEN WITH NO RETURN,* 
ONE RETURN t~ MULTIPLE RETURNS TO PRISON 

Number of 
Returnee Grou Women Avera e Time 

No Return 370 1 year 10 
One Returtl 115 3 years 4 
Two Returns 56 3 years 11 
Three Returns 49 4 years 9 
Four Returns 24 5 years 5 
Five Returns 7 5 years 10 
Six Returns 4 7 years 4 
Seven Returns 1 7 years 8 

**Total 626 2 years 9 

Served 

months 
months 
months 
months 
months 
mor.ths 
months 
months 

months 

* Includes estimates of time served in 69 incarcerations of 
women in custody at ena of study period whose time served 
was undetermined. Estimates are averages of time completed 
by women in the same offense group with the same number of 
returns. 

** Data not available for 21 subjects who died and for 13 
subjects who absconded on their first parole. 

Multiple Returnees 

The probability of future returns to prisoll was associated with frequency of 
past returns, time served on original sentence, and time on parole between 
first release and first return. 

The probability of being returned to prison repeatedly rose with increasing 
numbers of incarcerations. }?orty perc.ent of the women were returned after 
release from their first incarceration; 59 percent after the second release; 
65 percent after the third release; and 57 percent after the fourth release. 
The last decreasing figure is affected by the time factor. Readmission for 
those returned four or more times was so recent at the end of the period 
studied that almost half were still incarcerated and time on parole for those 
who had been released was comparatively short (Table 20). 

Women who served more time through returns to prison also served more time in 
the original incarceration. As seen in Table 2l~ women with no returns served 
an average of 22 months; those returned once only served 25 months in the 
original incarceration; while original time rose from 23 months for those 
returned twice to 28 months for those returned from five to seven times. 
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Number 

1st Release* 
2nd Release 
3rd Release 
4-7 Releases 

TABLE 20 

PERCENT OF WOMEN RETURNED TO PRISON 
BY NUMBER OF TIMES RELEASED 

Number Fercent 
Released Returned 

626 I 40.9 
243 58.0 
130 65.4 
96 57.3 

Percent Not 
Re-Released 

5.1 
7.9 

16.2 
46.9 

* Data not avaHable for 21 subjects who died and for 13 subjects who 
absconded on their first parole. 

TABLE 21 

AVERAGE TIME SERVED DURING ORIGINAL 
INCARCERATION BY RETTJRNEE GROUPS 

- =0" aw 
Average 

Number of Number of Months 
Returns Sub'ects ServeL 

0 370 22 
1 115 25 
2 56 23 
3 49 25 
4 24 27 

5-7 12 28 

Total';: 626 23 

* Data not available for 21 subjects who died 
and for 13 subjects who absconded on their 
firs~ parole. 

The average original tim@ served by tYWe of offense and number of returns is 
shown in Table 22. As would be expecteu, the longest original sentences were 
served by those convicted of murder~ an average of nine years and eight months 
for the five subjects with murder first convictions and four years and two 
months for murder second. The shortest times, from 20 to 21 months, were 
served by those committing manslaughter, assault, burglary, theft, checks and 
forgery. Longer sentences were served by narcotics offenders, 26 months, and 
robbers, 28 months. The number of subjects is small in categories showing the 
number of returns by offense type, yet the trend toward longer original sentences 
for those eventually returned to prison is still discernible in all off~~nse 
categories except robbery and the miscellaneous group. 
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TABLE 22 

ORIGINAL PRISON TIME SERVED IN MONTHS 
BY OFFENSE AND RETURNEE GROUPS 

Number of Returns 
None One Two or More 

, , 

I Total 
Offense Number Average Number IAverage Number Average Number Average 

of Months of Months ! of Months of Months 
Subjects Served Suh;ects'Served Subjects Served Subjects Served 

I 
Murder 1st 5 116 0 0 0 0 5 116 
Murder 2nd 6 42 1 95 0 0 7 50 
Robbery 25 29 9 28 10 28 44 28 
Narcotics 53 24 31 27 52 27 136 26 
Manslaughter 27 21 5 26 1 21 33 21 
Assault 18 20 3 17 4 27 25 21 
Burglary 18 18 9 23 7 26 34 21 
Theft 50 18 I 12 27 19 21 81 20 
Checks 152 18 41 21 48 23 241 20 
All Other 16 23 4 20 0 0 20 23 

Total 370 22 115 25 141 25 626* 23 

* Data not available for 21 subjects who died and for 13 subjects who absconded 
on their first parole. 

Women who eventually became multiple returnees were returned to prison after 
their first release almost ti7ice as quickly as those returned once only. The 
average time on first parole tor multiple returnees was 15 months; for those 
returned only once, 29 months. The first parole period dropped steadily 
from 20 months for those returned twice to eight months for those returned 
from five to seven times (Table 23). 

One possible difference between women returned once only and the multiple 
returnees could be that time on parole in which to be returned was shorter 
for those not returned a second time. Ho~ever, time on second parole averaged 
36 months for women returned once only, while those who did return a second 
time did so in an average of 17 months after tlil!ir second release. Only 12 
of the 141 multiple returnees came back to prison for the second time after 
three years on parole. 11oreover, 55 percent of the women with one return only 
had been discharged, so their chances of a second return were minimal. Another 
20 percent had been on second parole for more than four years. Only three of 
the group had been on second parole for less than 18 months. These findings 
indicate that multiple returnees and those returned to prison once only were 
distinguished by factors other than length of time on s.econd parole. 
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TABLE 23 

MONTHS ON FIRST PAROLE FROM RELEASE TO 
RETl~N TO PRISON BY RETURNEE GROUPS 

Dr: 

I Number 
of 

Average 
Months on .!eturnee Group Returnees First Parole 

One Return 115 29 'l'wo Returns 56 20 Three Returns 49 14 Four Returns 24 10 Five tl.") Seven Returns 12 8 

Total Returnees 256 21 

The variations in early prison and parole experience found among those who 
eventua~ly varied in parole outcome suggest that the different returnee groups 
may exh1bit different patterns of characteristics which evoke differential 
treatment. It has been noted that narcotics offenders are returned to prison 
more frequently than other types of offenders and that a disproportionate share 
of the returns are made by ethnic minority members who are also characterized 
by greater heroin use, more extensive misdemeanor records and lower scores on 
intelligence and educational achievement tests. 

Subsequent analyses describe the returnee groups in terms of offense type, 
measured educational achievement, intelligence test scores, ethnic background, 
narcotics use, prior commitment record, and kind of return whether with a 
new court commitment (WNC) or for violation of parole rule~ (TFT). 
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CHAPTER 4 
PAROLEE CHARACTERISTICS AND PAROLE OUTCOME 

Returns to prison are of two kinds, new commitments and parole rule violations. 
In a new commitment, the parolee has been convicted of a new felony and sentenced 
to prison again by the courts. In a parole rule violation, the parolee is 
considered to have broken one or more of her parole rules and is returned 
again to prison not by the courts but by the Women's Board of Terms and Parole. 

The rules of parole are established by the Women's Board. At the time of 
this study. they required the parolee to secure permission before changing 
residence, driving a car, leaving the county, buying on credit or borrowing 
money, associating with other parolees, marrying, speaking in public, or 
writing for publication. The parolee was also required to maintain a leg .timate 
source of :Lnconll::'l and observe all municipal, state, and federal laws, inclu-1.ing 
those pertaining to narcotics and the posseSSion of weapons. She was not 
allowed to use alcohol to excess and was required to observe any special 
condition ~hich might be imposed and to follow the instructions of her parole 
agent. 

Revised parole rules, effective in 1972, specify that the parolee observe all 
laws and the instructions of her parole agent, including instructions concerning 
associates. The parolee ~~st secure the parole agent's permission before 
leaving the state and keep her informed of changes in employment and residence. 
Violent behavior, narcotics, al.ld weapons are pruhibited. Special conditions 
may also be imposed. 

It is the responsibility of the parole agent to set and enforce controls in 
relation to parole rules and conditions. The agent maintains a continuous 
record of the paroleeGs performance and reports to the Women's Board any 
arrest, violation of parole rules, or unusual situation. She recommends 
for Board consideration actions to be taken in response to the parolee, 
including parole suspension, parole revocation, continuation or extension 
of parole, or discharge. There is at present no systematic recording of 
the Board's actions in relation to the recommendations of the parole agent, 
but in the majority of cases, the Board takes the action recommended. 

Violation of parole rules is considered symptomatic of lack of rehabilitation, 
while a new commitment definitely represents repetition of offending. Because 
of this distinction it becomes important to know the relative frequency of 
these two types of return and whether any characteristic differences exist 
between women returned with new commitments and those returned for rule 
violations. In this chapter, l~omen with the various parole outcomes are 
compared in terms of chDracteristics, frequency of return, and time served. 

New Commitments: Frequency and Ti.me Served 

The problem of recidivism was found to be much less extensive among women who 
commit new offenses than it was among women returned for parole rule violations 
only. Thirteen percent, or 82, of the 626 women in the study group were 
returned more than once with a new commitment. More than twice as many were 
returned for parole rule violation only, and because of their higher rate of 
return they accounted for approximately 80 percent of the total readmissionso 
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Forty p€t'cent of the WOtllJ.m who \Y'ere recommitted for new felonies were also 
returned to prison from one to five times for parole rule violations. The 
82 women served a total of 105 prison terms for new felonies and another 51 
terms for parole rule violations. 

Approximately two-thirds of the 82 women were returned with their first new 
commitment after an absence frcm the institution of less than two years. 
Only about ten percent returned with their first new commitment after four 
years. Eight yea~s after release, 17 percent of the women returned by the 
courts had been discharged; 43 percent were on parole; and 40 percent were 
in custody. 

Once discharged, their chances of returning to prison were minimal; only two 
percent of the women in the study group who had been discharged were subsequently 
recommitted. 

The averagt! time served pe~ readmission for new commitments was 20 months, twice 
as long as it was for parole rule violations. However, because of the greater 
frequency of TFT returns. the discrepancy becomes smaller when average time per 
subject is considered. Average time; served per person for new commitments was 
25 months. Average time served per person for TFT returns was 21 months. Of 
the total readmission time of 526 prison years, one-third was served in new 
commitments. 

Characteristics of Wom-an tvith New Commitments (WNC) 

With the exception of assaultive offenders, who rarely repeat their felonies, 
the various offense types share equally in the probability of new commitments. 
Only one of the 70 women convicted of homicide or assault was returned WNC 
by the courts. Among othe~ offense types, the percentage of women returnea 
with new commitments ranged from 12 percent for theft to 20 percent for 
robbery with no statistically significant difference (Table 24). 

The women returned with new commitments were fairly consistent in their choice 
of offense. Most of them repeated their original felony or one similar to it. 
Exceptions included eight t'7h,t) had previously committed property offenses and 
were later convicted of narcotics charges. Two narcotics offenders were 
returned with forgery convictions and one robber was convicted of manslaughter 
by vehicle. 

Women returned by the courts differed significantly from other parolees only 
in a more extensive record of prior commitments. Women whose educational test 
scores fell at t:he elementary and junior high school levels, women scoring in 
the average and belm,yua.verage ranges on the Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence 
Test, and Black women all tendeG to receive more new commitments than other 
parolees, but the differences were s~all and not statibtically significant. 
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TABLE 24 

FREQUENCY OF NEW COMMITMENTS BY OFFENSE 

Percent 
Returning 

Offense Type Number With New 
Comnitments 

Murder 1st 5 0.0 
Murder 2nd 7 0.0 
Manslaughter 33 3.0 
Assault 25 0.0 
Robbery 44 20.5 
Burglary 34 14.7 
Theft 81 12.3 
Checks 241 13.3 
Narcotics 136 16.2 
All Other 20 15.0 

*Total 626 13.1 

* Data not available for 21 subjects who died and 
for 13 subjects who absconded on their first 
parole. 

Characteristics of Women Returned with Parole Violations (TFT) 

All variables examined were significantly associated with TFT returns. Narcotics 
use and prior commitment record showed the strongest relationships (Table 25). 
Women with a history of narcotics use or a high prior commitment record were 
returned for parole rule violations at approximately three times the rate of 
other paro lees. 

Also returned for parole rule vblations with Significantly greater frequency 
than other parolees were women with educational achievement at the elementary 
and junior high school levels, women with intelligence test scores in the 
average and below-average ranges, Black women, and narcotics offenders. The 
70 assaultille offenders (with only one new felony conviction among them) were 
returned for parole rule violations as frequently as \.. -'re women with other 
offenses. 

-28-

TABLE 25 

PAROLEE CHARACTERISTICS AND PAROLE OUTCOME 

Subjects Subjects Subjects 
With No Returned With New . Number Returns TFT Comnitments 

of N=370 N=174 N=82 
Characteristics Subiects % '70 % 

Educational Achievement 
I 

Grades 10 or Above 164 64.0 25.6** 10.4 
Grades 1-9 384 52.6 32.8 14.6 

lnte lligence Test Scores 

111 and Above 89 75.3 16.8** 7.9 
110 and Below 527 55.6 30.2 14.2 

Ethnic Group 

White and Other 457 63.2 24.5** 12.3 
Black 169 47.9 36.7 15.4 

OffE~ 

Assaultive 70 80.0 18.6 1.4** 
Property and Other 420 62.2 23.8 14.0 

Property and Other 420 62.2 23.8** 14.0 
Narcotics 136 39.0 44.8 16.2 

Narcotics Use 

Non-Users 428 73.2 16.1** 10.7 
Users 198 28.8 53.0 18.2 

Prior Commitment Record 

None 228 78.9 17.1*** 4. ()k* 
Low Priors 245 56.7 25.3 18.0 

Low Priors 245 56.7 25.3** 18.0 
High Priors 153 33.3 47.7 19.0 

* Data not available for 21 subjects who died and for 13 subjects who 
absconded on their first parole. 

** P 1% 

*** P 5% 
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Total* 
N=626 

% 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 



Parole Outcome and Correlated Characteristics 

Obviously, some of these characteristics are correlated and should be considered 
in relationship to each other when evaluating their effect upon parole outcome. 
Seventy-nine percent of the women convicted of narcotics offenses reported a 
history of narcotics use, while 83 percent of those with a history of narcotics 
use also had a prior commitment record. Two-thi~ds of those with above-average 
intelligence test scores also scored at the senior high school level on the 
Ca~ifornia Achievement Test. Ethnic group is correlated with all other char­
acteristics, minority groups showing lower educational and intelligence test 
scores and higher proportions with a history of narcotics use and prior commit­
ments (Tables 4, 7, 8, 9). 

These correlations pose several questions: (~) would ethnic differences in 
return rates sti 11 persl.Jt if ethnic groups were equated on variables shown 
to be associated with retu~ns to pLison? (2) can differences in return rates 
among offense types be accounted fo~ on the basis of narcotics use? and (3) 
are women .o1ith a histol"y of both na;:cC'·~ics use and prior commitments more 
likely to oe returned than tl1or,ten with only one or neither of these character­
istics? The following analyses examine these questions by considering the 
correlated variables in combination. 

Ethnic Group, Type uf OHen~e and Narcotics Use 

When ethnic groups m:elqul;,tcd on t~lpe of offense and narcotics use, signifi­
cantly higher TF'£ i"El\;'Ui'!.1. raL~:s for Dlack women are found in all equated sub­
groups except auong non-narC:t.ltit; property offenders (Table 26). The largest 
ethnic difference i,; ::il~en amor~g assaultive offenders, where Black women are 
returned TFT at 1I1Or.: ..:han t\'1h:e the rate of White women. When ethnic groups 
are further equl.lted (lr, l·r~:.01': cU''IIllitment record, ethnic differences in return 
rates among n.arcolic usei. ~ 'l)ersisr.: :tn much the same pattern (Table 27). 

Small but intere~lting v8ri,ations appear in kinds of parolees with new commit­
ments. Among Whi.te women, nel'] commitments are more frequent among narcotics 
off.enders, while among Blucktvomen~ new commitments occur more frequently 
among property offenderl.'s regl.lrd1ess of narcotics use. The percentage of new 
commit1ll2nts among B.Lsct; non-addicl.: property offenders ~vas twice as high as 
among thei~ Hhit'- counterpsr.:.s" On~ might speculate that whi Ie property 
offenses may be reh:ted tll nar(~uticE.; use in both groups t Black women are 
equally motivated by economic ne~ds to commit new offenses. 

Ethnic Group GIl.d Inten~ge'1!.cG. Teat Sc~ 

Among White worne!.1., r:i.~in8 :~n"=e: .. Lgei.1ce test scores w'ere consistently associated 
with fewer returns '':0 prison~ No :~elationship was dem:mstrated among Black 
women, only two of whom SC01:0c.1 :1... ~he above-average ranges. When equated on 
average and below-average tes~ scores, ethnic differences still persisted 
with significEmtly more Black than White women returned to prison TFT (Table 28). 
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TABLE 26 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS BY PAROLE OUTCOME 
TYPE OF OFFENSE, ETHNIC GROUP AND NARCOTICS USE 

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS=626* 

Non-Narcotics Users Ns!,cotics Users 
Offense Tvpe White Black Other White Black Other 

Homicide and Assault: Number 27 36 6** 0 1** 0** 

% No Return 85.2 75.0 
%WNC 3.7 0.0 
% TFT 11. 1 25.0 

Tots.! 100.0 100.0 

Property and Other: Number 268 45 18** 45 40 4** 

% No Return 71.3 64.5 37.8 17.5 
% WNC 11.9 24.4 15.5 20.0 
% TFT 16.8 11.1 46.7 I 62.5 

I Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Narcotics: Number 12** lOx"k 6** 57 I 37 14** 

% No Return 35.1 27.8 
% WNC 17 .5 13.9 
% TFT l~ 7.4 58.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 

T otal: Number 307 91 30 102 78 18** 

% No Return 73.0 69.2 86,,7 36.3 23.1 
% WNC 10.7 14.3 0.0 16.7 16.6 
% TFT 16.3 16.5 13.3 47.0 60.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

* Data not available for 21 subjects who died and for 13 subjects who absconded 
on their first parole. 

** Percentages nnt computed for subgroups of less than 20 subjects. 
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TABLE 27 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS WITH TFT RETURNS 
BY TYPE OF OFFENSE, ETHNIC GROUP AND NARCOTICS USE 

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS=578* 

- = 
NON-NARCOTIC USERS NARCOTIC USERS 

White Black White Black 
~ '" 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Offense Type Number With Number With Nunlber With Number With 
and Prior of TFT of TIT of TFT of TIT 
~itment Record - Subjects Returns** Subjects Returns** Subjects Returns**' Subjects ReturnS"k* 

Homicide & Assaultive 
Qffenders -

No Prior Commitment 19 0.0 22 13.6 0 0 
Prior Commitment 8 14 0 1 

Property & Other 
pffenders 

No Prior Commitment 118 16.1 11 12 2 
Prior Commitment 150 17.3 34 14·.7 33 48.5 38 63.1 

Narcotics Offender~ 

No Prior Commitment 6 2 11 6 
Prior Commitment 6 8 46 50.0 31 61.3 

-
* Omitted are 48 ~'Qnien of other racial origin. 

** Percentages not computeJ for subgroups of less than 15 subjects. 
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TABLE 28 

PAROLE OUTCOME OF ETHNIC GROUPS BY 
WECHSLER-BELLEVUE INTELLIGENCE SCALE SCORES 

White* Black 
Above Below Above 

'. 

Other -Below Above 
Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average Average 

Parole OUtcome N=103 N=2l8 N=83 N=121 N=43 N=2 N=23 t'{=19 

No Return 56.4 62.0 76.9 47.5 41.9 0 65.2 47.4 

Parole Violation 31.0 24.4 14.6 36.7 41.8 0 21.7 36.8 
Return** 

New Commitment 12.6 13.6 8.5 15.8 16.3 0 13.1 15.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0 100.0 100.0 

- --
* Among White women, the decrease in TFT returns with rising intelligence test scores is statistically 

significant at 1%: 

** Among women with average and below-average intelligence test scores, Significantly more Black women 
were returned with parole rule violations. 

N=4 -
0 

0 

0 

0 
. 



Offense Type and Narcotics Use (Table 26) 

The only significant overall differences in return-to-prison rates among offense 
types were found in narcotics offenders who had high TFT return rates and 
assaultive offenders who had low new commitment rates. 

When narcotics use is taken into account, narcotics offenders do not differ 
from other types of offenders in TFT returns. Approximately half of the 
narcotics offenders who also haa a history of narcotics use were returned 
TFT, while only 18 percent of the narcotics offenders without a history of 
use were returned. These rates differ little from those of users and non­
users committed for other types of offenses. 

Only one of the asssuitive offenders reported a history of narcotics use. When 
these women are compared to other non-narcotic offenders, they still show a 
significantly lower new commitment rate. This finding is consistent with the 
previous analysis showing that narcotics use is not associated with commitments 
for new fe lonies. 

Multiple Parole Violation Returns and Related Characteristics (Table 29) 

Analyses of parolee characteristics so far have been based on the criterion of 
return-or-no-return to prison, making no distinction between those returned 
once only and multiple returnees. Because the problem of recidivism has been 
shown to center around repeated TFT returns to pri.son, analyses were made of 
the characteristics of multiple returnees, excluding women with new commit­
ments. 

Nat'cotics use was again shown to be a major factor in recidivism. Four times 
as many narcotics users were returned to prison more than once for parole 
rule violations as were non-users. Offense type was not associated with 
rep~ated returns among either users or non-users. 

Ethnic differences in multiple returns were found exclusively among narcotics 
users where Black women returned to prison more then once in significantly 
greater numbers than White womeu, and these differences appear regardless of 
offense type. More Black than wrlite women returned to prison TFT, and they 
are returned more ofteno 
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Narcotics Use and Prior Commitments (Tables 30 and 31) 

Previous CDC studies have shown a progressive increase in returns to prison as 
narcotics use is combined with increasing prior commitments, from non-narcotics 
users with no prior commitments to users with many prior commitments. Application 
of these findings to the analysis of parole outcome in the present study yields 
similar results. 

As in prior studies, a relationship of narcotics use and prior commitments to 
return-to-prison rates is found among TFT returns rather than among new commit­
ments. However, among women with low prior commitments, narcotics use does 
appear to accompany an increase in new commitments, although the relationship 
is not statistically significant. The data give the impression that women 
with relatively limited jailor prison experience may be more vulnerable to 
the development of further serious delinquency if they have a narcotics 
history. 

When equat(~d on prior commitments and narcotics use, ethnic groups sti 11 show 
no signifi~ant differencea in rate of new commitments. The largest ethnic 
difference appears among the 67 non-users with high prior commitments, where 
15 percent of the White women and 28 percent of the Black women were returned 
by the courts. Black women in this group are largely the property offenders 
discussed previouslyo 

\<;rhile narcotics use in combiuatiol'l. with prior commitments does not show a 
consistent relationsHip to nevJ comm..i.tment:s, it is consistently associated 
with the decision to ~eturn parolees to prison for parole rule violation. 
The percentage of women returned TFT rose from 12 percent among non-narcotics 
users with no prior record to 61 percent among users with high prior commit­
ments; while the percentage of women with multiple returns also rose steadily 
in the same groups from two percent to 45 percent. Apparently, these two 
background factors are key prognosticators of TFT return rates and, in dif­
ferent combinations, appear to be accepted as indices of varying degreeS of 
delinquency proneness among parolees. 

The direction of ethnic differences in TFT return rates is systematically 
related to these tWCl characteristi.cs. When backgrounds show neither narcotics 
use nor prior commitments, TFT returns slightly favor the Black women. With 
the appearance of either a high prior record or narcotics use, the baLance 
shifts, and slightly more Black than White women are returned for parole rule 
violations. When both narcotics use and a high prior record are present, 
Black women are returned at a significantly higher rate than White women. 
Similar ethnic differences are found when multiple returns are considered 
(Table 31). 

The TFr return to prison i& generally regarded by the Board as a (levice to 
prevent development of further criminality when parole adjustment is judged to 
be deteriorating. The data suggest that adjustment is more frequently judged 
to be deteriorating among narcotic users with prior commitments and that among 
these women Blacks are seen as :~re likely to develop new criminality than 
Whites and consequently are returned to prison more often. Consistent with 
these data is the previous finding that among assaultive offenders more than 
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TABLE 29 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS RETURNED TO PRISON 
FOR PAROLE RULE VIOLATIONS BY TYPE 
OF OFFENSE, RACE AND NARCOTICS USE 

NUMBER OF SUBJECTSa544* 
, 

Non-Narcotics Users Narcotics Users 
Offense Type White Black Other White Black Other 

Homicide and Assault: Number 26 

I 
36 6** fJk* 1** 0** 

% No Return 88.5 75.0 
% 1 Return 3.8 19 .. 4 
% 2 or }fi.Ore Returns 7.7 5,.6 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Property and Others: Number 236 3t~ 18** 38 32 3** 

% No Return 80.9 I 85.3 44.7 21.9 
% 1 Return 11.9 11.8 21.1 21.9 
% 2 or More Returns 7.2 2.9 34.2 56.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Narcotics and Drugs: Number 12** 8** 6** 47 32 9** 

% No Return 42.6 31.3 
% 1 Return 17.0 12.5 
% 2 or More Returns 40.4 56.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Total: Number 274 78 30 85 65 12** 

% No Return 81.8 80.8 86.7 43.5 27.7 
% 1 Return 11.3 15.4 10.0 18.8 16.9 
% 2 or More Returns 6.9 3.8 3.3 37.7 55.4 

Total 100.0 100.0 I 100.0 I 100.0 100.0 

* Omitted are 82 women returned with new commitments. 

** Percentages not computed for less than 20 subjects. 
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TABLE 30 

PAROLE OUTCOME OF STUDY GROUP BY PRIOR COMMITMENTS 
AND NARCOTICS HISTORY AND ETHNIC GROUP 

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS=626* 

I No 1 
Ret:urn 

I One Multiple 
Number to Return TFT TFT 

Commitment and of Prison WNC Return Returns 
Ethnic Group Subjects 10 % % % 

I 
I 

Non-Narcotics Users 

No Prior Commitments 
White 143 81.1 5.6 11.2 2.1 
Black 35 91.4 0.0 8.6 0.0 
Other 16** 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 194 83.5 '+.1 10.8 1.6 

Low Prior Commitments 
White 125 68.8 15.2 8.8 7.2 
Black 31 67.7 19.4 9.7 3.2 
Other I 11** 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 167 70.7 14.9 8.4 6.0 

High Prior Commitments I 
I 

White 39 56.4 15.4 , 10.3 17.9 
Black 25 40.0 28.0 24.0 8.0 
Other 3** 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 67 49.3 19.4 16.4 14.9 

Narcotics Users 

No Prior Commitments 
White 23 I 

56.6 4.3 I I 8.7 30.4 
Black 8** I 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Other 3f,",* 

I 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 34 52.9 3.0 14.7 29.4 
! 

Low Prior Commitments 
White 55 30.9 ! 20.0 16.4 32.7 
Black 17'1.."* 0.0 ! 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Other 6*'* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 78 26.9 24.4 15.4 33.3 
I 

High Prior Commitments 

I White 24 29.2 20.8 20.8 29.2 
Black 53 ! 18.9 17.0 11.3 52.8 I 
Other 9** 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 86 I 20.9 18.6 15.1 45.4 
i 

Total 
TFT 

Returns 
% 

13.3 
8.6 
0.0 

12.4 

I 16.0 
12.9 

I 0.0 
I 14.4 

28.2 
32.0 
0.0 

31.3 

I 

39.1 
0.0 
0.0 

44.1 

49.1 
0.0 
0.0 

48.7 

50.0 
64.2 
0.0 

60.5 

* Data not available for 21 subjects who died and for 13 subjects who absconded 
on their first parole. 

** Percentages not computed for subgroups of less than 20 subjects. 
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TABLE 31 

TFT RETURNS TO PRISON BY PRIOR COMMITMENT AND 
NARCOTICS BACKGROUND AND ETHNIC GROUP 

Multiple 
Number TFT 

of Returns 
Background Characteristics Sub;ects % 

Low or No Priors 
Non-Narcotics 

White 268 4.5 

Black 66 1.5 

High Prior - Non-Narcotics 
No Prior - Narcotics Use 

White 62 22.6 

Black 33 9.0 

Low or High Priors 
Narcotics Use 

White 79 31.6 

Black 60 58.3 

Total 
TFT 

Returns 
% 

14 0 6 
10.6 

31.0 
36.4 

49.4 
71.6 

twice as many Black than White women were returned TFT. Black women with a 
background of narcotics and prior commitments and assaultive Black women are 
apparently considered greater parol~ risks than are their White counterparts. 
On the other hand when background delinquency is comparatively slight, Black 
women may be considered as better parole risks than White women, but this 
difference, reflected in TFT returns, is small. 

Reliability of Findings 

To test the stability of the relationship found between returns to prison, 
narcotics use, and prior commitments, comparisons were made between the study 
group and parolees released for the first time in 1962, 1963, and 1964 (TlLble 
32). Available data for the subsequently released women combined narcotic:s 
users ",ith zero and low prior records. These classifications were corobinE~d 
in the study group for purposes of making comparisons. Also, to make the two 
groups more comparable, all first releases in 1960 and 1961 were included, 
making a total of 660. The study group did not vary appreciably from the 
subsequently released women, indicating that the relationship between prison 
returns, narcotics use, and prior commitments is stable and lending further 
support to the assumption of representativeness of the findings of this study. 
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TABLE 32 

COMPARATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDY GROUP 
AND WOMEN RELEASED IN 1962, 1963 ANn 1964 

BY NUMBER OF PRIOR COMMITMENTS 
AND NARCOTICS USE 

A 11 Horr,zn Re leased 
For First Time in 

1960 1961 
II 
Ii 

I 

All Women Released 
For First Time in 

1962 - 1964 

Prior Commitments 

Non-Narcotics Users 

None 
Low 
High 

Narcotics Users 

None and Low 
High 

Total 

Number 

202 
175 

71 

121 
91 

660 

% 
Return 

15.8 
29.1 
49.3 

60.3 
78.0 

39.7 

Parolee Characteristics and Correctional Decisions 

I 
II 

rt 

q 
I' 

j; 
I ~ 
i! 
'I 
11 
II 
II 

Number 

338 
270 
113 

122 
94 

937 

% 
Return 

16.6 
31.9 
50.4 

52.5 
76.6 

35.7 

In summary, examination of related characteristics has substantiated the superior 
parole performance of assaultive women in regard to new commitments; demonstrated 
a relationship between intelligence test scores and l~T returns among White 
women; shown that TFT teturns are related to a background of narcotics use and 
prior commitments; nnd indicated that, in general, Black women are returned to 
prison more frequently for parole rule violat.ion than White women, with the 
greatest ethnic discrepancy arising among narcotics users with more extensive 
prior commitment records., Viomen returned with the greatest frequency for 
parole rule violation are likely to be characterized by comparatively low 
educational and intelligence test scores, narcotics use, prior commitment 
records, and minority group membership. No differences were found among 
offense types when equated on narcotics use. 

It has been suggested (Chapter 2) that jail experience and narcotics use may 
signify continuing delinquency and that poor educational and intelligence 
test performance may indicate a lack of exposure to middle-class' opp.ortunities 
and consequently a reduced ability to compete successfully as a member of the 
non-incarcerated, middle-class group. If this is true, these combined char­
acteristics could be indices of the potential ror delinquent behavior. However, 
the analyses show that only-one of the characteristics, prior commitments, is 
significantly associated with the commission. of feloni·es resulting in new 
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court comrr.i.~m8nts. all the ()th~r hand, all the chai'acteristics are signifi­
cantly assocLatea wi~h the cor~ectional agency!s decision about original time 
served, TFT ret~rns to prison, and time on parole b~iore return. 

Length of prison tilX'.e, however, is :celated to kind of offense, and the process 
of TFT return to prison is initiated by the parolee's violation of parole rules. 
Accordingly, the agency decision may represent a response to the parolee's 
delinquent behavior :regard.less of her characted.st::.cs. If decisions are 
based on::l on de lina,u8 •• t beh~v~.o: .. :, '..;','1[;; re l".tior:.,s'"ip between pal'o lee char­
acterist~cs ana corre.::.tiu~ • .a::' cieci::lLJ~'l.s shoul':, '~:'0Cl?pear when delinquent 
behavior :;'S absent .;)r llU .. 1iil.U;l1. 

To see WU8 :h12t' par01ee Chcll.·",·,c:::eri3t:;.c;,: 'tv\:::r" c.B.so-:.i.at~d 'yiith agency decisions 
about t-7orrun with minimal delinquent b~havior on ;,:>aro1e, the average time 
betvleen re Lei'\;H;J and discharge 2m: WOiHc.'i.l :'.ot :ce;~_l·tted to prison was analyzed 
by narcoti:s use, prior cumrra'.:mei1t~ > int<.' iligence test scores, and ethnic 
group. In the study group, 352 WO.l,,::n h;~d been di.sch"r..:ged with no return to 
prison, wi:h paroles :.:-artging L.1 lenbth ir,om si:;:: tv 96 months and averaging 
39 'Jlonths. The parole behavior of th(:ne W'Orie.":. was iree of delinquency serious 
enough 'Co warrant return to pr:Lsoi.1. The dlS.citsion to discharge or to continue 
on parole is usuaiJ..y maGe at the e'L10 of two yE:.s~,:,£ of successful parole, and 
vJithin th~ indeterminate sentence structure, original sentences may be extended 
or reduced acco.:ding to the judged need of further parole supervision. 

Results of the analysis (Table 33) shot" much the sa,,:la pattern as found in 
analyses of l:arol,,:. outcome in rel.ation to narco;:;ics use and prior commitments. 
The average number of months until discharge rises progressively from 36 months 
fo": non-1.',SIOirs tl1itho'Ut prior ,:oITIlllitnu:mts to 47 Inonths for narcotics users with 
prior cor.lmit'.net";:Cs. .Jata for ~l1omen with low and high priors were combined 
because t:le. ul.lmi>ers toJ'er"" \:00 sma:.l fo!' separate comparisons. Equated for 
narcotic!:: use and prior commitments, ethnic groups also shmtl differences, 
wi th. Black WOll'en remaining Longer ..:>n paro It! before discharge than WOUl2n of 
other ethnic oackgrounds. These effects persist when offense types are 
examined separately. 

In che elaluatio:1 of the relationship of intelligence test scores to time on 
parole before discharge, the number of women with above average test scores 
became too small for analysis among either narcotics users or minority groups. 
Among Wh1te women without narcotics use, however) the trend was toward shorter 
parole periods for those with above average int~lligence test ~cores. This 
effect was seen exclusively among the 106 White women without narcotics use 
but with a record of prior commitments. Among these women, the 17 t-lith above 
average scores spent an average of iour rr~nths less on parole than did those 
~liit~7. lower scores. ~io diZfer8:1CI;; \'1",0 lound GinllJir.g liTh::'te women with narcotics 
use or a prior record. 

All of these analyses showing a :celadonship between parolee characteristics 
and agency decisions in situatl.ons where ciclinCj,uency is minimal or absent 
strongly inaicate 'chat paro:~ee Characteristics as well as parolee behavior 
do act as determiners of ~udgrnent8 about the status of a parolee's rehabili­
taticn and need for correccJ.o~"'Ql a~tion. The same characteristics found to 
be aE,sociatea with TFT retu;;:ns a:'.;o ap'l)ear to be associated to greater caution 
in discharging women from parole :n:.pervision. 
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TABLE 33 

PAROLE TIME SERVED BY WOMEN DISCHARGED WITHOUT RETURl~ TO PRISON BY 
NARCOTICS USE, PRIOR COMMITMENTS, TYPE OF OFFENSE AND ETHNIC GROUP 

(NUMBER OF SUBJECTS=35Z*) 

-.....-..... ... --.~-- --~-:::. 

[Homicide 

Number 
Commitment and of 

. '~--~--.~-,--.""-----, _':. ___ !.YE~~ of Offen 
and A~ t Proper ty aE.!!.1'!i 

se 

Average 
Months Number 

to of 

.JL90 
age Aver 

Mont hs 
to 

------,-------------~I Narcot,i£§. _ 

Number 
of 

Average 
Months Number 

to of 
Ethni£..Q.ro.uP Subjects Discharge Sublects_ :-_Disch Dischar e Sub' acts 

~~+-~~~~--+-~--~~~~f-'--=-

~.2ll:N~rcotics Use,rs. I 

i 
I 

No Prior Comrni truents I 
Bla.ck 19 39 11 38 
All Others 17 33 95 36 

Total 36 36 106 37 

Prior Commitments 
Black 8 43 18 40 
All Others 3 63 108 38 

Total 11 45 126 38 

~arcotics Us~~ ! 
No Prior Commitments, 

Black 0 0 1 24 
All Others 0 0 7 39 

Total 0 0 8 37 

Prior Commitments 
Black 0 0 6 51 
All Others 0 0 10 41 

Total 0 0 16 45 

Total 47 39 256 38 

* Omitted are six women who returned to prison after discharge 
parole supervision, discharged from one to four months after 

2 39 32 
6 29 118 
8 31 150 

4 51 30 
5 35 116 
9 l~2 146 

3 63 4 
7 45 14 

10 50 18 

7 47 13 
15 49 25 
22 48 38 

49 45 352 

with a new commitment and six with 
release. 

Total 

Average 
Months 

to 
Discha~S 

38 
36 
36 

42 
38 
39 

53 
42 
44 

49 
46 
4·7 

39 

neg li.gib Ie 



~ummary and ~isc~ion of Parolee Character~stics 

A~al!Sis o~ frequency of returns to prison among study subjects (Chapter 3) 
d~SCLoses ~hat a major portion of the parole and prison costs are incurred 
~Y recidivists and suggests that women who are returned to prison may be 
1de~t~fied by characteristics which differentiate them from other parolees. 
In Lh~s chepter, these characteribtics were examined, and return rates of 
WOIl1eU with 'ITT returns and those with net;)' commitments were compared. 

New commitments vl'ere found to account fur a u\inor s'nare of the total returns. 
Co~pared to othe~ parolees' prior conll~itment records, intelligence test scores, 
?tnn ... c grot.,p, cu.d. narcotic use, ,,]o~n \·Jit •• no>;', commitments differe,\ only in 
hUVl.ng a mere extensive record of prior conm°d.tments. The different offense 
types shared equally in the prooabi lity of new commitments ~o1ith the ex.ception 
of assaultive offenders who are rarely returned by the courts. 

Women r~turned TFT, who accounted for 80 percent of the readmissions, differed 
froO} otner parolees in narcotics use, more extensive prior commitment records 
minority group membership, and le-wer intelligence and educational test scores: 
Frequency of TFT returns did not vary among offense types. 

Total 1"'FT returns as well as multiple returns rose as narcotics use appeared 
in combination with prior record, from non'''users with no prior record to 
users with high prior commitments. 

Equated with.other ethnic grou~s on characteristics associated with TFT returns, 
Black women 1n general were returned with greater frequency than White women. 
Blac~ women with assaultive o£fenses or backgrounds of narcotics use and prior 
cO~ltment records were apparently considered greater parole risks than matched 
Wh~te women and were returned for parole violation at significantly higher 
rates. Among wo~~n with backgrounds of minimal delinquency, small differences 
in TFT retu~ns favored the Black women. 

All of these characteristics were associated with agency decisions bo return 
parolees ~o prison where violation of parole rules was involved. They were 
also found to be associated ~l7ith agency decisions vlhere violation of parole 
rules was absent or tninimal. Time spent on parole before discharge by women 
who were not returned to prison was found to r.ise progressively from 36 months 
[or non-users without prior cOlmnitmevts to 47 months for narcotics users with 
prior commitments. Black women remained on plrole longer than other ethnic 
groups, and White women with relatively high intellieence test scores tended 
to be c1ischa;~ged sooner than White women with lower scores. The same char­
acteristics aSJociated with return to prison when parole rules are violated 
d~C also associated with longer parole periods when parole rule violation is 
absene or not conSidered serious enough to warrant return to prison. 

Returns to prison and retention on parole are measures employed as deterrents 
to the commission of new offenses. Since t~ese deterrents are applied with 
greatest. frequency to women vlith specified characteristics, it follows that 
these characteris~ics are viewed as prognosticators of ne~v criminality and 
that agen~y decis~ons to return parolees to prison are determined by parolee 
character~stics as well as parolee behavior. The fact that aUo hut one .;;;f 
these characteristics are absent in wou~n returned with new felonies raises 
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the question of their prognostic value. The answer to this question would 
require an empirical study of the events and processes surrounding TFT 
returns. 

The analyses indicates the presence of specialized problems in two areas. One 
was the high frequency of new commitments among Black non-narcotic property 
offenders, suggesting that a profitable area for ~tudy might be the economic 
status of parolees in relation to the commission of new offenses. A sec.ond 
problem was seen in an elevated rate of new commitments among narcotics users 
with low prior commitments, suggesting that this kind of parolee with a back­
ground of moderate delinquency may be in need of special support. 

When one' considers that, among the study subjects, return trips to prison 
boosted the total number of admissions by 86 percent and that most of these 
returns were ordered by the correctional agency as a preventive measure, the 
impression may arise that preventive recidivism an~ng California's women 
parolees is reaching excessively high levels. However, an evaluation of the 
role of agency decisions in recidivism and whether the rate is high, moderate, 
or low can be made only in relation to some standard of comparison. The 
womens' return rates may be compared to those in other jurisdictions and the 
effect of changes in agency practice on return rates may be analyzed. Unfor~ 
tunately, data available for comparison is based on the criterion of return­
or-no-return to prison and does not include counts of repeated returns by 
the same parolees, wherein lies much of the problem of recidivism among 
California's women parolees. However, comparisons of the numbers of parolees 
returned will yield some perspective on the problem, and these comparisons 
are made in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5 
SOME COMPARISONS OF RETURN RATES OF MEN AND WOMEN 

This study so far has demon:;crated that women returned. for parole rule v~olation 
differ in background characteristics from women returned by the courts w1th new 
felony convictions, and tha';: the two types of returns vary greatly in frequency 
and cost, 

Women returned by the courts ctiffered from other parolees only in prior criminal 
record and they represented a small proportion of all returns. Women returned ,-
by the'Womenls Boara of Terms and Parole for parole rule violations differed 
from othel:' parolees in all characteristics chosen for analysis except offense 
type, and they accounted for a vast majority of the total r~turns. Consequently, ~ 
the bulk of t~e returns and their associated costs are attr1butable to the 
decision:; of the Department of Corrections I Parole and Community Services 
Division. and the Women's Board of Terms and Parole. Findings suggest that 
the diffE:rences in types of 1"12 turns may be due to sources of variation other 
t~an the criminal behavior ot tne women parolees. 

It would thus seel" that the response of the Department of Corrections and the 
Women's Board to women offenders is crucial to the problem of recidivism and 
therefore should undergo analysiS. Analysis may be accomplished through com­
parisons of decisions by different correctional agencies and by different 
parts of agencies at differem. points j.n time. Such comparisons should reveal 
and alloity for critl.c..,sl tes'.::s of how agency responses affect recidivism rates. 
In this ella,pter. analyses w~~.ll compar.e return rates for men and women in 
Californ~a and ~D other Jurisdictions. 

The type v~' ana~.ysi > 0,1, return :..'a'i.:€:s p:reseLlted thus far in this report has 
never been rJade before, at least insofar as the authors know. Consequently, 
many of the findings c~nnot be compared to those of other studies. However, 
return-to-p:dson r<!tes of men and women parolees have been compi led in oth:r 
jurisdictions as well as in California, and these studies make so~e.compar1sons 
possible. T'ne;:;e other scudi.::s differ from the present one as they 1nclude 
all parolees '~eleasedo not just those i:eleased for the first time; and they 
also count only the :(,i,rst :c~turn and r.ot the number of times each person is 
returned. Fu.:ther, they c},assify the returnee as a new commitment or a 
parole rule violator on the basis of his first rettlrn. In the present study, 
a women returned by the COUl."'i.:S was; classified as a new commitment regardless 
of her other TFT retllrns. Approximately one-fourth of the women eventually 
returned with new commitments had been first 'returned to prison for parole 
rule violation. Finally, the follow-up parole periods in other studies 
varied between o1' .. e una iiv~ year", following release. 

When the analYSis about to) b~ ?resented was first contemplated, the aim was 
simply to determine whether y,;')men were more or less likely than men to be 
returned to prison. It might, of course, be argued that recidivism would be 
higher among women because the criminal Justice system is generally assumed 
to be more reluctant to sena WOIT~n to prison in the first place and therefore 
incatcerates only those women who are heavily committed to criminal behavior. 
As wi 11 be seen, this expecta'cion, at least in its simple form, is not sufficient 
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to account for the diZferences found. Rather, it would appear that variations 
in agency responses to parolees must be invoked to explain these differences. 

The California Experience 

Tables 34 and 35 show the rates of return to California prisons for men and 
women released to parole during the year~ 1960 through 1966. Inspection of 
these tab los reveals at least four interesting relationships. 

First, Table 34 shows that the differences in the TFT return rates between n~n 
and women during the first year or two after release are relatively smsll and 
not consistent in their direction. It is only during the second or third year 
after the ~rear of re lease to parole that the differences become consistent and 
of any size. After the second or third year, the women's TFT return rate 
averages about four or five percent higher than that for the men. 

Second, Tahle 35 shows that the Wl'iC return rate for women is consistent ly 
lower than that for man, with a~ average difference of around six percent. 

Third, the differences in TFT rates between men and women shown in Table 34 
s~em to have increased sharply in 1965 and 1966. In order to see if this 
increase was something more than a chance variation, return rates for some 
more recent cohorts were used. These rates are for thellumber of parolees 
returned to prison within exactly two years after release to California 
parole.11 Presented in Table 36, these data show that the increase in the 
difference in TFT return rates for n~n and women beginning in 1965 and 1966 
was part of a consistent pattern. For those released before 1965 the dif­
ferences at the end of two years of parole were quite small and inconsistent, 
averaging about three percellt ,'Jlhi Ie among those released from 1965 through 
1968 differences were consistently large, with the women's TFT return rate 
averaging about 11 percentage points higher than that for the men. On the 
average, the men IS TFT return rate went down whi Ie the ,.,omen' s rate showed 
no consistent pattern. l~e differences ~n WNC rates, however, did not change. 
l~e ~mc rate for women released before 1965 averaged about eight percentage 
points lower than that fl'lr the men, whi Ie a.mOng those re leased from 1965 to 
1968, the womenvs rate averaged nine percentage points lower. Perhaps some­
thing started to happen in 1965 causing a difference in the TFT rates but not 
in the WI~C rates. Something did happen in 1965 which might account for this 
pattern of changes; it was the Parole Work Unit Program for men. 

1/ l'h~se rates arE'.:; differ<::nt irora those just presented in Tab Ie 34 and 35 
in that they include ~eturns to prison in other jurisdictions. Also, 
the follow-up period is e~;:c.ctly two years following the date of release. 
See footnote to 'fable 36 for a more complete statement of these differettces. 
This change in statistical data was necessary to obtain useful information 
for the more recently released cohorts. For the purpose of this analysis 
these differences are sligh~. 
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Paroled 

Year Number 

1960 412 
4,871 

I 
1961 562 

5,6B9 

1962 605 
7,457 

1963 556 
5,821 

1964 553 
7,216 

! 
I 

1965 467 I 
8,163 

1966 558 
6,489 

TABLE 34 

CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN AND MEN RETURNED 
FROM PAROLE TO CALIFORNIA PRISON 

\<iITHOUT A NIDi COMMITMENT 
BY YEAR OF RELEASE TO PAROLE 

- ·0; 

Yea~ of Return to Prison 
1st Year i 2nd Year 3rd Year 4th Year I 

l Year of i After After After After ! 
Sex Parole 

, 
Parole 

! 
Parole Parole Parole 

.... 
1! 4 .. 4 18.4 27.2 30.5 32.0 
M 5.7 19.2 I 24 e6 26.8 27.5 
d -1.3 -0.8 I 2.6 3.7 4.5 I 

i 
F 

I 
8.2 20.5 I 28.8 33 e1 35.2 

M 4.9 18.3 I 26.1 28.8 29.7 I 

d 3.3 2.3 I 2.7 4.3 5.5 

F 7.3 25.6 I 29.9 33.8 35.2 
M 7.0 

I 
22.2 I 29.5 31.9 32.6 

d 0.3 3.4 I 0.4 1.9 2.6 

F 9.4 24.8 33.5 36.8 38.8 
M 9.0 26" '2 

I 
32.8 34.4 35.3 

d 0.4 -1.4 ! 0.7 2.4 3.5 

F I 9.2 26.6 I 34.2 37.1 38.5 
M 7.9 I 

24.2 I 29.7 31.9 32.7 
d 1.3 2.4 4.5 5.2 5.8 , 

I 
\ 

F 13.3 30.0 37.7 40.0 41.8 
M 9.5 22.7 28.8 31.0 31.7 
d 3.8 7.3 8.9 9.0 10.1 

F 12.3 30.5 37.6 41.4 NA 
M 6.5 20.4 26.9 28.8 NA 
d 5.8 10.1 10.7 12.6 NA 
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5th Year 
After 

Paroled 

Parole 
Year Number 

32.5 
27.9 1960 412 
4.6 4,871 

36.7 
30.0 1961 562 
6.7 5,689 

35.7 
32.9 1962 605 

2.8 7,457 

39.9 
35.6 1963 556 
4.3 5,821 

39.0 
33.0 1964 553 
6.0 

NA I 
7,216 

I 

NA 1965 467 
NA 8,163 

NA 
NA 1966 558 
NA 6,489 

.. -. 

TABLE 35 

CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN AND MEN RETURNED 
FROM PAROLE TO CALU'ORNIA PRISON 

WITH A NEW COURT COMMITMENT 
BY YEAR OF RELEASE TO PAROLE' 

.. ~ 

Year of Return to Priso-n 
1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year 4th Year 15th Year 

Year of After After After After After 
Sex Parole Parole Parole Parole Parole Parole 

F I 1.0 3.6 ! 6.6 8.0 9.0 9.2 I M 4.9 14.3 1S.0 19.2 19.5 19.6 
d -3.9 -10.7 -11.4 -11.2 -10.5 -10.4 

F 3 0 0 8.2 10.1 11.0 11.9 12.1 
M 3.8 13.0 16.7 17.8 18.1 18.2 
d -0.8 -4.8 -6.6 -6.8 -6.2 -6.1 

F 0.8 3.6 5.6 7.1 7.3 7.3 
M 5~0 

I 
14.0 17 .2 18.3 18.5 18.7 

d -4.2 -10.4 -11.6 -11.2 -11.2 -11.4 

F 2.7 7.4 9.2 10.8 10.8 10.8 
M 3e4 10.4 13.3 14.3 14.6 14.7 
d -0.7 -3.0 ~4.1 -3.5- -3.8 -3.9 

F 1.8 6.9 8.1 9.0 9.8 9.S 
M 2.8 9.8 12.8 13.6 14.0 14.0 
d -1.0 -2.9 -4.7 -4.6 -4.2 -4.2 

F 1.3 4.3 5.8 6.5 6.6 NA 
M 3.5 10.0 12.3 13.2 13.4 NA 
d -2.2 -5.7 -6.5 -6.7 -6.8 NA 

F 1.1 3.2 4.9 5.4 NA NA 
M 2.7 9.1 11.7 12.7 NA NA 
d -1.6 -5.9 -6.8 -7.3 NA NA 



Yea-r 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

TABLE 36 

PAROLE OUTCOME WITHIN TWO YEARS FOLLOWING RELEASE 
FOR MEN AND WOMEN RELEASED TO CALIFORNIA PAROLE 
BY YEAR OF RELEASE AND TYPE OF RETURN TO PRISON 

-
Paroled TYQ.e of Return 

Number Sex TFT 

597 F 24.1'70 
6,66 I M 26.8 

d -2.7 

546 F 29.7 
5,191 M 29.6 

d 0.1 
~ 

515 F 32.0 
6,438 M 26~0 

d 6.0 

443 F 35.2 
7,302 M 23 0 4 

d 11.8 

539 F 36.4 
5,681 M 22.0 

d 14.4 

593 F 28.3 
5,910 M 23.1 

d 5.2 

568 F 29.7 
5,063 M 17 .0 

d 12.7 

to Prison* 
WNe 

5.9% 
20.1 

-14.2 

8.2 
15.2 
-7.0 

8.5 
15.4 
-6.9 

5.6 
14.9 
-9.3 

4.8 
14.0 
-9.2 

4.9 
11.8 
-6.9 

5.3 
11.4 
-6.1 

* This table differs from the previous two in that it includes only those 
released to parole in California while the other two include out of state 
paroles. Also the follow-up is for exactly two years following each 
person's date of parole while in the prior two tables the system deter­
mines whether the person was returned within the year of release, the 
first year following the year of release, the secund year follOWing 
the year of release and so forth. The system used in this table gives 
a standard and exact follo~~-up period while the other system gives a 
variable follow-up period; however, the system used in this table is 
limited to two years following release (for men) while the other system 
extends for a period of (approximately) five to six years and thus allows 
an assessment of long-term return rates. 
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The parole Work Un.it Progl.'"om divided male paroleeD ill,:0 three classes vlhich 
were seen ~s requiring different amounts of supervis~on) and each class of 
parolees was assigned a different number oipoints) with the clasG requiring 
more supervision receivit'lg more poillts or "work u~i.its." The parole agent's 
workload was then allocated on t.he basis of the number ox work units assigned 
to his parolees rather than upon their simpi~ number. Each case load was 
assigned a quota of 120 work units. T:tus tt<iO parole ~gents could have the 
same number ox work uni<:G but i, aii'fm:"mtL"iumbe:;: of p~t'olecs. Alorlg ~nth 
this change came char~es in the ~dmi~istr~t~o~'8 expectations of the ag~nts. 
They wet'e supposed to seek a.h:ii;;:;:ta'l:iv..:s co t'eCUi'H. 1:0 1,-;:'1.::>01'1. <Slnd, with tm";. 
equalized workloads, they we1.:'e aSSUlliea to be able to giVe i'OOre attention lilnd 
help to the parolees, especially those SeEfL'\ as needing more help. The major 
purpose of this change w~s to reduce the return'-to-prison rates. 

Roughly fifty percent of the parole agents and parolees were put in the vlork 
Unit Program and the other fifty percent were not. Th~ iirst par~le foiiow-up 
report did not show the lower return-to-prison rate which had been expected 
for the work Unit Program. l~nis finding startled the Parole Division which 
set out immediately to get the TFT rate down in the Work Unit parole offices. 
'file Chief of the Parole Division talked with agents in each of the '(york Unit 
parole offices, impressed upon them the importance of meeting the program's 
goal o£ reducing the return-to-prison rate and exhorted them to do all they 
could within reason to develop and seek alternatives to return to prison. 'the 
~'T rate declined, probably as ~ result of this effort, and the rate declined 
for both the Work Unit agents and those l'l.ot;i.n the "lork Unit Program. The 
WNC rate showed a smaller decline, and this would be expected since the 
Depa~tment has much less cont~ol over new cou~t commitments. This decline 
is ge'lel.:'al in that the wOlDBn IS WNC rate also decreased as did the rate of 
commitments to ;t>rison for the entire state. 

The attribution of the dec line :1.1'1. the men is 'l"FT return rate to changes in 
administrative practices is supported by the findings of three inturrelated 
studies. The first (2) presented all parole agents in California who super~ 
vised male felons with. ten hypothetical cases based on actual parole violation 
reports. The agents were asked to make a recommendation to either return the 
parolee to prisofi for a parole rule violation or to continue him on parole. 
Considerable variatio~ was found among the agents in both the number of cases 
recommended for return and which cases should be returned. Significant 
variation was associated with administrative differences having nothing to 
do with the cases, such as the agents' perception of how many cases their 
supervisor would recorranend for return" Based upon the analysiS of the data, 
it was concluded that the culture of the par'ole unit office~ so to speak, 
had a significant effect upon how n~ny cases an agent would recommend for 
return. 

These same ten hypothetical ~ases were again administered to some of the same 
agents and some new agents a~ter the Iyork Unit Program was initiated o In these 
ttV'o studies (1, 3) the number of return-to';prison recommendations was much lOvJer 
than found 'before the advent of the Work Ui1.it Program and its attendat"l.t admin­
istrative changes. This would seem to support the assumption that the aecline 
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. , . • in 'VYOllien I g para le and their rl'FT rate 
The Work Unit Program was not l.nsU .. utec.. 10 s"'y that 'Women. have a. 
did not chanO'e. Piecing the above toge:tner ~ t-le .wouth4 ." "'d';,Lt:f¢rence. which 

'0;;:> d h' t' in~··'·e·,,'·e ~ n ....... ... -"" . 
higher TFT rate than men ~n t ~~" nc,~., ~1. '~~'" :'ne r.asuli: of differences it"!. 

d ' 1965 "nd conti.nued 'i:m.::ce.<l ... t.~t ~ \ ... '" I-occurre in. ... 
administrative practices. 

• .1' 3 roor men and women, 
t ' .~ ~t'..l·"1.'l t,c, :-r.i.',,-son ra ... e .L 

One final difference between ne l.-.; .1.,' "':'~':'N~nce.;n the ratiO of TF'r rates 
1 is . -. '~i"'e O'.\.JI. ... ~...... ... f ""'FT 

vlhich mAY be worth some ana Y8., .~, ~'" ~4 ;;ct.,) 35 ;;;hows that the :ratio 0 r _ 
to WNC ra,;e6. An artalysis of .l.8.DLes.

J 
',. .' " c: and 11.2 with the average 

f women va:J:':Les bet.\\lt;.ea .L.. J ? d 2 8 returns t~ WNC ret.urns or .. ,. ;;."~',a:en vat'jLes between 1. _ an ~ 
ratio beiag 5.0 while t~e same :'ii'C:~,"'~~ \;; wo~,;:nls ratios~ 2.5 and 2 0 7, 
with the average being 2.0. OnLY 'bW,:, ~. there': s virtual1y no ove't'lap 
are lowe·" than the highest man'o ·.:at~oe" ~.:. ! .. ·.hUB ~wo to three times more 

I d i'ornen IS rat.ios A '<JOU1Eh. 1."'...... h t" a new among the men s an v. _ 11 . :, 1 ,., olatiori. of parole, rat er M.n 
lik..:ly to be returned tor a tec .nl.cB "Ii.!. 

commitment, than is a man. 

~he Nationwide Experience 
'. _ Nat. ion (:.I 1 Probation and Parole Institute 

The Uniform Parole Repo~ts ~1stem Of,C~:~s for 55 agencies, serving 50 states 
collects l:ui,d publishes 1?a'r~le CiU~co~~.iVitl.g return-to-l?rison rates for the 
and otheL correctional jurl.sdict;on ~lile the sar~ling technique does not 
g~~st yeur after release to paro. Le. t s difr-e? amo~a themselves, J.,..... 'd the l' a';: 0 le sys em .. "."0 . 
guarantee representatl.veness, an· bl good estimate of the n&tion~ 
the reporting system probably gives a reaso.~ ,y of parole outcome rates for 
wide rates. One of its services is the provLs10n 
men and women. 

d a show return rates for 1,931 women 
Excluding California, the nationwide ~tl i 1967 ~ud 1968. Eleven percent 
and 35 17/+ men who were released to ?a'l:o e ~". "'u"'cl withclut new commit'U\euts, 

, 5" t ... f'-he t;1(.!1";. vJ<:l:.:e L": -eu .. l ... it'll of the WOtl'.e""!. and 1 perced ... ....".. .• f the men were returneo. w 
£ h . n ~n(1 ','. Vt'l p'::l: cent 0 f 'W'hi le two percent: 0 t e \.;roukl:l. ~ ....... ,. the t"'chnica 1 return r.o.tes or 

. Th t "'1~ one-"'~cl:t po:..nl:, \;;:. . new co,run:itmants. US~ a ~~~ ",," '· .... roent rate for ti:l.e women was 
men £i~ld W0lll21t were similar, whi 1e the new cormn~ ~ 

1/ 
,.'nese studies included no parole agents 

Unfortunately for this analysis, .. 
~upervising women parolees. 
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less th.an half that for the men. Also, the 
commitments was much higher for the women. 
sho~Y's a technical return rate of 19 percent 
compared with a technical return rate of 11 
other jurisdictions. 

California and the Nation 

ratio of technical returns to ne\V' 
And finally, this nationwide system 
for female California parolees as 
percent for women on parole in 

Putting together the information for Cali~ornia and the other jurisdictions 
leads to several tentative conclusions. The rate of technical returns ror 
woman on parole in California is high i1'1. comparisoll to women on parole in 
other jurisdictions, and in comparison kO man in California in recent years, 
due to changes in adnunistrative behavio~ brought about by the introduction 
of the Work Unit Program for men) and in relationship to the rate of l:'eturrl 
of new court commitments. 

The introduction to this chapter mentioned that recidivism might be higher among 
women than among men because women co~nitted to prison in the first place may 
possibly be more criminally involved than men. As was indicated, this explana­
tion of the women's higher return rate is not sufficient to account for the 
variations presented in this chapter. If the higher TFT rates among women 
result from their greater criminal :;'nvolvement, then their rates should not 
vary among jurisdictions, nor should differences in rates between men and 
women vary with changes in administrative practices. However, the TFT rates 
have been found to vary among jurisdictions and also to vary sharply from 
those of men upon the introduction of the men's Work Unit Program. 

Further~ to sustain the argument that 'l'FT rates vary with degree of criminality, 
one would have to conclude that the Work Unit Program among men affected 
criminal behavior to produce a slight decrease in new commitmants and a marked 
decrease in technical returns. Conversely, one would have to conclude that the 
lack of a Work Unit Prog~am amollg women affected criminal behavior in such a 
way as to produce a slight decrease in new commitments but no effect in 
technical returns. This seems a rather tortuous postulate, and it becomes 
even more devious when it is remembered that the administrative change in the 
men's program was accompanied with a reduction in recommendations of returns 
to prison for identical parole violations. It seems much more straightforward 
to attribute these differential changes to variations in administrative reactions 
rather than to differences in rates of criminal behavior. Further, this 
explanation is consistent with variations in return rates associated with 
characteristics of the women parolees presented in prior chapters of this 
report. 

Information on the number of returns experienced by each person over a long 
period of time as presented for wo~~n in the prior chapters of this report is 
not available for men parolees in California or for parolees in other juris­
dictions. Consequently, no comparative data are available by which to deter­
mine whether the number of returns experienced by each woman on parole in 
California is relatively high or low. However, in the light of the com­
parisons just presented, it ~lTould seem a fairly safe assumftion that male 
parolees in California are not returned as many times as are women. 
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Based on the information presented in this and the preceding chapters, it seems 
rather certain that more women parolees in California are returned to prison 
for parole rule violations, with more frequency than it might be reasonable 
to expect. Since 1965 the woman's TFT rate has averaged about ten percentage 
points higher than that of the men. Since in other jurisdictions the woman's 
rate is lower than that of the men, the California women's rate appears to be 
at least ten. percentage points higher than it should be. 

Another approach would be to look at the lowering of the men's TFT return rate 
in Cal1forn:i,a since 1965. The men v s rate has decreased by senIle five to ten 
percentage points while the women's rate has remained roughly constant. This 
increased differential, apparently brought about by changes in administrative 
policy, discloses again that the women's rate is currently ten perc~ntage 
points higher than could be expected. 

Yet another way of assessing the size of the women's TFT rate would be to 
compare the ratio of TFT returns to new commitments for men and women. At 
the end of two years on parole the men's ratio of new commdtments to TFT 
returns averages 2.0, a ratio which has more recently become closer to 1.0. 
Application of the 2.0 ratio to the average six percent new commdtment rate 
for women gives a TFT return rate of approximately 12 percent. The actual 
TFT rate for women is about 30 percent. On this baSis, the women's TFT return 
rate is more than twice as high as it might be. 

It would thus appear that women do have a higher TFT rate, and depending upon 
how the data are viewed, the rate for women is moderately higher than that 
for men or much higher than it might be, and these differences may be due to 
differences in administrative procedures. Obviously, much more data are 
needed before a definitive conclusion can be reached, i~cluding an analysis 
of the reasons for return for both men and women, and perhaps an experimental 
study in which the TFT rate for women would be reduced in order to determine 
what the consequences would be, particularly in terms of additional new 
offenses. 

-52-

-, 

.. 

. .... 

• 

'-. 

References 

1. Kingsnorth, R. Case Decisions via Group Training ~sions: A Comparison 
of Decisions at Different Point~~n Time Under D~ffering Conditions, 
unpublished manuscript. California r,,;lpartment of Corrections, Sacramento, 
1968. 

2. Robison, J. and Takagi, P. Case Decis:l.ons in a State Parole System, 
Research Report No. 31, California Department of Corrections, Sacramento, 
1968. 

3. Robison, J.O.; Fagerstrom, M.N.; and Inman, N.G. Case DeCisions in a 
State Parole System: A Supplement ~o Research Rep~rt ~o. 31, California 
Department of Corrections, Sacramento, 1969. 

4. Robison, J.O. The California Prison, Parole and Probation~ystem: It's 
Time to Stop Counting. A Special Report to the Assembly, Technical 
Supplement No.2, California State Legislature, Sacramento, 1969. 

-53-



This ~nalyoi8 of lot~-term parole outco~ smoag Caliiornia's women parolees 
outiii~G the exccat und costs or reciGiv~sWJ d~scribes the characteristics of 
tvOioon 'C()tuZ'ood to ),)rison.) compD::ces the Cslifon'!.ia WOMl..m I s return. rates tel 
those in o,:l',tJ:": jll.i:d~dict:L<Jn::;, .:~rLd ~ttGm .. ')·;:s 1::0 identify factors associated 
~7ith reciCli.v1sm among 'Women o 

'~nc ;'t..b :>c~ttl w.~r -:! 6t~(j '(\lOm;:li:. l'C iea;;1ecl ;:;rJr '':{,e first t:iriu3 from the California 
".,WL tl.<tb..-. ':or i:lo",~r.":'. if .. :,5i6G a:~cl 196:". 1'11. general t.::;:.,:,~) tt\Vo-thirds of 
i,:nu 0 \·luri(!.l v.rc":',,,! W"ni'Cl... ';;';1'1.0 i· ... ,:'i1eh: \..:.:.r1:l thl:rties. They scored ae; low­
nOi.'IW"H LIm .. a~ i:'~1e jur.:.o.r hi g", BC'liOu} :.Iwe:;' on lnte lligunce and educatiol1.al 
Uch.~<Nenrm;; tC:clt:S. Ai!t)'(o~..:l·illately twu-c~lirds of this group had served prior 
COI.;;',I:" t:m~nt;$) und Oll€!··tlli;r.Q 'i."t-l&,olCl:ec 11eroin use. Most were insufficient funds 
cheCl, wr.Li.:e.:G or 11.arcoCics offendern. At the end of eight years, 40 percent 
n'-!d b~un ":l~-..:urt'l.eci I:Ci pri(:lon at least once~ 

tl:m:,Jl~ (.hU'~(lC\:,\"~ri:;tic.s varLed UI.i1iJng ei;hrdc group~ with Wb.ite \-lomen shovling 
,Ii>;ilUl..' c.uUc'Ic:l..(mlll.. a,lu in.·'\:! ilige'(,ce t88t scores $ less narcotics use, fe'Vler' 
.:)'re"pr:i.,tJOIl.'l. m~sdC::lluHmor cOli.victioril3~ and Zawar returns to prison aiter release. 

l;Om;'J<J.n.80n CIt '""i.lI·~ ..,tuu:,r 8r.ou~ l..v'i'Cil vlO'i.i!8\.'J!. rel<.:ased in 1962 through 1964 shO\~ed 
lhat tht~ t:m:.y ,ii;m .. i'icuu'l: O!.:..ffQ;;it.·enc.~,o in characteristics were related to the 
chum,,;\; .• ;.:', or ,"la::cu'::~C(; ,~fj:e\..de~s tv i:::~le newly opened California Rehabilitation 
Ccnt(.:r <.uJ ",0. ill<!ice;:u.:e ill wr;.;;;'.::e parolees. It was cone luded that there vIas 110 
re;.H:;mi. to rejec~: the aGlilunrpi::Lut~ tllat the study group is fairly representative 
O~ othLC g:0UpL o~ p~role~so 

'~h'~'~'I.,)~';'ulf:::>utcOlUle i03 e:tann.nec,; in termo of status of subjects eight yea.rs 
<llC.r.;' •. :i:~~18u:.;e and cho l.tlt.:et"vQ\li-u.g everltR ~ recidivism appears as a mEAjor 
1..11.:0! 1(~r.\ )v~n<1helmil . .g:r..y caused 'rjY lcepe03t~ci returns of a comparatively small 
nUuIDcr 01 parclees wh~ appear to be identified before release as a special 
prob,~(jUl g',:oup. 

Status ,,:f: Subjectf 

;~:;';'n; 'l~.!G}:"; a:':tm: \:1:.01:.: 6.:rDt re:"easo from prison, two-thi:rds of the ~V'omen 
........ ~..:\~ .• , ,,~ ... ..,ch,~rt.>-.:."'", t..~'!.J. ;'Hl\e-"::?~~';.·.:CA1~L (;\.:ill t;':L\~1~Z' ene jurisdict::'on -- ten 
j,)ur,;t.;. ... " L:', :~/:i~iJ\."'" .Il.l p~Z"cel.lt on a::t':.V6 parole and seven percent at large. 

Apl)roxinmte ly 60 1'erc(mt. of the ,,yoman h3U not been returned to prison, 20 
t>(h .. C\. ... i.1~ ~\ati been returned once only» and 20 'Oercent from two to seven times. 
A~l.,.:lt; Itivc offenders were the UI0b'C successi\ 1 parolees, with only 15 percent 
return.ed. 
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Time Served and Costs 

From their first entry into prison to eight years after first release the 
62611 women had spent a total of 4,.178 years under CDC jurisdiction f~r a 
total cost, estimated at current rates, of $7,929,307. The average cost per 
offender rose from $8,688 for woman. with no returns to prison to $30 101 for 
~ne woman returned seven tim.~s. Returns to prison increased the o~t~inal 
~ncar(.'.eration time and costs by 44 percent. ~Iultiple returns t(,) i . ison of 
20 percent of the women accounted for 72 percent of the total readmission 
time and costs. 

Multiple Returnees 

Returnees and non-returnees differed in early prison experience. Women who 
were returned to prison served more tUtla during their original incarcerations 
and. those who eventualiy cecam2 multiple returnees were brought back after ' 
the1r first release twice as quickly as women who were returned once only. 

The probaoility of returning to prison rose with each reincarcerationj 40 percent 
of the women were returned after their first release and 65 percent after their 
third re lease. 

Parolee Character~stics ana Parole. Outcome 

The variations in early prison and parole experience found among those who 
:vent~a~ly v~ried in p~~ole outcome suggest that the different groups may be 
~dent~hed as haYing dHferent patterns of characteristics, which evoke dif­
fer.;m:ial correc~:lonal treatment. Consequently, characteristics of parolees 
witn diff:!'ent kU1.ds of parole outcomes were compared. Kinds of parole outcome 
c~nSiderec. '(I7e1"e retUl"ns with new commitments (WNC), returns for parole rule 
v10lation only (TFT), and no return to prison. 

Frequency of New Commitments and TFT Re~ 

Thirteen percent of the study group were returned to prison with new commit­
mento, accounting for one-third of the total readmission time served and 20 
percent of the total number of readmissions~ On the other hand, 25 percent 
of the study g40UP with returns for paroie rule violation only accounted for 
two-thi~ds of the total readmission time and 80 percent of the readmissions. 
The rec~divism rate is thus overwhelmingly the result of the women being 
returned for parole rule violations, rather than the commission of new 
felonies which result in new commitments to prison • 

Char~lcteJ.·ist:tcs of ~.]omen with New Commitments 

Only one of the 70 assaultive offenders in the study group returned with R new 
commitment. Among other offense types new commitments occurred with equal 
probabili ty. 

11 Omitted ar.e 34 women who were deceased or absconded parole shortly after 
release. 
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The ~Ate'U.t of prier commi'Cments was t::-t<a only fac.tor consistently and signifi­
cantly o.~aociated wit'" new ..::ommitments. Narco.::ics use tended to be related to 
new commitments among woraen with relatively limited prior records, sug~:sting 
that narcoticS may be a iactor in tipping the scales toward further del~nquency 
among these women. 

Ethnil,; groups did not vary il.l proportiOl."l.s returned with new commitments but 
tended tc differ in the kind~ of womac so returned. Among narcotics users 
originaliy convicted of narcotics offensc3) ~mre White than Brack women were 
returned with 'i.1ClW comruitm61'l.ts, wr.'I.:i.e e.mDt"tg non-users originally convicted 
of pr0'iHarty offenses rnore Black tnar. White '(,o10lUal·l were returaed by the courts. 
Economic need as a motivation for new offenses may be more prevalent among 
Black than amDng \.Jhite women. 

Characteristics of Woman with !FT Return~ 

In contrast ~o new comnlitments, TFT returns were significantly associated with 
all characteristics examined except offense type~ where apparent differences 
were found to be a function of narcotics uae~ Returned more frequently for 
'08ro1e rule violations were parolees with a history of narcotics use and 
prior commitments, average and below average educational and intelligence 
test scores, and minority group membership. 

l~st stro\1g1y assoc~ated with TFT returns were narcotic~ use and prior commit­
ment record. Whe\1 the effects of prior commitll'.ents \Il'er~ examined separately 
among u",ers and non-users, technical return rates were found to rise progres­
sively from 12 percent among non-users with no prior commitments to 61 percent 
amon~ use~$ with high prior commitments. 

i>ersi ste.lt ethnic differences in TFT returns, apparent when groups were equated 
on narcotics use and offense type, were found largely among narcotics userS 
vYitl1 ~n'io'i:' commitments. 'the data indicate that. when Black women do not use 
naccoticb and have no or relatively few prior commitments, they are returned 
n'! ~lO more frequently than their White counterparts. Hcwever, as prior 
~ecurdG and narcotics use become more extensive, more Black women are returned, 
and th~y &r6 returned more frequently than White parolees with. the same 
il.arco;:.J..cs and commitoont records. Similarly) Elack worren cOll11ratted for 
assaultive offduses are more likely to be returned TFT than are White women. 

Parolee Characteristics and Correctional Decisions 

'the findings pose<;. the question of the relative roles of parolee delinquency 
and Darolee clUlracteristics as c.:eterminants of correctional decisions. Accord-

t . d • , di' 
i.11;;ly) the :ce:'otioI.1Ship of parolee characteristics to the eCl.Sl.on to acnarge 
was o:i;~laljz.:;d for women ~Yhose parole behavior was free from delinquency serious 
~n()ugh 'Co 'Vlarrant returrt to prisono Among these iqOmen, length of time on 
paroie before discharge was founa to be associated with parolee characteristics 
in 'Che same manner <:is number of TFT returns. Non-narcotics users were dis­
charged sooner than nurcot~cs us~rs, and within those groups, women with no 
p"dor cOn1raitntem::s were discharged sooner than those with prior commitment 
records. In groups equated for narcotics use and prior commitments, White 
womer. were dischat'ged soone:r than Black women. Nearly all of the women with 
aoove-average intelligence and educational test scores were White, non-narcotics 
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users, and they ware d.:i.scn<.trged soone77 thar~ otller t~1tit~ non-users with lower 
educational and intelligence test sco~es. The findings strongly indicate that 
pa.rolee characteristics as \"e11 as pdrolee delinquency do act as determinants 
of correctional decisions. 

ReliabiEty of Fin.::anas 

Comparisons between the study group ar..d ".romen released for the first time from 
1962 to 1964 showed 11.0 app:cecLib;'e C:i~fE:l~enCe in the re lations hip of pr1son 
returns to narcotics UStl! and PI';;'Clol: COI1I:.rlii.:~n:mts, l.tl.ciicating that this relation­
ship is s':able and that the findings c:2 :.:b.~ :;1:uoy are representative of other 
pa:colees. 

Up to thi.n point the:; study !las d~riOn;.,tr':::i.:ed that the great majority of returns 
to prison an6 the larger portion of the associated costs are accounted for by 
TFT ret'L.rt.s, which are the results oi a.ecisions roade by the Department of 
Correctiot.s and the Women IS Boa.rd of Te;::ms and Parole. Since these decisions 
are crucial to the problem ox recidivi8l..i and apparently subject to sources 
of ve,r lation other than criminal behavior of the parolee, they were further 
evaluated by comparing them to decisions in )ther parole jurisdictions~ Such 
comparisons should show how agency response affects recidivism rates and also 
Ylhethe;: recidivism among California I s women is high or low in re lation to that 
among other. 1rou~s of paro~ees. 

Comparison of return rates for n~n ~nd women released in California from 1960 
1:0 1968 sho'i'!ed thai.:: l::'L"te retLrn wL:h new commitment rates for women was con­
sisten;::;'y lower than -that for men; 'Chat after the second or third year on 
paro Ie the women I£> 'l'FT retm:-,l rate t.ms ::or.sistently higher than that of men; 
and that the di~ference in TFT return rates increased sharply in 1965. 

The: inc:r.::Clse in differel1lCeS in 7FT' s be~"een men and women coincided with 
admi~istracive ~hal~es b~ought about by the inauguration of a Work Unit 
Program :Eor men but hot ~vomen parolees. 

'rhe i;.;rplicat::ori that the r.:~duction in retU1.-ns of men parolees to prison was 
a result 0:: aatffi..nistrative policy is supported by previous experimental studies 
where the parole agent v S recoYl'ill.1endai:ions in hypothetical cases were found to 
vary in 3ccordance 'with hi3 pe7:ception of. how the cases would be viewed by 
h::'s sc;pel'vi.sor. SUh;3E'!GUI;i!:lt rel):i,i.cat::on of the .::xperime1l.t found that the 
percentagE. of Tecorr.m.er.liatl.On3 EOI' retur~1. to prison in the hypothetical cases 
,.,e.s much lower afte';: the ~t.)'ork v •• ;.t Program was initiated. 

The ratio of TFT I 6 to new conmlitments among California parolees released from 
1960 to 1965 sho'lV'ed that a worn;an is two to three times more likely than is a 
man to be returned to prison 'fFT rather than with a new commitment. If the 
new commitment rate is less subject to administrative manipulation than is 
the 'l'F'l' rate, then the net., commitment is the more rigorous measure of criminal 
ii."lvoivement. By this criterior~, vlO11'lDi.1 a:::-e less criminally involved but are 
returned to prison by 'Che correctional agency more often than are men. 
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The Natiomlide ExtJerie.n.ce. 

, Re~orts System of the National pro.bati,on ~nd 
According to the Uniform Paro_e ~ d 
Parole Institute, 11 percent of 1,931 .... 10men pa~olees rel:a:~~e~a~~~~:~e e ~n 
1967 and 1968 were returned to prison TFT withln one year i 'd TFT 
compared to 19 percent of California's women parolees. The nat ~~~ e 
rates sho''Wed little differences between me",: and women parolees, u· more 
men than '~omen were returned wita new co~tments. 

Caliiornin and the Nation 

. ., .. h' om,')a:"ison to that of women 
The.rF'l rat.e for women in CahfQrn~a ~s nlg ln c . ~ L. .' nt 
in other jurisdictions' high in comparison to men ln Californla In ~ec~ntro_ 
years. dUI~ to changes in administrative behavio~ br~ught about b~ ~h: rate 
ductio!) 0: the Work Unit Program for men; and hl.gh l.n relation t 

of retucn by nl3~l court commitments. 

" . t d '" be returned to prison more fre-
The nrgulTh!nt, that 'vomen wQula De :xpec ,e ~o -. more lenient toward 
quently t'tan men because the crimlnai just~ce system dl. S 

, inal behavior 
' . 1 those h~avily committe to crlm ) 

women and senos to prlson on y " t ~ ith study findings 
was tested This argument was found to be l.nconsl.S e",:'C w lif '. that 

• f i higher only ~n Ca ornl.s, 
demonstrating that the rate or women 8 • • s. and t.hat 
fe\oler "lOT .• 1 i:han men. return. to prison with new felony convlctlon

d
, . th ill 

marked differences between men and ,Jomen in ~eturn rat:s appe::: w:~ intro­
change in cldministrative policy when the men s Work Unlt Prog 

duceci. 
~ •. age about ten percentage 

~l.' ' .. lC'" 1(':165 the ~1cm~rl. 9 s TFT rate was .rouna t,_O aver 
~ ~ 1 t th number of WNC returns, 
't'o';r,t.; 'l'l,i~~he1: thaw that :CO};, men. In re at1.0n -0 e 
" ..... ~ r. " h t' e as high as cou Id be 
tht t,;omen 1s r~-:FT rate W133 iouna ':0 be more t an '\>11.C . 1 ivaI 
,')o13c\:(:do It. was concluded ttl«';: the \<Tomen's TFT returndrate ~s.rsebarotugh/ 
-. - ..., d' . sm among men an women 1 
hig.t aLtd (:h~;.: the aifferenc,;;; In reel. l.Vl., d t needed before 
abo'Jt by differences in adm:!.ni:;trative pra:t1.~e. More :a~ :~: of the reasons 
some definite conclusions can be reached, 1.11.cluding an B. Yt 1 study of the 

~ h d ~ nerhaps an exner~men a for r.aturn "or bot men an women anu, ~ ,r: t 
relationshi~ of reduced T.F'T returns for women to eventual parole ou come. 
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GK.AP'1'ER 1 
CONCLUSIONS 

The percentage of worr~n raturned to prison for parole rule violation in 
California is high. It is almost double the! average for the rest of the 
nation; higher than found among Caafornia.vs male parolees; and high in 
relation to rate of re'Curn .:;f 'womel1 1;,,:;';::11 .lew court commitments. The process 
is costly, boosting the total Fi:iJCii:"c Stl.d 1;;.,n:ole operating expenses to nearly 
$8 million for the 626 women in the s'i.:udy group during the period studied. 
Returns to prison increased the original costs of incarceration by 44 percent. 
A disproport:io;'1a-co 1y l.ar:5e portion ;j;f ;,;hi3 cost '.i."esulted from the repeated 
returning t,o pris:>n for ;?arc1.,s !'u1.~ violat.ion of a comparatively small 
perC0t1taga of women. Pa.rol~es ~'lho were returned by the courts with new 
commitrr.ents accounted ior .a minOl" ,-,art of the recidivism. 

The TIlT r ~turn to prison is order~~d by the WO"£81.1 1 s Board of Terms and Parole 
in consuitation 'w:':'th the parol<a u6~mt v{r!€:l1 violation of parole rules is judged 
to be symp~ol.11Stic of uetsri('ll:a.:ing p.:r:;., le adjustment ~..vhich could lead to new 
delinquency. Thus~ the -recicliv:'..31';1 r'""tl2; is Seel1. as a l?roQuct of two inter­
acting factors ,i:he behavior of the t"l:\~olee z.nd the response of the agency 
to her behavior. 

Comparisons of variado1"l.f:3 in :C0SpCJl.1.S'-'!s to par'::Iiees by agencies in several 
jurisdict:wns clearly shoW' the ir:;p.,.c~ of {.lge.~'l.cy decisions un :r1!;;t,~"'Cn"~0'·prison 
rates. One e:..:anrl?l~ ',,-las fou>'1.d i'a i:hl:2 eX'r!ericnce of the men I s Work Unit Program, 
v1here TIT rat~$ '\'17ere reduceci when ~ge·.lt.:;; were encouraged by the administrat:f.on 
to seek "l::erna'.:ives to :nisor: :ceturns. Under this system new commitments did 
not increas~. The relationship or ".>arolee be'n:>ivior to recidivism is more 
obscure. Criminal behavior amo:r..g woman ?<:lI'olees, as reflected in new commit­
ment rates, wag found to. be 18.i:c1y constant bearing no relationship to the 
roa.rk~d v~riati('jri.s in TFT rates tL·;~,eer:. California and the rest of the nation 
or withil.'l ':::",li£oxnia over tinm. Women were shovm to be less committed to 
crime than. tnei.1, hue in Calii"rnia thtdt' TFT rat:e was higher than that of men 
parolees. 

While parol~e cr.:irail."lal involvel.!'.eni: ..:ould not be related to variations in 
reciciivisU'l rates, a strong relationsh:i.p waS found between parolee characteris~ 
tics and TFT rates. Women with identifiable sets of characteristics were 
accorded differential correctional treatment. ThOBe with lower educational 
and intelligence test scores, t'ecords of more extensive prior commitments 
and narcotics use, an6 Black wcmen were returned more frequently TFT than 
other kinds 02 Farolees. They s,erw:ld longer original sentences, and those 
who evel.i:cua.Ly became UlUlt::'r-=le t';::;t,\Z'Gec:s v7ere returned from first pa:tole twice 
as quickly L:::' thos\::: l'..·\~\::.J:.cn~ti C;'~!t..:e ..:c,j.y. (,Then not returned they served more 
time 0n paro~e befot'e discharge. A:..,n1G \~'~·dte, "iOn-na.rcotics users, women with 
average and lower inteUi&'ence an-:l educa.tional test scores were returned TFT 
more frequently ths:1 other parolees; while among narcotics users with prior 
commitments, Black WOUlen 't17ere rE;tul'nea TPT with greater frequency than were 
White women. Apparently these women were perceived by the agency as more 
delinquency-prone. posing a greater threat to society and needing more extensive 
corr~ctional attention than were other parolees. Yet, women who were returned 
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by the courts for committing new offenses exhibited only one of these charac­
teristics, a more extensive prior commitment record. Decisions for TFT returns 
were thus found to be associated with parolee characteristi.cs which were not 
also associated with offenses resulting in new court commitments. The obvious 
implication is that differences in the recidivism rates of sub-groups of 
California's women parolees are results of agency response to parolee charac­
teristics not necessarily related to criminal behavior. 

Emerging from the study was no evidence that lengthy incarceration or return 
trips to prison result in rehabilitation. Women with the shortest prison terms 
were the most successful on parole. lne probability of reincerceration was 
found. to increase with each succeeding incarceration. (·Jhi.le 40 percent of the 
women und€:r CDC jurisdiction t.,rere returned to prison at lelast once, only two 
percent of those discharged from that jurisdiction were subsequently returned 
by the courts. 

Return to prison for violation of parole rules is a devicf:~ freely employed in 
Ca lifornia as a de linquency-prevention mea.sure to deter nlew offenses, yet in 
the rest of the nation where TFT return rates for women are much lower than 
in California, women parolees are returned by the courts 'with new commitments 
no more frequently than are Californiaws women parolees. 

These considerations touch on only a part of the total problem of recidivism 
among women, and much more information is needed before definite conclusiclns 
can be reached. An obvious need is an analysis of the re!SlSOnS for l"'FT returns 
and the extent of the delinquency involved. The high TF'J: rate among women 
with a history of narcotics use suggescs that n~rcotics r~y be the major 
factor in prison returl'.s. More definitive would be Ii study of the effects 
of an experimental reduction of TFT returns especially in regard to new 
commitment rates. Among men parolees the \vork Unit Program reduced TFT 
returns without increaSing new coumdtments. Since women are less inclined 
than men to new criminality, a slinilar experimental program among women would 
seem to stand an even greater chance of success. 

Among women returned with new commitments, the study identified two special 
problem areas which ~ight profitably be explored further. One was the possible 
economic motivation for new offenses seen in Black women, where among non-addict 
property offenders twice as many Black as White women were returned by the 
courts. Do Black women have fewer economic resources than White women? An 
evaluation of the economic status of women on parole, with the possibilities 
of coordi~ation of various community resources including job placement services, 
may be indicated. 

A second problem ~vas seen among ~>lomen with relatively few prior commitments 
where narcotics use appeared to be asso~jated with new court commitments. 
Among other parolees, narcotics users did not return with new commitments 
more frequently than non-narcotics users. One interpretation might be that 
women with limited prior commitments have reached a vulnerable turning point 
in their criminal careers and are in need of special support on parole. 
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The women studied appear to be representative of California's women parolees 
in general. Their general characteristics, and parole outcomes in relation 
to prior commitments and narcotics use, did not differ significantly from 
those of subsequently released comparison groups. Consequently, the parole 
processes described as operating amQfig California's women felons may be 
expected to continue, barring speci!t! changes in agency practice. 
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CHAPTER 8 
ADDENDUM 

The parole careers of the 626 women described in this study began more than a 
decade ago. The question arises as to the relevance of study findings to 
current parole problems. 

The study assumes that the parolees described form a representative sample 
of a population of parolees released from CIW over time. If the assumption 
is correct, their parole careers should be similar to those of parolees 
released in latex' years, and should indicate the kinds of problems which may 
be expe:ted to arise, barring specific administrative policy changes. If the 
assumptLon is not correct, the study has no current relevance. 

Comparisons of the study subjects with those of women released in the three 
succeeding years (Chapter 2) revealed no reason to reject the assumption that 
no great differences existed between the women studied and those released 
later. A more crucial test of the assumption would be a comparison of the 
par-ole outcome of the original group with the Qutcome of current parolees. 
Newly compiled data make possible such a comparison. 

The new subjects were all of the women (both first releases and re-releases) 
entering Calif\C<cnia parole from 1967 through 1969. The parole outcome '<1as 
noted for each woman at exactly two years after her release. This arrangement 
allm<1s for a study of the 1>-9.role operation from January 1, 1967 to January 1, 
1972. Their characteristics and twowyear parole outcomes were compared to the 
characteristics and two-year p8 Ie outcomes of all women released, to California 
parole in 1960 and 1961. (The original study subjects released in 1960 and 
1961 included first releases only.) 

Findings 

1. Overall p",role outcome. The parole outcome shows slightly fe,.;rer net<1 
commitments and discharges, and a seven percent higher TFTl/ rate for the 
current group (Table 37). The difference in TFT return rates would be 
expected to arise from chance factors alone less than one time in one 
hundred. 

In the original study, the TFT rate was found to be associated with 
narcotics use and prior criminal commitme~ts. An overall rise in TFT 
rates would therefore be expected if the number of women with narcotics 
use and prior criminal comndtments h~d increased. 

1/ Return to prison for parole rule violation without a new commitment. 
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Parole 
Outcome 

On Parole 
Discharge:1 
TFT Returil 
WNC Return 

Total 

TABLE 37 

TWO YEAR PAROLE OUTC011E OF ALL WOMEN 
RELEASED TO CALIFORNIA PAROLE 

DURING 1960-1961 AND 1967-1969 
e 

1960,M 1961 
Number of women=911 Number 

Per~~ 

57 •. 5 
11 •. 5 
22.5 
8.5 

100.0 

1967-1969 
of Women=1,614 
Percent 

56.1 
9.3 

29.4 
5.2 

100.0 

To investigate this possibility~ the parolees were divided into three 
groups: 

a. Women with no narcotics use n~<i no prior criminal commitments, labeled 
"above average backgroundTl

; 

b. Women with a history of both narcotics use and prior criminal commit­
ments, labeled "below average background"; and 

c. The remaining v70men, labe led II aver age background. It The aver age 
background group included women without a history of narcotics use, 
but who did have prior criminal commitments (92%) and women with a 
history of narcotics use but with no prior criminal commitments (8%). 

The current parolees shov7ed six percent more women with an average back­
ground and slightly fewer \>1ith above and below average background (Table 
38). TIle rise in TFT rates cannot, therefore, be attributed to an increase 
in narcotics use or prior criminal commitments. 
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TABLE 38 

COMPARATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF ALL WOMEN RELEASED TO 
CALIFORNIA PAROLE DURING 1960-1961 AND 1967-1969 BY 

BACKGROUND OF NARCOTICS USE AND PRIOR CRIMINAL COMMITMENTS 

1960-1961 1967-1969 
Parolee Number of Women=911 Number of Women= 1,614 

Background Perce.\1.t Percent 

Above Average 23.5 19.9 
Average 40.6 46.7 
Below AVerage 35.9 33.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 

2. TFT rates, narcotics use and prior commitments. The association of TFT 
rates with narcntic$ use and prior criminal commitments found in the 
original study is accentuated among current parolees. As shown in Table 
39, the TFT rate of the current parolees rose from nine percent for women 
with an above averag~ background to 50 percent for those below average, 
while for women releas~d in 1960 and 1961 the rate rose from seven percent 
to 40 percent. 

TABLE 39 

TFT RETURNS TO PRISON BY ALL WOMEN RELEASED TO 
CALIFORNIA PAROLE DURING 1960-1961 AND 1967-1969 BY 

BACKGROUND OF NARCOTICS USE AND PRIOR CRIMINAL COMMITMENTS 

1960-1961 1967-1969 
Percent Percent 

Parolee Number Returned Number Returned 
Background of Women TFT of Women TFT 

Above Average 214 6.5 321 9.3 
Average 370 16.7 753 23.5 
Below Average 327 39.4 540 50.0 

Total 911 22.5 1,614 29.5 

3. R..'it.:e and IF! rates. The original study found that race was a factor in 
TFT rates. Black women were returned more frequently for parole rule 
violation than were White women, and the difference was found almost 
exclusively among women with prior criminal commitments and narcotics 
use. As shown in Table 40, this pattern still persists among current 
parolees. Present differences between Blacks and Whites are quite 
similar to those found among wpmen released in 1960 and 1961. 
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Oti.1er 

Total 

Below Average 

White 
Black 
Other 

Total 

T ota1 All Women 

a- • 
~~. 

. . -. ... 
.... .. 

TABLE 40 

COMPARATIVE RATES OF TFT RETURNS TO PRISON 
vlITHIN TWO YEARS FOR ALL WOMEN RELEASED TO 

CALIFORNIA PAROLE DURING 1960-1961 AND 1967-1969 

All Re leases to California Parole 
1960-1961 

Number I Percent 1967-1969 
Number of Returned Percent 

Women I of Returned Tn Women \ TFT 

I 154 7.8 206 44 2.3 83 
9.2 

16 9.6 6.3 32 9.4 
214 6.5 321 9.3 

267 16.5 457 82 18.3 22.3 
21 257 26.8 14.3 39 15.4 , 

370 ! 16.7 753 23.5 

I 142 36.6 253 143 46.2 
42 

42.0 231 52~8 40.5 56 51.8 
327 39.4 540 50.0 

911 22.5 1,614 29.4 
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4. Comparison of first releases. Data presented thus far has concerned all 
releases to California parole during the two periods studied. Because 
the original study included first releases only, it is of interest to 
compare their two-year parole outcome with the two-year outcome of the 
current first releases only. These comparisons show the same pattern 
found among all releases (Table 41). 

Conclusions 

It is concluded that the women paroled in 1960 and 1961 are a representative 
sample of the parolee population, since their parole outcomes have predicted 
in a rather precise way the pattern of current returns. Consequently, the 
original study findings n1iay be considered relevant to current parole operations. 
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TABLE 41 

COMPARATIVE RATES OF TFT RETURNS 1~ PRISON 
WITHIN TWO YEARS FOR WOMEN RELEASED TO CALIFORNIA PAROl.E 

FOR THE FIRST TIME DURING 1960-1961 AND 1967-1969 

I First Releases to California Parole 
1960-1961 I 1967-1969 

I Number ! Percent Number Percent 
Parolee of Returned of Returned 

Background vlomen TFT Women TFT 

Above Average 

White 140 7.8 

I 
175 6.9 

Black 40 2.5 72 8.3 
Other 16 ! 6.3 25 8.0 

Total 196 6.6 272 7.4 

Average I 
\fuite 176 14.8 235 19.1 
Black 58 12.1 154 22.1 
Other 16 12.5 20 30.0 

Total 250 

I 
14.0 L}09 20.8 

Below Average 
I 

White 78 ! 32.1 86 

I 
46.5 

Black 72 37.5 50 50.0 
Other 15 46.7 16 56.3 

Total 165 35.8 152 48.7 

I 

Total All Women 611* 
I 

17.5 833 21. : 

* This number represents 611 of the total of 660 original study subjects. 
Women released to out-of-state parole are not included in any of the 
comparisons in this addendum. They were included in the original study. 
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