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ABSTRACT

This study presents an analysis of recidivism rates for
individuals ¥e1eased from Massachusetts cdrrectional institutions
in the years 1978 and 1979, The purpose of the.-study is to
provide an overview of the recidivism data‘and to make comparisons
between the current findings.and trends discerned in prior reci-
divism research. The Jata show that a recent hiétorical trend of
an overall reduction in recidivism rates since the year 1971
remained consistent for the 1978 cohort but was reversed in the
1979 cohort. The 1979 data represent the first statistically
significant increase in recidivism rates in the nine year period.
Consistent with past studies, the data show a positive relation-
ship between furlough participation and lower rates of recidivism,
and a positive relationship between érerelease participation and
rates of recidivism. This was true for both the 1978 and the
1979 populations. The data also show an association of lower
recidivism rates for releases from lower security institutions
and higher recidivism rates for releases from higher security
institutions. The finding fits into a previously discerned
pattern and is consistent in both cohorts,

A section of the report explores a variety of possible ex-
planations for the significant increase in the recidivism‘rate for
the 1979 releases. However, the data ravealed thak none of these
explanations are correct. It is suggested, therefore, that there
is a need for future research on this interesting and important

policy guestion.
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A final section of the study focuses on the identification
of specific variables found to distinguish between individuals
who recidivate ang those who do not. The findings generally
fit into prior studies which have isolated ,variables such as
ﬁérital status, education, employment history, age, type of
offense and criminal career pattern as the Principle predictors
of recidivism. Additianally, furlough participation ang success~
ful completion of Prerelease Placements, as in the past, were the

strongest predictors of non-recidivism.
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An Analysis of Recidivism Rates Among Residents Released From
Massachusetts Correctional Institutions During the Years 1978 and 1979

The Massachusetts Department of Correction's Research Division routinely

collects and publishes on an annual basis data on rates of recidivism. In these

reports a series of deseriptive variables on all individuals released frou Massa~

chusetts Correctional Institutions is correlated with rates of recidivism.

Comparisons between current findings and trends discerned in prior studies are

made, Additfonally, corjarisons hetween specific correctional institutions of

varying security levels and comparisons between' varying modes of correctional

Programming are also made, The state correctional institutions include maxiﬁum,

medium and minimum security facilities as well.as state run prerelease centers

)

and sub-contracted privately operated halfway houses.

Data currently available

and included in this.report are for the population of releases in the years 1978

and 1479,

Traditionally reecidivism studies are published as yearly release cohorts.

Howeyer,.because;a striking and significant increase in the rate of recidivism

occurred between 1978 and 1979,

coborts in a single report.

there was felt to be a value in including both

Thus, the purpose of the present report is to provide an overview of reci-

diyiem data derived from an analysis of prison releases in the years 1978 and 1979

as well as to explore possilile explanations for the rise in recidivism detected

in the 1979 release. cobort,
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Overview of "Prior Recdidivism Data-

Annual statistical monitoring of recidivism data since the year 1971 has
led to the detection of a nﬁmber of significant trends occurring within the
Massachusetts correctional system., Dominant among these trends was the
occurrance of a systematic reduction in the recidivism rates from 1971 through
to 1977, TFor example, in the year 1971 the recidivism rate for the combined
population of state prison releases was 25%; in 1973 it had dropped to 19%;
and in 1976 it had dropped to 16%. By 1977, the recidivism rate was 15%.

A second najor trend concerned the bome furlough program in the Massa-

setts correctional system, a program begun and expanded subsequent to the year

1. Recidivién studies demonstrated that inmate participation in the furlough

;ram may be an important variable in accounting for the systematic reduction
i recidivism rates occurring in Massachusetts. The data revealed that those
indiyiduals #ho had experlenced a furlough prior to release from prison had
significantly lower rates of recidivism than did individuals who had not ex~
perienced a furlough prior to release. When selection factors were controlled,
the relationshié remained positive. This trend continued in a consistent
pattern for the five successive years for which data were available.

Recidivism studies have also revealed that participation in prerelease
programs prior to community release leads to redused rates of recidivism. .Again,
vhen selection factors were controlled the relationship remained constant.

A final documented trend that has emerged from the'neci&ivism studies
focuzes on the process of graduated movement amcng Institutions in descending level
of security and size.' Analyses revealed.that individuals released from prison

directly from medium or minimum security institutions (including prerelease centers

.
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and halfway houses) had significantly lower rates of recidivism than do indivi-
. duals released directly from a maximum securit§ institution.

When follow-up periods were extended from one to five years, the above
findings with respect to furloughs, prerelease centers, a?d security level of
releasing institution remained constant.l |

The major findings of the research were collectively interpreted as tenta-
tive evidence of a positive effect of the reintegrative commumity based correc~
tional programming. That is, correctional programs operating in the Massachusetts
systen which are geared'to maintain, to establish, or to reestablish general
societal links sudh‘as.family{ economic, political, and social roles may be
associated with a subsequent reduction in recidivism. Also associated with the
reduction in recidivism is the graduated societal reintroduction of the offender.
This is accomplished through-a series of movements among institutions in des~-
ceﬁding levels of security and size along with the awarding of increased incre-
ments of .community  contacts through participation in furloughs, education
release, and work release prograums.

The.preggnt report Is part of a continuing effort at monitoring the develop;
ment of the above mentioned trends. It represents the most recént recidivism

data on the Massachusetts correctional system.

. ‘

For data on the fiye year studies see the following two.reports: LeClair,

. Daniel P,, "Rates of Recidivism: A Five Year Follow-Up", Massachusetts De-
partment of Correction, Report No. 232, October, 1981; and LeClair, Daniel P.,
"Yarying Time Criteria in Recidivism Follow-Up Studies: A Test of the Cross=-

.« Over Effects Phenomenon", Massachusetts Department of Correction Report No.
249, February, 1983. ‘
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Method

Definition of Recidivism: A recidivist was defined as any subject who was re-

turned to a state or federal correctional inmstitution, to a county house of

correction, or to a jail for a period of 30 days or more during the period of

follow-up.
Follow-Up feriod: The follow-up period was one year from the data of each.

subject's release to the commumity.,

Variables Collected: For the analysis that follows in this report, four cate-

gories of variables were collectel: (1) current offense commitment variables;
(2) personal background characteristics variables; (3) criminal history variables;

and (4) recidivism variables, Data was collected from the files of the Depart-

ment of Correction, the Board of Parole, and the Board of Probation.

Base Expéct;ncy-Rates: At several important junctures in the analysis, it is

necessary to conduct a test for possible differences in the recidivism risk poten—
tials of two populations, Such a test is important when comparing the 1978 cohort
with. the 1979 cohort, as well as when comparing sub-populations within these co-

horts., Base Expectancy tables are used in the stﬁdy for this purpose. The table

chosen was developed and yalidated on a population of releases from Massachusetts

Correctional Inmstitutions in the'year'l975.3 From the table, Expected Rates of
Recidivisﬁ are derived and the chi square test is used to determine whether any

differences’ found .between’ populations are statistically significant. Thus, a

base line for such. comparisons is provided,

11 ed and their corresponding
he specific breakdown of the yariables collect :
2£ZZizivi:§ rates see the'follewingvMassachusettS'Departpegq’ofigorrgcgion pub
lications: . -Williams, Lawrence T., Statistical 'Tdbles .Describing the Bickground

Institutions for“Réleésesfiﬁ*JQYB*and’1973,~Fublication.Numbers'210 and 235.

3 Dy ' ' 1fd1 tancy Table, a description of the method of
of the specific Base Expec v
igzsirﬁzzi;n and iisting of the variables utilized, see: Metzler and ﬁittenberg
(Decenber, 1&78), “The Development of'Validatgd Base Expectancy Tables", Massa-
chusetts Department of Correction Publication Number ;60.
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Findings

The report contains four sections of findings. The first section containe
the general overview of‘the recidivism analysis of the current data-— the 1978
and the 1979 releases. The second section provides an analysis of the relation-
ship of past recidivism research. and the findings of the current data. The
third section contains an exploration of the possible reasons for the recent
Increase in the recidivism rate in 1979. The final section contains an overview
of specific variabies in the current data found to be predictive of recidivism,

and compares.those variables to prior recidivism research.

A« General Overview:

In the year 1978 there were 1,118 individuals released from state correctional
institutions. Of the 1,118 individuals, 936 were not returned to custody within
one year of release, The remaining 182 were reincarcerated for at least 30 days
within one year of their release, Thus, the overall recidivism rate with a one
year follow-up period was 16%. This rate of 16% is relatively low and fits into
a consistent patt;rn of reduced recidivism rates over the past eight years. Table 1
summarizes this trend. '

In the year 197§ there were 1,053 individuals released from correctional in-
stitutions. In terms of a one year follow up, 277 of those individuals were re-
incarcerated for at least 30 days. Thus the overall recidivism rate was 26%.

Tﬁié rate is significantly higher than the rate in recent years. It compares
with an aveiage rate of 167 over the past eight years for wh;ch recidivism rates
have been :alculated, Takle 1 provides a summary of the recidivism rates for
feleases in the past nine years, As evident from the table, the recidivism rate

for the 1979 releases is the highest rate in the nine year period,
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/ Consistent with prior recidivism research findings, analysis revealed that
Table 1 1 / .

‘ c oe s / . . the recidivism rates varied considerably among individual releasing institutions,
Comparative Rates of Recidivism For Releases From .

tate Prisons During the Years 1971 Through 1979 For example, in the year 1978 recidivism rates for individual institutions ranged

from a low of 6% (Forestry 'Camps) to a high of 27% (MCI—Concprd). Similarly, rates

for releases in the year 1979 ranged from a low of 0% (Bay State) to a high of 43%

Year of Release Number of Releases Recidivism Rate e (MCI-Concord). These figures are summarized below in Table II.
1971 1107 25% Table II
1972 1150 22% ’ Recidivism Rate by Releasing Institution
1973 966 : 19% Lo
1974 911 19% . : 1978 Recidivism 1979 Recidivism
. . ‘ Institution - - N (Z)Y RR N (%) RR
1975 . 806 20% .
] MCI-Concord 199 ( 18) 27% 158 ( 15) 43%
1976 925 16% MCI-Norfolk 121 (11) 23% 1246 (12) 314
1977 1138 15% Southeastern Correctional Center 3% ( 3) 23z 46 ¢ 4) 33%
. : : : MCI-Walpol 136 12)  21% 134 13 1%
1978 1118 16% | pose ¢ 12) (13 3
- Northeastern Correctional Center 33 ( 5 1s5% 61 ( 6) 20%
1979 1053 4 26% MCI~Framingham 114 (10 14% 118 (11) 337
Bay State Correctional Center - - - 2 ( 0) 0%
‘, Prerelease 408 (37) oz 365. (35 167
) Foiestry ‘ 35 (3 6 42 ( 4 12z
, TOTAL RELEASES 1118% (100)  16% 1053**  (100) 267
f F—

For this table the total sum for each of the institutions will equal 1,105 rather
" than 1,118 as reflected in the total colum. The total column includes 6 individuals
released from the RDC (Rec"epfion'niagnostic Center) and 7 individuals from Bridgewater.

*%k

For this table the total sum for each of the instituticns will equal 1050 rather
than 1053 as reflected in the total column. The total column includes 3 individuals
released from the RDC (Reception Diagnostic Center).
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In general, recidivism rates tend to be related to the security rating of
the releasing institution. That is, higher recidivism rates occur for individuals
released directly from maximum and medium security institutions and lower recidivism
rates occur for individuale released from minimum security institutions and pre-

release centers. These figures are summarized below in Table ITI.

Table III

Security Level of Releasing Institution by Recidivism Rate

1978 Recidivism 1979 Recidivism

Recidivism Recidivism
Security Level Number Percent Rate Number Percent Rate
Maximum Security 142 ( 13) 207 137 ( 13) 31%
Medium Security 480 ( 43) 22% 449 ( 43) 367
Minimum Security 88 ¢ 8) 117 105 ( 10) 16%
Prerelease 408 C 36) 97 362 ( 34) 167%
TOTAL 1118 (100) 16Z% 1053 (100) 267

In the Massachgsetts criminal justice system, the courts make direct conmitments
solely to three fnstitutions. Women are committed to MCI—Framingham, and men are
committed to either MCI—Concord or MCI~Walpole. In the case of men sentenced to
MCI-Concord, there is no minimum sentence and the maximm sentence is set by the
judge. The Parole Board determines the parole eligibility date according to the
maximum sentence and the prior incarceration record of the inmate.

In the case of men sentenced to MCI-Walpole, the judge must fix both a
minimum and a maximum term (except for 1ife sentences and sentences for habitual

offenders). The minimum must not be for less than two and a half years, the

-
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maximum not more than that estahlished by statute,

Inmates are not committed directly by the. courts to MCI~ﬁorfolk, South~
eastern Correctional Center, Northeastern Correctional Center, Forestry Camps,
or prerelease centers. Instead, they are received on transfer from the higher
Ssecurity commitment institutions after having been carefuily screened as eligible
and svitable for a lower security status,

The releasee samples were analyzed in terms of differential recidivism rates
according to institution of eriginal commitment. For the 1978 cohort, 125 women
had been originally committed to MCI-Framingham, They had a recidivism rate of
14%. A total of 541 men had been originally committed to MCI-Concord and had a
recidivism rate of 19%. A total of 392 men had been originally committed to
MCI-Walpole and had a recwdivism rate of 15%. Additionally, a total of 60 indi-
viduals had originally been committed outside the state jurisdiction from county
hounses of correction and had Been'trausferred into the state system; These ;n_
diyiduals had a combined recidivism rate of 3%. The relatively high recidivism
rate for the MCI~Concord commitments is consistent with past research,

A summary of these statistics is provided in Table IV below:

Tabhle IV

Recidivism Rate by Committing Institution, 1978 Cohort -

Institution . . Number Percent Recidivism Rate
MCI-Framingham 125 C11) . 147
MCI~Concord 541 C 48) 19z
MCI-Wa.lpol’e. ) 392 C 35) 15%
County Hbuées‘ef'Correct;on' 6Q. C 5 3%
TOTAL 1118 ~Q00) S 16%
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The data for the 1979 cohort, summarized below in Table V, follows a similar
pattern though rates for the individual commitment institutions are all higher

than the 1978 cohort.

Table V

Recidivism Rate by Committing Institution, 1979 Cohort

Recidivism Rate

Institution Number Percent

MCI-Framingham 121 ( 11) 317
ﬁCI—Concord 516 ( 49) 317
MCI-Walpole 416 ( 40) 19%

TOTAL 1053 (100) 262

Noteworthy when comparing the 1978 and 1979 releasee cohorts is the fact
that the increase in the recidivism vate in 1979 was significant only for the
Concord and Framingham commitments. In contrast, the recidivism rate for Walpole
commitments increased at a smaller proportion and the difference was not statis-

tically significant.

memeed
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Table VI

Comparative Recidivism Rates by Commitment
Institution, 1978 and 1979 Cohorts

Commi tment Recidiviem Recidivism Statistical

Institution Rate, 1978 Rate, 1979 *Significance

Walpole 15% ' 197 Not Significant (P 05)

Concord 18z 317 Statistically Significant
(<.001)

Framingham 147 317Z Statistically Significant
(< .001)

TOTAL 167 26% Statistically Significant

r<.001)

It is interesting to look at the recidivism rate differential for individual
populations in terms of the wvariable, institution of release. That is, indivi-
duals in the separate commitment populations (Concord, Walpole, and Framingham)
move. during their stay in prison among a series of other institutions of varying
levels of size and security. Thus the institution of commitment and the institu-
tion of release are not usually the same. Analysis, therefore, next focused on
the relationship of'these differential movement patterns to the recidivism rate.
Tables VII through. IX below summarize the data in this area.

Generally, the most interesting pattern that emerges is from the data for
MCI-Concord commitments, ZEarlier in this papér it was pointed out that the
increzse in recidivism for the 1979 releases was disproportionately attributable
to the MGI:boncord commitments. Here, the data further revegl that a dispro~

portionate nuiber of the recidivists are the Concord commitments that are sub-

sequently released from maximum and medium security institutions.




-12~

Table VII

Recidivism Rate of Walpole Commitments by Institution of Release

Releasing : 1978 Releases 1979 Releases
Institution - N (%) RR N (%) RR
Walpole 110 ( 28) 22% 105 ( 25) 30%
Concord 12 ( 3) 33% 14 ( 3) 50%
Norfolk 51 ( 13) 247 51 ( 12) 247
Southeastern Correctional

Center 25 ¢ 6) 20% 20 ( 5 15%
Bridgewater 3 ( 1) 0% 1 ( 1) 07
Framingham 1 ( 1 0% 2 ( 50%
Forestry Camps 20 (¢ 5 5% 24 ( 6) 13%
ﬁortheastern Correctional : .

Center 6 ¢ 1 0% 12 ( 3) 25%
Bay State Correctional Center - - - 2 ( 1 0%
State Prerelease Centers 113 ( 29) 4% 131 ( 32) 8%
Contract Prerelease Centers 50 (13) 147 54 ( 13) 17%
TOTAL 391 (100) 15% 416 (100) 19%

Summary Data: Recidivism by Releasing Institution's Security Level

e emen
R

1978 Releases 1979 Releases
Recidivism Recidivism
Number Rate Number Rate
Maximum Security 110 22% 105
Medium Security 92 237% 88 26%
Minimum Securipy 26 4% 38 162
Prerelease Centers 163 7% 185 11%
416 192 |

TOTAL 391 152

Y,
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Table VIII

Recidivism Rates of Concord Commitments by Institution of Release

Releasing 1978 Releases 1979 Releases
Institution N C%) RR N (%) RR
Walpole 26 ( 5) 157 28 ( 5) 39%
Concord 187 ( 35) 26% 144 ( 28) 42%
Norfolk 76 (14, 222 76 ( 15) 34%
Southeastern Correctional

Center ‘12 ( 2) 33% 26 ( 5 46%
Bridgewater 6 ( L 17z - - -
Framingham ( 1 0% 8 2) 25%
Forestry Camps 15 ¢ 3) 7% 22 4) 182
Northeastern Correctional

Center 47 ¢ 9 177% 49 ( 10) 18%
State Prerelease Centers 113 { 21) 102 107 ( 21) 19%
Contract Prerelease Centers 58 (11) 17% 56 ( 1) 25%
TOTAL 541 (100) 192 516 (100) 31%

Summary Data: Recidivism by Releasing Institution's Security Level
1978 Releases 1979 Releases
Recidivien Recidiviss]
Number Rate Number Rate |

Maximum Security 26 152 28 39%
Medium Security 282 25% 254 407
Minimum Security 62 15% 71 18%
Prerelease Centers 171 12z 163 21%
TOTAL : 541 19% 516 31%
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Table IX

Recidivism Rates of Framingham Cormftments
by Institution of Release

Releasing 1978 Releases _..19.9 Releases

Institution ﬂ N . (%) RR - .N Cz%z) RR
Framingham 112 C90) 147 RB] (92) 322
Charlotte House 11 C 9 9z 5 ¢ & 40%
Brooke House 2 ’ ¢ 1) 0% 5 ¢ & 0%
TOTAL 125 (1oa) 142 i (100) 3%

B. The Relationship Between the 1978-1979 Data and Prior Recidivism Trends:

As noted earlier in this report, prior recidivism research has ddentified
four major trends occurring within the Massachusetts correctional system. These
trends include: (1) a systematic reduction in recidivism rates; (2) an association
with. furlough participation and reduced recidivism; (3) an association with
prerelease participation and reduced recidivism; and (4) an association of 1ower‘
security institution at release and reduced recidivism, Analyses next moved to
a review of the 1978-1979 data in terms of their relationships to these trends.

While the data for the releasee cohort in the year 1978 clearly fit within
;ﬁa recent historical downward trend of reduced recidivism rates, the data for the
releasee cohort in the year 1979 clearly do mot. In fact, the recidivism rate of
Zﬁzlfor the 1979 releases unfavorably compares with an average rate of 16% over
the past eiéht Years for which recidivism rates have. been calculated (See Table I,
on page 6 oé this report), Moreover, the recidivism rate for prison releases in the
y;ar 1979 1w the. highest in the ntne year period and the only year for which

e
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there was a statistically significant increase in recidivienm.

The data show that the positive relationshiptbetween furlough participation
and lower rates of recidivism held for both the 1978 and the 1979 releasee cohorts,
For the 1979 data, despite ‘the dramatic increase in the reci?ivism rate, individuals
relegsed from prison not having participated in thé futlougﬁ‘program had more than
double the recidivism rate of individuals who had participated in the furlough

program. These data are summarized in Table X below.

Table X

Recidivism Rate Differentials by
Furlough Program Participation

1978 Cohort 1979 Cohort
Recidivism Recidivism
Category Number Percent Rate Number Percent Rate
Furlough Participants 547 ( 49) 8% 467 ( 44) 14%
Non-Participants 571 ¢ 51) 242 586 ( 56) 36%
TOTAL . 1118 (100) 16% 1053 (100) 267

It is interesting to note that the 1979 releasee cohort represents an increase
In the proportion of individuals veleased from vrison without having participated
in the furlough program. In fact, the 1979 :eleasee cohort represents the lowest
level of furlough participation since the inception of the program in 1972. Table
X1 below summarizes this data. At a later point in this paper, the reduction in

the level of furlough participation for the 1979 cohort will be'explored as a

-
- T

posgible explanation for the increased recidivism rate that occurred that year.,
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Table XI

Yearly Recidivism Rate Differentials by Furlough Program Pa}ticipation, 1971 Through 1979

Recidivism
Recidivism Rate Recidivism - Rate for

Year of Total. Number Percentage Furloughed For Furlough Rate for Total
Release of Releases Before Released Participants Non-Participants Population
1971 * 1107 0% - - 25%
1972 * 1550 0% - - 22%
11973 966 69% 167 25% 197
1974 911 4% 147 31% 19%
1975 806 ° 59% 14% 30% 20%
1976 925 51% 9% 25% 16%
1977 1138 50% % 23% 15%
1978 1118 497% 8% 24% isz
1979 1953 447, 14% 36% 26%

% Furlough program not operational for thege years.,

e

i

Al




- e e —_— ¥ L LR ST TSNP E ULV E S U A S L.
S ——

g , ‘ S
§

/ :
¢ . - l 7" / l . N
. . E i 1A N
[ | ~18-
) Similar to the case for furlough trends, the data on prerelease releases 1 % ]
, . ) . , Z Again, it is noteworthy that similar to the case of furlough participation
were also consistent with prior recidivism trends, For Both the 1978 and the ; j gats, Y gp P ’
. . L the data reveal a .drop in the proportion of releases in 1979 who had completed
1979 releasee cohorts, individuals released from prerelease centers had a statis- i
. . ‘ ; their term of incarceration in a prerelease center. Whereas in the 1978 cohort
tically significant lower rate of recidivism than other releases. Again, the ,

: 2
: . 36% of the population was released directly from a prerelease center, in the
increase in recidivism that occurred for the 1979 cohort did not contradict the '

, . . _ v 1979 cohort 357 were so released. This represents a rather small decrease and
trend. Despite the higher recidivism rate, those released from prerelease pro-

' is therefore probably not associated with the rise in recidivism for the 1979
. grams still had significantly lower recidivism rates than their counterparts not > :

cohort., Nevertheless, this variable as a possible factor when interrelated with
released from these programs. These results are summarized in Table XII below.

other factors will be further explored later in this report.

Table XTIT below summarizes the relationship between recidivism rates and
the proportion of the population released from prerelease centers over the past
nine years. Two things are revealed through this data. First, there is an
Table XII .
association between the proportion of the population released through prerelease

Recidivism Rate Differential b : :
Prerelease Program Participatioz » centers and the rate of recidivism. That is, the higher the proportion of

prerelease releases the lower the recidivism rate. Secondly, in recent years

there has been a gradual decline in the proportion of releases being released

1978 Cohort 1979 Cohort : from prerelease centers.
Releasing . Recfdivism Recidivism '
Institution Number Percent Rate Number  Percent ‘Rate With. respect to the fourth trend, an association of lower recidivism rates
‘ for releases from lower security institutions, both the 1978 and 1979 data
: 0 8 o go

Prerelease 4 C 36) 9% 365 ¢ 35) 16z fit the historical pattern. That is, releases from minimum security institutions
Non-Prerelease o C 64) . 21% 688 € 63) 322 % . and prerelease centers had lower recidivism rates; releases from maximum and
TOTAL 1118 (100) 16% 1053 (100) 26% ‘ ‘ medium security had higher rates. This material has been previously reported in

this report Cs'ee page 8, and Tahle III above) and thus the reader is directed to

the former discussion for further details.

P
P
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Table XIII

Yearly Comparison of Recidivism Rates
By Prerelease Participation

% Figures not available for sub-samples in this year.

Percent of . Recidivism
. Population Rate: Recildivism Recidivism
Year of Number of Released Pre- Prerelease Rate: Rate: Total
Releases Releases release Centers - Participants Non-Participants Releases
1971 1107 0% -—% 25% " 25%
1972 1550 1% —% —-—% 227
1973 966 11% 127 20% 19%
1974 911 25% 12% 217 19%
1975 806 28% 147 227 20%
1976 925 40% 9% 217 167
1977 1138 427, 8% 19% 15% :
1978 1118 367 9% 217% , 167 ~£
1979 1053 357 167 32%

267%
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C. Review of Possible‘Facths Associated with the Increased Recidivism Rate:

At this stage in the analysis an attempt was made to explore a variciy of
possible explanations for Eﬁa significant rise in recidivism rate of the 1979
releasee cohort. Among'somé of the possihle expilanations were the following:

() A higher risk population may be passing through the correctional system,

(2) A policy change may have occurred in the parole releasing process.
That is, higher risks may have been released on parole,

(3) A‘policy change may have occurred in the parole revocation process.
That is, it is possible that a stricter revocation policy may have been insti-
tuted thus leading to more technical violations or more revocations in general.

(4) A change in the levei of participation in the reintegration model.
That is, it may be possible that a change in the level of pacticipation in the
furlough program or in prerelease programs or in the movement to lower security

status prior to release may be associated with the increased recidivism rate.

In order to test the first category, that a higher risk population was
passing through the carrectional system, base expectancy tables were used to
access the comparative risk potentials of each of the two releases cohorts.

Thus an Expected Recidivism Rate was calculated for the 1978 and for the 1979

releasee populations. A comparison between the two rates would constitute a test
whether or not a change had occurred in the risk level of the two populations.

If the expected recidivism rates for the two populations weré similar it would

be concluded that the rise in recidivism was not due to an increased risk popu~
lation. However, if the expected recidivism rate for the 1979 cohort was gigni~-
ficantly higher than the expected rate for the 1978 cohort, it would be concluded

that the rise in recidivism was due to an increased risk population.
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The Base Expectancy analysis determfned that the twa populations exhibited
expected recidivism rates that were virtﬁaily;identical,‘ Calculations revealed
an expected recidivism rate of 23.87 for the i978 releaseé; and an expected re-
cidivisﬁ rate éf 23.9% for the 1979 releases. The difference is not statisti-=
cally significant and tﬁere is therefore no evidence of 2. differential risk level
between the two populations. ‘

Not only are the Base Expectaﬁcy results highly conclusive but there is also
additional evidence clearly'in support of the rejection of the notion of differen-
tial risk level between the two populations. Prior recidivism research has iso-
lated a series'of varlables known'.to be associated with.differéntial recidivism
risk potential. Included in this series are variables such as marital status,
education, employment, age, and c¥iminal career pattern. As summarized in Appen-
dix I of this report, the 1978 and the 1979 cohorts display no differencer in the .
risk levels of the two populations with respect to these majgr'variables. Thus,
there is clear evidence that the risk levels.of the two populations are remarkably
similar and that, therefore, the rise in recidivism cannot be explained by a
change in the risk level of the population of releases in 1979.

The second proposed explanation for the rise in the recidivism rate,in 1979,
a possible policy change in the parole releasing proness, waé explored from the
vantage points of two different observations. The first observation was achieved
through the utilization of Base Expectancy Tables whereby expected recidivism
rates were constructed for the subsamples of pafolees in the 1978 and the 1979 co-
horts. That is, individuals who had not been paroled from prison but who had in-
stead received a general discharge were excluded from the analysis. A comparison
was then made between the risk potential of individuals paroled from prison in
1978 (the year with the lower recidivism rate) and those paroled in 1979 (the
year with the higher recidivism rate), The examination of the expected rates was

the test for a possible change occurring in the parole releasing process.
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The second ohtervation used in testing the "change in parolé policy ex~
Plznation" under reyiew was to separate the parolé and discha;ge populations
into sub-samples and detérmine whetfier or ne* anm increase occurred for hoth
sub-samples. That is, if the increase in recidivism is to be explained by a
change in the parole. releasing procéss; one would expect that the recidivism
rate for‘ths dischargees would not increase in a like manner,

The. Base.Expectancy~analysis Qete:mined that the expected recidivism rate
fox the two samples were. yirtually identical, Individuals relcased on parole
in 1278 bad a combined expested recidivism rate of 20,6%; individuals released
on parole in 1979 had an expected.recidivism rate of 20.9%. Because of the fact
that there is no ~ignificant difference between these two populations, it
cannot be concluded that parolé release policy is a factor for the increased
recidivism rate in 1979.

In terms of. the second obseryatilon, the comparison of the recidivism rate
of parolees in 1978 and 1979 with. the recidivism rate of dischargees in those
years revealed that recidivism increascd proportionally for both parolees and
dischargees, This is further grounds for rejacting the notion of parole releass
policy as an expianation‘for the rise in recidivism, The data are summarized
in Table XIV below:

| Table XIV

Differential Recidiyism Rates by Type of Release

1978 Cohort " 1979 Tonort
: Recidivism Rexridivism
Category. ., Number Percent . Rate . Number Percent Rate
?arbleA 971 C 87) - 18% 922 ( 82) 27%
Discharge. 147 C13) 6% 131 ( 12) 20%
TOTAL 1118 (100) 16% 1053 (100) 26%
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The third propased explanation - a stricter parole revocation process - was
also réjected on the basis of some of the matexial dexived above, Because the
increase in the recidivism rate applied both. to the parolees-as well as to the
dischargees, a policy change in parocle revocation procéss does not work as an ex—~
planation. That isﬂ stricter revocation processes cannot explain why an equal
increase in the recidivisnm raﬁe occurred in the non-parolee population.

The fourth proposed explanation focused on the question of whether or not a
change may have occurred in the level of participation in the reintegration model
prior to release from prison and, if so, whether or not such a change is associated

with higher levels of recidivism. Clearly in the year 1979 a greater number of

inmates were released:from prison without having participated in the furlough pro-

gram when compai:d to previous years (for a discussion of this issue and suppor-
tive data, see page .15 of this report). It is also evident that a reduction has
occurred in the proportion of individuals released from prison through prerelease
centers and ‘halfway houses than was the case in prior years (for a discussion of
this Issue see pages 17 and 18 of this report). However, despite such factors it
must be pointed out that recidivism rates increased for both furlough participants
as well as non-participants; and that recidivism rates increased for both releases
from prerelease centers and releases from other institutions. Similarly, when
looking at differential release according to security level of institution of
release, recidivism rates increased for all security levels.

It is therefore necessary to reject the reduction in participation in re-
integration programming as a Primary exrianation for the increased recidivism
rate, Though an indirect association may still be at play explaining at least
some portion of the increased rates, the analysis could uncover no such evidence.
For a summary overview of the data relating to reintegration participation and

recidivism rates see Table XV belowt
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Table XV l » ‘
I . It is necessary to reject each of the four proposed explanations for the
1al Participation in Reintegration M del f ’
Piiferent alangrkizezaofozeczdiVi:ﬁ gra ode ‘ rise in the recidivism rate in the year 1979. The data simply do not support

any of these contentions, At lease three further possible explanations remain

‘ . 1978 Cohort 1979 Cohort | but are heyond the scope ané‘data of the present study. A first remaining
Category ’ N (X)) RR N (%) RR ,i ' explanation is that the reductton in the court backlog achieved during the late
A Recidivies Rate Differentials by ; 1970's was a contributing factor. Faster handling of court cases would increase
Furlough Program Participation: | the possibility of a conviction as.well as shorten the period of time between
Furlough Participants 547 ( 49) 8z 467  ( 44)  14% | ; the comitting of an offense and subsequent return to prison. The quicker the
Non-Participants 571 (51)  24% 586 (56) 367 ; ] . Teturn to prison the greater the possibility that an fndividual would fall into
B; Recidivism Rate Differential by i £ the 12 month follow-up pertod used iA the determination of a recidivist,
Prerelease Program Participation: ) ( A second remaining explanation would be a change In the economic structure
Prerelease . '408 C 36) 9z 365 (35) 16x 3 of the larger sécietyl Recession and related unemployment could be a signifi-
Non-Prerelease 710 ( 64) 21% 688 ( 65) 322 § cant explanation for the increased recidivistic behavior of the Prison releasee.
C. Security Level of Releasing | f . A final factor, related to the economic situation discussed above but wider
Institution by Recidivism Rate: % { in scope, may be a general change in the outside support systems available to
Maximum Security 142 (13) 202 137 (13) 3wz g | the returning inmate, To the extent that outside societal institutions ~
Medium Security 480 (43) 227 449 (43) 361 ? ' . educational, political, economic, religious, socfal, etc. — are less sympathetic
Minimum Security 8 ( 8 11 105 (10) 16z i ! to the ;eturning inmate, we might expect recidivism to increase. Clearly, fur-
Prerelease 408 C 36) 9% 362 (34) 16z ther research is required in all three of the above mentfoned areas.
TOTAL 1118 (100) 16% 1053  (100) 267
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D. Overview of Specific Variahles Associated with High. and Low Recidivism Rates:
This final section on fipdings focuses on the Identification of specific
variables found to distinguisﬁ.between individuals who recidivate and those who
do not. Prior recidivism research on the Massachusetts system has generally
determined ﬁine categories of variables found to distinguish between the inci-
dence of recidiyismy and non-recidivisy (See complete bibliograpky at end of

this report), These categorles are summarized in the following outline:

I, Marital Status .
II, Military History
II1I, Education’
Iy. Employment History
V. Known History of Drug Use
VI. Criminal Career Pattern
(1) Number of Prior Court Appearances
(2) Prior History of Property Offenses
(3) Prior Juvenile Incarcerations
’ ' (4) Prior Adult Incarcerations
(5) Age at First Arrest
(6) Age at Present Incarceration
(7) Age at Release
VII. Type of Offense
VIII, Furlough.Participgtion

IX, Release from Lower Security Status

.
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Individuals who were married at the time of Incarceration had significantly
lover recidivism rates when released than those not married. Individuals who had
previously served fn the.aréed services had significantly_iggggvrecidivism rates
than thosé who had not:” expertenced military service, In terms of the variable,
Educational'AttaInment, it was found that those individuals who had completed at
least 10 grades of formal education exhibited lower rectdivism rates. Indivi-
duals who had worked at any one job for longer than one year prior to their incar-
ceration had disproportionately*égggg rates of recidivism than individuals who had
not held a job for at least one year, Whether Or not an individuval had a known
history of drug use influenced the. rate of recidivism. A known history of drug
use was associaéed with higher recidiyism rates.

The category criminal career pattern seemed to reveal the strongest indi-
cator of high and low recidivism risk., Those individuals deeply embedded in a
céiminal careexr consistently had the highest rates of recidivism, This was
measured by seven sub-categories. First, individuals who had longer records as
meaaure? by prior court appearances were higher recidivists. Second, individuals
wheose prior couét records contained a larger number of bProperty offenses had
higher rates of recidivism. Third, those individuals who began their criminal
careers as juveniles and had Juvenile commitments had higher recidivism rates.
Fourth, the fact that an individual had freviously served one or mwore prior state
or federal incarcerations increased the chances of recidivating., Three final in~
dicaturs of the criminai career pattern were associated with the age variable -
age at first arrest, age at incarcération, and age at release, Those individuals

who began their officially recorded criminal careers at the age of 16 or younger
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had a higher rectdivism r te than those who B t f
SSEREL Tee A ' egan thelr criminal.careers after J offenders and the change in the recidivism rate for Concord commitments. This
th £ 17, Those indi l1s & : ' ‘
e age o Those individuals incarcerated aﬁové the age of 20 and those j is an important area for further research. The data supporting the change in
1 b t . .
reteased above the age of 21 had stgnificancly lover rectdtvien races. When all j : the sex and commitment variables for the 1979 cohort are presented below in
. : i
measures of criminal career are added together it becomes evident that the length é ? Table XVI
it able .
and seriousness of criminal career clearly delineate a high risk recidivism %
: {
potential, The variable, Age at Time of Incarceration, clearly points to the | ‘ Table XVI
fact that the younger career offender is the higher recidivism »isk. Trend Changes in Differential Recidivism for
For the category, Type of Offense, the data revealed that individuals ! Sex and Commitment Institution Variables
oariginally committed for Murder I, Murder II, Manslaughter, or Rape had the lower j
| 1978 Cohort 1979 Cohort
recidivism risk potential, Property offenders,- drug violation offenders, and g - Recidivism Rate Recidivism Rate
offenders sentenced for escaping from a previous sentence had the ‘higher recidi- Sex
|
vism risk potential. ! | Male 177 267
Female . : 14% 327
The last two cetegories, those containing the furlough.participation an?
] TOTAL 16% 267%
security level of release variables, point to the trends discussed earlier in this
report and need not be related.here. Furthermore, the full bresentation of data | Commitment Institution
from whirh. this discussion fs derived are produced in the appendix of the report. Walpole 15% 19;
! Concozrd - , 19% 317
It should be pointed out here that two variables not discussed above but | Framingham 14% 3272
significant in distinguishing high and low recidivism risk potential appeared in : TOTAL 167 267
the 1979 cohort. These include sex and commitment institurion. For the 1979 ?
recidivism cohort high, recidivism risk was additionally associated with female

compitments and with. commitments to MCI-Concord. Commitments to MCI~Walpole had

g i o

significantly lower rates, Since the dramatic increace in recidivism first occurred
with. the 1979 releasee. cohort this relationship gains additional significance. That
is, it becomes important to focus on a possible assoclation between the rise in

recidivism in general with. the specific change in the recidivism rate for female
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With respect to the association of lower recidivism rates with releases from

'éuﬁgafy éﬁdféoﬁélusiohé ' g lower security institutions, both cohorts fit the historical pattern. That is,

. . ‘ L : 11 releases from minimum Security institutions and prerelease centers had lower
’ s lysis of rates of recidivism for a
The present study consists of an ana

’ e . .:d
. ; ¥ Institutions. The recidivism rates; releases from maximum and medium security institutions had higher
individuals released from Massachusetts' state correctioqil In

rates. Again, despite the overall increase in recidivism in 1979, the pattern

specific population upon'which. the analysis was conducted consisted of all

' ~ remained.
releases from these institutfons during the years 1978 and 1979. The follow-up

R S R AT e itk i

A section of the report explores a variety of possible explanations for the

period was one year,

H]
.

lanations were pursued: (1) the possibility of high idivi 1sk _
ioxr exp P P y of a gher rec vism risk popu
isons ween' : t findings and trends discerned in pr
to make comparisons between the-curren v

lation currently passing through the correctional system; (2) a possible policy

" recidiyism studies, and to explore possible explanations for a recent rise in

. h the 1979 cohort change in the parole releasing process; (3) a possible policy change in the parole
. ‘3 > t . v
the. recidivism rate: first associated wit

The data show that the historical trend of an overall reduction in recidivism. | ;

reintegration model. The analysis revealed that it 4ig necessary to reject h of th
‘ d itself . ject each o .
X istent for the 1978 cohort but reverse
since the year 1971 remained cons

Proposed explanations for the rise in recidivism. The data simply do not support

with the 1979 cobort. The 1979 data represent the first statistically significant

The data show that the any of these contentions,
ata

' i iod.
in recidivism rates in the nine year per . |
increase , It is suggested that there is a need for future research on this interesting -~

positive relationship hetween furlough participation and lower rates of recidiviém

and important policy question. A remaining possible explanation is that the

beld for both the 1978 and the 1979 cohorts. Similarly, the data on pregelease

. reduction in court backlog achieved during the late 1970's may be a contributing
' : with prior recidivism ‘
ilyvism rates .were also consistent
participation and recid

It is
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outside society and Possible changes in social support Systems available to the

ot ot |

important to note.that the significant association of furloughs and prerelease

. ; ' returning inmate may also be factors. These areas beyond the scope and data of
; ise in recidi- ’
d even though there was a general r
centers with. recidivism has hel

the present study, require future research.

ism, That is, despite the across-the-board increase in recidivism rates for
vism, s, :

b o .

B fcipants and prerelease participants, as well as non-participants, A final section of the analysis focuses on the identification of specific
furlough. participan

variables foumd to distinguish between individuals who recidivate and those who
their term of prison y
: lough program and those ending
those participating in the furlo 0§

idivism rates than their do mot. The findings generally fit into prior historical patterns which have
1l had significantly lower recidiv
in prerelease centers stil .

; isolated variables such. as marital status, education, employment history, age,

'

counterparts not participating in these programs.
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type of offense, and criminal career pattern as the principle predictors of
recidivisn, Additionally, furlough participation and successful completion of

Prerelease placements, as in the past, were the strongest predictors of nop-

recidiyienm. -
Two variables, however, not identified in prior studies were found to be

associated with higher recidivism in the 1979 cohort. These were sex and

commitment institution, For the 1979 recidivism cohort high recidivism risk

was associated with. female commitments and with commitments to MCI-Concord.

_ Commitments to MCI-Walpole had significantly lower rates. It was pointed out in

the. analysis that since the significant increase in the recidivism rate first

occurred with the 1979 cohort this finding gains .dditionmal importance. That

is, it appears that the explanation for the increase in recidivism may be re~
lated to the change in recldivism for females and for Concord commitments.

Future research should focus on this point.
These findings may be of value ty the current policy and decision-making

processes of the correctional apparatus in Massachusetts. The determined

sustained effectiveness of the "Reintegration Model", demonstrated consistently

for its ten years of'operation, is compelling. Clearly this finding deserves

a place in the decision-making processes. Similarly, the recent detection of

the significant increase in the recidivism rate is both interesting and impor-

tant in view of policy and decision-making. Further research, currently planned

in the Depattment, must focus on system changes in the court networks, in the
economy, and in the gemeral society support systems as possible explanations.

Changes in the pracessing of female copmitments and Concord commftments must

also be explored,
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Variablesg Associated With

Appendix Differential Recidivis_m Rates

i |
Variables Associated With ; :
Differential Recidivism Rates ‘

1978 Cohort 1979 Cohort
. , Reecidivism P Recidivisp
1979 Cohort ‘ ‘ Variable Number Percent Rate . Number Percent Rate
1978 Cohort ohor ’ ~ ) 2
Recidivisnm Recidivism ~ 8.  Number of Court Appearances
Variable . Number Percent Rate Number Percent Rate ‘
=2 § , .16 or Less 842 ' (75) 13y 800 (76)  a57
1. Sex | 17 or More 276 (25)  o77 253 (24) 3y
| 992  ( 89) 177 932 ( 89) 26 1, 9.  Prior Court A pearances
;I:i:]_e 126  ( 11) 16% 121 (1 322 . for Property Offenses
2. Race o 6 or less . 698  ( 62) 132 651  ( 62) 22%
Race f 7 2 3
e 729 ¢ 65y 167 692 ( 66) 257 f ) or More ] 420  ( 38) 22% 402 ( 38) 332
Non-White 389 ( 35) 16z 361 ( 34) 30% ' 10, Prior Juvenile Tncarcerations
% Harital status , | None ' 0 (1 782, (74) g3y
. i Some. 288 2 27% 27 2
Marrtoed | _ 218 (20 107 204 ( 19) %S? {' i C 26) 1 (26) 35%
Otherwise 900  ( 80) 18% 849 ( 81) ’ 3 1l. Prior House of Correction ) .
ZIncarcerations .
4, Military Service . ‘; ; ) )
. 1 i None 688 61 147 628  ( 60) 267%
917  ( 82) 17% €75 ( 83) 28% | !
gone 200 (18) 117 178 (17) 207 t - Some _ 430 (39) 217 425 (40) 26y
' f 12, PriorState or-Federal
5. Time on Job of Longest . %, Incarcerations.
Duration i 1% . oo o
524 L 50) 28% i None . 847 (_ 75) 157 781 ( 74) 260
Less Than 12 Months 527  (47) 2272 25 I Some : 271 ( 24) 21z 272 (. 26) 297
12 Months or More 591 (53) 11% 529 ( 50) r N 4
| [ .- 13. Age at Pirst Arrest
6. Last Grade Completed s ‘
107 495 (47 31z . 16 or Less 624 ( 56) 207 603 ( 57) 32%
iéghGEiggeoer:ﬁe 533} \C_ ggg 12; 558 ( 53) 232 : 17 or More 494 ( 44) 11% 450  ( 43) 19
7. Konown Historv of Drug Use A’ | :
o ' 491 (44) 13y 440 (4 auy
S 627 (56)  19% 613 (58) 28y |
=
TOTAL, SATBLE 1118 (300 1Ey 1055 (100) %7
B ‘ '
. o, v
TOTAL SAMPLE 1118 (100) 167 1053 (100) 267 %;
|
j 3
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Variables Associated With

Differential Recidivism Rates

1978 Cohort

1979 Cchort

. Recidivism Recidivism

Variable Number Percent Rate Number Percent Rate
14, Age at Incarceration

(Present Offense)

19 or Less 198 ( 18) 21% 166 ( 16) 45%

20 or More 920 ( 82) 157 887 ( 84) 23%
15. Age at Release

26 or Less 656 ( 59) 20% 586 ( 56) 32%

27 or More 462 (41) 112 467  ( 44) 152
16. Type of Offense

Person 635 ( 57) 17% 623 ( 59) 27%

Sex 83 (7 18% 80 ( 8) 192

Property 239 ¢ 21) 18% 220 ( 21) 29%

Drug 105 ( 9) 11% 73 (7D 16%

Other 56 ( 5) 13% 57 ¢ 5 28%
17. Committing Institution

Walpole 391 ( 3%5) 157 416 ( 39) 197

Concord 541  ( 48) 19% 516 ( 49) 317

Framingham 125 ( 110 147 121 (12 32%

Other* 61 ( 6) 3% - - -
18. Number of Furloughs

Some Furloughs 547  ( 49) 8% 467  ( 44) 14%

No Furloughs 571 ( 51) 247 586 ( 56) 367
TOTAL - SAMPLE 1118  (100) 167 1053 (100) 26%
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Appendix

Variaples Associated With
Differential Recidivism Rates

<
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1978 Cohort

1979 Cohort

. Recidivism Recidivism
Variable Number Percent Rate Number Percent Rate
19. Securigz of Releasing
Institution
Maximum 149 ( 13) 20% 138 ( 13) 30%
Medium 473 ( 42) 227 446 ( 42) 36%
Minimum 88 ( 8) 11% 103 ( 10) 17%
Prerelease 408  ( 37) 9% 366 ( 35) 16%
1053  (100) 26%

TOTAL SAMPLE 1118  (100) 16%
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