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

National Criminal Justice Reference Service

| 4
|
' -

e

ncjrs

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base, Since NCJRS carinot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality.

o &2
=2z
TR

- flee

125 e e

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

Microfilming procedures used io create this fiche comply with
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504.

Points of view or opinions stated in this dacument are
those of the author(s) and do nct represent the official
position or policies of the U. S. Department of ustice.

National Institute of Justice
United States Departmerit of Justice
Washington, D.C, 20531

Tx

N

15/24/85 1

B '
]

& “'\“ a

a8

et st

SR e,

o




Given the diversity of legal and
penal systems among the various
States, &s well as differences in their
information and research needs, it is
not surprising to find a variety of

In the order given, these six phases
represent an increasingly deeper pene-
tration by offenders into the eriminal
justice system, and each is an impor-
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_ Many persons now in prison have been The rate at which released prisoners offenders who are released to the m"}“
. - there before, and many will return at return to confinement is a major community and then returned to S
‘ -. some point after their next release. consideration in the use of limited prison at some point in the course of e ng
i The number and characteristics of prison space and an indication of the a specific follow-up period. These i
£ : . ; those who are incarcerated more than efficacy of imprisonment as a stra- include both conditional releasees, \-\53
once have always been of importance to tegy in ecrime control. Moreover, such as parole violators, and uncon~ e
policymakers, administrators, and monitoring release populations pro- ditional releasees (e.g., prisoners Vi
S i . , o , : researphers in the cnmmt}l justice field vides an opportunity to compare whose terms have expired).
s - IR : o . ‘ : who wish to promote public safety con- behavior of offenders in confinement The most important finding from
IR ' - . e C ; sistent with the needs of both offenders with that in the community environ- the data provided by more than 20
. . o : - : and society as a whole. Increasingly in ment, States for this pilot project is that
i recent years, t‘hey have spught bfetter Existing annual statistical pro- close to a third of State prisoners
i : ways to use prison capacity consistent grams provide a base for analyzing released returned to prison within 3
] : with concepts of incapacitation and various aspects of prison popula- years and more than a quarter were
deterrence. tions: numbers and types of admis- back in 2 years or less, The study
o , : sions and releases (Prisoners in State identifies characteristies closely
= ; ' ‘ : In response to demand for State- and Federal Institutions); detailed associated with probability of return
o v R level information on repeat incarcera~ sociodemographic and criminal jus- to prison, including the nature of
: ‘ S s . . S ; tion, a special data collection project tice characteristics of persons enter-  commitment offense, offender age,
- N o R _ . was undertaken in 1983 by Stutistical ing and leaving State prisons in a and number of prior incarcerations.
: _ o : : Analysis Centers (SACs) and other given year (Prison Admissions and It is hoped that studies of this
agencies in various States under t.he Releases); and detailed character- type will help in the evaluation of
: : ’ A spon:sox:shxp of the Bureau of Justice istics of persons entering and exiting alternative corrections strategies
- T S ~ ~ Statisties (BJS). parole (Characteristics of the Parole such as incarceration, community-
i : : o L _ ) . . . Population). based treatment, and supervised
T : : S ; _ Allowing for interstate differences This report, based on special data release.
: - PRI B in both the scope and objectives of furnished by State authorities, pro- Steven R. Schlesinger
i criminal justice statistical programs, vides baseline information on those Director
: ‘ ; o : : , S initial analysis of the collected data
o : - ‘ R o shows, among other findings, remark-
e ) E . : - » ably similar rates of return to prison
N 4 o - ' for follow-up periods of the same dura~  interpretations of recidivism. In its tant target for criminal justice statis-
‘ tion. This and other findings derived broadest context, it properly refers to tics programs. As used in this report
from data in this pilot project suggest the multiple occurrence of any of the (and generally in criminal justice
that a larger scale statistical program following key events in the overall literature), recidivism refers to rein-
for tracking releasees would constitute eriminal justice process: carceration or the return of released
an important supplement to both , N sentenced offenders to the custody of
regular and one~time BJS projects on : ;lo‘l?;xsrlission of a crime State correctional nuthorities.{
prisoner recidivism, o charge Similarly, a recidivism rate is construed
e convietion as the cumulative percentage of a
Defining recidivism « senteneing prison-release population returned to
e incarceration prison during a specified follow-up

period.

1t should be noted that, because
individual States colleet the data upon
which this study is based, persons
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their freedom, to observe regulations )
released from prison in one State and Table 1. Percents of releasecs returned to prison, concerning théil‘ conduet, whger eabouts ':‘:lll)lo 3 Percloogt gt :olow;cs roturneg ;«:a |t)rlson during 3-year
subsequantly incarcqrated in another by State, year of release, and follow-up period and associatfons not applicable to ' ow-up perlod, by type of roturn an e
for a criminal violation generally are The cumulative percent of prison releasees ordinary citizens. Violation of these Percent on conditional release Percent on
not included. ConseqUept}y! the State and year of Nurber of who returned to prison within rules, even without commission of a which were returned fors unconditional
estimated extent of recidivism among release reported releasees 1 year 2 years 3 years . Now sentence release which
i 1 is understated t new crime, accounts for a significant with or with= were returned
prison releasees Is understated to an ‘ _ proportion of reincarcerations in many | State and yoar All  ‘Technlcal out tachnleal  for new
unknown extent, : gg};‘;‘lgm&ggo é’:gg 12'2% %gg% g:;% States. of relonse roturns “ yiolatlon violation sentence
» ) . * .
foo lowa, 1980 605 16.3 21,8 23,3 Galltornia, 19 00 4% 4% 02%
State responses in thishpilot project, Massachusetts, 1976 923 \ 18,0 28,0 32,0, Table 3 shows returnee data from M;nn;’:otﬂ; 192’,1 ioo% §3 48 1
as well as studies from other sources, Minnesota, 1980 1,133 26.0 37,0 40.0 several States participating in this pilot | Nebraska, 1980 100 a7 I 29
identify two basically different ap- Misslssippl, 1978 AN 13.3 23,6 21,8 project and indicates that technical New York, 1976 100 51 43 06
proaches to the study of criminal back- Nebraska, 1879¢ 646 14.1 22,5 2;3 violations can compose as many as half | gote: Yoor of ral Y ot bo & n tablo 1
e offenders: New York, 1980 7,661 1141 25.9 33, otet Year of release may not be the same as In table 1.
grounds of repeat offen North Carolina, 1979 9,630 14.9 26.3 31,6 or more of the total number of
e asking prisoners about their past Oklahoma, 1976-1977 1,9064 9.8 21.0 21.8 recidivists in a releasee cohort. inatl L
contacts with the eriminal justice Oregon, 1979 1,782¢ 17,2 27,6 32,2 Recommitments of persons released Table 4. Percent of conditional reloasces amolr:jg Stéateg.t slllurlr)\ naftxon o{ tt)hxs }sis&ue
system (i.e., self-reports); and Rhode Island, 1978 401 20,2 28,9 36,2 unconditionally accounted for only a returned on new sentence during and would undoubtedly be ol great bene
o using official documents to keep, Washlngton, 1979 1,909 12.4 2. . small proportion of returnees in three after official supervision, to State and national criminal justice
track of prior incarceration and/or Wisconsin, 1980 1,618 16.8 . : of the four States able to provide such by State and year of release policy and planning authorities, es-
post-release returns to prison. :"‘“"‘:‘ ”P‘:‘i'““gti‘t“e’ }g: o s data; in the fourth State, however, o pecially in determining types of
ean of reporting States . X . unconditional releasees returning to State and under  After correctional resources needed to
The former method was used, for Note: Unless otherwlise noted, number of $ Flscal 1978~79, prison on a new sentence accounted for year of All super- super- | Aaccommodate persons incgll’cerated
example, in national-level sample releasees exclud;:s persons b(;lng held for Flglux;\e Is gz;gr of a 2-year dtotnl of 3,812, from 29% of all returns. The number of such release returns  vision vislon more than once. Table 7 is a cross~
surveys of prison inmates for 1974 and another agency, interinstitutional or interstate e which a 15% sample was drawn, unconditional releases may be a reflec- - n 197 100% " m tabulation comparing initial with
1979 sponsored by BJS; the latter is the | &7psfers AWO 3‘3{;’1?“{’;;3',“,";;lﬁi?,fgs,'n a2 1/2- E,’f:;}':;s 100 Inmates with offense data tion of differing sentencing/releasing ﬁ,‘t&fﬁ{';a%’ ! 100 o 3% | recidivist offenses, providing a level
method used in this project, as well as year follow-up perlod for the portion of the f Ineludes prison and jail Inmates, as State has strategies among States. New York,.1980 100 63 37 of de'_iail desirable for operational
in the BJS series on persons confined in p Sohort released in the second half of 1980, an Integrated jail-prison system. planning.
the Nation's prisons at yearend; those Estimate based on haif-year total. Tracking conditionally released

admitted or released during the year,
and those living in the gommunity while
on probation or parole.“ Responses to
requests for data for this report show
that not all States systematically keep
data on post-release failures, the
approach, to recidivism used in this
analysis.

Key finding: Similarity of
recidivism rates

The most important finding from
the examination of the data provided
for this pilot project is a marked simi-
larity in the recidivism rates among the
14 listed States (table 1), Close to a
third of State prisoners released re-~
cidivated within 3 years, and a quarter
were back in 2 years or less. The
median rate for the 2-year period is
26%, which—-when the lowest (Colora-
do) and the highest (Minnesota) rates

rates must be weighed in drawing con-
clusions based on these findings, and
follow-on research will continue to
examine potential factors underlying
observed disparity. Nevertheless, these
data strongly suggest that the propor-
tions of releasee failures among States
are similar. Despite differences among
States in those admitted to and/or
released from prison, the proportions of
those considered recidivists by indi-
vidual States closely resemble each
other.

Most critical period

After the first year, the greater the
amount of time a releasee remains in
the community without reincarceration,
the less are his or her chaices of
returning to prison.. Table 2 shows the

percentage of returnees among selected
States during successive 6- or 12-month
periods up to a maximum of 5 years
after release from prison.

Data beyond the 3-year mark sug-
gest that some recidivism is likely to
oceur at least up to 5 years after
release, although at increasingly lower
rates. Table 2 indicates that, on the
whole, the highest risk of recidivism
occurs during the second half of the
first year of release, suggesting
the need for maximum post-release
correctional support immediately
before and during that period.

Types of retumn

Most persons released to the com-
munity are required, as a condition of

persons after discharge from super-
vision showed 4 continuation of recidi-
vism. As indicated in table 4, the
proportion of conditional releasees
returned to prison with a new sentence
is still large in the post-supervision
period. These statisties, as in most
other data construects used in this
report, are based on small groups of
States, so that inferences drawn must
be viewed as preliminary until subse-
quent canvasses yield a larger reporting
group.

Offense patterns

Released prisoners who go back to
prison differ significantly when grouped
according to their original offense.
Table 5, which presents data on eight
States, shows that property offenders
are more likely to return to prison (a

fenders (31.5%). The median recidivism
rate among reporting States for bur-
rlaries is the highest of all specific of-
enses, followed by robbery and theft.
The lowest rate is for illicit drugs,
followed by homicide, forgery/fraud/
embezzlement, and sexual assault.

Do recidivists commit the same
type of offense as that leading to their
original imprisonment? On the basis of
available knowledge, the answer is un-
certain, Table 6 shows data reported
by two States on repetition of recid-
ivists' offenses. The most striking
instance of the need for more data may
be seen in the case of burglars: in
State A two-thirds committed burglary
again; in State B a marked majority in
the burglary group were returned to
prison for other erimes.

From this example, patterns of

Previous confinement

Do the number of incarcerations
before the last admission affect the
likelihood of recidivism among prison
releasees? Data obtained on this
question were extremely limited and,
because of the importance of such data
in assessing correctional planning,
should be accorded more emphasis in
follow-up inquiries made to the States
for systematie submission of data.
Data on North Carolina's 1979 releasees
show that the likelihood of reeidivism
is indeed greater for multiple
offenders:

Recidivated within 36 months

All releasees 31.6%
No prior prison commitment 24.8
One or two priors 37.1
Three or more priors 42.7

A Mo S 1

! median of 36.8%) than are violent of- recidivist offenses may differ sharpl The rate of recidivism among Massa~

are set aside—~is only 5 percentage Table 2. Percents of releasces returning to prison over / y ply husetts' 1980 cohort of ret g ith-

: ~ successive 6-month or longer intervals chusetts cohort ol returnees wi
points above the smallest rate and 3 - Table 5. Percents of releasees who recidivated, by State in a year of release also increased with
points below the largest. (The com- Colo- Massa- Ne-  New  North Wash-  Wis- and the type of offense for which originally incarcerated the number of prior imprisonments (see
paratively ighrate In Mimesota 2 lpvas [ S M ok Camine oiiom otogon igln coml : ——. poge B -

; - nterv 5~ 1979 1976 1980 - ew . e Was )
S.t ate with a relatively low inc?rcem fornia lowa Michigan Nebraska York Oregon Island ington
tion ratg and a strong commumty. Flrst year 8.3%  18,0% 14.1% 12.8%  14.1% 9.8% 17.2% - 16.2% - 16.7% Offenses 1977 1980 1978 1980 1976 1978 1979 1976 Median Table 6. Percent of releasees whose new
corrections program, may be attribut- 1-6 months 2.4 * 8.5 3.8 8.5 * 7.1 * 7.4 offense was the same as their previous
able to differences in the composition 7-12 months 5.9 . 7.6 9.0 1.6 . 10.1 . 9.3 | ° P Vidlent e o pa® % oW % L% Mlaw 2 oo% offensc in two States .
of the inmate population.) Second yenrhs lg.z 10.0 84 113 7 84 118 124 10,6 8.9 Sexual assault * 16,7 213 23,1 347  25.6 250 18.3%  25.6 State A State B FUR™
1-6 mont 9 . 4.2 7.0 42 . 8.3 N 5.6 Robbery 32.9% 419 367 28,2  4L5 318 458 302 34,8 . ame’ Dil- ame DIf- }
Table 1 also shows a similar pattern 7-12 months 4.3 4.2 4.3 42 4.1 . a3 |, . Assault 25.6 40,0 3.9 3.2 268  29.3 iLs 267 319 of- f%;ent ?t- f?;ent .
in the first- and third-year recidivism Third year 5.6 4,0 5.4 4.9 5.4 6.8 4.6 6.9 5.6 Other violent » 100.0  35.9 . 40.1 36.8 2.9 40.1 Offenses fense offense fense offense
rates, with Minnesota ggain providing 325 months &t . beo 28 25 : gi : 31 Property * 247 384 368 443 334 495 316  36.8 Al offemses A% oT%  3om  64% -~ g
an obvious contrast. For both the first . . . . . 1-} Burglary 43;2 38,2 45,1 33.5 47.2 35.6 519 : 43.2 :
and third years, there is also a fairly Fourth year a4 35 . 52 . 3 : Fosgory, fraud 04T 6 s e 56 37 Mot VRN 0 100
-0 mon . . * . L R by
highidegree oif clustering about the 7-12 months 0.9 . . 1.8 * N ' . G of embezzlement 29,2 8.0 343 235 364 2.8 250 ¢ 25,0 Robbery 46 54 32 sg
median recidivism rates, 14.9% and Other property ] 20,6 41,1 0.0 0.0 36.5 43.8 * 28.2 Burglary 66 34 0 6 -
Fifth year . 3.0 . 3.2 * 2.8 s .8 *
31.5%, respectively. 16 months 04 s . 1.9 . . , P 1. Iieit drugs 253 00 195 235 184 181 552 185 190 ggggm g, 2 ¥
7-12 months o * 1.3 * * * . * " | Other . 294 407 234 328 362 338 515 33.8 or embezzle~
As already noted, differentials in ment 19 81 46 54 :

the scope and definitions used in cal- , E“;}:‘ nﬁg‘t“uggl‘;g{ﬁgs" may not be the same as those In table 1. * Data not available, , Iilelt drugs 80 40 28 15 ’
culating’individual State recidivism . '
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Table 7. For Oregon, the number of returns to prison, by type of offense at last admission
and type of offense for which returned

Reeidivated within 12 months

Last admission offense

Al offenses

All violent offenses
Murder, manslaughter,
negligent homicide
Rape, sodomy, child abuse
Assault
Robbery
Other violent offenses

All property offenses
Burglary
Theft
Motor vehicle theft
Forgery or fraud
Other property offenses

All statute offenses
Driving related
Escape
Other statute offenses

All drug offenses
Parole rule violations

All offenses

All violent offenses
Murder, manslaughter,
negligent homicide
Rape, sodoniy, child abuse
Assault
Robbery
Other violent offenses

All property offenses
Burglary
Theft )
Motor vehicle theft
Forgery or fraud
Other property offenses

All statute offenses
Driving related
Escape
Other statute offenses

All drug offenses
Parole rule violations

All offenses

All violent offenses
Murder, manslaughter,
negligent homicide
Rape, sodomy, child abuse
Assault
Robbery
Other violent offenses

All property offenses
Burglary
Theft
Motor vehicle theft
Forgery or fraud
Other property offenses

All statute offenses
Driving related
Escape
Other statute offenses

All drug offenses
Parole rule violations

Roturn offense One prior imprisonment 22%
Murder, Two priors 27
Al man- g;m‘ othe Three or four priors 36
Al violent negl%gent’ child o vlole:‘\t Five or more priors 40
offenses offenses homlcide abuse  Assault Robbery offenses| pespite the limitations of these data, it
574 ™ 6 29 8 39 9 appears that releasees with lncrea:::ingly
128 o8 1 1 2 12 5 larger numbers of prior incarcerations
20 2 1 0 0 1 0 may be increasingly more likely to be
recidivists.
- T O i of tme seved |
How does length of time served in
5’? 13 2 (21 3 3 2 prison relate to subsequent recidi~
274 o8 3 6 2 17 0 vism? Different answers from the data
180 17 1 4 1 1 0 supplied by the two States reporting on
58 4 2 0 1 1 0 this question further confirm the need
38 4 0 1 0 3 0 for additional data. Data from State A
1'1’ g g 5 8 g g show that those with the longest time
served are most likely to recidivate:
68 7 0 1 2 4 0
42 3 0 0 2 1 0 Time served Recidivism rates
10 3 «0 1 0 2 0 —
16 1 0 0 0 1 0 24 months or less 21.5%
23 3 1 0 0 2 0 More than 24 months 32.5
83 11 1 4 2 4 0 On the other hand, datj from State B
, show that recidivism rates were higher
retperty vohiole e e +y| among those with shorter time served:
offenses Burglary Theft theft fraud offenses Time served Recidivism rates
48 87 53 u 2 3 | Less than 12 months 43.6%
18 6 6 2 3 1 More than 4 years 29.8%
2 g 2 2 3 g Another key question is how the
1 0 0 0 1 0 level of confinement in prison relates
11 3 5 0 2 1 to likelihood of subsequent recidivism.
2 1 0 1 0 0 Again the two States reporting data on
95 44 19 18 14 }Q\O this question present different out-
gg 3; ;’ g g L@g comes, another indication of a need for
22 6 4 9 3 0 more data on an issue of great impor-
10 1 1 2 6 0 tance to policymakers and prison
1 1 0 0 0 0 administrators:
1% g f 2 (1, i . Recidivism rates by
1 0 1 0 0 0 security level in re-
4 3 0 0 1 0 leasing institution:
3 0 2 0 1 0 State A  State B
20 1 4 2 2 t Maximum 14.3% 38%
Medium 26.7 32
An Al s, P | Minimum 28.7 26
statute  Driving Other drug slon  vio- Pre-release center 15
offenses related Escape statute offenses only lations :
57 29 12 18 19 12 213 Soclodemographic variables
10 3 2 5 4 3 66 Broad patterns of the relationship
A 1 1 . 1 . 1 between recidivism and age are de-
2 1 0 1 0 0 7 picted in table 8, although based on
i 0 0 1 1 1 17 various categories from only a few
g [1, 3 5 2 2 26 States. As might be anticipated from
0 0 3 the generally high concentration of
lg tli g i 9 5 129 incarcerated populations in the under-
: H 2 ‘1’ g gﬁ 30 age group, table 8 shows that the
3 2 1 0 0 0 9 younger the age at release, the higher
0 0 0 0 0 0 4 the likelihood of being returned to
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 prison before the end of the 3-year
20 17 0 3 0 0 29 follow-up period,
18 17 0 1 0 o 14
H : : : : A Data from five States reporting on
3 0 X X 3 9 1 the sex of recidivists show that in all
u ” ; ) s . I but one State, Massachusetts, the pro-

* Data not avallable,

portion of recidivists among males was
substantially higher than for female
releasees (table 9),

L]
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Table 10 shows recidivism rates for
releasees grouped by race; consistently
lower rates are observed for white
releasees, However, for both race and
sex, it is not known the degree to which
compositional differences across these
groups (such as age, offense, or
criminal history) may be contributing to
th«tz observed difference in recidivism
rates.

Conclusions

Analysis of special-project data on
recidivism obtained from Statistical
Analysis Centers and other sources of
State eriminal justice information
yielded important findings. These
pertain both to the subject-matter it-
self and to the usefulness of a regular
data program to provide a continuing
measure of persons released from
prison and returned.

About 20 States provided data on
the various aspects of recidivism

" developed in this report. As already

noted, some findings are necessarily
tentative because they are based on
information from relatively few States.

‘Fable 10, Percents of releasces returned to prison within 3 years,

by race, State, and year of rclease

Peraent that returned to prison of:

Nonwhite releasees

All races White All

State and year reledsed releasces nonhwhite Blacks Other races
Californta, 19778 * 27.0% . 33.5% 36.5%P
Georgla, 1980 34.9% 31,0 * 37.0 *
Massachusetts, 1980 26.0 260 * 28.0 *
Nebraska, 1980 27.9 25,2 32.6% * * d
New York, 1976 35.6 31,6 * 38.3 34.3
Rhoda Island, 19768-77 1.6 40.1 » 47.9 , 15.4¢
Note: Year of release may tot be the same b Mesican-American.
as In table 1, g Massachusetts follow-up is for 1 year.
* Data not avaflable. Puerto Riean. i
8 Males only. Based on & very small number (11),

Table 8. Percents of releasees returned
to prison within 3 years, by age at release,

State, and year of relcase
Massachu= Rhode
sotts® New York Island
Age groups 1980 1976 1977
All ages 26.0% 33.7%  38.4%
Under 25 31.0 43.0 45,0
25-29 28.0 36,8 32,0
30 and older 17.0 30,0 31.0
Nebraska
. 1980
All ages 27.9%
Under 27 33.5

27 and older 21.9
North Carolina

1979
All ages 31.6%
Under 30 34.0

30 and older 26.8

& Massachusetts follow-up is for 1 year,

Table 9. Percent of releaseces returned
to prison within 3 years, by sex, State,

and year of relecase.
Percent of Percent of
all males  all females
released released
who re- who re-
State and year turned turned
of release to prison  to prison
California, 1977 31.4% 19.3%
Georgla, 1980 36.3 16:8
Massachusetts, 1980 27.0 23.0
New York, 1976 36,5 12,1
N. Carolina, 1979 31.6 22,5

Note: Year of release may not be the same
as in table 1

The most important substantive
finding is the marked similarity among
the States in the proportions of re-
leasees who are sent back to prison
within 3 years, with the return rates for
most States being close to the median
rate for all States. Proper validation of
this pattern requires follow-up data
collection to permit periodie compari~
sons; nevertheless these data are
substantial enough to warrant solid
confidence in this result,

A second finding of importance to
the understanding of recidivism is the
proportion of releasees who return
while still under supervision compared
with that for releasees sent back after
completing the supervision period but -
still within the 3-year follow-up
period, Data from a small number of
States show that in some States a third
or more may be returned for eriminal
violations oceurring after the comple-
tion of supervision.

For poliey and planning purposes,
these recidivism patterns raise a ques-
tion whether alterations to existing
programs designed to ease the transi-
tion from prison to the ¢:tside com-
munity have the Hotentihr for affecting
recidivism rates.

It is expected that any further
examination of the data needs for
follow-up analysis on this recidivism
report will stress issues surrounding the
high rates of recidivism among habitual
perpetrators of certain property
crimes, especially burglary and theft.
Other issues of importance include the
length of the follow-up period in
tracking releasees, the types of ,
releasees to include and exclude from,
follow-up cohorts, and the comparative
merits of sample versus complete
universes in recidivist studies.

Methodology

Data clements and limitations. One of
the principal objectives in this pilot
project was to determine actual and po-

5

tential State statistical resources
available for supporting research on
recidivism, whether in the form of
existing tabulations or computerized
datasets.” For this reason structured
questionnaires to elicit data on detailed
substantive issues were not used. Ra-
ther, States were asked to indicate the
kind of information they had bearing on
recidivism and whether it could be col-
lated, if necessary, and forwarded to
BJS to be used in the preparation %f a
State-based report on the subject.

Among the initial respondents, 15
States indicated a capability and inter-
est to participate in the recidivism
project and estimated what cost, if any,
would be incurred in providing the
data. Of these, 11 were asked to
develop and forward their proposed
information packages to BJS. While a
few States provided data on recidivist
arrests and convietions, the category
common to virtually all respondents
was reincarceration rates apong
cohorts of prison releasees.

The follow-up periods used by some
of the 11 States invited to participate
were subsequently found to be short of
the minimum 3 years deemed necessary
as a tracking period for this project.
Consequently, comparable data were
requested from additional States to
assure a large and representative
enough group to permit some basic
generalizations, In all, the States
included in this report are more or less
evenly distributed amogg the various
regions of the country.

Types of release. Partialiy because of
open-ended solicitation, only a few
States differentiated their figures to
permit identification of the basic types
of release. Among releases, there are
three basie types, two conditional and
one unconditional:
Conditional
Parole
' Supervised mandatory release
Unconditional
Expiration of sentence
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If commutations or suspension of
sentence were reported, they were
included as unconditional releases.

Among other release typesiinciuded
in this report, court-ordered releases
werée usually but not always provided by
the States. Releases not generally
included were persons to be handed
over to serve other sentences (including
out of the State), transfers to other
prisons or agencies (e.g., hospital and
State police), temporary absences,
persons awaiting hearing on a release
violation, escapes, and deaths. Among
States providing data for this report,
differences in types of releases covered
do not substantially affect overall
comparability.

Despite evidence of broad uniformi-
ty among States in the classification of
prison releasees, judgments about simi-
larities and dissimilarities must take
into account differences in the applica-
tion of rules for the supervision of
conditional releasees, whether on pa-
role or supervised mandatory release.
Violations of these rules or conditions
of release are known as technical
violations—as distinguished from new
erimes-~and can result in reincarcera-
tion. Violations tolerated in one State
might trigger revocation in another.
Therefore, higher rates of recidivism in
the latter type of jurisdiction should
not necessarily be construed as evi-
dence of less successful correctional
strategies.

The follow-up period. The length of
follow~up period used to measure recid-
ivism ranges widely from 1 year to as
many as 18 or more. There is no gener-
ally accepted standard period for this

purpose.

The 1-year follow-up period that
Massachusetts has used to measure
recidivism was found by its eriminal
justice analysts to be as clear an
indicator of recidivist trends in that
State as those based on longer perlods,
with the added advantage of providing
policymakers with int‘oljmation based on
relatively recent data.” Following a
1956 sample of Federal prisoners for 18
years showed that by the end of the
period the original cohort had.acerued a
63% failure rate (although it included
as failures persons sentenced to'jail and
those on probation, groups not

‘generally includfﬁl in State recidivism

measurements).

Many criminal justice agencies have
adopted a 3-year follow-up period for
measuring recidivism statistics, largely
because of a recommendation by the
National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals.
Some States responding to the BJS re-
quest for recidivism data provided

longer or shorter follow-ups, but the 3-
year period was used for this reporhto
include as many States as possible.

Underlying all considerations about
the appropriate follow-up period is a
pragmatic question: at what point in
the post-release period is social reinte-
gration successful from & programmatic
and budgetary point of view?"“ Based
on experience from this pilot effort,
including input by SACs and other State
eriminal justice agencies, alternative
follow-up periods might be considered
for the future.
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