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ABSTRACT

The present study is an attempt to make a contribution to the literature
concerning the effectiveness of community based pre-release programs in achieving
the goal of reducing the repeated ériminal behavior of individuals who have exper-
ienced prison incarcefation, For this purpose, a research evaluation of two
experimental pre-release correctional programs operated in the State of Massachusetts

was carried. out.

The research evaluation resulted in two major fin&ings. First, it was found
that individuals who had completed the combined pre-release programs.under study
had significantly lower rates of recidivism than a control group of similar types
of inmates who had not pafticipated in a pre-release program; and a significantly
lowaer actual recidivism rate than their derived expected recidivism rate. Secondly,

a series of inmate types which seem to be disbroportionately helped by pre-release

program participation was tentatively identified.
Both findings are believed to be tentative findings pending the completion of

further reserach, now currently in progress at the Massachusetts Department of -

Correction.







This report is a summary of sections of the doctoral dissertation of

Daniel P. LeClair: Preparing Prisoners For Their Return to the Community: The

Evaluation of the Rehabilitative Effectiveness of Two Pre-Release Programs Operated

in Massachusetts; Tulane Univérsity, July, 1975.




INTRODUCTION

| In June of 1972, following a Series'of prison disfurbances and a general
state of prison unrest, the Massachusetts Stafe Legié]ature passed the "Correctional
Reform Act" authorizing the establishment of several correctional programs to be
opérated'outside the confines of the existing traditioné? correctional facilities.
One type of these newly authorized programs was the Pre-Release Centérs. In
these programs, the legislature allowed state prisoners who were within eighteen
months_of their parole eligibility date to be placed in small residential centers
to serve out the remainder of their prison sentences.

The new Massachusétts Pre-Release Centers took as their model the programs
originally initiated by the Federa1 Government by the Federal Bureau of Prisons,
known as "Pre-Release Guidance Centers". These federal programs were first estab-
lished in Chicago, New York, and Los Angeles in 1961. Later they were extended to
several other cities in various parts of the country. Although the first programs
were those operated by the Federal Bureau of Prisons, it was not long before several
independent state and county correctional agencies began adopting the model to
.mtheif'bwn éysfems. Massachusetts is, therefofe, one among many states that is
experimenting in the adaptation of the federal Pre-Release Guidanpe Center model.

The purpose of the Pre-Release Guidance Center is to prbvide a mechanism
whereby a more gradual process of societal reintroduétion for prisoners completing
their sentences would occur, and thereby reduce the rate of reincarceration. This
process is accomplished in several ways. First, the selected inmates Tive in a
reintegration residence located outside of the walled institution, and often in the
area of the community where they are to eventué]?y return. Presumab1y, this action
sepéfates the inmates from what has been called "the anti-rehabilitative inmate
A‘socia1 system” within the total institution of the walled prison. Sécond]y, most
_of the inmates work at jobs in thé community during the day and return to the
Pre-Release Center to spend their non-working hours. This allows for interaction

with non-inmates at work in the community as well as provides the opportunity for
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“the offender to participate in major economic roies; 'In_additidn to accumulating
savings from their wages, residents in the program are participating in economic
roles by paying.state and federal taxes, by paying for social security benefits,
and by paying for the cost of their room, board, and personal expenditures even
though they are still techhica}iy incarcerated inmates. Furthermore, a portion
of their pay is often allocated to support dependents or to pay off debts or court
costs accumu1ated-before incarceration. When released from prison, the inmate
receives his accumulated earnings less the deductions for room, board, taxes,
personal expenditures, and outside allotments. The remaining accumulated earnings
provide an additional resource for the inmate's reintegration into the community
when he is released. ' |

Third]y; inmates have the opportunity to enlist in educational programs in
area schools and colleges by attending classes during the day or evening and
returning to the Pre-Release Center during non-school hours. This allows the
inmate to interact with individuals in the free community as well as fo allow the
inmate to re-establish ties with the educational system prior to his release on
parole. In most instances, the centers are able to secure funds to support this
activity. | |

Finally, the Pre-Release Centers are able tc meet the need of gradual reintegration
to the community by such programs as continued vocational and.educationa1 counseling,
drug counseling, résource identification in the community, home furioughs, and
job development and placement. In summary, the Pre-Release pfograms provide needed
supervision but at the same time allow the offender to continue to perform major.
societal and economic roles. Hopefu11y,.the program eases the often difficult

traﬁsition from prison to commuﬁity by providing an intermediary step.
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THE MASSACHUSETTS PROGRAM

The two programs operated by the Massachusetts Department of Correction to
be studied here are the Shirley Pre-Release Center and.the Boston State Pre-Release
Center. Though both facilities operate according to the general Pre-Release program
concept as developed by the Federal Bureau of Prisons and outlined above, important
differences in terms of urban versus rural location and client e1igibi1ity exist
between the two programs.

The Shirley Pre-Release Center received its first client in November 6, 1972.
Its original bed capacity was 35. However, the program gradually expanded to a
‘capacity of 70 men. Geographically, the center is located in the town of Shirley
which is in north central Massachusetts about forty-five miles northwest of Boston.
" The town population is approximately 4,900 individuals. The minimum security
physical plant consists of 1000 acres of land containing modern industrial shops
for instruction, classrooms, a gymnasjum, an auditorium, a recreation hall, chapel,
a kitchen and dining area, and several residential cottages. The facilities were
origiﬁa]Iy used to house a youth reformatory no longer run by the state because of
recent legislation e]iminating.youth incarceration. Ironically, some of the
Pre-Release residents that were to come to the Shirley Pre-Release Center had
previously done time at Shirley as juvenile offenders.

The Shirley program was originally designed to service men with a history |
of drﬁg use associated with their criminal careers. Other eligibility requirements
are: (1) preferringmen under 23 years of age; (2) no existing outﬁtanding warrants
or detainers from the couris 10dgéd against him; {3) not deemed sexually dangerous
by prison psychiatric unit; (4) not.having a recent record of severe discipliinary
offenses within the sending institution, and (5) being e1igib1e for parole or
'diséharge within the next eighteen months.

Specific program operations 1nt1uded intensive group therapy designed to tie

in closely with the utilization of'community resources; work and/or education




-4

release programs; home furloughs; and vocaticnal training. Because of the drug
related criminal history backgrounds of the residents, the Pre-Release concept of
providing a transition from the structured environment of prison life to the
relative freedom of community 1ife is interwoven with a more specific goal of.
providing residents with an awareness that will lead to drug-free adjustment in the
community. This was to be achieved by special dfug therapy and grqup counseling
programs. Nhenever possible, community groups are encouraged to play a role in the:
functioning of the Center's programming. In addition, residents are encouraged to
utilize community resources for their particular needs by taking advantage of
program release provisions. |

The second program under study is the Boston Pre-Release Center, a minimum '
security residential facility accommodating fifty men. The center is located on
the grounds of Boston State Hospital which is fn the Dorchester section of Boston. .
The center borders on a densely populated lower class residential area containing
a large Black population. The original design of the program specified an urban
tocation and a location in ﬁhich a large percentage of Massachusetts Correctional
Institution releasees had originally come from so that it would be possibie to
select residents that would be returning to the same area when released from the
center. This feature constitutes an important difference from the Shirley program.
Since the Boston Pre-Release Center is actua11y,1ocated'in the approximate setting
‘where its reéidents most probably will reside when released, the work and education
assignments as well as other community resources that the resident has begun to
utilize can.continue subsequent to release from the center. There are two other
‘differences between the two programs. Boston Pre-Release does not restrict clients
to‘those with a criminal career associated with drugs, though most of the residents
are chéracterizéd by such careers; nor does Boston Pre-Release set an age requirement.

The center is housed in a single two story building on the grounds of the
Boston State Mental Hospital. The building contains offices for staff, five

residential rooms, and two recreation rooms and a snack kitchen on the first floor,.
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and a larger group of residential rooms éh the second floor. Residents utilize
the same dining and medical facilities provided for the State Hospital patients
“but otherwise the center is not involved with the State HospitaT plant.

Each prospective resident participates in an orientation program while still
at the sending institution. Individual planning and.specification of goals océurs,
.at which point the center's rules and policies are made clear toc the inmate. Upon
arrival at the center, residents participate in additional orientatiﬁn sessions,
receive work and/or educational placements in the community, participate in counseling
programs, and are made aware of various community resources. These community
‘resources inciude such services as drug and alcohol clinics, employment counseling
and job placement services and community health resources. Home furloughs are
also provided as part of center programming.

Aside from the requirement that residents of the center are selected from
those in the institutional population that will be returning to the Boston area
after their incarceration, three additional eligibility requirements exist. These
include: (1) the client must have no current outstanding warrants or detainers
from the courts lodged against him; (2) the.client must not be deemed a sexually
dangerous persbn by the legal-medical apparatus at the sending institution; and (3) the
client must be eligible for parole or discharge within a period of eighteen months.

These three requirements also apply for the Shirley Pre-Release Center.
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METHODOLOGY

" The present study was begun in Jenuary of 1973 and was designed with fhe purpose
of evaluating the outcome in terms of rates of recidivism of participants in
the Shirley and Boston Stafe Pre-Release programs outlined above. The study
includes those participants who entered the Pre-Releaée programs and who wére
ré]eased from the programs during the first fourteen months of operatidn,: Thus,
the study includes all inmates who participatedin the Shirley and Boston State Pre-
Release programs from the time of the inception of the programs in November of
1972 who had completed the program and had been released to the community as pf
January 1, 1974._ In addition, the stﬁdy also includes all inmates who were assigned
to and participatedin the programs for a given period of time, but who were
subsequently removed.from the program and returned to their respective sending
walled institutions within the same time span of the study ~-- November, 1972 through
January 1, 1974. This second group consists primari]yiof "in-program failures",
- those who had been returned to their sending institutions for reason such as:
failure to adjust, infraction 6f house rules, serious disciplinary problems, actual
or attempted escape, consistently returning late from work or educational release
time, or commission of a new crime while on release time in the community. HoWever,
a few individuals were returned to their sending institutions for non problematic
reasons, such as their own request or for reasons beyond their control such as
ﬁedica1 pfobTems that could better be serviced in the walled institutions. Because
of this factor, the sub-sample will be referred to as "program non-completers"

rather than as program failures.

A total of 228 individuals participated in and were released from the two
Pre-Release centers collectively during the specified time peribd of the study.
One-hundred-eleven residents were released from Boston State and 117 from Shiriey.

0f the 111 residents released from Boston State, 75 were program completers and
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were released to the community either as parclees or as having received a good

conduct discharge at the termination of their sentence. Thirty-six individuals at

Boston State were returned to their sending walled institutions to complete their

period of incarceration there. OF the 117 residents released from Shirley, 62
wefe program completers and 55 were program non-completers.

The overall design included the collection and processing of commitment
variables, personal background characteristics variab]es,.and criminal history
variables on 1015 males released from Massachusetts Correctional Institutions during
the year 1971. This data has already been published as separate Massachusetts

Department of Correétion reports. (LeClair, 1974 and 1975) The total sampie of

1015 male releasees was collected to serve as a control group population for the

Pre-Release evaluation. The year 1971 was purposely chosen because it represented
a releasee population taken in a period in time pribr to the introduction of
community based corrections in Massachusetts and at the same time being close to

the beginning date of the Pre-Release programs under study. Since the State of

‘Massachusetts operates a variety of other Pre-Release programs, offers post~re1éase'

Half-Way Houses, offers work release programs, offers educational release programs,
and offers Home Furloughs to the total institutional population; a control group
had to be drawn in a period of time prior to the introduction of these programs

to avoid interaction effects.




Research Questions:

The Study will address the following two research questﬁons:

(1) Are those inmates who ended their terms of incarceration in a Pre-Release .
Center less Tikeﬁy to be reincarcerated within one year of their release than are
similar types of inmates who did not participate in a Pre-Release program prfor to
release?

(2) Are certain types of inmates who ended their term of incarceration in a
Pre-Release Center less 1ikely (or more Tikely) to be reincarcerated within one

year of their release than are similar types of non-participants?

In measuring the reduction of further criminal behavior, the standard used
will be recidivism rates. For both the Pre-Release centers' population and the
control group, a recidivist will be defined as any subject who is returned for
whatever reason to a Federal or State prison or to a County House of Correction
or to a jail for 30 days or more. The follow-up period will be exactly one full
year from the date of the subject's release from the Pre~Release centers, for the
treatment group, or directly from the state prisoné for the control group. It is
important to note that a person c¢an be returned either as a parole violator or
as a perscn convicted of a new offense.

Becau;e of the possible existence of a non-random selection process in
the assignment of clients to pre-release programs, an additional comparison
between the treatment and control samples will be made. Specifically, ExEécted
ggggglof recidivism will be constructed from the control sample and applied to the
treatment sample. The Expected Rate of Recidivism for the treatment sample will
be compared with.its Actual Rate of Recidivism. In this way, the possibility
that a Jow or high risk population may have been chosen in the process of selection

for the program will have been controlled for.
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The second research question extends the inquiry of the effectiveness of the
Pre-Release programs as a correctional device by specifically addressing the issue
of what types of inmates are particularly helped or adversely affected by program
participation. Past criminological research has consistently demonstrated that
'no_rehabiiitative program can be expected to work well with all offender types;
Analysis of differential impact, therefore, will be carried out in order to identify
the inmate types who have high, moderate, or Tow success/failure outcomes as
pre-release program participants in comparison to the same offender itypes not
participating in pre-release programs.

The specific methodological technique to be utilized in this effort will be
multivariate analysis. A series df background variables will be collected on
each pre-re1ease'participant.and for each non-participant in the control group
(personal history background characteristics, and criminal history background
characteristics). These background varjables will be used as the independent
variables in the running of the multivariate analysis. The dependent variable will

be the recidivism rate of the individuals in the treatment and control samples.

‘Samples:

The treatment sample will be drawn'consisting of all inmate participants in

the Shirley Pre-Release and the Boston Pre-Release centers from the inception of

the program in November, 1972 and who have also completed the program and re?eaéed

to the community as of January 1,.1974 or who had been in the program and returned

to sending institutions as program non-completers. Thus, two subsamples of treatment
exist: (1) program completers, and (2) program non-completers.

A control sample will be drawn from the population of inmates released from

Massachusetts Correctional Institutions in the year 1971. Female releasees were
excluded from the population in that both of the Pre-Release centers under study
do not admit females. The total control group population contains 1015 individuals.

As stated above, this“popuiation'was chosen because it represents a period just
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prior to the introduction of communnity based corrections in Massachusetts

It was decided to exclude program non-completers from the part of the eval-
uation design dealing with the measurement of treatment effects for two reasons.
The first is a practical reason, when an individual is returned from a pre-release
program to the original sending walled institution it is usually for a serious reason.
Often this reason is attempted or actual escape or for a new arrest, all of
which involve the possibility of new sentences. Therefore, many of the program
non-completers are still in prison and thus could not be researched in terms of
recidivism. But even when a new sentence is not received, the fact that a person
“faiied".in the pre-release sefting may prolong the date of receiving a
parole, and this would mean that the individual onld_not be released from prison
before the cutoff date for follow-up.

The second reason for exc]uding'program non-completers from the analysis of
treatment effects is a theoretical one. The main gcal of a pre-release program is
tb provide an intermediary step between confinement in a maximum security walled
institution and the relative freedom'of the.general community. A person who fails
to successfully complete that.intermediary step but instead is returned to_the walled
institution from where he is to be subsequently released, in the author's judgment;
has not experiencéd graduated release.

However, those individuals in the non-completion samples who could be followed
for recidivism outﬁome were fb11owed5up, and will be included in the discussion

on findings.
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TABLE I
SUMMARY OF SAMPLES

NUMBER
I..  Control Group . 1015
O II. Shirley Pre-Release

Cbmpletions 62
Non-Compietions 55

Followed-up 20
S$till in Prison 35

Total Shirley Sample 117
III. Boston State Pre-Release

Completions ; 75
Non-Completions 36

- Followed-up 15
Stil1l in Prison 21

Tetal Boston State Sample 111

Data Collection:

Data collected for both the treatment and control samples consists of:
(1) criminal history variables; (2) social background variables; (3) history of
present offense variables; (4) history of present incarceration; and (5) recidivism

variables. This material was collected from the Massachusetts Department of

Correction central office files and from records provided by the Parole Board and

the Board of Probation.] In addition, program participation variables were collected
on the treatment sample. The source of this data was the client files kept by
the Pre-Release centers. A full Tisting of the variables collected and utilized

in the analyses that follow can be found in'Appendix I 6f this study.

T The author would like to acknowledge his indebtedness and appreciation for the
careful work that the following individuals provided in the collection and coding
of data used for the analysis: Ira Baline, Linda Collins, Donna Gurski,
Denise Huffman, Carolyn Jackson, Russ Kerr, Joe Landolfi, Chris Mackey, Therese Pink,
and Ellen Weiner. He would also 1ike to acknowledge his indebtedness and appre-
~ ciation for the computer processing aid of Andy Griffiths, Robert Patrician,
" Tom Cannon, and Ed Callahan.
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FINDINGS

RESULTS OF RECIDIVISM FOLLQOW-UP ANALYSES

A. Treatment Completion Samples Compared to Control Group

Of the 137 individuals who had participated in and had successfu11y completed
either of the two pre-release programs under study, 120 individuals were not -
returned to a county House of Correction or jail or a State or Federal prison for
30 days or more within one year of follow-up. The remaining 17 individuals were
reincarcerated during this follow-up period. Thus, the overall recidivism rate
for the combined pre-release program completion samples was 12.4%.

For the Shirley pre-release program completion sample, 11 of the 62 releasees
had been reincéfcerated for at least 30 days within one year of their release;
the recidivism rate for the Shirley complietion sampTe;'therefore; was 17.7%.

For the Boston State pre-release program completion samplie, 6 of the 75
releasees had been reincafcerated for 30 days or more within one year of their
release. Thus, their recidivism rate was 8%.

For the control group population, of the 1015 releasees from Massachusetts
State prisons in 1971, 770 were not reincarcerated for 30 days or more within one
year of their release from prison. The remaining 245 re]éasees were reincarcerated
during this follow-up time period. Therefore, the recidivism rate for the control
group was 24%.

The recidivism rates for each of these samples are summarized in Table II below.

TABLE I1I
DIFFERENTIAL RECIDIVISM RATES FOR TREATMENT AND CONTROL SAMPLES .
_ RECIDIVISM
SAMPLE NUMBER RECIDIVISTS NON-RECIDIVISTS _ RATE
Shffley Completions 62 -1 ' 51 17.7%
Boston State Completions 75 6 69 ' - 8.0%
Total Pre-Release _ _
Completions 137 17 120 12.4%

Control Group 1015 245 | 770 24.0%
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'From Table II 1t1can be seen that the control group sample had the highest
observed recidivism rate. The Boston State pre-release completion sample had the
lowest observed recidivism rate. In terms of statistically significant differences,
the Boston State pre-release compietion sample, taken singularly, and the combined |
pre-release comp]etioﬁ samples, taken as a whole, had significant1y Tower recidivism
rates than the control group. Even though the recidivism rate for the Shirley
complefion sample is Tower than the contrel group, the differences were not found
to be statistically significant. Sim11ar1y, the differences in the recidivism
rates between the Boston State and the Shirley pre-release completion samples
were not Statistica]ly significant. The results of these statistical tests are

summarized in Table III below.

TABLE IT1
Xz TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE BETWEEN RECIDIVISM RATES OF THE TREATMENT AND CONTROL SAMPLES

, : PROBABILITY
COMPARISON CHI SQUARE LEVEL
~ Boston State vs. Control Group _ 10.26 <.01
Shirley vs. Control Group - 1.32 >.05
Total Pre-Release vs. Control Group ' 9.45 < .01
Boston State vs. Shirley 2.96  7.05

(1 df for all X2 tests)

Expected Rates of Recidivism were derived for. the two pre-re]eaSe'samp1és '
and for the two samples combined. (See Appendix I) It was discovered that the
Shirley pre-release sample had a higher expected recidivism rate than the actual
recidivism rate of the control group; that the Boston State pre-release sample had
~a lower expected recidivism than the acfua1'recidivism'rate of the control group;
and that the combined pre-release population had an expected recidivism rate
almost identical to the actual recidivism rate of the control group. Therefore,

while we have confidence that the combined pre-release completion sample has not
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'been biased in terms of the recidivism risk potential of members sé]ected for
'pré-re1ease, there is some doubt éoncernfng the recidivism risk potential of the
samples taken separately. Even though the differences between the individual
pre—re]eaée programs and the control group were not found to be statistically
significant, because they approach statistical significance, the use of Base
Expectancy Tables was thought desirable as a second, perhaps more sensitive, measure
of recidivism risk potentidi. |

Even without the application of the Base Expectancy Table to the pre-release |
samples, however, we can make a major conclusion at this point in the ana1ysés. .
When the two pre-release treatment groups are joined to form a single pre-release
program completion sample, the results of the recidivism outcome of thié group

as compared to the recidivism rates of the control group reveal that pre-release

completers have a statistically significant lower rate of recidivism than

of individuals who have not participated in pre-rélease programs.

B. Expected Rates of Recidivism Compared Eg_Obsefved Rates

Ana1yses (presented in Appendix II) resulted in the derivation of:sets of
expected recidivism rates for the pre-release samples. It was found that the
expected recidivism rate for the Shirley cbmpTetion sample was 30.9%; and the
-expected recidivism rate for the Boston State completion sample was 21.5%. The
expected recidivism rate for the total pre-release completion sample was found to
be 25.7%. |

Comparing these expected recidivism rates with the récidivism rates that
actually occurred, we find that both the Shirley and Boston State samples, when
taken individually, and the pre—fe1ease sample, when taken as a whole, had
actual rates of recidivism that Were substantially below their expected rates.

These findings are summarized in Table IV below.
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TABLE IV
EXPECTED RATES OF RECIDIVISM COMPARED TQ OBSERVED

RATES, COMPLETION SAMPLE

OBSERVED

EXPECTED
SAMPLE RECIDIVISM RATE RECIDIVISM- RATE
Shir1ey_Comp1etions 30.9% 17.7%
Boston State Completions 21.5% 8.0%
Total Pre-Release Completions 25.7% 12.4%

From Table IV it can be seen that the Shirley completion sample had both the
highest expected and observed rates, though the observed rate is 1352 percentage
points lower than the expected rate. For the Boston State completion sample,
the observed rate was 12.5 percentage points lower than the expected rate; and,
for the total pre-release completion sample the observed rate was 13.3 percentage
points lower than the expected rate. A1l of these differences are statistically
sigm‘ficant.2 The results of the tests for statistical significance are presented
in Table V, below.

TABLE V

X2 GOODNESS OF FIT TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE BETWEEN

EXPECTED AND OBSERVED RECIDIVISM RATES FOR PROGRAM COMPLETION SAMPLES

SAMPLE w PROBABILITY LEVEL
Shiriey Comp]etfons 5.03 .02
Boston State Completions 8.09 .01
Total Pre-Release Compfetions 12.68 .001

(a1l significant; 1 df used for all three computations)

2 To determine statistical s1gn1f1cance, the Xz, goodness of fit test was utilized:
»  (observed-expected)?
X = expected
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| From the data presented in Tables IV and V, above, it can be seen that the
actual recidivism rate for each of the pre-release completion samples are below
their expected recidivism rate, and that these differences are statistica11y

significant. We conclude, therefore, that individuals who have participated in, and

have successfully completed, either of the two pre-release programs under studg

exhibit Tower rates of recidivism than do similar types of inmates who have not

participated in pre-release programs.

C. Treatment Non-Completion Samples Compared to the Control Group

As stated above, there were 91 individuals who had participated in either the
Boston State or Shirley pre-release programs who had failed to complete these
programs. Instead, these individuals were returned to their sending institution
from which they would eventually be released. Even though it was decided not to
use these individuals in measuring the effectiveness of pre-release programs, a
part of the group will be included in the recidivism analyses as a side point of
interest.

Of the 91 program non-completion sample members, 35 individuals had been
subsequently released from their walled institutions before the cut-off period
necessitated for recidivism follow-up. Because these are the only program non-
completion Samp?e members for whom recidivism follow-up could be conducted, the
term, program non-completion sample, will refer only to these individuals in the
‘analyses thatffo]]ow. | |

Of the 35 individuals in this program non-completion sample, 7 had been
reincarcerated within one year of their release from prison. The remaining 28
individuals had not been reincarcerated within the same time period. The recidivism
rate for the non-completion sample, therefore, was 20%. Of the 20 non-completions
in the Shirley program, 5 were reincarcerated resulting in a recidiViém rate of
25%. For the 15 Boston State non-completions, 2 were reincarcerated within one

. year resulting in a recidivism rate of 13.3%.
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| As can be seen in Table VI, below, while the combined pre-re1ease non-
completion sample has a recidivism rafe be]ow that of the control group, the
recidivism rate for the Shirley non-completion is almost identical with that of
the control group; and the recid{vism rate for the Sdston State non-completions

js below that of the control group.

. TABLE VI

DIFFERENTIAL RECIDIVISM RATES FOR TREATMENT NON-COMPLETION SAMPLES
COMPARED TO THE CONTROL_ GROUP

RECIDIVISM
SAMPLE NUMBER RECIDIVISTS - NON-RECIDIVISTS RATE
Shir?ey Followed Up | _
Hon-Compietions 20 5 = 15 _ 25.0%
Boston State |
Followed Up Non- :
Completions 15 2 13 13.3%
Total Pre-Release
_Followed Up Non-
Completions 35 7 28 20.0%
Control Group 1015 245 770 24.0%

In terms of statistical significance, however, none of these-differences is
significant. Therefore, we conclude that, on the basis of these results, the
pre-release program non-completers did not have significantly higher or lower
rates of recidivism than the contrél group. The results of the tests of statistical
significance are presented in Table VII, below.

From the results presented in Tables VI and VII we have concluded that no
statistically significant differences exist between the actua1 recidivism rates of
the followed-up non-completion samples and the recidivism rates of the control.
group. Participation in pre-release programs when not fellowed through to completion

does not lead to reduced recidivism rates.
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- TABLE VII

X2 TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE BETWEEN NON-COMPLETION
~ FOLLOWED-UP SAMPLES AND THE CONTROL GROUP

~ COMPARISON _ CHI SQUARE PROBABILITY LEVEL
Shirley vs. Control Group 0.12* ' > .05

- Boston State vs. ControllGroup 0.45% > .05
Total Pre-Release vs. Control Group 0.32 >.05
Shirley vs. Boston State 0.18 >.05

(1 df for all ¥° tests)

* Yates Correction applied

As a further test of this relationship, we decided to utilize the Base
Expectancy Tables in order to make adjustments for recidivism risk levels in the

treatment and control samples.

D. Expected Recidivism Rates of Followed-Up Treatment Non- Comp1et10n Samples
Compared to Actual Recidivism Rates

Analyses determined (see Appendix II) that the expected recidivism rate for
the total non-completion followed-up pre-~release sample was 30.8%; for Shirley
“non-completions the expected recidivism rate was 31.1%; and for Boéton State non-
completions the expected recidivism rate was 30.3%.

A1l three of these expected recidivism rates are above the actual recidivism
rates of the control group, suggesting that the program non-completion f0110wed-up'
population contained a higher recidivism risk group. However, when tests of
statistical significance were run it was discovered that none of the differences

were statistically significant.3

-3 When the Chi Square statistic was utiiized to.determine whether or not these
differences were statistically significant, X“'s of 0.03, 0.0%1, and 0.004
were found for the Total Non-Completion, Shirley and Boston State samples
respectively. (1 df, p >.05, for all three samples).
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Because the differences between fhe program non-complietion expected recidivism -
rates and the actual recidivism rate of fhe control group were not significant;
the tentative conclusion presented in part C above could stand as alfina1 conclysion.
That is, that there are no statistically significant differences between the
récidivism outcome of pre-release program non-completion participants and the
control group. However, the Base Expectancy Table derived rates were compared
with the actual observed rates for the treatment non-comp]etioﬁ sampTeS. The

resylts of these comparisons are presented in Table VIII below.

TABLE VIII

EXPECTED RECIDIVISM RATES COMPARED TO OBSERVED RATES,
PROGRAM NON-COMPLETION SAMPLE

' EXPECTED RECIDIVISM ACTUAL RECIDIVISM
SAMPLE RATE RATE

- Shirley Non-Completions 31.1% : 25.0%
Boston State Non-Completions 30.3% - 13.3%

Total Pre-Release Non-Completions 30.8% 20.0%

From Table YIII it can be seen that the Expected Recidivism rates are higher
than the Actual Recidivism Rates. This is most pronounced‘for the Boston State
Knon-completion sample, with its actual recidivism rate 17 percentage points below
its expected recidivism rate. For the Shirley non-completion sample, the actual
- recidivism rate was 6.1 percentage points below the expected recidivism rate.
For the combined non-completion followed-up sample, the actual recid%vism rate waS
10.8 percentage points below the expected.

In terms of statistical significance, again none of the differences were
fouhd to be significant. lThe results of XZ, goodness of fit statistical tests are

-4 o _
" presented in Table IX, below. _ o - '

i See Footnote 2, for statistical formula used.
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TABLE IX

2
X__GOODNESS OF FIT TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE BETWEEN
EXPECTED AND OBSERVED RECIDIVISM RATES FOR PROGRAM NON-COMPLETION SAMPLES

SAMPLE _ CHI SQUARE PROBABILITY LEVEL

Shirltey Non-Completions 0.33 - >.05
Boston State Non-Completions 1.99 . >.05
Total Pre-Release Non-Completions 1.94 ;>.05

(all three not significant, 1 df used)

We conclude from the preceding analyses in parts C and D of this chapter
that individuals who have participated in pre-release programs but who have not
successfully completed those programs have recidivism rates that are similar to
the recidivism rates of similar types of individuals who have not participated in
pre-release programs at all.

The above finding should not be considered surprising. The very goal of the
pre-release program is the gradual introduction of individua]s back into the
community as opposed to an abrupt direct release from the walled prison. Since
program non»comp]eters'are returned to their walled institutions and eventually
released from these institutions directly to the community, they are experienciﬁg
a release similar to that of the control group. In contrast, the pre-release

“program completers are gradually reintroduced to the community.

Therefore, the recidivism outcome of the program non«cbmp]etion samples
actually strengthens the conclusion reached in part B of this chapter: that
individuals who have participated in, and have successfully completed pre-release
prdgrams, exhibit 1oﬁer rates of recidivism than do similar types of individuals

who have not participated in pre-release programs.
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DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT EFFECTS

The 2nd research question that the present study seeks to address concerns éhe
existence of possible differential treatment effecis for pre-reiease program
participahts. While the above analyses have demonstrated that pre-release program
comp1eters obtain lower rates of recidivism when compared with similar non- |
participants, we are now concerned with the differential performance of specific
categories of individual participants. The question now becomes: Are certain
Lypes of participants disproportionately helped or adversely affected by participation
~in pre-release programs? For example, if we hypothetically take the category of
‘history of previously known drug use, are individuals known to have had a prior
history of drug use more 1likely or 1e§s likely to recidivate when compared to a
control group of similar non-participants; than individuals without a known
history of drug use, when compared to a control group of similar non-participants?

As stated above, this question extends the inquiry of the effectiveness of
the pre-release programs as correctional devices by specifically addressing the
issue of differential treatment effect for Specific_categories of participants.
Past criminological reéearch has consistently demonstrated that no single rehab-
ilitative program can be expected to work well with aTi offender types. Often'what_
instead happens is that the spec{fic rehabilitative programs may work well ﬁith
certain categories of inmates, may not work at all with other categorieﬁ of
inmates, or may even actually do harm to certain categories of inmates. Therefore,
in this section we address ourself to this issue of differential treatment effect.

In order to attempt to determine if a differential treatment effect exists,
it was necessary to incbrporate a control group. This ‘involves a comparison of
the-recidivism rates of treatment and control groups with various factors held

constant.
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The specific methodo1ogicai technigue utilized in this investigation was
multivariate analysis. A series of background characteristics variables were
selected for each pre-release participant and for each member of the control group.
(These variables are summarized and defined in Appendix I). The baékground
variables were used as the independent variables in running the multivariate
analysis. The recidivism rate for the individuals in each sample was taken as
the dépendent variable. Individuals in the Boston State and Shir1ey Pre—re1easg
programs were combined to form a single sample since we have previously demonstrated
the comparabi?fty of the combined pre-release program completion samples with the
control group, and since there were very few recidivists in the treatment samples,
the decision was made to deal with a combined pre-release samp]e rather than the
individual program sampies.

Eéch of the independent variables was individually taken and dichotomized
according to a series of possible splits in both the treatment and control samples.
The split that produced the highest chi square when comparing recidivism outcome
| between sample on one half of the dichotomy, if statistically significaht at the
.05 P Tevel or better, was selected as a possible indicator of differential
treatment. The X2 was computed for each half of the dichofomy between treatment
and control group samples. If it were demonstrated that one part of the dichotomy
resulted in a statistically significant difference between treatment and control
and the other part did not, differentia1 treatment effeét was thought to exist. If,
on the other hand, both parts of the dichotomy produced a statistically significant
difference, or if both parts of the dichotomy did not produce a statistically
significant difference; evidence of differential treatment effect was thougﬁt
not to exist.

'Upon completion of-this'ana1ysis; the variables tentatively seTectéd as
indicators of differertial treatment effect were subjected-to-an-additional.statis-
tical tethnique."Specifica?]y, the chi square scores on each part of the

dichotomy were converted to phi scores. If the phi coefficients that were obtained
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for each part of the dichotomy were similar, the variable was no Tonger considered
as a possible indicator of differential treatment effect. On the other hand,

it the phi coefficient was high for the part of the dichotomy whereldifferential
'treatmentIEffect was thought to exist, and low in the alternate portion, the
variable was selected as an indicator of differential treatment effect.

Differential treatment analysis resulted in the tentative selection of 23
variables thought to demonstrate differential outcome. Upon running ¢ coefficients,
6 of these variables were rejected. The remaining 17 variables were viewed as
clustering around seven categories of variables: Tevel of school attafnment;
length of job history; type of present sentence; age at beginning criminal career;
length and type of criminal record; number of prior incarcerations and paroies,

.and Tength of present incarceratidn; and finally, history of alcohol arrests.5

Pre-release participants who had completed the eighth grade of schooling or
better seemed to be disproporticnately helped by the program when compared to
participants who had not completed the eighth grade and when compared to both
categories of the control group. |

Pre-release participants who had very short prior periods of employment at
any one job had disproportionately reduced recidivism rates following program
participation.

Individuals participating in pre-release programs who received a single
charge on their present offense and/or who had no special condition attached to
their sentence {such as "from and after") also seemed to be disproportionately '
helped by program participation. |

When we consider the age at which an individual began his criminal career,
pré-re1ease participants who began their criminal career at a slightly o]der'age

were disproportionately helped by program participation.

5 The statistical tabu]afion for each of the variables originally selected are )
available upon request at the Massachusetts Department of Correction, Research Unit.
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A series of indicators c1uétering around the length and type of prior
criminal record also demonstrated a group disproportionately helped by pre—re1ease
program participation. Individuals thaf were disproportionately helped tenced
to have shorter court records and a lower number of total offense charges; tended
not to have had a previous charge for an offense against the person; and to have
fewer (6 or less) prior offenses against property.

Another grouping of indicators of differential treatment effect relates to
the number of previous incarcerations and paroles and the tength of the present
incarceration. Individuals who had been previously incarcerated less frequently
and/or who had not previously experienced a parole, were disproportionately helped
by pre-release participation. In addition, individuals who served a shorter
period of time on their present incarceration had a disproportionately lower rate
" of recidivism following pre-release program participation.

A final category of differential treatment effect was prior history of arrests

~ for drunkenness. Individuals who had been previously arrested for drunkenness

.appeared to be disproportionately helped by bre-release participation.

Throughout the analyses, no evidence of a negative treatment effect was found.
That.is, when compared to the control group no indicator was found to demonstrate
that pre-release program participation.disproportionately increased recidivism
for any particular type of inmate.

Variables found as indicators of a positive differential tréatment effect

are summarized in Table X below.
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| TABLE X
SELECTED INDICATORS OF POSITIVE DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT EFFECT

Individuals whose previous educational level attainment was the eighth
grade or higher. '

Individuals who had not previously held a job for more than 6 months.

Individuals with a single charge on the present sentence.

Individuals with a simple sentence type (i.e. not having a "from and
after," or a "forthwith," etc. attached to their sentence),

Individuals who had not been arrested before the age of 16.

Individuals with no more than 12 previous court appearances.
Individuals with no more than 10 previous charges.
Individuals with no more than 6 previous offenses against property.

Individuals not having had a previous offense against the person.

Individuals with no more than 2 previous incarcerations {either juvenile

.or adult).

Individuals with no previous paroles (either juvenile or adult)..
Individuals serving 9 or less months on pfesent incarceration.

Individuals with one or more previous charges for drunkenness.
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DISCUSSION

The present study was designed with the purpose of evaluating thé'correctionaT
effectiveness of two community-based pre-release programs operated by the state
of Massachusetts. The programs had emerged out of the current national treatment
philosophy charactefized as community-based corrections. This treatment philoéophy
argues that the series of stresses that accompény the transition from the rigid
controis of traditional penal institutions to the relative freedom found upon
community re-entry, infringe upon (or actually negate) rehabilitative gains made
through institutional treafment programs. Therefore, the community-based treat-
ment philosophy advpcated the establishment of supervised graduated release
centers to be located outside the confines. of the penal institutions and to be
dfrect]y linked to the major socia] institutions of the outside community. It

.was considered crucial to re-establish {or, in fact, to establish for the first
time) ties between the releasee and the legitimate social institutions in the
community to which the inmate will eventually return. This process, it was
hypothesized, would reduce the present high levels of recidivism of correctional
institution re1ea$ees. The Boston State and Shirley Pre-Release Centers were
established in Massachusetts to meet this goal.

In reviéwing.the literature reporting research evaluations of pre-release
programs in other states that have thus far appeared, one is not left with a clear
or consistent picture. When recidivism is used as an evaluation criteria, some
studies report successful outcomes and others report no difference in_outéome at
all. It is evident that more research must be done before a judgment can be made
as to the effectiveness of pre-releaseprograms in meeting the goals of the
community-based correctional process.

The present study, therefore, represents an additional attémpt at contributihg to
the research evaluation Titerature on the effectiveness of pre-release pfograms by

testing the degree to which the Massachusetts programs were successful in meeting
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their program goal of reducing the repeated criminal behavior of individuais who
have experienced prison incarceration.

Two research guestions were addressed to accomplish this task:

(1) Are those inmates who endéd their terms of incarceration in a pre-release
center less likely to be reinéarcérated within one year oi their release than are
similar types of inmates who did not participate in a pre-release program prior to
release?

(2) Are certain types of inmates who ended their term of incarceration in
Pre-Release Center Tess likely {or more likely) to be reincarcerated within one
year of their release than are similar types of non-participants?

When the two nre-release completion samples were joined together te form é
single total pre-release program compietibn sample, the results of the recidivism
follow-up for this group when compared to the recidivism follow-up for the control
gfoup revealed that pre-release completers had a statistically significant lower
rate of recidivism. Whereas, individuals who had completed a pre-release program
had a collective recidivism rate of 12%, similar types of inmates who had not
' participated in a pre-release program had a collective recidivism rate of 24%.

When taking each pre-release program separately, using the expected recidivism
rates derived from Base Expectancy Tables, it was found that the actual recidivism
‘rate for each sample was statistically significant below the expected rate. e
" therefore concluded that pre-release program completers at Bosfon State and
Shiriey, when taken as two separate popﬁ]ations, both had statistically significant
reduced rates of recidivism than similar types of inmates who had not participated
in pre-release programs. |

| If we are to go beyond this conciusion to a statement that pre—re]gase parti-
cipation alone caused the reduction in recidivism, we must do so wifh extreme
~caution until other research, currently in operation in the Massachusetts Department

of Correction, is completed. While we can clearly state that pre-release participants
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who successfully completed their programs had lower recidivism rates than the.
control group or their derived expected rates would have indicated, to-attribute
this reduction solely to the operation of the pfe-reTease program would tentatively
be risky for at least two basic reasons. |

First, since the control group was selected from releasees from Massachusétts
State prisons in 1971, and since the expected rates were also derived from this
1871 popuiation, an overall system change might have occurred by which recidivism
rates dropped for all correctional releasees in the years 1972 and 1973. In the
years 1972 and 1973 a wide variety of correctional reform programs were introduced
in addition to pre-release programs, such as: home furloughs, work and education
release programs, half-way house programs.and special impact programs (supported
work). Until research fs completed on the overall recidivism rate of 1972 and
1973 releasees and these results compared to the overall recidivism rates of years
prior to the introduction of these programs, one will not be able to answer the
question as to whether an overall system change has occurred. When this question
is answered, then the answer to the question of which particular programs were
mainly responsible for the reduction can be attempted. |

A second 1mp0nderab1e that stands in the way of a direct attribution of the
lower recidivism rates of pre-release participants to-tﬁe program operation is
the Parole system. One has to ask the question: Has there been any overall
changes in the administrative functioning of the Parole Board in Massachusetts
during thé time period of the follow-up iﬁ the community. For example, one change
known to have occurred was the ability of a potential parole revokee to have legal
representation at a formal hearing before the revoke process could be completed.
Since the majority of the pre-release releasees were on parole status following
_pre-re]ease comp]etion; and since the majorfty of all recidivists are parole
revokees, this administrative change if leading to a reduction in the nurber of

individuals revoked would influence the recidivism outcome of the pre-release
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samples. This effect, and other parole system changes, is also being‘subjected
to research. Therefore, the question as to whether or not the pre-release programs
actually "caused" the reduced recidivism must be held as tentative pending these
future research findings. |

| One piece of evidence uncovered in the present study, however, that seems
to be 1in support'of the attribution of reduced recidivism to pre—re]eése program
completion was the experience of the-program non-completers. For those individuajs
who began pre-release participation but subsequently failed to complete the program,

recidiyism follow-up revealed that they did not have statistically significant

Tower recidivism rates, either when compared to the conthol group or when compared
to their derived expected rates. However, since the samples here are very small
in that thé’majority of the program non-completers were still in prison at the
time of follow-up, and thus could not be included in this analysis, these results

are very tentative.

In determining differential treatment effect--the second research question
that the present study addressed--a series of variables which indicated that a
par%icu]ar type of individual had been disproportionately helped by pre-release
participation were selected. Seventeen variables were selected as indicating
types of inmate; digproportionate]y helped by pre-release program completion when
compafed to a control group of non-participants. For the most part, these se1ected.
variab]es'identiffed-individua1s who were at earlier stages in the criminal career
pattern. Inmates disproportionately helped were those with shorter court records ,
with fewer prior incarcerations and paroles, and with a shorter period of time
served on their presént sentence. These findings are not surprising in that one
‘would expect that individuals less deeply imbedded in a criminal career would
respond more favorably to community reintegration than individuals more deeply

imbedded in a criminal career pattern,
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However, two categories of pqsitive differential treatment effect found were
somewhat surprising. First, pre-rélease completers who had more severely sporadic
emp1oymeht histories were found to be disproportionately helped by program
completion, That is, individuals who had not previously held any job for'longer
than 6 months had disproportionately lower recidivism rates than individuals who
had held a job more than 6 months, when compared to a control group of hon4pre—
release participants. Secondly, individuals who had histories of prior arrests

. for drunkenness .were found to be disproportionately helped by pre-release program
participation. Both of these variables point to individuals possibly helped by

pre-release reintegrative programs because these programs serve a need not other-
wise met when releasing individuals directly from traditional penal institutions.

Again the reader must be warned that.the resuits of the differential treatment

‘effect analyses must be regarded as tentative. As further research is conducted
on future fe}easees from pre-release centers in years subsequent to 1972 and 1973,
a large sample of treatment groups will be possible. If the same variables
continue to demonstrate a differential treatment effect, then we can be more
confident as to their validity, and thus their utility. Until such time, these
early research findings should be viewed as téntative and .exp1prat0ry in nature.

In conclusion, the present research evaluation of thé two Massachusettts
pre-release programs has resulted in two major findings. First, it was found that
individuals who had completed either of the two pfe-reTease programs under study
had significantly lower rates of recidivism than a control group of simiTar‘typés
of inmates who had not participated in a pre-release program; and, significantly
Tower actual recidivism rates than their expected recidivism rates. Secondly, a

.serfes of inmate types which seem to be_disproportibnate1y helped by pre-release
program participation was tentatively identified. |

These findings are believed to be tentative findings pending the completion.

of further research, now currently in progress at the Massachusetts Department of




-31-

Correction. At the'comp1etion of this research, if the above findings still stand,
one would then be able to conclude that the reintegrative philosophy of the current
community-based correctional treatment movement has resulted in the deve]opment‘

of an effective rehabilitative process.
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PART 2

VARIAZ ES USED "N ANALYSES

- Commltment var!abieg

Prabolitoiielon o i uishutiutu ol st

. Irstitution of Originul Commitunent*

Neaber of Jail Crediks

L]

Age at Ccmmitmert

L]

Present Offense (rost serious charge)*

L

Nurber of Charges Involved in Present Offense *

DU b W N e
»

. Type of Seutence®

B. Persomnnel Beckaground Characteristicsg Variablzs

Race¥®

1]

Marital g+ztug¥

L]

Military Service¥®

Tost Clvilian RdCrass*

v

Emergency Addressee®

L

Occupat ional Fleld*

Length of Employment at Most Skilled Position

]

Iongest Time BEmployed at Ahy One Jcb

O 0 N & W Db W N e
]

Last Grade Completed*

LY

10, History of Drug Use*

C. Teiminal History Varizpiles

L. Age ai Fivst Arrast
2. Aje a2t Firsh Drunk Arresi

3. 2 at Pirst Drug Arrest

An asterik indicates variables that will be fornally
defined@ in Part B of this Appendlx.



~34-

4, thal Number of Court Appearances

*

5. Number of Couxr: Appearances for Perscn Offensesu
5;.Nﬁﬁbe£ of Cecurt Apﬁearancesﬁfar Pro;érfy bffénseS'
7. Number of Court Appearances for Sex fo:enses_
8. Number of Court Appcarances for Narcotic dffenses
9. HNunber. of Cour£ Appearances for Drunkéﬁness Cffenses
10, Number of Court Appearances for lNscape Ofifenses
11l. Rumber of Juvenile Commitments
12, Number of House of Correction Cc:mm:;';tments:.
13, Numbesr of Prior State of Federal Commitments
14, Rumber of Any Incarcerations
1S, HNumber of Juvenile Paroles
16, Number of Adult Paroles
17. RNumber of Any Paroles
18, Number of Juvenile Parole violai;icns

19, Number cf Adult Parole Violations

20, Nunbeér of Any Parcle Viclations

"D, Releasing Variables
1. B2ge at Release
2. Length of time served on present incarceration

" 3, Type of Release.”

B, Recidivism Variable
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PART B

FORMAl, DEF INITIONS OF VARIARIES |

A1 :uétitutibn éﬁ Origqinal Comn’tnrent

=
'b-
C.

o

Walpole
Concord
Framingham

Other ingtituticns

A-4, Present OFffenss

a.

Offenses Againast the Person (Chap:er 265} ¥

Murder, lst degree (section 1)
Murder, 2nd deqgree (section 2)
Manslaughter " {section 13}
Agsaults with intent to commit 1murder.
inc ludes assault with intent to murder, maim, etc.:
assault to commit murcder; assauit with « deadly
weapon with intent to murder; agsault with intent
to kill (section 15)

Attempted murder
includes =211 attempts to commit murder, cther

 than assaults: dttempted murder, attempts to commit

murder by p01son1ng, drownlng, or strangling
(section 16) _
Armed Robbery (section 17}
Unarmed Robbery

includes robbery, robbery-not being armed,
robbery by force and violence. (section 19)

Assaults with intent to rob, etc., Being Armed
includes assault with a deadly weapon Wlth intent
to rob., (section 18)

Assaults with irtewt to rob, etc. Not Beino Axrmed
includes assawl®i to rob, ncsault with 'mtent o
rob, assault with inter.t to rob by force and v_olenc:

(section 20)

Confining or rutting in fear a pelson for the garpoae
of stealing

includes b:-eaking, burniag or biowing up a safe.
{Section 21)

* -
Chapters and sections refer to The General Laws

‘of Massachusetts,
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2xmed Assarics in dwelling houses
the aci: may be an actaal assault or an

attempt., {(section 183), ]

Assault ard 2ssault and Battery : R
heludes sssault, assault and bettery, assault
on zn officer (sect’cus 13A &nd 13T) :

Asgailt and Batterv with Dangerous Weapon {secticn.
153} ' _ : : :
Assavlt Ly meuns of a Dangerous Weapon

incluces armed assault, (secticn 15B)

Mayheir {section 14)

Assaults not k=fore mentioned
incliudes assault with intent to commit man-
slaughter (section 29) '

Xidnapping
inciludes abduction, holding hostages. (section 26)

" Extortion :

includes att.ompts to extort meney, threats.
(section 25) )
Conspirasy ‘ :

where possible do not code case here, but under
the specific crime that the subject conspired to
commit. That is, comspiracy to commit larceny should
be coded as (522) Larceny.

Sex Offences ~ Against the Perzon (Chapter 263)

Rape (section 22)
Assault with Irteni to Commit Rape

inc ludes attempts to rape, indecent assault on
an adult, indecen: assault and battery on an adult,
sndecent assault on an adult with intent to rape

- (section 24)
‘Rape of Female “nder Sixteen (section 222)

Rape of child :
' includes caraal abuse of a child, carnal abuse

" of a child under "x* years, statutory rape

(section 23)

Assailt o1 Fenzle andex Sixteen with intenv o

comnit Rae T
includas attemsts to carnally abuse, assault on

chi’d undexr the ace of consent, indecent agsault

on a minor (nection 24B)

Tndecent Assault :=nd Battery on Child rnder 14 7
~ includes indec.nt assault and batte.y on a mirdr
wwection 13B). _ , :
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Unnatural aud Lascivipus Acts (Chapter 272)

“includes innatura. .acts, lascivious acts,
agssults to commit unuatural sex acts (section BYy .

. Unnatural hots with 2hild unler 16 (section 31)

Sudcmy and Buqgexry ‘section .4) ,
Tncest (sectiom 17)
Othe: Sex Offenses .

includes adultexry, fornication. indscerc exposure,
lewd laszivious c~habitation, lewiness, open
and cross lewdnec:i. (sections 14, 16, 18, 53)

Crimes Against Property (Chapter 266)

Arson :

includes buraing of houses, woods, fence, etc.;
and any artempts. (sections: 1,2,5,52,7,8,9, 10,
108, 109, 111a) :

Burglary, Being Armed or Making an Asganlt

incwiudes armed burglary, breaking and entering
with intent tc assault with dangerous weapon (sec~-
tion 14, ) :

Burglaxy

inc iudes brezking and entering (both n:ght and
day), attempt to break and enter, breakirg and
entering and laceny, burglary, breaking znd entering
with intent larceny, breaking and entering with
intent larceny and larceny. (sections: 1°,16,164,
17,18, 19) i

possession of Burglary Implements (section 19)
Srealing |

inc ludes stealing in building, ship, at a fire,
etc. (sections 20,24)

Larceny from the Person (section 25)

Larcenvy : .
includes attempted larceny. (section °0)

Theft of a Motor Vehicle _
includes larcenv of a motor vehicle, opcration
withert authorit, of ownar after suspensicn, opera-

¢ion without avchority of owner, tuse without

authority {seci.ion 28)

Forcesy ard Uttering ‘ ‘
: include fongery, uttering, councerfeiting
(secxtion 37 and 37A and Chajter 267, sections 1-31)

common and Nciorioug Thisf (section 40)

F.aud . .
T includes embezzlement (sections: 50-59)
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- Rexziving Siolen Goods

includes both the roceiving and the buylng of
stolen goods (section ©0) .

comnon Recaiver of Stolen Goods (sect:on 62) -

Mulizioug or Wanton Injuries to Prope rty

lucludes s tre destruction, defac:ment, wilful
injucty, € plOSlon of both puklic cr private
syoperty; maliciovs mischief Isections: L"1»—1112«
124-= 30) '

Other Oifenses ((hapter 268 2737

.!.‘ISC' apa2d .
includeg atteiunpts, assmstlng 1n, accegsory to

(chapter 268-Ser:ions 15, 16, 164, 17)

Weaponsy Offenses
inciudes carrying or possession (Chapter 269-

. Sectior 10}

anSth;rt
Tixdes desertion (Cﬁapter 273-Section 1 thru 10}

Polygamv
includes bigemy (Chapter 272-Section 35)

Stubborn Child
includes runaway, common night walker ‘Chapter
272-Section 53) :

Deriving Support from Prostitute (Chaptar 272-Section

- g)

Disturbing the Peace -

inc ludes idle and disorderly (Chapteir 272-
Section 53)
Prostitution {(Chapter 272-Section 53)

Tllegitinacy (Chapter 273-Section 11-19)
Abortion (Chapter 272-Section 19)

Gaming .

incliudes the manufacture, pcssession, or sale of
gaming implements; keeping common gaming house
(C'ha'ﬁte;. 271-Sectiunn - 48)

Moteor Vehicle Cffenses

incIties al. motor vzhicla offenses: otlexr than
larceny of a nrotor vehizle, operstion without
authority »f owner afier sugpens.on, OSperzcion
wit'iout av:hocity of owners, use wilhout aathority.

Contempt of Court ' :
inc Lude = 12tjury {Chasrer 268, sectlon A

Bribery
includes both accepting and offerlng (Chapter
268A-Sections 1—24)
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Drunkenness (Chapter 272-Section 45}

Possession of Narcotic- Drugs -

— i heiudes fhe possession of all rarcotic drugs othex
than heroir. orly where the sale of the drug is pat
irferred ox explicitly stated, Mor examnple:

pussession of narcot.c drugs, narcotic drugs found

‘n possession (Chapter 94-Section 05}

Fossesginn of llercin

- ornly where the sale of the druc is not inferred
or explinitly sta.ed. (Chapter 94-3ection 212)

'Stealipr Narcotic Drug
onl where the sale of the drug is not inferred
or explifitly s:nted {(Chapter 94-Section 217C)

Being Present Where Narcetic Drug 1llegally Kept

“Inciudes narcotic drug law violation, conspiracy
£o violzte narcotics drug law, and all charges in-
wolving "Being rresent" where narcotic drugs are
illegallv kept. (Chapter 94-Section 213a0

Posgsesition of Hypodermic Svyrirge

Incivies possession of hypodermic needle, ox
any inctrument udapted for the administration of
narcotic drugs. (Thapter 94-Section 211)

Tnducing Another to Violate Narcotic Drut Law
inc ludes inducing a minor to violate norcotic
drug law (Chapter 94-Section 217A)

Sale of Hexoin

inc ludes possession of heroin with intert to
gell, unlawful possession of heroin with intent
to Sell, sale of heroin (Chapter 942122 )

Sale of Narcotic Drugs '
inciudes the saie of all narcotic drugs other
than heroin. For example: unlawful sale of narcotic

drugs, sale of narcotic drugs (Chapter S-'-Section 217)

Possession of Narcotic Drugs with Inteny to Sell
: includes the possession of all narcotric drugs
 other than heroin with the intent to gels (Chapter
94-Section 2178) | - .

Oper at ixg a Motor Vehirie Under Irfluence nf Narcotics

Ccontrolled Substanca

~ inciudes the manufeziuring, d:gtribution, dis-
rensing or pousession with ‘ntent ©n manufacture,
aigribute or dispense a controlled substance.




- -40-

*

Nuwoer of Charges Involved in 2resent Cffense

The total number of charges involved in the present
commitnent. For example, if an individual is QM- )
m'tted for Burglaxzy, Avson and Assault, three caarges
are reccr?~i., Charges shoule not be coniused with
courts. An individual may te committed on 16 counts
for the single chavrge of Burglary. -

Type of Sentence:
Simple - one sentence is being sexrved,

Concurrent = more than one sentence is beiny served
(all served coterminous}

Aggregate -~ more than one sentence fs beluc served
but the sentences arve added together and
not served coterminous.

Fortiwith -~ a sentence which supcrcedes an existing
' sentence. '

From and After - =z sentence which Yegan ailtar an
individual had been released from ax
existing sentence.

Race/EBthnic Oricin _ .

White Asiatic
Black : Spanish
American Indian

Marital Statug

‘Married W idowed

single : Common Law
Divorced Separated

Militaryv Service

None

Honorable Dischardge

Dishonorable Diischaryc

Bad Conduct discharge, Othe: than Hon sxrable,
General, Jndesirable .

Medical

tn Armed Services; but the type of discharge in
not listed on the broking Shent.

R SO
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Test Qivilicn 2ddress

V———

Boston :
Norihern Brston Suburbs

Remz ining Metropolitan Boston
Iowe ll-Lavrenute Aca

New Bedford - Fall River Area
Springfield Azea

Worcester Arec.

Other Ma:zachigetts Areas
Outsiie Massachusetts

Erergency Addresscs: Name ligsted by the inmate as the
pergon to contact should an emergency occur. Cate-—
gories included weres

Father Other Relative
Mother Non-Relative

Spouse No emergency addrassee listed.

Occurational Field

Professicnal - (e.qg., lawyers, doctors, engineers,
clergy) . '

Bus iness/Managerial - ownership of managenent of a
bu: iness valued at $10,000 or more.

Clexical/sales - {e.g., sales managers, iife ingurance
.sales, bookkeepexr, clerks).

‘Skilled Manual - (e.g., master tradesman,. machinist,

 Factory foreman).

Semi-Skilled Manual - (e.g., apprentice craftsman,
automobile mechanic, assenbly iine}.

unskilled Manual - labor tasks requiring little train-

ing or skill,

Seyvice — (e.g., bo-tender, waiter, taxi drivex,
janit.or) . ' ' )

Foucation (Lust Srade completed)

the last gradz of education which the subject con-
pleted, Bouh a high school graduate and 2 G.E.D. gaould

“he coded as 1., An iadividual who has completed one

vear cf college shouid be coded 13. Two y=ars of college
is nofed as 14, Etcetera, ‘




-42-

B-10 nastory of T.rug Use

-

Data ciollected from inmat: £iles determining whether:.
 Né-mehﬁi6u of Drug vae, '
Drug User (no specific drug mentioned)

Drug Jsar (merticn of heroin use)

Drug User (mertion of the use of any drug othex
than heroin ov marijuana -~ the exclusive use
of Marijuana)

Drug User (Marijuena only drug mentioned)

D=3, Type of Release

Parcle

Discharge
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APPENDIX 11
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CONSTRUCTION OF BASE EXPECTANCY TABLES

A predictive attributé ana1ysis was run on a population consisting of all
releases from Massachusetts Correctional InstitUtions in 1971 {the control group
in the present study). The total population of 1015 males was divided into two
equal sized samples by randomly alloting cases into a construction sample (N=508)
and a validation sample (N=507). From the computerized data base of the information
system of the Department, 46 items of {nformation were extracted (see Appendix I
for allfst of items extracted and the official definition of those items), all
descriptive of the releasee, and his crimfna1 historj up to the date he was
released from prison on the then present incarceration. A 47th item, the criterion
variable-recidivism, was collected and added to the other jtems. A computer program
referred to as "Max-chi Square" was utilized to carry out the successive splits of
the predictive attribute ana1y5'is.6 The completed analysis resulted in the |

development of the Experience Table presented as Table XI below.

6 The Max-chi Square computer program was first déve]oped by Andy Griffiths and
~ later revised by Tom Cannon; both are on the Research Staff at the Massachusetts
Department of Correction.  Tom Cannon actually ran the Base Expectancy analysis.
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The Experience Tab}e was next fitted on to the validation sample. That is,
‘the validation sample was subdivided according to the same categories of splits
developed in the censtruction sample; Xz's were run on each successive split.
| Table XII, below, illustrates how the validation sample was fitted'tq the
Experience Table of the construction sample. Thé sample size and recidivism rate

' 2
is given for each of the sub-samples created by the splits. The X ‘s between

splits are also given.
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As can be seen from Table XII, two of the final splits did not validate.

Whereas in the construction sample 2 or more vs. 1 or less prior charges for

drunkenness produced a X2 of 5.72 (p<£.02, 1 df), in the validation sample the-

2
same dichotomy produced a X of only 0.83 (p >.50, 1 df}. Similarly, whereas in

“the construction sample 34 or more versus 33 or Jess Total Number of Prior Charges

prodﬁced a XZ of 8.45 (p«(.01,-1 df), in the validation sample the same dichotomy
produced a X2 of 0.00 {p >.95, 1 df). These two categories were therefore dropped
from the table. Since all_the remaining splits did validate, they were retained
as the final validated Base Expectancy Table. This final Base Expecténcy Table

is presented below as Table XIII.




-49-

%9 = ¥¥
egreTay IO

SWTL Je JIOPTO JI0 9z oby BLL = W
GHT = dd 6591 soouexeaddy
Jo g sabaeud 3IN00 IOTId
IO JoCuni Te30.L . _ )
_ %ye = W ToMa T
%ge = ud o85e9T 9y
SIOW JO WL A0 UsASTH
Io 4 sobxeyd Je Jabunox
JO IJoqWLnN TEIOL 0 g7 oby
%ET = ¥y

0mmmﬂmm IO
SWIL 38 JIOPTO IO 87 °by

%8y = uJ

DBRITOY JO W,
Je Tahunox 10 fz oby

%GE = ¥4

sooueaeaddy
1aN0D JOTI

DJI0OW JO DATOM],

-

%Ge = 99

oTdwe g Tel0]

TRl AourasodXg @8ed pPOIRPITRA

CTIIX 3749l




-50-

The completed and validated Base Expectancy Table yielded 5 basic risk cate-
gories. These will be used to determine the expected rates of recidivism for
the treatment samples. A rank ordering of these 5 categories in terms of their

risk level (i.e. recidivism rate) is summarized in Table XIV be]ow;

TABLE XIV

Base Expectancy Risk Categories

Category Degcription Rec idivism

Number _ Rate
I Age 27 or younger at time of . 48%
release, 12 or more prior court
appearances
T Age 25 or younger at time of - 32%

release, 11 or fewer prior court
appearances, and total number of
charges 7 Or more

IIT Age 28 or older at time of '23%
release, 12 or more prior court :
- appearances

v Age 25 or younger at time Of | 14%

release, 11 or fewer priox court
appearances, and total number of
charges § Or less

v Age 26 or older at time of release, 6%
11 or fewer prior court appearances
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The two treatment samples, Boston State Shirley Pre-Release participants,
were now taken and divided into three subsamp1es-each: I. Prbgram Completions,
II. Program Non-Completions released from prison in time for follow-up, and
11I. Program Non-Completions not released in time for follow-up. lsubsample I will
provide the main samples that will be used to test the effectiveness qf the pre-
release program. Since individuals in subsamples II and III did hot complete
the program and were not released to the community directly from the community
integration stage of the pre-release program, they cannot be considered to have
actually experienced treatment. In addition, subsample III cannot be used in any
case because these individuals were still in prison after the cut-off date of
January 1, 1974 for follow-up. However, expected rates for all three subsamples
for each program as well as combinations will be constfucted for background and
informational purposes.

The formula for constructing an expected recidivism rate for a particular
sample is: |

(Expectéd rate of category x Number of individuals in category)
Total number of Individuals in Sample

For example, if we take Shirley Pre-Release Sample I (i.e., program completions),

the expected rate for this sample would be calculated thusly:

Risk Category : Expected Rate Number Computation
I o Cas 19 19,12
o : .32 24 7.68
IT1 .23 | 0 0
Iv ' | .14 15 2.10
v _ .06 _4 0.24
| | 62 1914
Expected Rate = 19.14
62
Expected Rate = 30.9%
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In these computations, the risk category is the particular Base Expectancy

Risk Category derived from the construction of the Base Expectancy Table for the

control group {see Table XIV above for specific Tisting and description of the

five risk categories). The expected rate i§ the appropriate expected recidivism
‘rate for the individual risk category (see also Table XIV above for specific
rate). Number refers to the number of individuals in the sample for which an
expected rate is being ca]ﬁu]ated that fall into the particu]ar.risk category.

And Total Number is the total number of individuals in the sample for which an

expected rate is being determined.

The expected rates for each of the separate and combined subsamples of
treatment groups are presented below as Tables .XV, XVI, and XVII. The specific
computations made for each of these derived Expected Rates are found in Appendix

ITI.

TABLE XV

Expected Recidivism Rates for Shirley Pre-
Release Samples

Samples " Number Expected Rate
Shirley T 62 | - 30.9%
Shirley II . 20 31L.1%
Shirley III 35 35.8%

Total Shirley 117 32.00%
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TABLE XVI

Expected Recidivism Rates for Boston State Pre-
Release Samples '

Sample _ . Number Expected Rate

Boston State I - 75 21.5%

Boston State II 15 30.3%

Boston State ITIX 21 : 28.2%

Total Boston State 111 . 24_00%
TABLE XVII

Expected Recidivism Rates for Total Pre-
Release Samples

Sample Nunpber  Expected Rate
" Total Pre~Release I 137 - 25.7%
Total Pre-Release II 35 31.0%
Total Pre~Releazse IITX _ 56 33.0%
Total Pre-Release 228 - 28.0%

- From Table XV it can be seen that the Shirley Pre-Release sample, when
taken as a whole, has an expected recidivism rate of 32% which is above the actual
_ 7 .
recidivism rate of the control group (24%).  This suggests that the Total Shirley

Pre-Release Sample was a higher recidivism risk group than was the control group.

7 TIn ferms of statistical significance; this difference is not significant at the
.05 level, though very close. It is statistically significant at the .10
level. (X2=3.43, p .05, pg.10, 1 df). |
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.On the other hand, from Table XVI it can be seen that the Boston State Pre-
Release Sample, when taken as a wh01e,'has an expedted recidivism rate of 24%
which is identical to the actual recidivism rate of the control group (24%).
Here we can conclude that the two samples have the same recidivism risk potential.

When the Shirley and Boston Pre-Release Samples, both taken in their entirety,
are combined (see Table XVII) they have an expected.recidivism rate of 28% |
which is above the actual recidivism rate of the control group (24%). However,
this difference is not significant.s We conclude that the recidivism risk potential
of the combined treatment samples is similar to the recidivism risk potential of
the control group. In terms of recidivism risk potential, random selection has
occurred for the combined program population.

What is perhaps most important to determine here‘are the differences between
the pre-release program completion portions of the treatment samples (subsample I)
and the control group. It is this portion of the samples that will be used to fest
program effect. From Table XV it can be seen that the expected vrecidivism rate
for the Shirley completion sample {subsample I) is 30.9% which is above the actuaT
recidivism rate of the controi_groﬁp (24%). Thi§ difference, however, is not
statistically sigm‘ficant.9

For the Boston State completion sample (subsample I in Table XVI) it can be
seen that the expected recidivism rate is 21.5% which is Tower than the actual
reﬁidivism rate of the control group (24%). However, again this difference is
not stat1st1ca]1y significant. |

And finally, when we take the total Pre-Release Population (Boston State and
Shirley samples combined) of program completers (subsample I} as a whole, it can
be seen in Table XVII that the expected recidivism rate is 25.7% which is very

: 1
similar to the actual recidivism rate of the control group (24%).]

8 In terms of sta%1st1ca1 significance, this difference is not statistically

significant. 1.47, p >.20, 1 df.
9 In terms of sta§1st1ca] s1gn1f1cance, this difference is not statistically

significant. 1.47, p >.20, 1 df.

10 In terms of sta51st1cal s1gn1f1cance this difference is not statistically
significant. 0.27, p>.70, 1 df.
11 These samples do not differ in terms of statistical significance.

x2=0.16, p .70, 1 df.
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| Therefore, vie con;?ude that the program completion samples do not differ

from the control grOUp-in terms.of the recidivism risk characteristics of their
populations; and, for all praética] purposes, we can assume a process of random
selection for the program completion samples. This lends confidence to the
employment of the control group when measuring program effects for individuals who

successfully cempleted pre-release programs.
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TABLE ~“XVIII )

Mathemat ical Comput=tion of Expected Recidivisn Rates for
Sub-ategories ol Shirley Pre-Raleas( Treatment

Samplz
S3mple Rigk Categary Expected Rate Numer Computation
Shirlav [ I o .48 .13 9.12
IT _ .32 24 7.68
III .23 0 0
A .14 15 2,10
v =06 . 4 .24
‘ 62 19,14
232 - pxpected Rate = 30.9%
‘Shirley IT T ©o.48 g . 4.32
' ' Iz .32 2 .64
III .23 . 0 0
v - .14 : 9  1.26
v .06 - 0 __. o
20 6.22
S22 | pipoieed rate = ALY
Shirley rII B | .48 15 7.20
. II .32 5 4,80
III .23 o a
v .14 3 42
v - 06 2 =12
o 35 12.54
' 4 . .
-%E:g—:- = Fxpected Rate == 35 .§% '
Total Shirley T .48 43 20.64
Sample S .30 41 13.12
IT. .23 | 0 | 0
v L4 27 2.78
v .06 6 .36

117 37.90

-3—731-& = Expected Rate = 229
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TABLE . XIX

Mathemaf:ical Commut ations of Expected Roecidivism Rates
for Sub-Categor:es of Bos.on State Pre-Ralease Treatment

Naiber Comousation

—1

Sample Rizk Expected
. catejory Rate
Boston State I I .48 9 4,32
| | I3 .32 16 5.12
I .23 16 3,68
. v .14 C12 1.68
\ . 06 22 3..32
éé%%%ﬁ Expected Rate = 21.5% ” 12
Boston State IT I 48 5 2,40
II .32 4 1.28
III .23 3 .69
v W14 0 0
Y 3 3 .
, 15 4,55
| 4"125 = Ewpected Rate = 13.3%
Boston State TIT X .48 6 2.88
IT .32 5 5,60
TII .23 5 3.15
v .14 0 0
v .06 5 .30
) . 21 5,93
2:2 = mxpected Rate = 28.2%
Total Boston I .48 20 G.60
Stat. fample I, .32 25 &, 00
Irx .23 24 5.52
o 14 1. 1.68
v .06 30 3.0
11l z0,%0

b
o
h
o

[
bt
[=

= Pxpected Rate = 24%
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TABLE XX

Mathematical Compuatstion of Expected Recidivicsm Rates
for Sub-Categorias »f the Zombined P*ewReledse .
: %reitment SampleS'

—
—

Sample Risk Euxpected Number  Tomput utions
: _ C 2t eqory Rate
Totai Ere- o1 .A8 28 13,44
Release 1 II .32 0 12.80
IIT .23 16 . 3.68
v .14 ‘ 27 3.78
v .06 26 1.56
137 35,26
3?3§6 = p@zpected Rate = 25,7%
Total Pre- . .
Release IT I .48 i4 ; 6,72
TI .32 6 1,92
CIIT .23 -3 .69
v .14 9 1.26
v . 06 "3 .18
35 10. 77
;%giz = Expected Rate = 31%
Total Pre~ I .48 21 f 10,08
Release 111 T .32 20 6,40
IXT : 23 5 1,15
v .14 3 | .42
\' - L06 T A2
56 18.47
;ggéz = Expecied Rate = 33%
Total Pre- T AE 3 30,24
g:;;izz AlL Ir .32 66 21.12
Lvomhined O IXT 223 24 5.52
v .14 - 39 b,<6
v .06 36 2. 16
| 228 64,50
64%%%« = RExpected Rate = 33%
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