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Socletal Reintegration and Recidivism Rates

In June of 1972, following a series of prison disturbanceé
and a general state of prison unrest, the Massacﬁusetts State
'Legislature passed a "Correctional Reform Act". The legislation
'was strongiy influenced by the growing national skepticism towards
the traditiohal rehabilitation model. The Act specifically |
authorized the establishment of several correctional programs
to be operated cutside the confines of the existing correctional
facilitie%; A program was developed providing for a graduated
reintegration of the offender into the community. Two of the
najor components of this reintegration program were the Préf
Release Centers and the Fome Furlough Program.,

| In the pre-release programs, the legislature allowed state
priséners who were within eighteen months of their parole
eligibility date to be placed in small comrmunity residential
centers to. serve out the remainder of their prison sentehces. The
- new Massachusetts Pre-Release Centers were modeled after the
"Pre~Release Guidance Centers" initiated by the Féderal Bureau of
Prisons. Such programs were first eétablished in Chicago, New
York, and Los Angeles in 1961, and gradually extended to several

other cities throughout the country.
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Urder the provisions of the Home Furlough Program, inmétes
were autkhorized to leave their correctional institutions for up
fo fourteen days in the course of a year but usually in periods
.éf one to three days at any one time. These leaves were designed
to maintain positive links with the inmates' family and community
as well as to be used for job interviews and other functions
enticipating the date of final release from prison,
Sincs the 1ntroductlon of the graduated reintegration model
'in the Massachusetts Correctlonal System, the overall departmental
recidivisjjrates have consistently dropped, In the year 1971,
prlo* to!the introduction of the reintegrétipn model, the ovérall
recidiviea rate, with a'éne year follow-up period, was 25%., By
contrast, in 1972 the rec1d1v1sm rate was 22%; in 1973, 19%: in
1974, 19%; in 1975, 20%; and in 1976, 16%.
| Pepartmental research (LeClair, 1978) has already demonf
-Strated that pazticipation ip the Furlough Program has contributed
to this reducticn in recidivism rateé. Controlling for selection

factors, the data revealed significantly lower rates of recidivism

'For furlough part1c1pants than. for non-participants. The data

were interpreted as prov1dlng preliminary evidence that the use

of the furlough program during the period of incarceration provides

a positive reintegration function. The need for further research
on the possible interactive effects of other community reinte-

graticn programs with the furlough program was recognized in the
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previcus siudv. The.present research, therefore, repre5ents a
continued zttempt to measure the effects of the Massachusetts
Department of Corrections' programmatic contributions to the
process of reihtegrating the coffender into sociefy and reducing
the incidénce of recidivism. Interactive effects of the furlough
program and pre-release participation will also be taken into
consideration. It is hypothesized that Prison releasees experi-
encing graduatéd societal reintegration, as measured by partici-
pation in pre-release centers and the furlough program, will
have lowe;irates of recidivism than their counterparts without

such programmetic benefits.

METEODOLQGY

Samplés. 'For.the purpqses of the present study, a sample was
drawn consistiné of all ﬁales.released from Mass;ghusetts' state
correctional institutions during the years 1973 through 1976
(N=3,244), This population was divided into a treatment sub-sample
consisting of all males released in the respective years from
pPre-release centers, and a comparison sub-sample consisting of

all males_releaéed directly from a correctional institut;on. A
total of twenty-three éorrectional institutions contribﬁted to

the sample including two maximum, two mediﬁm, and four minimum

security institutions; and fifteen pre-release centers.
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Procedure, - Recidivism was used as a standard for measuring the
reduction of further criminal behavior. A recidivist was defined
as any subject who was returned or sentenced tq a state or federal
correctional institution, a county house of correction or to a
jail for 30 days or more within one full year from the subject's
release from prison. Within the scope of this definition, it is
important to note that a subject could be returned to prilson
either on a paréle violation or on a new commitment. Follow-up
included both in-state and out-of-state incarcerations.

Becauée of the pcssible existence of a non-random sample bias
in transrerrlng individuales to pre- release procrams, a measure-
nent contrasting treatment and comparison sub-samples was calculated.
Specifically, Base Expectancy Tables were used to determine the

Separate Expected Rates of Recidivism for each of the sub-samples.

| This proceduré allowed for a statistical determination of the .
existence of a recidivism risk differential betwéen these selecﬁed
and those not éelected for pie—release participation. The degree
to which the expected rate of the treatment group approximates the
expected rate éf'thé compariscon croup determines the degree to
which non-random selection has occurred. The Chi Sguare Test was
used to determine the statistical significance of anv recidivism
risk differential found. Additionally, the BRase Expectancy Rates
were used to determine whether or not participation in pre-release

centers resulted in reduced rates of recidivism, By classifying
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individuzls according to the risks that would have been expected
before assignment or non-assignment to a pre-release center, a
base line is formed against which the outcome of treatment can be
assessed. |

The specific technigue utilized to construct the Base Expect~

ancy Table for the present study was Predictive Attribute Analysisg

as develcped by MacNaughton-Smith (1965). The Base Expectancy
Tables weré conétructed on the population of inmates released from
Massachusetts Correctional Institptions in the year.l97l. This
populaticn was chosen because it represents a period of time just .
prior toithe introduction of the reintegration ﬁodel. Thus, no
cne in the population‘had experienced eithef a pre-release
placerment or a furlouch.
QEEE-- Variables used in the construction of the Base Expectancy
Table includéd the subject's personal backgroﬁnd Eharacteristics,
~crimirnal history characteristics, and the history of presen£ offense
characteristics. For a more complefe discussion of the Base
Lxpectancy methodology used by the author, see LeClair, (1976, 1977A
and 1977B). |

Data were Prima_ily derived from the computerized data base of
Massachusetts Correction and Parole Management InfOrmation System.
Additicnal data were collected from the files of the State Department

cf Correction, the State Parole Board, and the State Board of

Probhbation.




FINDINGS

incarceraticn in a pre-release center have sigrificantly lower
rates of recidivism than those released directly from the
correcticnal institution. For the 884 individuals who had been
released from prison following a placement in a rre-release center,
‘the recidivism rate was 11%. By contrast, the 2,360 individuals
released directly from the correctional institutions had a
.recidivism raté of 22%f This difference between suk~samples was
found to be statistically significant (X2=é3.33; df=1l; p¢ .001).

In Cetermining the effect of the selection precess on the
recidivism rate differential_bethen treatment and comparison sub-
samples, the Base Expectancy Tables revealed that the pre—releaée
sample had a slightly lower expected rate of recidivism than *he
-non-pre—release sarnple. Whereas the pre-release sub-sample had an
expected rate of 22.3%, the non-pre-release sub-sample had an
 expected rate of 25.7%. The‘difference between samples, however,
was not found to be statistically significant (x2=2.11; df=1; p> .05),
Selectioﬁ factors, therefore, were not viewed zs an irportant
'contributidn to the lower recidivism ratés for.pre-release partici-
. pants,.

When the calculated expected recidivism rate for each cf the
sub-garrles was compared to their actual recidivism rate, it ﬁas

ficuncG that the actual rate was lower than expected in both cases,




incivicduzls in the pre-relezse group had an expected recidivism

those in the non-pre-
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release croup had an sxpected rate of 25.7% and an actual rate of
- 22%. Though the reduction for the pre-releass group was gréater,
it is important to stress the point that both groups did exhibit
statistically significant differences Setween expected and actual,
(For pre-release, X2=£0.50; df=1l; p< .001; for non pre-relezse,
¥2=20.62; df=1; .p ¢ .001).

If the reduction between expected and actual recidivism rates

in-

t
s

for the pre-release group is to be attributed to participatio

pre-release centers, the question arises as te why a similar

reduction also occurred for the noen-pre-release group. Since

h

urlough participation also constitutes a reintecration program,

and since non-pre-release participants may have participated in

the furlouch program, the furlough variable was looked at as a
pcssible explanation. Therefore, in the nex+ stage of analysis,
each sub-sémple was divided according to the variable, participation

in the Hone furlough Program. A fourfoeld matrix was constructed

Creating the following categories:
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"Individuels who ended the term of their incarceration

in & pre-release center and who had also participated
in the fZurlough program. (N=769)

Iﬁdividuals released from prison without placement

in a pre-release center but who had participated in
the furlough program. (N=1393)

Individuals who ended the term of their incarceration
in'é pre-release center but who had not participated
in the furlough program. (N=115)

Individuals released from prison_without'participation

in either pre-release or furlough programs. (N=9267)

The fcllowing matrix resulted:

TABLE I

DIFFERENTIAT, MATRIX

Espected - Actual

Recidivism ‘Recidivism
.Category Number Rate Rate
Pre~releasé—Furloughs 769 22.2% 9%
Non-Pre-release-Furloughs 1393 25.2% ' 17%
Pre-release—Non-Furloughs 115 23.0% 268
Non-Pre-release-Non-Furloughs 967 ' 26.3% 29%

Analysis revealed that the greatest reduction in recidivism

.occurred

in the combined situation in which individuals participated

in both components of the graduated reintegration model - that
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ng both furloughs and pre-release center placements.

is, receivir

For this group an.expected recidivism rate of 22.2% reduced to an
actual recidivism rate of 9%. The difference was étatisticaliy
sigrnificent (X2=74.87; df=1; p¢ .001).

The cétegory in which individuals did not participate in pre-
releasé prog¢rams but who had participated in the furlough program
also exhibited a reduction from expected to actual recidivism rates.
For this grcup an expected recidivism_rate of 25.2%.redﬁced to an

¢ivism rate of 17%. Again, the difference was

O
I..l-

actual re
statistically significant (X2=54.88; &f=l; P < -001).

Iin cvontrast to the above findings, however, individuals in tﬁe
two remaining categories exhibited higher actuél rates of recidi-
vism than their calculated expected rates. In these cases,

therefore, no reduction in recidivism occurred.

DISCUSSION

inalysis provided clear evidence that participation in gradu-
ated reintegration programs such as FPre-release centers and the
home furlough program redﬁces the probability that an individual
will recidivate upon release from pfison. Data supported the
research hypothesis and it was therefore concluded that these
pregrams which contribute to the process of societal reintegration

are eifective in reducing recidivism. It is noteworthy that the

who perticipated in both pre-release programs and furlough programs.
The results of this study underscore the fact that the furlough

critical element in the reintegration process,
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