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T. INTRODUCTION

During the past deeade 3 growing number.of studies concerning recidivism
among offenders released from Massachusetts® correctional institutions
have been published. An earlier set of reports examined recidivism among
offenders released around 1959 and 1960 from M.C.T. ﬁorfolkl, M.C.I. Walpolez,

u 5, and the three state forestry campss.

M.C.I. Concord3, M.C,I., Framingham
The present study is one of a set of follow-up studies that have examined
recidivism among offenders released during 1966 from the state correctional
facilities_just_mentioned with the. exception of M,C.T. Framingham.

A agtatistical report7 has been published which presents figures
describing the. characterlstics and return rates of men released durlng 1966.
In the near future two new base expectancy of recidivism tables will be
available on men committed to M,C.T. Walpole and M.C.I. Concord respectively.

The present study of recidlvism among men released from M,C,TI, WhIpole
Aduring 1966 has three major purposes. These purposes can be brlefly stated
as follows. ' | N -

1) To present recidivism rates for men released from M.C,T,

Walpele during 1966. Certain types of descriptive data such

as reasons for return and time elapsed before return will also

be 1ncluded

2) To spotlight the various types of men who are either more

likely or less likely to be returned to correctional institutions.

This will involve the identification of single variables that

are most closely asgociated with recidivism.

3).To compare and,contrast, whenever possible, various patterns

. of recidivism among men released from Walpeld in 1966 as
opposed to those released in 1960.



TT. Recidivism as a Meagure of the "Sueccess" or "Failuré" of the Offender and
ag an Indicator of the Effectiveness of the Correctional System

A rapidly growing intereét inlstudies germane to the area of recidivism
has generallylrefleefed an.overall growth in concern for what happens to
offeﬁders after théir release frém correctional institutions, Tnereased
attention has been focusea on ﬂerous programs falliﬁg under the fubr:izcs
of "rehabilitation" and/or "reintegration" respectively. Questions pertaining
to efforts to evaluate programs such as individual and group counseling,

- academic éducatibn, vocational training, pre-release guidance and several
-eommunity—baéed correctional efforts have become vital ones to all thoég
concerned with.improving the correctional sysfems of this nation.

One of the central issues in the area of correctional gvaluation is
the choice of criteria to be employed in determining the "succesé“ or
ffailure" of post—feleése behavior. The philosophy.of the Department of
Correction provides a useful framework for a discussion of this important
issue. The goaié“of the Department of Correction have been stated in the

following mannef-

The ba51c obligation of the Mﬂssachusetts Department

of Correction is the protection of gociety. Part of this
duty is to provide for the humane care and custody of those
whom the courts have sentenced to a state correctional institution.
A more challenging aspect of this obligation is to provide a
truly corrective experience for sentenced offenders so that
they will be better equipped to lead productive and law-abiding
lives. For, if a man is returned to society more embittered,
vengeful, demoralized, and incapable of social and economic
survival than when he first came to prison, then we certainly

. will have failed in our obligation to protect society. Cur goal
ia to return a man to socliety with the knowledge and skills
necessary to earn an honest living, with a reasonable sense
of soecial responsibility and self-wvalue, and with an increased
capacity for self-control, judgment: . and realistic optimism.
Thus, the reintegration of the: offender inte the commmnity life
is a primarg concern of the philosophy of the Department of
Correction,

. This statement of purpose implies a wide variety of ways in which to

describe and measure what happens to offenders after their release. Some




workers in thié field feel a distinetion should be made between measuring
how 1awaabiding an offender is after rélease (e.g., subsequent rearrests

or reincarcerations) and measuring how "productive" or "well-adjusted"

he is within the communify. It has been argued by W’:‘leins9 and others

that there are worse things than committiné some types of new offenses

(e.g., collapsing.into alcoholism and allowiné one's family to be supported
by public welfare as opposed to oceasionsal petty fhgft.) However, such a
comparison, while illustrating a valid point, represents and exception to the
more "normal™ bafterns of recidivism. Sﬁch patterns have been shown by
researchers like Glueck and Glueck10 to be strongly associated with varioué k
eriteria of community maladjustment (e.g., serious involvement with sleohol
or unstable employment at low payiﬁg jbbs, ete.) Indeed, since parolees,
who make up the bulk of releasees from correctional'institutions can be
returned for simply being "social faiiures“ in the judgment .of their parole
offiéers {e.g., inability to adjust or indiscreet conduct), the entire

issue seems to be a féther moot one at best.

Of far more concern to communityAat large are the returm rates that
indiecate in a rough manmer thg percentage of offénders who are not being
successfully rehabiiitated by the_oorrectional process, MeGerigle has
obsef#ed this.and comented further that: |

"Not only does the general public make clear its belief that

an offender. who breaks the law represents in some sense a

failure of the correcticnal system, even men and women who

contribute many hours of devoted volunteer service in helping

~offenders freely express the same opinion. In additiom, most
definitions of recidivism are easily quantifiable and rely upon

data which can be obtained from offiecial records."

Recidivism when glearly defined is uéually, as McGerigle suggests,

a relatively simple measure to collect data on and the officisl records of its

cccurrence are quite reliasble. However, recidivism like any other eriterion



' that could be used for ouﬁ purposes is imperfect. It is important to
have a balanced apprecigtion of both the strengths and weaknesses of its
use in the type 6f study being repofted here. |

One of the major.pfoblems with recidivism‘ggg_gg iz that it does not
refer directly to.subsequent 8riminal behavior, but rather to the percentage
of offenders who are caught either committing new criminal offenses or
violating fhe technical conditions of their pﬁrole. Furthermore, when
employing.the definition traditionaily used in Massachusetts, this act of
being caught must be followe& byia decision.to return the offender for at
 1east thirty days before recidivism ié said to have occurred.

Another practical restriction on the use of recidivism centers on tﬁe
-necesgity of using definite followhup periods when determining recidivism

rates for specific groups of releasees. Researéhers, unlike journalists

in this area, are not free to use the term "recidivism" as though it

fepresented something that occurs'independantly of time considerations.

Administrative needs dictate that research and/br evaluation efforts be
done within distinet time periods.' Hence, those doing recidivism research
are constrained by practicai considerations to define recidivism as behavior

that occurs within specific time periods.

It is easy to fall intoithe habit of reifyﬁng both."recidivsﬁ" and -
"recidivism rate".' It is of paramoﬁnt impﬁrtance to always bé aware of
just how these terms are defined within any given study It i3 well known
that recldivism can conceivably be made to represent just about anythlng

that is d931red by its definer.

VSpecificallyg.fbr:thg.aﬁudyfbepertéd here, recidivism was defined as
being (a) reincarcerated (b) withih two years of release {c) for thirty
days or more (d) in a county, state or federal correctionél‘institution

(e) whether as a parole violator or as 2 result of a éonviction for a new




criminal offense. "Parole violator" means anyone who has his parole revoked
for either a new eriminal offense or for a technical violation of pgrolg
conditiona. The recidivism rate refers to the percentage of releasees who

are recidivists according to the definition just given,




IIT. An Examination of the Potential Uses of Base Expectancy of Recidivism Tables

- Clearly, every offender does not have the same likelihood of being returned
after his release. The second ma jor focus of this atudy was directed at the
identification of various types of subgroups of offenders with different chances
regarding recidivism. One means of doing this was to construet base expactancy
of recidivism categories through the use of a technique known as successive
dichotomization. Using this technique, it is possible to spotlight combinations
of variables that are associated with higher or lower recidivism rates. This
statistical technidue is further explained in the methods section on page 9. '
The Base Expectancy of Recidiviam Table for the 1966 Walpole releases is pre;
'sented on pages 19-21 of the report.

There are several potential uses for base expectancy of reéidivism cate-
gories. For research purposes they can be used as a contrbl group, As such
they can help in determining whether or not a given type of.correctional pro—
gram is having a favorable, neutral.or unfavorable_inrluence on inmgtes in
general or on sp&cific typés of inmates in particular. Thus, they can supply
correctional decision makers with valuable information which can aid them in
directing iarious types of offendere into appropriate correctional programs.

.Another potentially important application of base éxpeetancy tables
could be in the area of parole supervision. DBase expectancy tables could be .
used to allchte various types of offenders into different typea of caseload
supervision. Lower risk offenders coﬁld be asaigﬁed to minimal supervision
eaaeloads while higher risk types could be assigned to moie intenaive super-
viaion caseloads. Two major research'efforts_done in California121}have showp
that significant differewces in recidivism ocecur within medium risk groups

when parole officers have more time to devote to‘each individnﬁl



in their caseloads.

A number of eriminologistewho worked on the 'San Franeisco Project on
Probation and Paroléﬂh have suggested that a "vertical" model of caseload
management‘would be more efficient than the conventional ones now in use.
ﬁhder such'an alternative method of caseload alloeation-various types of
caseloads (i.e., minimal, regular, ideal and intensive) would be used for
different offender risk groups. The implementation of any such model would,
of course, depend on the extensive development and use of base éxpectancy
categories or scores for all offenders.

The use qf base expectancy scores in parole board decision making‘
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has long been a controversial issue. Hayner - has reported the most
frequently given reasons why many parocle board members are hesitant to use
predietion devices as aids in their deecision making activity. Many of the
reasoﬁs given\are valid ones and are realistic observationé of'the limitations
of prediection devices in this area. However, they seem to point out the

. need for cautious and intelligent use of such devices rather than the
advisability of discontinuing their use altogether,

Few would favor a total reliance on base expectancy tables or scores
in maﬁing erucial decisions about whether or not to release_offenders to
ﬁhe commmnity. However, insofar as these decisions are t§ be made on the
basis of an offender's risk of being returned, prediction devices should be
‘considered as vitally important decision making aids.

As Sheldon Glueck'® has writi:en:

", ..the creators of prediétion devices do not urge that such

devices be applied in any meqhanical fashion; they are adjunets

to both the individual case history and individual experience of

the parole board members,". :

Just as prediction devices could be used in the decision to either

grant, or deny parole they could also be used to assist board members in

making parolé revocation decisions, Tssues releygnt to the use of technical



violations in revocation procedures are becoming crucial ones in parole
supervision. Massachusetts in particular has experienced a marked increase
in the number of returns for technical violations as opposed to returns for
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new criminal offenses. The development of base expectancy categories for
parolees which would consider factors related to the commission of technieal
) vielations might prove to be of great value. An analysis of the relatioﬁships
‘between technical violations and subsequent criminal'involvement might well
be of considerable utility,
It is onece again prudent to introject some words of caution. The
7 ones here were supplied by John Conrad}8 a notable observer of correctional.
systems throuéhout the world. ﬂe wrote:
“This decision (i.e., revocation) ecan not be made by statisties
alone, but a statistical estimate of the probable success of a
plan to maintain a paroled person in the commmity as opposed
to his return to prison could add support to the painful Judgment
which must ultimatgly be made on the basis of other factors.™
Another possible area which might benefit from prediction devices
could be the criminal court svsteﬁ. Perhaps predlctlon tables could be
-developed That would aid Judges in their sentenc1ng d901310ns. Just as
they can add a degree of objectivity to parole board decision making such
devices couid asgist judges in what.many consider to bhe their most difficult
and frustratlng task (i.e., that of 1mp051ng sentences on crlminal offenders). .
Also, on the court level, probatlon agenc1es could use them much in the
same manner that has been suggested they be used in parole supervision.
Clearly then,parole ié not the only‘porfion.of the eriminal Justice

system that has failed to make constructive use of well-developed statistical

methods,



'fhe_-i;'béﬁ;ple?cionsicted of 'a11;*-?;;9§:? innates who were 'relecceo from ﬁ.C.I.
,Walpoleeduring'iQSS.[:Data was collected from the files of_tne'Department
of Correction, the_Parole Board,‘and the Board‘of Probation.  The results
are presented in the fo11owing section of this report, | |

There were two closely related methods used to analyze the single
variabiee of the Waipole base expectancy data, The first method used was
that of simple dichotomization. This method has been used by the DOC
.research nnit in most of its past recidivism stndies. Using this method.
-data ont each of the variables are divided into two‘mutually exclusive
categories, These two categories necessarily inoluoed each datum in the
entire sample on any given variable (e.g., mumber of disciplinery reponts:
none vs, some).

A seoond method of analyzing single variables was ueed whereby sneoial
groupings within variables werercompared_with‘each other. These groupings
lWere not the.reeult of dichotomizetiOn and did not contain all the data
- available on the vafiables being analyzed., In order to disninguieh betvgen
these partial breakdowns of certain variables and simple dichotomization,
such breakdowns will be referred o as "special breakdowns”, o

It was noted that the practice of dichotomlzing single variables did
have an inherent weakness if uled exelueivoly. In oertain cases this
practice can serve to,obscure important differenoes within a given‘variable.
lIn analyzing the base expectancy data for Norfolk, Concord and Walpole it

was. observed that significant19

differencee did occnr between certain
'subgroupe.within variables thaf did not‘mafenialize when simple dichotominaﬁon
'wae'employed. For example, in the Coneord data the variable of 1ength of
incarceration was not found to 5e of significanee when it was divided

into a high group and ] 1ow group reepectively. -Bbwever,_when the middle grcup




consigting of all those eho'had betﬁeenione'yeaf and two yeafs B8 their'
length of incarceration, was compared to the high group (two years or more)
on this variable-eignificaet differences oecurred. _

Subsequent to this obServation it was decided to employ similar special
comparisons whenever necessary to cemplement the findings obtained through
simple dichctomization, |

The method used to derive the basge expectaney‘of recidivism categories
for the Norfolk releasees was that of successive dichotomization. Using
this method, variables are successively divided until subgroups become too
small to produce meaningful results. The initial step in using this
technique is to find the most significant single variable to serve as a
base for all the subsequent breskdowns to be made.‘ Sometimes ﬁhen the most
significant‘variable-produces two widely unequallsubgroups it can not be
ueed for the initial breakdown. In this case, the next most significaﬁt
variable would be used. | |
| After the initial dichotomization has been made the sample is then
further dichotomized according to which variable best discriminates between
the recidivists and non-reeidivists contained within each subgroup. In
order to determine the variable whose subgroups are the most discriminating

on each breakdowa_a‘ehi—square mist be computed.




10. T

V._A Brief Description of the 1966 Walpole Base Expectancy Sample

As has been pointed out, 211 194 releasees from M.C.I, Walpole
. were included in the‘1966 base expectancy study. éf-these 194 releaseesg

79 (40.8%) were committed for offeﬁées against the_ﬁefson;.27(13.9%) for

sex offenses;-68 (35.0%) for property offenses and 20 (10,5%) for "other"
offenses (e.g., drug offenses or unauth&rizedluse of a motor vehicle,,été.){
The average age of this sample group at the time of their present incarceration
‘wag 31.9 years with an age range extending from 16 to 62 yéars. The average
-length of present incarceration for the sample was 26.8 months=°

The 1960 Walpole study did not contain sufficient descriptive information

on its 155 man sample to permit valid comparisons  with the 1966 sample

group. Also, certain differences in coding praétices make meaningful
compariéons between the two samples virtually impossible_even when information

is available.
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VI. A Presentation of the Major Findings of the 1966 Walpole Base Expectancy Study

The'oﬁerall recidiviem rate for the entire 194 man Walpole sample was
b5.4% for the two year_follow#ﬁp ﬁériod. This compared favorabiy to the |
57.8% return rate for the 1960 Walpole sample after a similar two year
follow-up. | |

An.analysis of the reasons for'retﬁrn aﬁong the recidivists in the 1066
-~ Walpole sample will provide s useful background for understanding data
that will be subsequently presented in this report. It‘shculd help to.
clarify just what is being discussed when the term "recidiﬁism rate" is

used repeatedly throughout the text of this report,

Table T Recidivism Data for the 1966 Walpole Base Expectancy Sample

A. Simple Breakdown

N= 194 % of total

Recidivists - 88 Ch5k

Non-Recidivists 106 - B5h.6

B. Detailed Breakdown for Recidivists

N=88 = % of total ' % recidivists
I. Parole Violators 4 A 22,7 L 50.0
(a) Technical P.V.'s 22 B | 25,0
(b)New Arrest P.V.'s 22 11.3 : 25.0
IT. New Commitments by _ 22.7 - 50.0
(a)to house of corr; 18 - 9.3 7 : 20.4

(b)to MCI-Concord 0 - -
(e)to MCI-Walpole 18 9.3 _ 20.4
(d)to MCHBridgewater 3 ' 1.5 : 3.4
{e) Outside Mass, 5 : 2.6 5.7
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of the 88 recidivists in the study, 44 or 22 7% of the total sample
were returned for parole violations. Twenty-two men, 11.3% of the 194 man
Walpole sample, were returned for technical violations of their parole
conditions, The samé number of men were also returned because of new
arrests while still on parole. | |

Table II'below.gives an indicatidn of the specific time intervals within
which the 88 recidivists were returned, Tn addition, it shows the percentage
of recidivists who were returned as parole violators within the same -

one-halflyear intervals,

Table IT Time within which Recidivists were Reincarcerated
Walpole 1066 Base Expectancy Sample

Percent of Cumilative  Percent of Recidivists
Time Tnterval N Reeidivista Percentage who were P,V,'s
0-6 months Ly 50.0 50.0 70.4
6-12 months 20 22,7 72.7 30.0
12-18 months 17  19.3 . 92.0 5.3
- 18-24% months 7 8.0 - 100,0 o 143

Totals 88 100.0 _ overall average= 50.0%

Amoné-the wﬁlpolerreeidivists precisély one-half'weﬁe parole violﬁtors.
This figure ié far smaller than'either‘the 77.2% figure for Norfolk recidivists
or the 7h . 4% figure for those in the Concord sample. Some of this dlfferenee
is due to the fact that Walpole has a much higher pereentage of men leaving
the institution after "Wrappingﬁup" their sentence than the other 1nst1tutions._
For Walpole releasees going aut on parole the first six months after
release proved to be extremely eritical. It is quite probable that dertain
types of Walpole reléaaees would beqefit'gfeatly_frdﬁ theAeXistence of wellf'

planned‘comﬁunity-based correctional programs duriﬁg this eritical reentry phase.



13.

VIT. Single Factors Most Significantly Related to Higher Reoidivism Among
1966 Releasees from M.C, I ‘Walpole

4, Using Dichotomization

There were eleven single variablesothat were significantly related to
recidivism when dichotomized., These were, in order of significance: (1) number
of pricr arrests (2) occupatiooal status (3) military status (4) total
time incarcerated in houses of correction (5) number of house of correction
commitments (6) last civilian address (7) number of school years completed
(8) number of‘prior property offenses (95 prior probation status (10} total’

time incarcerated as a juvenile (11) age at first arrest.

The single factor mogst closely related to recidiviem in the Walpole
_study was number of prdior arrests. Releasees having 11 or more prior arrests
had a 60,9% rate'of return. In contrast to this, those who had 10 or fewer

| prior:arrésts had a return rate of only 32.1%7'

| Oceupational status was the second most siénificont variable for the

" Walpole sample. This variable was divided into an "unskilled" category
and a "not unskllled" category respectlvely. Those in-the unskiiled
grouping showed a signiflcantly higher rate of return {56.4%) than did
those in the,"not unskilled" grouping (28.0%). This latter grouping consisted
of the following oategories:,somi-skilleo; skilled; saleo or oierioal,
profesaional or masnagerial, generai services,.fa:ming or fishing,.student
and armed services, |

Offendora without any military experience at all had signifioahtly

higher reincorceration rates than did those who did have some form of

military experience on their récords._ The. former group of offenders had a
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r58.1% rate of return; while the'latter group had a recidivism rate of
31.0%. Tis varieble was not found to be of significance in either
the Norfolk or Concord'bese expectancy samples,

The next two variables related to higher reincarceration rates were
"total time incarcerated in houses of correction" and "total number of
house of correction commitments® respectively, Inmates who had served
at least six months in a house of correction had a 55.5% return rate,
while those with less than six months total time served in a house of
correction had only a 32.5% rate of return. . Also inmates who.nad some

_ house of correction commitments.had significantly higher return rates
than did those who had no such prior commitments.

The sixth most significant variable was that of last eivilian addressgl
Offenders who listed Boston as.their last civilian address had a reincarceration
rate of 55.9%4. In contrast to that, those categorized ag "non-Boston"
had a 37;6% rate of return,
| Another signiflcant variable was that of number of school years completed.
Tt was found that among those who had failed to complete the ninth grade

there was a return rate.of-52.j%. For the lower return rate group, those

Y P AN N O R

i “immates who had‘completed nine grades or more, -there was a 32.8% rate of -

reincarceration;

NUmber of prior property offensee, which Was the most elgnlflcant
: variable in the Norfolk study and second most signifleant in the Concord
'study, was only the elghth most significant in the. Walpole study after
"dichotomization. Offenders with five or more prior property offenses had

‘& return rate of 53.7%, Those with four or less had only a 36.4% return

rate. The'great-importance of this variable-seems to oceur when those
with very few prior property offenses are contrasted with those. who

have a hlgh number of such offenses. A special breakdown of this varlable
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yielded the ﬂighest chi—squafe in the_Walpole study. This is discussed
more fully in the next section.

The ninth most significant variable in the Walpole study ﬁaé thgt of
prior probation status. Men who had never been on any kind of probation
had only a 27.8% rate of return. On the other hand, those with some kind
of previous ﬁrobatibn experience aghieved a 52,0% rate of reincarceration.
(See page 22 of the discussion section for further comments on this variéble.)

The variable of total time incarcerated as a juvenile wﬁs the tenth_
most éignificant dichotomized variable. Those offenders who had served
- some time in a2 Juvenile institution had significantly higher rates of
return (55.%%) than.did those with no such incarcerations (39.1%).

Barely significant at the p<& 05 level was the variable of age atr
first arrvest. Offenders under fﬂenty.years old at the time of their
first arrest had a return rate of 49,3% as.compared to a 33.3% return rate

for those who were twenty-one or over at the time of their first arrest.
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'Table ITT. Dichotomized Variables Iiasted in Order of Statistical Signiflcance

Variable .

1.

At
L]

10,

Number of Prior
Arrests

Occupational
Status

Military Status

Total Time
TInecarcerated House
of Correction

Number of House
of Correction
Commitments

Last Civilian
Address

Number of School
Years Completed

Number of Prior
Property Offenses

Prior Probation
Status

Total Time

" Inearcerated

- 11,

Juvenile

Age at First
Arre S_t .

19 Whlpole Base FExpectancy Study)

Dichotomi zation

11 or more
10 or less

Tnskilled
Not Unskilled

None
Some

6 months and over

-less than 6 months

Some
None

Boston
Non-Boaton

under 9 years
9 years or over

5 or over .
less than §
Some |
None

Some
None

under 20 years old .

333

20 or over

Recidivism Rate

60.9

32.7
564

28,0

58,1

31.0-

IH

15,41

pe. 001

14,89

p<. 001

14,03
pe. 001

10,22
pe. 01

8.95
<01

6.43
<. 02

p< 02

5072
. 02
5.23
rp<-05

:4.80

p<. 05

3,86 -
P<. 05

S d.f=

in all cases



B, Us:l_ng. Special Breakdowns

Tﬁe highest chi-square in the Walpole .da.ta (xzs 18.10) ocourred when a
"gpacial breakdown™ of the ﬁriable, number of prior property offenses, waa
made. Those offenders with no or only one prior property offense had & much
lower return rate (21,9%) than did those who had ten or more such previous
offenses (79.2%). | _ ‘-

-The variable, stability of euployment,za was found to be of significance
when "casual" workers were compared to those classified as either regular or
irregular workersa. Casual workers had .a 53.7% rate of return, while the more

stable grouping on this variable had a 34.6% return rate.

Table IV 2 Variables. Siﬂfieantlx Related to Recidivism after Special Breakdowns
1. Number of Prior Property Offenses | |

10 or more ' ' 79.2 x2= 18.10
None or one 21.9 . peoo1

2, Stability of Employment

Casual (Law) 53,7 x%x 6.46
Regular or M6 . peoS

Irregular

d.f.;: 2 in all caaes
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ortant Vhriables not . Si" ficantl Related to Recidivism.Among the
Releasees from M.C.I, Whlpole '

VIIT.

A, Criminal History Variables
- '1) Present Offense.
(a) property offense
(b) person offense
{e) sex offense .
(a) "othern offense
2) Number of Prior Arrests for°
{a) narcoties
(b) drunkenness
(8) sex crimes
(d) erimes against the person
3) Total Time Incarcerated
- {a) state or federal
(b) overall (state, federal, house of correctlonwor Juvenile)

#; Whether Incareerated as a Parole Violator

B. Baékground Factors
7 i) Raée
2) Religion
3) Marital Status _

4} Birthplace

C. Institutional Variabies o
| 1) thbef of-Disciﬁlinary_Repor£55
'_ 2) Good Conduect Days Withheld
%) Length of Inoaroeration o

" 4) Type of Release




|
|

IX. Base'Expeétancy-éf Recidiviamncatéébfiés for Walpole

A presentation of tﬁe béée”éxpgetancy_of'recidivism categories for :
the 1966 Walpole releésges.is fﬁéiﬁd&dfon-fhe following pages in tﬁo
differef_rt forms. ‘A 'bfief éxplanatiéﬁ of how these ca‘begoriéls were derived
was given on pége 9 of this fepdrt. The réader may find it.uséful'to.

review that section before inte#preting'thése data,
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B

1966 Base Expectancy Categories M.C.I. Walpole

:Descrigtioh

10 or fewer prior arrests,
Residence prior to commitment
other than Bosteon, served

in armed forees.

11 or more prior arrests,
served in armed forces, 3
or fewer prior house of

correction incarcerations,

10 or fewer prior érrests,
regidence prior to commitment

" Boston, 2 or fewer prior

arrests for property offenses,.

. 10 or fewer prior arrests,

residence prior to commitment
other than Boston, never
served in armed forces,

. 11 or more prior arrests,
never gerved in armed forces, -

33 or older at present
commitment,

10 of fewer prior arrests,

-regidence prior to commitment

Boston, 3 or more prior
arrests for property offenses,

. 11 or more prior arrests,

served in armed forces, 4 or
more prior house of
ecorrection incarcerations.

11 or.-more prior arrests,

never sgerved in armed forces,
32 or younger at commitment.

N

3

21

17

30

21

29

16

29

‘Total N= 104

'gof Samgle

15.9%

10.8%

8.8%

15.5%

10.8%

14.9%

8.2%

14.9%

. Return Rate

6.5%

28.6%

29.4%

36.7%

52,15

58,6%

62.5%_

89.7%
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In aeveral waya the Whlpole sample turned out to be the moat unususl
one in the series of 1966 base expectancy studies. One of the more
~puzzling findings ‘among ‘the Walpole releasees was that the variable, type
of release, was not found to be significantly related to recidivism. The
1960 baae expectancy study-also indicated that type of release was not '
significant among Walpole releasees,
Other rather unéxpeeted findings surfaced upon an analysis of the
Waipole data, The.second and third most signifioant variables in the
- Walpole snudy were not evén'moderanely predictive of recidivism when
dichotomized in thé other two studies. Occupationai gtatus,which was only
marginall& significant (i.e., after specisl breskdowns) in the.other two
studies, was the second most predictive variable amonglthe Walpole releasees,
The third mnst gignificant varinble in the Walpoie'study;Amilitary status,
wag not significant at all in the othen'twn major studies. The most 51gniflcant
gingle wvariable within the Walpole study was that of mumber of prior arrests.
_One very interesting variable.that turned out to be significant in
“the Walpole study was that of pnior probation status. This.variable has
not usually been among those analyzed in previous départmental.research
studles, The predictive bower of this-factor appears to be related to two
otner variables that are in turn related to recidivism, The varinbles,
mumber of prior property offenses and age at first arrest, were both related
to recidivism., Having more: than on: prior property offense and having been
arrested at an early agg are two charaeteristics that generally place
offnnders'into higher risk groupé;. Offenders with these characteristins
are more iikély to neeeive probntion considenation than are, for example,

older offenders who commit a serious crime against_thé.person for thelr




first offense. This latter type.df éffendef'ﬁould, of course, fall into
a lower risk eategory than would the former type.

Reeently, intereating evidence has indicated that Massachusetts relies
much more heavily on probation and other "non-prison' sentences than do
other sta.tes.3 One result directly related to this is that Massachusetts
tends to have 1ower overall incarceration fates than the'national average.
Hence, it is quite possible that this statg has & larger percentage of
prigon inmates who have failed on some‘form of non-prison sentence,
Unfortunately, the data did not permit a testing of this assumption.

In the 1960 series of base expectancy studies the Walpole sample did
not produce the rather unexpected results that were seen in the 1966
findings, The more typical combination of prior penal éommitment, prior -
criminal record and age variables were the mozt predictive ones in that
earlier study. Military status was not significant in the 1960 study.
Occupational_stafus was not among the fifteen variables tested in that
earlier study. |

The 1966 study results did contain a few variables significantly
associated with recidivism that can be altered through the use of existing
correctional programs, Both nuﬁber-of school years completed.and occupational
gtatus were significant after dichotomization. In addition, job stability
was significant after special breakdowns were used. These associations
can not tell us iﬁ any direct sense anything about the causes of recidivism
Egg.gg.' However, they do suggest that the further development of both
voeational and academic programs may ultimately hawve some beneficial
. influences on individual offenders who experience certain typés of adjustment

' problems.
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the Joint Correctional Planning Commission, April, 1971. p.7

Joan Havel and Elaine Sulka, Specisl Intenéive.Parole Unit, Phase TIT,
Research Report No.3, California Dept. of Corrections, March, 1962 _

Joan Havel, Special Intensive Parole Unit, Phase IV: The Parole Outcome.
tudy, Research Report No. 13, California Dept of Corrections Sept 1965

Joseph D Lohman, Albert Wah}, Robert M Carter, and Leslie T, Wilkins,
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15.

Norman 3. Hayner, "Why do Parole Boards Lag in the Use of Predictive Scores?”
Pacific Sociologlcal Review, (Fall, 1958) pp. T3~76.

Hayner llsted'five major reasons for the reluctance of parole
board members to utilize parole prediction devices. They were as follows:

1) sensitivity to public opinien R _

2) the effect the decision might have on the use of prison time
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16,
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3) the uniqueness of cases
4) . legal and treditional restrieti
5) reactions to predistion devices themsslves

Quoted by Vietor M, Evjem, ® on Parole Prediction

. Tables™, Crime and Delinguemsy, Vol. 8§ (July, 1962) p. 217 |

A summary of the parole statistica for the years 1968-T1 indicates

that in Massachusetts revocations for mew felemy conwictions
have been decreasing at a2 very rapid rate. Bedtween 1970 and

1971 alons, new felony convictions for paroless under supervigion
declined by 32¢. Unfortunately, these reperts included misde~
meanor offenses in the same category with all the technical
viclations excluding "whereabouts unknown". This, of course,
makes it impossible to give specific percentages on the increas-
ing reliance there appears to be on technical violations in rev-

ocation proceedings. '

The technical violation of "whereabouts unknown" deserves
special attention. This ocategory accounted for only 21% of the ‘
technieal revocations in 1960. By 1970 this percentage had grown
to 35% and by 1971 to 45% of the total. Tt would appear that an
exaimination of the use of this technicality is needed.

'.Idhn P. Conrad, Crims and Its Correction, Berkeley: University

of California:Press, 1967, p. 1927

A note of explanation might well be useful here conecerning the
terms significance and level of significance.

Statistioal significance simply refers to the degree to
which observed differences ceuld have oscurred through sheer
chance. The level of significance indicates the prebebility

that observed differences could have occered by ehance in a

given mmber of imstances. For example, & p.<00%’level of
siznificance means that the observed differences had a prob-

ability of occurring by chance in less than one time out of

& thousand. In order to determine the level of significance a

‘chi-square mast be computed in each case.

. Por purposes of this research report the term Yaignificant"™
will denote that a differance has been chserved at the P05
level of significance. This is generally considered the point
at which social scientists can safely assert that real differ-
enaes have, in fact, been observed. : '

See: Edward Callahan op; cit., for a more detailed statistical

~description of the group and the other base expectancy groups.




21. This variable should be interpreted with some caution. The sample was
dichotomized into Boston and "non-Boston™ respectively on this variable.
- It ig essential to know that the political definition of Boston was
used. Hence, many commmities (e.g,, Cambridge or Quiney) that are
" normally thought of as being both ec¢onomically and culturally a part
of Boston were clagsified as "non-Boston" for purposes of this study.

.22, For purposes‘ of this sfudy the following terms were used to categorize
: stability of employment:

regular- Working steadily all of one's working life at one or only
a few Jjobas., . : . '
- irregular— Working in a fairly continuous mammer but not holding
.any particular Jjob for a considerable length of time, -
-tasual- Working in a highly discontinuous manner (i.e., only a
few months at a time). Frequently is discharged or quits
because of his indifferent attitude.towards work in general.

23. SeetCarroll Miller and James Circo, "Comparative Recidivism Rates of
Parolees 1nh Magsachusetts and Other 3tates", Massachusetts Department
of Correction Study, June, 1972. ' ' :




