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| nt roducti on

Wthin 3 years of their release fromthe Federal Bureau of
Prisons (BOP) in 1987, 40.8 percent of the forner inmates had
either been rearrested or had their parole revoked, that is,
recidivated. This finding is based on a representative sanpl e of
1,205 BOP innates released to the conmunity during the first 6
mont hs of 1987.

Since at least the late 1950's, the BOP has conducted
several recidivismstudies regarding recidivismrisk prediction
i ndexes and prison program effectiveness. The BOP has worked
closely with the United States Parole Comm ssion (USPC) in the
devel opnent and revalidation of the Salient Factor Score (SFS), a
statistical instrument used by the USPC in actual decision making
(Gottfredson, WIkins and Hof fman 1978; Hof f man and Beck 1974;
Gaes 1986). The BOP has conducted recidivismstudies to eval uate
hal fway house rel ease (Beck, Seiter, and Lebowitz 1978); | arge
scale rehabilitation prograns, such as those at the Robert F.
Kennedy Youth Center at Mrgantown, West Virginia (Cavior, et al.
1972; Gerard, et al. 1969), and at Butner, North Carolina
(Federal Bureau of Prisons 1987); and prison industry (UN COR
and vocational training prograns (Saylor and Gaes 1992).
Presently, the BOP is conducting conprehensive recidivismstudies
to evaluate its intensive confinenent centers (i.e., Federa
prison boot canps, Klein-Saffran 1991) and expanded drug
treatnent prograns (Federal Bureau of Prisons 1992).

In line with these past and ongoi ng recidivismstudies, the
current study will update our understandi ng of recidivismanong
Federal prison rel easees by exam ning the associati on between
pre-prison, prison, and post-rel ease characteristics and
experience and recidivismrates; revalidating the U S. Parole
Comm ssion's Salient Factor Score and the U.S. Sentencing
Comm ssion's Crimnal H story Score; and testing the
ef fecti veness of several BOP policies, operations, and prograns
ai med at reducing recidivism

The study report is presented in five parts. Part |
summari zes the study's findings and defines its sources. It also
descri bes the rel ease popul ati on and sanple and the two-way, or
bi vari ate, associ ati ons between each of the background, prison
experience, and community variables and recidivism Recidivism
is al so conpared anong 1970, 1978, 1980, 1982, and 1987 rel ease
cohorts.

Part |1 defines the concept of normalization and uses
multivariate statistical nodels to test hypotheses about the
normal i zing effects of social furloughs and educati on prograns



and reviews the independent effects of individual
characteristics, prison experience, and post-release |living
arrangements. By multivariate nodels, | nean statistical nodels
t hat describe the sinultaneous and i ndependent (or relative)
effects of many variables on recidivismrates.

Part 111 uses multivariate statistical procedures to assess
the predictors of recidivismfrequency anong those rel easees who
recidivate.

Part 1V uses multivariate statistical procedures to assess
the effect of hal fway house rel ease on post-rel ease enpl oynent.

Part V sunmmarizes the study's findings and suggests future
research and data collection efforts to help confirmand deepen
our understandi ng of what pre-prison, prison, and post-rel ease
i ndi vi dual and environnental variables predict recidivismand
whi ch prison operations, policies, and prograns are nost
effective for reducing recidivism

Part |. Summary, Data Sources, and Two-\Way Associ ations
Summary of Fi ndi ngs

In this summary | discuss primarily the two-way associ ations
bet ween each of the pre-prison, prison, and community vari abl es
wth recidivism Unless otherw se noted, the significant two-
way, or bivariate, associations described here were supported in
the nultivariate analysis, presented in Part Il of this report.

Maj or findings of the study include the foll ow ng:

. Wthin 3 years of their release fromthe Federal Bureau of
Prisons (BOP) in 1987, 40.8 percent of the forner inmates
had either been rearrested or had their parole revoked, that
is, recidivated.

. Recidivismrates were highest during the first year back in
the community -- 11.3 percent of the rel eased prisoners
recidivated in the first 6 nonths and 20.3 percent did so in
the first year after their rel ease.

. Reci divismrates were higher anong bl acks and Hi spani cs than
anong whites and non-Hi spanics -- 58.8 percent of the black
rel easees recidivated conpared to 33.5 percent of the
whites; 45.2 percent of the Hispanics recidivated conpared
to 40.2 percent of the non-H spanics.



Recidivismrates were alnost the sane for nales and fenal es;
40.9 percent of the males recidivated conpared to 39.7
percent of the fenales.

Recidivismrates were inversely related to age at rel ease;
the ol der the person, the lower the rate of recidivism--
56.6 percent of those 25 years of age or younger
recidivated conpared to 15.3 percent of those 55 years of
age or ol der.

Anmong of fense types, persons in Federal prison for fraud or
drug trafficking had the |owest recidivismrates at 20.8
percent and 34.2 percent, respectively, while those in
prison for robbery or other crinmes against a person

(excl udi ng hom ci de, mansl aughter, and sex offenses) had the
hi ghest recidivismrates at 64.0 percent and 65.0 percent,
respectively.

CGenerally, the nore years of schooling the person had
conpl eted when beginning their prison term the less likely
they were to recidivate.

Both the U S. Parole Comm ssion's Salient Factor Score and
the U S. Sentencing Comm ssion's Crimnal Hi story Score are
strongly associated with recidivism Persons in the "Very
Good Ri sk" category (scores 8-10) of the Salient Factor
Score recidivated at a 17.4 percent rate and those in the
"Poor Risk" category (scores 0-3) at a 71.4 percent rate.
Persons in the "Very Good Ri sk" category of the Crimna

Hi story Score (scores 0-1) recidivated at a 19.0 percent
rate and those in the "Very Poor" risk category (scores 13
and above) recidivated at a 74.5 percent rate. Both the
Salient Factor Score and the Crimnal Hi story Score are
heavily weighted wth neasures of the person's prior
crimnal record, e.g., prior convictions and prior

i ncarcerations.

Persons who were enployed full tine or attended school at

| east 6 nonths within 2 years before they entered prison had
a recidivismrate of 25.6 percent, conpared to 60.2 percent
for those not so engaged.

Persons who were under crimnal justice supervision (e.g.,
parol e, probation) at the tine of their Federal offense had
a recidivismrate of 61.8 percent, conpared to 28.4 percent
for those not under supervision.

Reci divismrates were higher anong persons with a pre-prison



hi story of drug or al cohol dependency. Anobng the specific
drug types, heroin abusers had the highest rate of
recidivism-- 69.5 percent of those with a heroin dependency
recidivated while those with a dependency on powder cocaine
had the |l owest rate of recidivism(51.3 percent) anong those
wi th a dependency history. In the nultivariate analysis of
Part 11, only heroin and al cohol abusers were found to have
hi gher |ikelihoods of recidivating.

Recidivismrates were directly related to prison m sconduct;
t he hi gher the frequency of m sconduct, the higher the rate
of recidivism-- 65.7 percent of those with four or nore

m sconduct incidents recidivated, conpared to 34.1 percent
of those who had no m sconduct incidents. However, in the
mul tivariate anal ysis, m sconduct was not found to be a
significant predictor of recidivism Apparently the

vari abl es predicting recidivismand used as controls in the
multivariate nodels (e.g., prior record, age, race, gender
educational attainment, drug or al cohol dependency) also
predi ct prison m sconduct.

Recidivismrates were inversely related to educati onal
program participation while in prison. The nore educati onal
prograns successfully conpleted for each 6 nonths confi ned,
the lower the recidivismrate. For inmates successfully
conpl eting one or nore courses per each 6 nonths of their
prison term 35.5 percent recidivated, conpared to 44.1
percent of those who successfully conpl eted no courses
during their prison term

Recidivismrates were | ower anong i nmates who received a
social furlough while in prison than anong those who did
not. O the 302 persons (25.1 percent) in the sanple who
received at |east one social furlough during their prison
term 19.5 percent recidivated, conpared to 47.8 percent of
persons receiving no social furloughs.

Tinme served in prison was unrelated to recidivism-- 41.0
percent of those serving 6 nonths or |ess recidivated,
conpared to 42.1 percent anong those who served nore than 37
months. Wile | onger prison ternms may achi eve varying
degrees of crine rate reduction through incapacitation,
depending on the incapacitated person's propensity to

reof fend, |onger prison terns apparently do not reduce crine
rates through specific deterrence.

Rel easees who had arranged for post-rel ease enpl oynment prior
to rel ease had lower recidivismrates than those who did not
make such arrangenents; 27.6 percent of those arranging for
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post -rel ease enpl oynent recidivated conpared to 53.9 percent
of those who made no plans for post-rel ease enpl oynent.

| nmat es rel eased through a hal fway house had a recidivism
rate of 31.1 percent, conpared to a rate of 51.1 percent for
those rel eased directly fromprison. However, in the

mul tivariate analysis in which several risk neasures are
used as controls (e.g., prior record, age, substance abuse,
post-rel ease enpl oynent and |iving arrangenents) halfway
house rel ease was found not to reduce recidivism(see Part
I1). Nevertheless, a separate nultivariate anal ysis found

t hat hal fway house rel easees were significantly nore likely
to find post-rel ease enpl oynent than persons rel eased
directly froman institution. In sum while hal fway house
rel ease appears not to reduce recidivismdirectly, it does
appear to reduce recidivismindirectly, by increasing post-
rel ease enploynent. That hal fway house enploynent is to
sone extent coerced suggests that strong encouragenent given
inmates to participate in prison work, education, and drug
treatnent prograns may pay off in reduced recidivism Wen
t he nunber of days spent in a hal fway house was exam ned in
a nmultivariate nodel predicting recidivism | found a nodest
reci di vismreducing effect. One possible explanation for
this effect is the greater conmunity adjustnent a | onger
stay in a hal fway house may all ow.

Recidivismrates for releasees with a history of substance
abuse were the sane regardl ess of whether they had
participated in a drug treatnment program O the 799

rel eases with a drug or al cohol problem 208 participated in
a BOP drug treatnent program and 591 did not. Participants
had a recidivismrate of 50.0 percent. Non-participants had
a recidivismrate of 47.6 percent. However, in the

mul tivari ate anal ysis where many vari abl es were controll ed,
including age, | found that abusers with nore severe
dependency probl ens di sproportionately received treatnent.
When a neasure of the extent of drug dependency was used as
a control variable, a very nodest treatnent effect was
observed. | note that since 1987 the Bureau of Prisons has
consi derably enlarged the availability, variety, and
intensity of drug and al cohol treatnent prograns provided
(Federal Bureau of Prisons 1992). A nassive research
project is currently underway to evaluate the effectiveness
of these new prograns.

Persons living with a spouse after rel ease had | ower
recidivismrates than those wth other post-release |living
arrangenments -- 20.0 percent of those living with a spouse
recidivated, conpared to 47.9 percent with other post-



rel ease living arrangenents.

The nore urban the area, the higher the unenpl oynent rate,
and the larger the percent of famlies living in poverty in
the community where prison rel easees resided (defined by ZIP
Code), the higher the recidivismrate. In the multivariate
anal ysi s, however, the unenploynent rate was found to be a
strong and significant predictor of a |ower |ikelihood of
recidivating. That is, the higher the unenpl oynent rate,
the lower the likelihood of recidivating. Although this
finding seens counterintuitive, it does, as discussed in
nore detail in the paper, support one crim nol ogi cal

hypot hesi s about the relation of aggregate unenpl oynent
rates and crinme rates.

In many cases rel easees who recidivated were rearrested for
commtting a simlar crinme to the one for which they were
just inprisoned, e.g., 47.2 percent of the recidivating drug
of fenders were rearrested for drug trafficking or possession
and 35.3 percent of the recidivating property offenders were
rearrested for a property offense.

Anmong the 490 recidivists fromthe 1,205 study group
menbers, 246, or 50.3 percent were rearrested or had parole
revoked once during the 3-year followp period, 128 (26.1
percent) twice, 48 (9.8 percent) three tines, and 24 (4.9
percent) four tines. One person accunul ated 15 recorded
recidivating events. The |argest nunber of recidivating
events, 245 (25.3 percent), were arrests for drug
trafficking or possession, followed by 129 (13.1 percent)
for larceny theft, and 127 (13.1 percent) for a parole
violation. The fourth highest recidivating event was arrest
for assault, with 67 events, or 6.9 percent of the total.
should note that the majority of these assaults were sinple
assaults. A nultivariate analysis predicting the frequency
of recidivismfound the follow ng variables to be
significant predictors: the Salient Factor Score (the higher
the SFS the | ower the frequency; gender (males have higher
frequency); pre-prison and post-rel ease enpl oynent

(enpl oynent reduces frequency); and length of prison term(a
| onger termhas a very nodest effect toward reducing

reci di vi sm frequency).

Except for the 1970 rel ease cohort, recidivismrates for the
1978, 1980, 1982, and 1987 rel ease cohorts were renarkably
simlar at around 40.0 percent during a 3-year followp and
simlarly defined as a rearrest or parole revocation. The
1970 rel ease cohort had a recidivismrate of 51.5 percent,
whi ch, can be attributed to a di sproportionate nunber of



yout hful auto thieves in that cohort. Both youth and an
incarcerating offense for auto theft are significantly
related to higher recidivism

Dat a Sources and Measuring Reci divism

| nformati on on denographi c characteristics, crimnal record,
drug and al cohol use, prison m sconduct, prison education,
furl ough, drug treatnent program participation, and post-rel ease
pl ans was coded fromthe inmate files.

| nf or mati on about popul ati on size, poverty rates, and
unenpl oynment rates for ZI P Code areas was obtained fromthe 1988
CACl sourcebook (CACI 1988). CACl, a private data collection
firm obtained data pertaining to different ZI P Code areas by
aggregating census tract data collected by various Governnent
agencies (primarily the U S. Bureau of The Census).

The autonated Interstate ldentification Index (Triple-1) was
searched to obtain crimnal followp information for each
rel easee in the sanple. The Triple-1 searches automated crim nal
hi story records maintained by 21 States. For those States
W t hout automated crimnal history systens, the Triple-I relies
on a search of the FBI's National Crimnal Information Center
(NCIC) automated crimnal history files. Record searches were
started 44 nonths after the end of the 3-year foll owmp period,
allow ng sufficient time for arrests or parole revocations to be
recorded. Crimnal history records for 383 rel easees in the
sanpl e coul d not be found using the Triple-I. For these persons,
the FBI's paper crimnal history files were searched.
Utimately, crimnal history records were found and foll owp
informati on was recorded for all 1,205 persons in the sanple.

Description of The 1987 Rel ease Cohort

Table 1 provides a summary description of the rel easees in
the sanple and the rel ease popul ation from which the sanple was
drawn. We see that the sanple well represents the total release
popul ation for the first 6 nonths of 1987. For exanple, 89.2
percent of the sanple were nmales conpared to 89.1 percent of the
popul ation; 69.8 percent of the sanple were white conpared to
69.9 percent in the population; and simlarly cl ose percentages
bet ween the sanpl e and popul ati on were observed for the remaining
descriptive vari abl es.



Table 1. Profile of Prisoners Rel eased From Federa

January Through June 1987, Wth Sentences of 3 Months or

Sanpl e V. Popul ati on.

Bur eau of Prisons,
More and No Det ai ner

Rel ease
Sanpl e Popul ati on
G oup N %
N %
GENDER
Mal e (1,069) 88.7 (3,887) 89.1
Femal e (136) 11.3 (476) 10.9
RACE
VWi te (845) 70.1 (3,051) 69.9
Bl ack (340) 28.2 (1,197) 27. 4
Anmerican | ndi an (15) 1.3 (84) 1.9
Asi an (5) 0.4 (31) 0.7
ETHNI CI TY
H spani c (166) 13.9 (498) 11. 4
Non- Hi spani c (1,030) 86.1 (3,865) 88.6
M ssing Information = 9
AGE AT RELEASE
25 and under (113) 9.4 (316) 7.2
26- 35 (506) 42.0 (1, 642) 37.6
36-45 (358) 29.7 (1, 427) 32.7
46- 55 (143) 11.9 (623) 14. 3
56 + (85) 7.1 (355) 8.1
COW TMENT OFFENSE
Dr ugs (471) 39.1 (1,699) 39.0
Property (199) 16.5 (701) 16.1
Extortion, Fraud (202) 16.8 (783) 18.0
Robbery (86) 7.2 (323) 7.4
Firearns, Expl osives (70) 5.8 (241) 5.5
VWite Collar (69) 5.7 (240) 5.5
Court, Corrections (33) 2.7 (74) 1.7
M scel | aneous (25) 2.1 (87) 2.0
Q her Crines Against the Person (20) 1.7 (74) 1.7
| mmigration (15) 1.3 (74) 1.7
Sex O fenses (8) 0.7 (23) 0.5
Hom ci de/ Mansl aught er (7) 0.6 (26) 0.6
Cvil Rights Violations (0) 0.0 (11) 0.3
TI ME SERVED | N PRI SON ( Mont hs)
0-6 (271) 22.5
7-12 (315) 26.1
13-18 (226) 18.8 N A
19-24 (144) 12.0
25-30 (101) 8.4
31- 36 (72) 6.0
37-60 (66) 5.5
61+ (10) 0.8
PRI OR | NCARCERATI ONS
Yes (614) 47.8 N A
No (563) 52.2
M ssing Information = 28




Ti m ng of Recidivism

Wthin 3 years of their release, 40.8 percent of the fornmer
inmates in the sanple had been rearrested or had their parole
revoked. As shown in Figure 1, nearly half of those
reci divating, or 20.3 percent of those rel eased, recidivated
during the first year in the community. An additional 11.4
percent of the rel easees recidivated in the second year and 9.1
percent in the third year follow ng rel ease.

Figure 1. Cumulative Monthly Recidivism Rate / 100 Releasees.
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Figure 2 shows the nonthly failure rates (i.e., nunber
reci divating each nonth for each 1,000 rel easees at risk of
recidivating). W see that the failure rate dropped from 29 per
1,000 releasees in the 1st nonth after release to 2 per 1,000 in

t he 36t h nont h.

Figure 2. Monthly Failure Rate / 1, 000 At Risk
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Two- WAy Associ ati ons

In this section, | exam ne the two-way associ ations between
vari abl es nmeasuring various background characteristics, prison
experiences, and release conditions with recidivism | first

exam ne background characteristics, nove on to prison
experiences, and end with a | ook at rel ease conditions.

Background Characteristics and Recidivism

Table 2 displays recidivismrates for the gender,
race, ethnicity, age, and offense groups described in Table 1.
As we see, males and fenmal es had essentially the sanme recidivism
rates; approxi mately 40.0 percent of each group recidivated
during the 3-year followp period. Blacks had the highest
recidivismrates, followed by Anerican |Indians and whites.
Hi spani cs had higher recidivismrates than non-H spanics. The
ol der the rel easee, the lower the recidivismrate. Releasees who
were inprisoned for extortion or fraud had the | owest recidivism
rates, with 20.8 percent of this group recidivating. Those
i nprisoned for robbery and crinmes agai nst the person had the
hi ghest recidivismrates at 64.0 percent and 65.0 percent,
respectively. Interestingly, drug traffickers, who, in 1993,
conposed over 60 percent of the BOP population |argely due to
| ong sentences received under the Federal Conprehensive Crine
Control Act, had next to the |owest recidivismrate at 34.2
percent .



Tabl e 2. Background Characteristics and Recidivism

Nunber & Percent Reci divating
Wthin Each Category

Background Characteristic N %
SEX
Mal e (437) 40.9
Fenal e (53) 39.7
RACE
Wi te (283) 33.5
Bl ack (200) 58.8
Anmerican | ndi an (8) 53.3
Asi an (0) 0.0
ETHNI CI TY
H spanic (75) 45. 2
Non- Hi spani c (414) 40. 2
AGE AT RELEASE
25 and under (64) 56. 6
26- 35 (252) 49. 8
36-45 (129) 36.0
46- 55 (33) 23.1
56 + (13) 15.3
COVM TMENT OFFENSE
Drug, Liquor (161) 34.2
Property (121) 60. 8
Extortion, Fraud (42) 20.8
Robbery (55) 64.0
Firearns, Expl osives (34) 48. 6
VWiite Collar (24) 34.8
Court, Corrections (12) 36.4
M scel | aneous (13) 54.2
Q her Crines Against the Person (13) 65.0
| mmigration (8) 53.3
Sex O fenses (4) 50.0
Hom ci de/ Mansl aught er (3) 42.9
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Educati on

Tabl e 3 di splays the educational attainment at adm ssion to
the BOP and the percent recidivating within each of the five
educational categories. W see that 14.6 percent of the sanple
had | ess than a hi gh school education and an additional 29.0
percent had some high school for a total of 43.6 percent w thout
a high school degree. The Census Bureau reported that in 1987
only 14.0 percent of the population 25 years old and over had
| ess than a high school education. |If we take a high school
degree as the basic educational attainnment needed to adequately
function in nodern society, then we see that a | arger percentage
of persons sentenced to Federal prison are in need of further
education than in the general popul ation.

Except for a slight rise fromthose with I ess than an eighth
grade education to those with sone high school, the percent
recidivating declines steadily from54.6 percent recidivating
anong those with sone high school to 5.4 percent anong those with
a col | ege degree.

Tabl e 3. Pre-Federal Prisons Education and Reci di vi sm

Profile: Nunber &
Number & Per cent
Per cent Reci di vati ng
I n Each Wt hin Each
Educati on G oup Cat egory Cat egory
(H ghest G ade Conpl et ed)
N %
N %
8th Grade or Less (171) (86) 50.3
Sone Hi gh School 14.6 (186) 54. 6
H gh School G aduate (341) (135) 37.3
Sonme Col | ege 29.0 (61) 29.5
Col | ege G aduate (362) (5) 5.4
30.8
M ssing Information = 31 (207)
17.6
(93)
7.9
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Drug and Al cohol Dependency

Tabl e 4 shows the nunber and percentage of rel easees who
used alcohol or an illicit drug at the tinme of their Federal
crime and recidivismrates wthin each category. Table 5 shows
t he nunber and percentage of persons with a drug dependency
overall and recidivismrates within each category. For all drugs
except al cohol, | define dependency as use of that drug five or
nore tines prior to adm ssion to Federal prison. Al cohol
dependency is defined by information fromthe offender's pre-
sentence report of nultiple arrests for driving under the
i nfluence and/or public drunkenness, or reference to an al cohol
problem including referral for alcohol treatnment. Wile these
measures of drug dependence, except perhaps the one for al cohol,
may appear to be a poor assessnent of hard core drug use, the
measures may actually be nore useful than they seem | coded the
nunber of tinmes the drug was used fromthe pre-sentence report
(PSR), prepared for the court by a parol e/ probation officer.
Presumably, this PSR information pertaining to whether a drug was
used five or nore tines is only the tip of the iceberg, so to
speak, representing actual drug involvenent. For this reason,
am nore confident that these drug dependency neasures are nore
valid than they may seem fromthe description of them

In Table 4, we see that 23.2 percent of the rel easees were
using a drug at the tinme they commtted the incarcerating
of fense. W also see that 57.7 percent of this group
recidivated, conpared to 35.6 percent of those who were not under
the i nfluence of drugs when commtting the incarcerating offense.

Table 4. On Drugs or Al cohol Wen Conmitting the Current O fense?

Profile: Nurmber & Per cent
Nunber & Percent of Reci di vating Wthin
the Sanple in Each Each Category
Cat egory
On a Drug at the Tine of
Current O fense? N % N %
Yes (279) 23.2 (161) 57.7
No (1926) 76. 8 (330) 35.6
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In Table 5, we see that 66.3 percent of the rel easees were
dependent on at |east one drug or alcohol. This finding is
simlar to that found in a self-report survey of drug use anong
State prison inmates in a 1986 sanple (lnnes 1988). As we see in
Table 5, the recidivismrate was 50.3 percent for persons with a
dependency problem conpared to 21.9 percent for those with no
dependency probl em

Tabl e 5. Dependent on Any Drug or Al cohol ?

Profile: Nurmber & Per cent
Nunber & Percent of Reci di vating Wthin
the Sanple in Each Each Category
Cat egory
Drug Dependency N % N %
Dependent (799) 66. 3 (402) 50. 3
Not Dependent (406) 33.7 (89) 21.9

Tabl e 6 shows the nunber and percentage of those dependent
on a particular drug, but who may al so be dependent on ot her

drugs as well. For exanple, persons in the "Yes" category of
Opi ate (Heroin) dependency may abuse only opiates or opiates and
ot her drugs as well, while persons in the "No" category may be

dependent on drugs other than opiates or have no drug dependency.
Al so presented in Table 6, are recidivismrates for each drug
cat egory.

I n nost cases, substance abusers do not limt their abuse to
one drug. For each drug type listed in Table 6 (e.g. opiates,
hal | uci nogens), | also exam ned the break down of those who abuse
one drug and those who abuse various drug conbinations. | found
that the nunber and percent of persons abusing one specific drug
only are the follow ng: 21 persons or 9.9 percent of all opiate
(heroin) abusers; 2 persons or 2.15 percent of all hallucinogen
abusers; 2 persons or 2.4 percent of all stinulant abusers; 2
persons or 1.98 percent of all barbiturate abusers; 64 persons or
13. 42 percent of all marijuana abusers; 107 or 29.64 percent of
all al cohol abusers; 30 or 8.36 percent of all cocai ne abusers;
and 1 or 2.86 percent of other drug abusers. The highest drug
abuse specialization is found anong al cohol abusers. However,
even for al cohol abusers, fewer than one-third (29.64 percent)
abuse only al cohol. CQbviously, there is little specialization in
subst ance abuse. Because abusers do not specialize in one drug,
the drug categories used in Table 6 nmust be treated as an i ndex
of a particular pattern of drug abuse. | relate this index to
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recidivism not abuse of a particular drug only.!?

Tabl e 6 shows that the highest percentage of drug usage was
for marijuana, while the | owest usage was for stimulants. For
marijuana, 46.6 percent of the rel easees used it five or nore
tines, while for stinulants the percentage was 8.5.

Reci di vi sm was hi ghest for persons dependent on opi ates
(heroin), with 69.5 percent recidivating, and | owest for persons
dependent on cocaine, wth 51.3 percent recidivating. Wthin the
cocai ne category, the recidivismrate for crack cocai ne users nmay
be greater than for powder cocai ne users. Unfortunately, our
data do not allow for this distinction, but based on self-
reported information for a 1991 sanple of Federal inmates, |
estimated that the vast majority of cocaine abusers examned in
the sanple, over 80 percent, were powler cocai ne abusers.

G ven the | arge nunber of inmates who abuse drugs and/ or
al cohol, and given the association of abuse with recidivism
prison drug and al cohol treatnent prograns seem warranted.

! That drug abusers do not specialize in the abuse of one
drug, but appear at different tines to substitute one drug for
another, has inplications for attenpts to solve the nation's drug
abuse problem by attacking drug supply. Because substance
abusers substitute one drug for the other, if the supply of one
or even two, three, or four particular drug types totally dried
up, the evidence here suggests, abusers would sinply switch to
anot her drug. |In short, to stop drug abuse by attacking the
supply of drugs neans that the supply of all drugs listed in
Table 6 (including alcohol) would have to totally dry up.
Furthernore, nmuch of the effort currently targeted at drug supply
has the goal of pushing up the street price of illicit drugs.
Econom c theory and research tells us that as the price of one
product rises at |least two things happen: (1) consuners find
| ower priced substitutes, and (2) suppliers have greater
incentive to produce and supply the higher priced product. These
facts, it seens to us, should be considered when fornulating a
strategy for solving Arerica' s drug abuse problem



Table 6. Type of Drug Dependency.
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Profil e:
Nunmber & Percent of
the Sanple in Each

Nurmber & Per cent
Reci di vating Wthin
Each Category

Cat egory
Drug Type N % N %
OPI ATE (Her oi n)
Yes (246) 21.6 (171) 69.5
No (893) 78. 4 (286) 32.0
M ssing I nformation 66
HAL LUCI NOGEN
Yes (108) 9.5 (61) 56.5
No (1, 024) 90.5 (392) 38.3
M ssing I nformation 73
STI MULANTS
Yes (96) 8.5 (58) 60. 4
No (1,034) 91.5 (395) 38.2
M ssing I nformation 75
BARBI TURATES
Yes (112) 10.0 (65) 58.0
No (1,013) 90.0 (384) 37.9
M ssing I nformation 80
MARI JUANA
Yes (527) 46. 6 (280) 53.1
No (603) 53.4 (180) 29.9
M ssing I nformation 75
ALCCHOL
Yes (408) 35.8 (219) 53.7
No (731) 64. 2 (239) 32.7
M ssing I nformation 66
COCAI NE
Yes (384) 34.4 (197) 51.3
No (735) 65. 7 (251) 34.2
M ssing I nformation 86
OTHER DRUGS
Yes (40) 3.6 (25) 62.5
No (1, 085) 96. 4 (425) 39.2
M ssing I nformation 80
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Sal i ent Factor Score

Tabl e 7 exam nes the associ ati on between the United States
Parol e Comm ssion's Salient Factor Score (SFS) and recidivismfor
the 1987 rel easees. The SFS is an 11-score statistical
predi ction device devel oped by the U S. Parole Conm ssion and
Federal Bureau of Prisons, and is used along with neasures of
of fense severity and prison behavior to set inmate parol e dates.
The SFS ranges from 0, or poor risk of post-rel ease success, to
10, or very good risk of post-rel ease success. The follow ng
characteristics of inmates are incorporated into the SFS: nunber
of prior convictions; nunber of prior jail or prison conmmtnents;
age at current offense; length of conmtnent- free period before
commenci ng the current offense; whether under crimnal justice
supervision (e.g., parole, probation) at commencenent of the
current offense; and heroin dependence. Each of these itens is
scored nunerically and their sumequals the inmate's SFS. 2

In Table 7, the SFS has been grouped into four categories:
Poor Ri sk (scores 0-3); Fair R sk (scores 4-5), Good R sk (scores
6-7); and Very Good Ri sk (scores 8-10). The Table shows a strong
associ ation between the SFS and recidivism The Soners' D for
that association is -0.506. Soners' Dis a statistical neasure
of association and predictive power, ranging fromO, or no
predictive power, to (+ or -)1, perfect predictive power (Soners,
1962; Liebetrau, 1983; Hoffman, Beck, and G eene forthcomng). A
Sonmer's D of -0.506 indicates a high degree of predictive power
for the SFS. The Soners' D neasure is identical to the
statistical neasure called the Mean Cost Rating (MCR), which is
used by Hof fman and Beck (1974, 1976) and Hoffman (1983) in their
research evaluating the predictive power of the Salient Factor
Score. The Pearson Correlation Coefficient, a second statistical
measure of predictive power, referred to as the, "point biserial
correlation" by Hoffman and Beck (1976), is -0.452 between the
four-category Salient Factor Score and the two-category
recidi vism nmeasure, which also indicates a high degree of
predictive power for the SFS. For the full 11-score SFS with the
2-category recidivismneasure, the Soners' D, or MCR is -0.548
and the correlation is -0.472 indicating that across the full SFS
range, we obtain a high degree of predictive power.

These neasures of association (MCR [Soners' D]) and
correlation) are actually higher than observed for previous
rel ease cohorts. For exanple, Hoffrman and Beck report MCRs t hat

2 See the United States Parol e Conmi ssion 1989. Rules And
Procedures Manual, pp. 61-67, for a description of how to conpute
the Salient Factor Score.
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range from-0.38 to -0.40 for Federal prisoners released in 1970,
1971, 1972, and 1978, conpared to the -0.548 MCR for the 1987

rel ease cohort discussed in this study. |In sum the SFS appears
to be a sonewhat better predictor of recidivismfor the 1987

rel ease cohort than for previous cohorts exam ned.

It is clear that the SFS remains a powerful predictor of
post -rel ease success. Wiy the SFS was a better predictor for the
1987 cohort than for earlier cohorts is not clear. Two
possibilities for which | observe sone evidence are (1) a | arger
proportion of rel easees are accunmulating at the | ow and hi gh ends
of the SFS distribution, and (2) perhaps due to a | arger
proportion of drug offenders in this cohort than in previous
ones, those at the high end of the distribution appear to be nore
successful than was previously the case. Both of these changes
woul d i nprove the predictive power as neasured by the MCR
(Sonmers' D).

Table 7. The Nunmber and Percent Recidivating and Not Recidivating in Each

Salient Factor Score Risk Category.

SFS Ri sk Category (Scores in Parentheses)

Very
Poor Fair Good Good
Ri sk Ri sk Ri sk Ri sk
Reci di vi sm (0-3) (4-6) (6-7) (8-10) Tot al
Reci di vating (N 247 113 52 79 491
Percent Reci diving 71.39 | 47.88 | 30.59 17. 44 40. 75
Not Recidivating (N 99 123 118 374 714
Not Recidivating (% 28.61 | 52.12 | 69.41 82.56 59. 25
Tot al 346 236 170 453 1205
Per cent 28.71 | 19.59 | 14.11 37.59 100. 00
Crimnal Hi story Score

Tabl e 8 exam nes the associ ati on between the United States
Sentencing Comm ssion's (USSC) Crimnal Hi story Score (CHS)
categories, and recidivismfor the 1987 rel easees. The CHS is
one conponent of the U S. Sentencing Quidelines used to determ ne
type (i.e., probation or prison) and |l ength of sentence. Like
the SFS, the CHS is a statistical device for predicting future
crimnal behavior. The CHS is additionally used to neasure the
degree of crimnal culpability worthy of punishnent. The CHS
begins at 0, very lowrisk (low culpability), and can go as high
as 50 or nore (high risk, high culpability) depending on the
offender's crimnal history. The conponents of the CHS are the
nunber and recentness of prior convictions and inprisonnents.

Al so, like the SFS, the CHS considers whether the offender was
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under crimnal justice supervision at the comencenent of his or
her current offense. But unlike the SFS, the CHS does not
consider the offender's age at commencenent of the current
of fense, or whether the offender has a heroi n dependency.?

The Crimnal H story Scores in Table 8 are grouped into siXx
ri sk categories, where the first category contains scores 0 and
1, representing very low risk, and the sixth category contains
scores of 13 and above, representing very high risk. In our
sanpl e, scores range fromzero (0) with 451 rel easees, or 37.4
percent of the sanple, to 1 releasee with a score of 36. W see
a strong association between the CHS and recidivism only 19.0
percent of those in the | owest CHS category recidivated conpared
to 74.5 percent of those in the highest category. The Soners' D
(1.e., Hoffman and Beck's MCR) is 0.487 and the Pearson
Correlation Coefficient is 0.427.% For the 36-category CHS with
the 2-category recidivismneasure, the Soners' D (MCR) is 0.499
and the correlation is 0.401.

The Zero Order (Pearson) Correl ation between the 11-category
Salient Factor Score and the full set of Crimnal Hi story Score
categories is .808. This indicates a high degree of simlarity
bet ween the SFS and CHS.

As an aside, we note that 44.5 percent of the rel easees are
in Cimnal Hstory Category |I (scores O and 1). The
overwhel m ng bul k of these people have no crimnal convictions
prior to their Federal incarcerating conviction. W also note
that a relatively low 19.0 percent of these CHS Category |
rel easees recidivated. Fromthese two facts we may surm se that
i ncapacitating this group through inprisonnment prevents
relatively fewcrines. Despite this small incapacitation effect,
the current Federal sentencing guidelines have nore than doubl ed,
and in many cases tripled or quadrupled, the prison terns for
persons in this category. Qur results here suggest that these
significantly |l onger guideline prison terns are erroneously
justified, in part, by the presuned benefit of reduced crine.

In a separate article (Harer 1994) | examned in detail the
ef fecti veness of these |onger guideline sentences for CHS
Category | drug traffickers in neeting the objectives of reduced

3 See the United States Sentencing Commi ssion Guidelines
Manual 1989, (4.1-4.10) for a description of how to conpute the
Crimnal History Score and its proposed use as a sentencing tool.

4 See the discussion on the equival ence between Soners D and
the MCR in the previous section on the Salient Factor Score.
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sentencing disparity, rehabilitation, incapacitation, deterrence,
and "just punishnment.” Al so exam ned are the added prison costs
arising fromthese | onger "new | aw' sentences. The analysis

| ooks only at drug-traffickers in Crimnal H story category |
(i.e., with crimnal history scores of zero or one).

Tabl e 8. The Nunmber and Percent Recidivating and Not Recidivating in Each
Crimnal History Score Risk Category.

Crimnal Hi story Score Risk Category
(Scores in Parentheses)

| N 111 Y Vv Vv
(0-1) | (2-3) | (4-6) | (7-9) | (10-12) | (13+) | Tota
Reci vating (N) 102 50 91 81 56 111 491
Reci di vating (% 19.03 | 40.00 | 50.84 | 61.36 | 66.67 | 74.50 | 40.75
Not Reci divating (N) 434 75 88 51 28 38 714
Not Recivating (% 80.97 | 60.00 | 49.16 | 38.64 | 33.33 | 25.50 | 59.25
Tot al 536 125 179 132 84 149 1205
Total (% 44.48 | 10.37 | 14.85 | 10.95 6.97 12.37 | 100. 00

Ful | - Ti me Enpl oynment or School i ng

Tabl e 9 displays recidivismrates for sanple nmenbers who
were full-tinme enployees or students for at |east 6 nonths during
the last 2 years prior to conmtnent to the BOP, and for persons
not so engaged prior to confinenent. W see that 619 persons, or
62.1 percent, for whom| have information were either full-tine
enpl oyees or students prior to confinenment. O the full-tinme
group, 25.4 percent recidivated conpared to 60.2 percent of those
who were not so occupied on a full-tinme bases.

Table 9. Full-Tine Wrker or Student and Reci di vism

Profile: Nurmber & Per cent
Nunber & Percent of Reci di vati ng
the Sanple in Each Wthin Each
Cat egory Cat egory
Pre-Pri son Wirker/ Student Status N % N %
Ful | - Ti ne (619) 62.1 (157) 25. 4
Not Ful | - Ti ne (377) 37.9 (227) 60. 2
M ssing Information = 209

Crimnal Justice Supervision

Tabl e 10 displays recidivismrates for persons who were
under crimnal justice supervision (e.g., probation, parole) at
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the tinme of their incarcerating offense. A total of 445 persons,
or 36.9 percent of the rel easees, were under sone sort of

crimnal justice supervision at the time of their Federal crine.
O those under supervision, 61.8 percent recidivated, conpared to
28. 4 percent of those who were not under supervision

Table 10. Crimnal Justice Supervision and Recidivism

Profile: Nurber & Per cent
Nunber & Percent Reci di vati ng
of the Sanple in Wthin Each
Each Category Cat egory
Supervi sion Status At Current O fense
N % N %
Under Crimnal Justice Supervision (445) 36.9 (275) 61.8
Not Under Criminal Justice (760) 63.1 (216) 28.4
Super vi si on
The Prison Experience and Reci divism
In this section, | ook at the two-way, or bivariate,

associ ations of variables nmeasuring several aspects of prison
behavi or and experience with recidivismrates. The Bureau of
Prisons' staff is greatly interested in the effects of
correctional operations on recidivism This interest is pronpted
by a desire to know whether confinenment in BOP facilities affects
post -rel ease success. \Wiile there presently are few formal
progranms explicitly ainmed at "rehabilitating" the crimnal

of fender, there are various operational practices and prograns

that do attenpt to "normalize"” life in prison, such as education
and social furloughs, and are neant to di mnish or overcone the
potentially negative effects of inprisonnent. |In Part Il, | use

mul tivariate statistical nodels to test a hypothesis relating
educati on prograns and social furloughs to reduced recidivism

Pri son M sconduct

Tabl e 11 presents the frequency of prison rule infractions
(prison m sconduct) for the rel ease cohort, and recidivismrates
for each category of m sconduct. W see that 34.1 percent of
those with no m sconduct incident reports recidivated, conpared
to 65.7 percent of those with four or nore incident reports. W
see, therefore, at least on the surface, that inmates with nore
m sconduct recidivate at a higher rate than those with | ess
m sconduct. However, in Part |11, we see that when additional
risk factors are controlled, prison m sconduct is not

significantly related to recidivism
Tabl e 11. Prison M sconduct and Recidivism
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Pri son M sconduct

Profile:
Nunber & Percent
of the Sanple in

Each Category

Nurmber & Per cent
Reci di vating Wthin
Each Category

N % N %
No Prison M sconduct (833) 69.1 (284) 34.1
1 Incident Reported (194) 16.1 (95) 49.0
2 Incidents Reported (69) 5.7 (41) 59.4
3 Incidents Reported (42) 3.5 (27) 64.3
4 + Incidents Reported (67) 5.6 (44) 65. 7

Prison Education Program Participation

Tabl e 12 displays the frequency of education program
participation, nmeasured by the nunmber of courses successfully

conpl eted for each 6 nonths confi ned.
12 include Adult Basic Education (ABE),

Gener al

Courses reflected in Tabl e
Educat i onal

Devel opnment (GED), Adult Continuing Education (ACE), Post
Secondary Education (PSE) including college courses and

vocational training, and soci al

enrichnent).
rates -- from44.1 percent

skills courses (e.g., nmarriage
The table shows a definite decline in recidivism
reci di vati ng anong those conpleting no

courses during their prison termto 35.5 percent anong those
conpl eting one or nore courses each 6 nonths of their term

Tabl e 12. Education Program Partici pation and Reci di vi sm

Profile:
Nunber & Percent
of the Sanple in

Each Category

Nurmber & Per cent
Reci di vating Wthin
Each Category

Education Program Partici pation N % N %

0 Courses Per 6 Months Served (671) 55.7 (296) 44. 1
>= 0.5 Courses (182) 15.1 (71) 39.0
0.5-1.0 Courses (163) 13.5 (57) 35.0
1 + Courses (189) 15.7 (67) 35.5

Tabl e 13, shows the nunmber of persons in each educati onal
attai nnent category (less than eighth grade through a coll age
education) taking or not taking courses in each of five course
categories (ABE, GED, ACE, PSE including vocational or
Skills) and the percent
recidivating for those who took a particular course and for those

occupati onal courses, and Soci al

who did not.

in the upper right hand corner.

Each cell in the main part of the table is nunbered

The followng 14 cells, with 30
or nore persons taking the course listed in the columm headi ng,
have sufficient nunbers to begin making inferences about the
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reci di vismreducing effects of course participation: 1, 2, 5-11,
13, 15, and 18-20. Twelve of these cells show a positive effect
on post-rel ease success for course participants, while 2 of the
14 cells show that participation increases the |likelihood of
recidivating. | hasten to add that this negative result cannot
be interpreted to nean that course participation increases
recidivism The higher recidivism percentages for course
participants in these two cells are nost likely due to other
characteristics of course participants that are not controlled
here. Part Il of this report shows that educational program
participation reduces recidivismwhen other inportant predictors
of recidivism such as age and prior crimnal record, are
controlled. The results shown in Table 13 strongly suggest that
pri son educational program participation has a positive effect on
post -rel ease success. O particular note, in this regard, are
the positive effects for those wwth an eighth grade or |ess
educati on at adm ssion who participate in ABE and GED courses
(cells 1 and 2), and the positive effects on post-rel ease success
for those with sone high school education, but not a degree,
participating in all courses except Adult Basic Education (ABE).

The apparent anomalies in Table 13 where, for exanple, we
see persons with high school degrees taking GED courses or
persons with a coll ege degree taking ABE or GED courses, probably
resul ted because of a discrepancy between the inmate's self
reported educational attainment and his or her achi evenent test
score. Inmates are guided into specific education courses based
on an achi evenent test given at adm ssion, not on self-reported
educational attainnment.

Achi evenent test scores, if tests are given to all incom ng
inmates, could, in the future, be conmbined with achi evenent test
scores froma large sanple of inmates given the test a second
time near release to provide pre- and post-programtest scores.
These neasures would all ow an assessnment of both prison program
ef fectiveness in increasing academc skills and the effect of
academ c achi evenent in prison on post-rel ease success.
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Tabl e 13. Educational Attainnent at Adm ssion, Courses Taken Wiile in Prison, and
Reci di vi sm
Adul t Gener al Adul t Post -
Basi c Educat i onal Cont i nui ng Secondary
Educat i on Devel opnent Educat i on Educat i on Soci al

Educat i onal (ABE) (GED) (ACE) ( PSE) * Educat i on

At t ai nnent

at Prison Profile Nunber Nunber Nunber Nunber Nunber

Admi ssi on of E A 0 >=1 Q >=1 0 >=1 0 =1 0 >=1
8th Grade or (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Less
N 171 111 60 143 28 163 8 169 2 147 24
% 14. 6 64.9 35.1 83.6 16.4 95.3 4.7 98.8 1.2 86.0 14.0
Reci di vati ng
N 86 58 28 73 13 82 4 85 1 73 13
% 50. 3 52.2 46.7 51.0 46.4 50.3 50.0 50.3 50.0 49.7 54.2
Some Hi gh (6) (7 (8) (9) (10)
School
N 341 258 83 280 61 318 23 319 22 290 51
% 29.0 75.7 24.3 82.1 17.9 93.3 6.7 93.6 6.4 85.0 15.0
Reci di vati ng
N 186 138 48 156 30 174 12 177 9 160 26
% 54.6 53.5 57.8 55.7 49.2 54.7 52.2 55.5 40.9 55.2 51.0
H gh School (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)
G aduat e
N 362 298 64 350 12 330 32 341 21 309 53
% 30.8 82.3 17.7 96.7 3.3 91.2 8.8 94.2 5.8 85.4 14.6
Reci di vati ng
N 136 116 20 131 5 129 7 129 7 118 18
% 37.6 38.9 31.2 37.4 41.7 39.1 21.9 37.8 33.3 38.2 34
Sonme Col | ege (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)
N 207
% 17.6 188 19 204 3 184 23 175 32 180 27
Reci di vati ng 90.8 9.2 98. 6 1.4 88.9 11.1 84.5 15.5 87.0 13.0
N 61
% 29.5 55 6 59 2 52 9 58 3 56 5

29.3 31.6 28.9 66.7 28.3 39.1 33.1 9.4 31.1 18.5

Col | ege (21) (22) (23) (24) (25)
G aduat e
or Mre
N 93 88 5 92 1 78 15 86 7 67 26
% 79 94.6 5.4 98.9 1.1 83.9 15.1 92.5 7.5 72.0 28.0
Reci di vati ng ’
N 5 5 0 5 0 5 0 4 1 4 1
% 5 4 5.7 0.0 5.4 0.0 6.4 0.0 4.6 14.3 6.0 3.8

Missing Information = 31. Cell Number in Parentheses. * Includes vocational & occupational courses.
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Soci al Furl oughs

Tabl e 14 displays the nunber of rel easees in the sanple who
did or did not receive a social furlough during their prison term
and associated recidivismrates. W see a dramatic difference
between the recidivismrates of these two groups; 19.5 percent
reci di vated anong those receiving a social furlough, conpared to
47.8 percent anong those who did not.

Tabl e 14. Recidivism and Soci al Furl oughs.

Profile: Nunber & Percent
Nunber & Percent of Reci di vating Wthin
the Sanple in Each Each Category
Cat egory
Soci al Furl oughs N % N %
Recei ved at Least One Furl ough (302) 25.1 (59) 19.5
Recei ved No Furl oughs (903) 74.9 (432) 47. 8

Ti me Served

Tabl e 15 displays tine served in nonths by recidivismrates
or percentages. Essentially, we observe no difference in the
percent recidivating across the tine-served categories. It
appears, therefore, that, by itself, an increase in tinme served
in prison does not deter future offending. This finding conforns
with those reported by Beck and Hoffrman in their analysis of the
effect of tinme served on recidivismin a Federal prison rel ease
cohort (Beck and Hof f man 1976).

Tabl e 15. Recidivismand Prison Tinme Served

Profile: Nurmber & Per cent
Nunber & Percent in Each Reci di vating Wthin

Time Served in Prison Cat egory Each Category
(Mont hs)

N % N %
# 6 (271) 22.5 (111) 41.0
7-12 (315) 26.1 (141) 44.8
13-18 (226) 18.8 (90) 39.8
19-24 (144) 11.9 (54) 37.5
25-30 (101) 8.4 (37) 36.6
31- 36 (72) 6.0 (26) 37.5
37+ (76) 6.3 (32) 42.1

Hal f way House Rel ease

Tabl e 16 displays recidivismrates for persons rel eased from
prison through a hal fway house and for those released directly
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fromprison. Slightly nore than half of all rel easees were

rel eased t hrough a hal fway house. Anong hal fway house rel easees,
31.1 percent recidivated, conpared to 51.1 percent recidivating
anong persons released directly froma BOP facility. Results
reported for the multivariate analysis in Part |l suggest that
the lower recidivismrates for hal fway house rel easees is, in
part, because only relatively lowrisk inmates are selected for
hal fway house release. Additional nultivariate analysis
indicated that Iength of stay in the hal fway house had a nodest
downward effect on the l|ikelihood of recidivating. One possible
explanation for this effect is the greater community adjustnent a
| onger stay in a halfway house may allow. Additional analysis

al so showed that hal fway house rel ease i ncreased post-rel ease
enpl oynment, which, in turn, was found to decrease recidivism

Tabl e 16. Hal fway House Rel ease and Reci divism

Nurmber & Per cent
Profile: Reci di vati ng
Nurmber & Percent of Wt hin Each
the Sanple in Each Cat egory
Cat egory
HALFWAY HOUSE RELEASE N % N %
Rel eased Through Hal fway House (614) 51.2 (191) 31.1
Rel eased Directly From Prison (585) 48. 8 (299) 51.1
M ssing Information = 6
Rel ease Conditions and Reci divism
In this section, | exam ne the two-way associ ations of post-

rel ease living arrangenents and enpl oynent with recidivismrates.
Post - Rel ease Living Arrangenents

Tabl e 17 displays the nunber of rel easees in the sanple who
either did or did not reside with a spouse foll ow ng prison
release. W see a dramatic difference in the recidivismrates
for those who |live with a spouse (20.0 percent recidivated) when
conpared to those who do not (47.9 percent recidivated).
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Tabl e 17. Recidi vism and Post-Rel ease Living Arrangenents.

Profile: Nurmber & Percent
Nunber & Percent of Reci di vating Wthin
the Sanple in Each Each Category
Cat egory
Post - Rel ease Living Arrangenent N % N %
Wth Spouse (401) 40. 8 (80) 20.0
O her Living Arrangenents (582) 59.2 (279) 47.9
M ssing Information = 222

Post - Rel ease Enpl oynent

Tabl e 18 di splays the nunber of rel easees in the sanple who
had or had not arranged for post-rel ease enploynent prior to
release, along with the recidivismrates for each group. W see
that i nmates who arranged for post-rel ease enpl oynent recidivated
at a nmuch lower rate (27.6 percent recidivated) than those
i nmat es who did not make such arrangenents (51.8 percent
recidivated).

Tabl e 18. Reci di vism and Post - Rel ease Enpl oynent.

Profile: Nunber & Percent
Nunber & Percent of Reci di vati ng
the Sanple in Each Wthin Each
Cat egory Cat egory
Post - Rel ease Enpl oynent
N % N %
Arranged Post - Rel ease Enpl oynent (551) 45.7 (152) 27.6
Did Not Arrange Post-Rel ease (654) 54.3 (339) 51.8
Enpl oynent

CGeographic Distribution of Rel easees.

A large nunber (74 percent) of study group nenbers were
released to a residence in one of 180 netropolitan areas (Bureau
of Census Metropolitan Statistical Area or MSA), while the
remai ni ng 26 percent were released to a residence in a small town
or rural area. Metropolitan areas to which relatively |arge
nunbers of rel easees returned were the New York MSA (5.5
percent); Washington, D.C. MSA (5.5 percent); Los Angel es MSA
(4.7 percent); and Mam MSA (4.6 percent). The regional
distribution of rel easees, using Census Bureau regional
definitions, was 14.4 percent to the Northeast, 47.6 percent to
the South, 17.3 percent to the Mdwest, and 20.8 percent to the
West .
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Popul ation Size of Resident ZI P Code

Tabl e 19 displays recidivismrates by popul ation size
categories for the rel easees' resident ZI P Codes.?®
Crim nol ogi sts antici pate higher recidivismrates anong persons
rel eased to nore urban communities (here nmeasured by popul ation
size of their resident ZIP Code). Population size is thought to
indicate the availability of crimnal peers, crinme targets (both
persons and property), and custoners for illicit goods (e.g.,
drugs, stolen property). Table 19 shows there is a strong
rel ati onshi p between popul ati on size of resident ZI P Code and
recidivism The nore popul ace (the nore urban) in the ZI P Code
area, the higher the recidivismrate.

Tabl e 19. Recidi vism and Post - Rel ease Resi dence ZI P Code Popul ati on Size

Profile: Nurmber & Per cent
Nunber & Percent of Reci di vating Wthin
the Sanple in Each Each Category
Cat egory
1988 Popul ati on N % N %
100- 4999 (111) 10. 8 (31) 27.9
5000- 14999 (149) 14.5 (54) 36. 2
15000- 24999 (192) 18.7 (74) 38.5
25000- 34999 (192) 18.7 (82) 42. 7
35000- 49999 (193) 18.8 (83) 43.0
50000- 59999 (83) 8.1 (35) 42.2
60000 + (109) 10. 6 (51) 46. 8

Poverty and Unenpl oynent Rates in Resident ZIP Code

Tabl e 20 displays the distribution of rel easees and
recidivismrates by the poverty and unenpl oynent rates in the
rel eased inmate's resident ZIP Code. Crimnologists |ink poverty
rates to crine rates, arguing that poverty represents a relative
| ack of opportunities for licit enploynent, making illicit
opportunities for econom c gain, such as drug selling, an
attractive alternative. However, unenploynent rates may be
related to either high or low crinme rates, depending on the
perspective one takes. Some crim nol ogi sts argue that
unenpl oynment rates represent econom c deprivation and act

>ldeally, in addition to the ZIP Code neasures, | would
have the resident socioeconom ¢ neasures for Census tracts, which
nore closely conformto the nei ghborhoods in which people |ive.
However, the tine and cost requirenments needed to obtain Census
tract information for each rel ease prevented the acquisition of
the 1980 and 1990 Census tract neasures.
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simlarly on crine rates as does poverty (Al len and Steffensneier
1989). But other crimnologists reason that unenploynent is a
measure of the nunber of adults at home and in the conmunity
during the daytinme who provide surveillance and deter crim nal
activity (Cohen and Fel son 1979).

As we see in Table 20, poverty is strongly related to
recidivismrates; the higher the poverty rate, the higher the
recidivismrate. On the other hand, unenploynent is weakly
related to recidivism perhaps indicating sinultaneous
measur enent of econom c deprivation and surveillance. As we wl|
see in Part Il, when the ZIP Code area famly poverty rate is
controlled, unenploynment is inversely and significantly rel ated
to the risk of recidivism That is, the higher the unenpl oynment
rate in the rel easees' residence ZIP Code, the lower their
i kelihood of recidivating. | hasten to add, that in all the
anal yses | conducted, unenpl oynent at the individual |evel was
found to increase the likelihood of recidivismindependent of any
aggregate (ZI P Code area) unenploynent rate effect.

Tabl e 20. Reci di vism and Economi ¢ Conditions in Post-Rel ease Residence ZI P Code.

Profile: Nurmber & Per cent
Nunber & Percent of the Reci di vating Wthin
Sanpl e in Each Category Each Category
N %
Cat egory N %
1980 POVERTY RATE
0- 6% (186) 18.1 (48) 25.8
6- 10% (191) 18.6 (71) 37.2
10- 16% (239) 23.2 (83) 34.7
16- 25% (205) 19.9 (93) 45. 4
>25% (208) 20.2 (115) 55.3
M ssing Information = 175
1980 UNEMPLOYMENT RATE
0- 5% (330) 32.1 (108) 32.7
5- 8% (330) 32.1 (127) 38.5
8- 10% (156) 15.2 (73) 46. 7
>10% (213) 20.7 (102) 47.9
M ssing Information = 175

Reci di vati ng O fense

Tabl e 21 shows the type and frequency of first rearrest
of fense for the 490 study group recidivists. W see that the
| argest percent of recidivists were rearrested for a drug offense
(24.8 percent). The next | argest recidivating category was
parole violation wth 15.3 percent, followed by |arceny/theft at
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12.0 percent, and assault at 6.7 percent (both aggravated and
sinple). After fraud, which accounts for 4.1 percent of the
recidivists, no other offense category accounts for nore than 4.0
percent of the total.

Tabl e 21. Frequencies For First Rearrest O fense

Profile:
Nurmber & Percent of the

Rearrest O fense Sanpl e in Each Category

N %
Dr ugs (122) 24.8
Parol e Violation (75) 15.3
Lar ceny (59) 12.0
Assaul t (33) 6.7
Robbery (25) 5.1
Traffic (21) 4.3
Fr aud (20) 4.1
Bur gl ary (18) 3.7
Forgery (17) 3.5
Weapon (17) 3.5
Stol en Property (11) 2.2
Fl i ght Escape (10) 2.0
Q her (9) 1.8
bstruction of Police (8) 1.6
Publ i ¢ Peace (8) 1.6
Mot or Vehicle Theft (7) 1.4
Tax (4) 0.8
Mansl aught er / Homi ci de (4) 0.8
Tr espassi ng (3) 0.6
bstruction of Courts, Etc. (3) 0.6
Li quor (3) 0.6
Sexual Assault (2) 0.4
Arson (2) 0.4
Property Damage (2) 0.4
Sex O fenses (2) 0.4
Fam ly (2) 0.4
Ganbl i ng (1) 0.2
Ki dnapi ng (1) 0.2
Enbezzl enment (1) 0.2
Bri bery (1) 0.2
M ssing Information = 9

I ncarcerating Ofense and Recidivating Ofense

Tabl e 22 exam nes the rel ationship between the incarcerating
offense with the | ongest sentence and the first recidivating
of fense. The percentages shown in Table 22 represent the
percentage of recidivists in each incarcerating of fense category
having a particular recidivating offense. An adequate test of
whet her of fenders tend to specialize in one crinme, such as drug
trafficking, or are equally likely to commt any crine, would
review the offender's entire crimnal career. However, |ooking
only at incarcerating offense and first recidivating of fense, we



see a high degree of offense specialization for

r el easees.

of fenders were rearrested for a property offense;

For exanpl e,

This finding suggests that
while not elimnating further crim nal
reduce the | evel

many of the
| ooki ng at the row percentages,
that 47.2 percent of the drug offenders who recidivated were
rearrested for a drug offense;

35.3 percent of the property
and 25.5
percent of the robbery offenders were rearrested for
One notabl e exception to this seem ng pattern of specialization
are those commtting crinmes against a person (violent and sex

crinmes) since these individual s were nost
for a property crine.

r obbery.
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we see

likely to be rearrested
i ncarceration,

behavi or,
or seriousness anong violent and sex offenders.

may at

On the otherhand, we see that conpared to 19 recidivists
incarcerated for a person crine, 41 of those who recidivated were
| should add that a najority of

these 41 arrests for a person crinme were for sinple assault.

rearrested for a person crine.

| east

Tabl e 22. Incarcerating Ofense by First Recidivating Ofense.
First Recidivating Ofense
I ncar - Agai nst Robbery Property Dr ugs Fraud Traffic M sc. Parol e Tot al
cerating Per son Viol. Viol.
O fense
Agai nst 3 1 7 1 0 1 2 4 19
Per son 15. 79% 5.26% 36. 84% 5.26% 0. 00% 5.26% | 10.53% 21.05% | 100%
Robbery 8 14 8 11 0 1 7 6 55
14. 55% 25. 45% 14. 55% 20. 00% 0. 00% 1.82% | 12.73% 10.91% [ 100%
Property 8 5 42 14 15 4 14 17 119
6. 72% 4.20% 35.29% 11. 76% 12.61% 3.36% | 11.76% 14.29% [ 100%
Dr ugs 11 1 11 75 10 9 16 26 159
6. 92% 0.63% 6. 92% 47.17% 6.29% 5.66% | 10.06% 16.35% [ 100%
Fraud 5 2 12 7 13 3 9 15 66
7.58% 3.03% 18. 18% 10. 61% 19. 70% 4.55% | 13.94% 22.73% | 100%
M scel . 6 2 14 14 4 3 14 7 64
9.38% 3.13% 21.88% 21.88% 6. 25% 4.69% | 21.88% 10.94% [ 100%
Tot al 41 25 94 122 42 21 62 75 482
Frequency Missing=9
Reci di vi sm Frequency and Total Nunber of Recidivating Events by

Type of Event

Tabl e 23 bel ow shows the recidivismfrequency (i.e.,

nunber of arrests or

rel ease) for
peri od.

parol e revocations within 3 years of
persons who recidivated during the 3-year followp

t he

| coded up to 15 recidivating events for each rel easee.
Anmong the 490 rel easees out of the 1,205 in the study group who
reci di vated at

| east once,
had parol e revoked once,

percent) three tines,

48

(9.8
One

246 (50.3 percent) were rearrested or
128 (26.1 percent) tw ce,
and 24 (4.9 percent) four tines.
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person (0.2 percent) had 15 recidivating events recorded.

The nunber of recidivating events (i.e., arrest charges or
parol e revocations) that recidivists accunulated in the 3 years
followng their release are described by type of event in Table
24. The total nunber of events accunul ated by the recidivists
was 969. The | argest nunber of these were for drug arrests
accounting for 245 events, or 25.3 percent of the total, followed
by larceny theft accounting for 129 events, or 13.3 percent of

the total. The third highest category was parole revocation with
127 events (13.1 percent), followed in fifth place by assault
with 67 events (6.9 percent). | should note that the majority of

t hese assaults were sinple assaults.

Tabl e 23. Recidivating Frequency (i.e., Arrests or Parole Revocations Wthin 3
Years of Release) for Those in the Study Group Wio Recidivated at Least Once.

Nunber of Events

Recor ded Nunber of Persons Per cent
1 246 50. 3
2 128 26.1
3 48 9.8
4 24 4.9
5 12 2.5
6 11 2.2
7 11 2.2
8 3 0.6
9 1 0.2
10 2 0.4
11 0 0.0
12 1 0.2
13 0 0.0
14 2 0.4
15 1 0.2
Tot al 490 100.0
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Tabl e 24. The Nunber and Percent of All Recidivating Events(i.e., Arrests or
Parol e Revocations), Wthin 3 Years of Release, by Event Type

O fense Nunber Per cent
Dr ugs 245 25.3
Lar ceny 129 13.3
Parol e Violation 127 13.1
Assaul t 67 6.9
Burgl ary 44 4.5
For gery 42 4.3
Weapon 42 4.3
Robbery 41 4.2
Fraud 38 3.9
Traffic 31 3.2
Cbstructing Police 27 2.8
Aut o Theft 22 2.3
Fl i ght or Escape 20 2.1
St ol en Property 20 2.1
Publ i c Peace 16 1.7
Li quor 9 0.9
Tr espassi ng 9 0.9
Mans| aught er / Hom ci de 8 0.8
O her 5 0.5
Property Damage 5 0.5
Arson 4 0.4
Tax 4 0.4
Fam |y 3 0.3
| mrm gration Viol ation 3 0.3
Sex O fense 2 0.2
Sexual Assault 2 0.2
Bri bery 1 0.1
Enbezzl enent 1 0.1
Ganbl i ng 1 0.1
Ki dnapi ng 1 0.1
Tot al 969 100.0
Before noving on to the nultivariate analyses, | briefly

conpare recidivismanong the 1987 rel ease cohort with that anong
earlier Federal prison release cohorts.

Conpari ng Reci divism Across Rel ease Cohorts.

Tabl e 25 conpares recidivismrates across rel ease cohorts
for 1970, 1978, 1980, 1982, and 1987. The table provides overal
rates and rates for specific denographic, offense, and Sali ent
Factor Score categories. To be included in the earlier cohorts,
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i ndi vidual s had to have sentences of at |east a year and a day,
whil e persons in the 1987 cohort had sentences of at |east 3
mont hs. Recidivismfor each rel ease cohort is simlarly defined
as an arrest or parole revocation within 3 years of release from
prison.

Except for the 1970 cohort, of whom 51.5 percent recidivated
| argely due to a concentration of high-risk, youthful auto-theft
of fenders, recidivismrates remained relatively stable at around
40.0 percent.® Except for gender and of fense categories in the
1970 sanple, we see a simlar pattern of recidivismrates across
each subcategory of releasees in the various rel ease cohorts.

Mal es and fermales had simlar recidivismrates. Wites had | ower
rates than bl acks. Younger rel easees had nuch higher rates than
ol der rel easees. Robbery offenders had rates nmuch hi gher than
drug |l aw of fenders. Finally, we see a strong associ ati on between
Salient Factor Score and recidivismin each rel ease cohort.

In sum while a nore appropriate assessnent of recidivism
stability over tinme would adjust the overall recidivismrates for
the conpositional characteristics that affect recidivism on the
surface it appears that recidivismrates have remai ned remarkably
stable over tinme.” W mght expect, however, that this will be
less true in the future as the effects of the current Federal
Sentencing Guidelines are felt through |larger and |arger
proportions of drug |aw of fenders (who in the past have exhibited
relatively lowrecidivismrates) and greater nunbers of ol der
rel easees (due to longer prison terns). For these two reasons, we
woul d expect that, all else being equal, recidivismrates wll
decline for future rel ease cohorts.

5 the individuals in the 1970 rel ease cohort, 26.2 percent
were under age 24 at release, and 32.3 percent were incarcerated
for auto theft. In conparison, only 4.3 percent of the 1987
rel ease cohort were under age 24 at rel ease, and none were
incarcerated for auto theft.

I ' note that affirmng the stability of rates across these
cohorts would require using one cohort as a standard and
adj usting, or standardizing, the other cohorts for conpositional
characteristics such as age and SFS, along with other variabl es
known to influence recidivismrates.
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Tabl e 25. Percent Recidivating for Five Rel ease Cohorts and Percent Recidivating
Wthin Five Conpositional Categories for Each Cohort.

Rel ease Cohort 1970 1978 1980 1982 1987

Nunber 1, 803 2,201 489 1,219 1, 205

Overal | Percent
Reci di vati ng 51.5 43. 8 38.0 44.7 40. 8

Conposi ti onal Categories

Gender
Mal e 52.1 44. 0 38.1 44. 8 40.9
Femal e 40. 4 42.5 35.3 43.1 39.7
Race
White 47. 3 38.5 30.2 37.2 33.5
Bl ack 62. 2 53. 4 50. 8 58.5 58. 8
Anerican | ndi an 60. 8 55.0 33.3 42. 3 53.3
Age At Rel ease
19- 29 53.8 49.5 45. 6 52.2 55.5
30- 39 57.3 46.5 38.2 47. 1 44.9
40+ 41.0 30.4 25.4 31.8 25.7
Commi tnent O f ense
Robbery 42.5 46. 8 40.0 53.9 64.0
Dr ug 54. 3 33.7 27.9 33.9 34.2
Sal i ent Factor Score
Poor Ri sk 64. 8 68.0 62.5 73. 4 71. 4
Fair Ri sk 61.7 53.0 48. 9 58.1 47.9
Good Ri sk 42. 3 43.0 38.8 44, 2 30.6
Very Good Ri sk 21.9 20.0 18.9 22.9 17. 4
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Part 11. Prison Normalization and Reci di vi sm
| nt roducti on

In this part, | describe our use of a nmultivariate
statistical procedure (logistic regression) to test the
normal i zing effects of social furloughs and prison education
prograns on recidivism \Wile prison furloughs nost |ikely
reduce recidivismby maintaining famly and conmmunity ties and
education prograns by teaching cognitive and occupational skills
needed for successful enploynent, these program outconmes are not
anal yzed here. Instead, in this study | test the normalizing
effects of these two prograns. | begin by defining
normal i zati on.

Janes V. Bennett, for many years Director of the Federal
Bureau of Prisons, in 1928 had this to say about the purpose of
wor k and education prograns in Federal prisons:

It is hoped that ... progressive training will make the
transition fromthe ordinarily conpl ete subjugation of
the incarcerated nan's ego to unrestricted i ndependence
| ess shocking, encourage the self-reliance of the
federal offender, and inculcate in hima sense of
responsibility and respect for the rights of others.

It is an attenpt to get away fromthe whol esal e
regimenting of the prisoner, mtigate the harshness of
prison discipline, and preclude brutalizing the nen.

Bennett was descri bing what sociol ogists call the
normal i zing effect of prison progranms. Bennett's argunment can be
restated as a hypothesis: Normalized prison operations reduce
prisonization (i.e, the sense of alienation and isolation that
inmates tend to experience while in prison) and nurture pro-
social attitudes and norns, thereby reducing recidivism

In this study, | use a broader definition of normalization
than inplied by fornmer Director Bennett. | take normalization to
mean prison policies, operations, and prograns ai ned at
preventing the growh of inmate subcul tures (including prison
gangs) that underm ne prison managenent's control and support a
return to crime after release. Normalization, as | use the term
seeks to replace nornms, or noral rules, supporting prison
m sconduct and continued crimnal behavior, with norns supporting
| aw abi di ng behavior.?

8 borrow the termnormalization from M chel Foucault
(1977). According to Foucault, normalization refers to the
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The normalizing policies, operations, and prograns, to which
| refer, facilitate the humane treatnent of inmates; open |lines
of conmuni cati on between staff and i nmates, which allow i nmates
to express their needs and staff to provide gui dance on neeting
t hose needs in a | aw abi ding manner; and provide opportunities
for diversion fromthe pains of inprisonnment and for acquiring
| aw- abi ding habits, skills, norns, and attitudes (acconpani ed by
rewards for taking advantage of these opportunities and sanctions

for not doing so). 1In short, normalization dilutes, if not
elimnates, the forces of prisonization and provides
opportunities to instill |aw abiding norns and attitudes in the

i nmat e popul ati on.

To appreciate the way in which normalization may reduce
recidivism | first need to describe further what | nean by
prisoni zation. Crimnologists define prisonization as a process
by which i nmates becone alienated fromprison rules, staff, and
the larger society (Thomas and Petersen 1977). The alienation of
a large nunber of inmates tends to unify themas a group in
opposition to institution staff and rules. This nore or |ess
unified inmate group or subgroup (e.g., prison gangs) acquires a
di stinctive subculture oriented toward crimnal nornms held by

surveill ance, exam nation, training, and sanctioning used by
managers of schools, churches, hospitals, businesses, mlitary
services, prisons, and many other nodern institutions to induce
conformty to institution norns and norns of the |arger society
(Garland 1990). For Foucault, normalization in prisons neans
operations striving to correct behavior rather than strictly
puni shing it. The normalizing techniques found in prisons,
Foucault argues, differ only in being nore intense fromthose
found in other social institutions such as school and the work
pl ace.

The term normal i zation has al so been defined as a process
in which a deviant person (e.g., blind, nentally handi capped,
crimnal) is often redefined as normal by those who regularly
interact with them (e.g., sighted famly nmenbers who cone to
conpletely forget a blind famly nmenber's blindness) (Lenert
1972; Goffrman 1961, 1962). Although this is not the way | use
the termnormalization in this report, this second definition may
be used to describe the reorientation toward i nmates' past
crimnal behavior that may need to occur anong correctional
officers for themto effectively work with inmates. For
correctional officers to treat inmates humanely and devel op |ines
of communication with them the inmates' crimnal pasts nust be
explained in the correctional officer's mnd so that the officer
can interact neaningfully with them
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many i nmates when first admtted to prison. Crimnologists argue
that the inmate subculture pronotes crimnal skills and norns
that serve to increase recidivism (Thonmas and Petersen 1977;
Kassebaum et al. 1971; Thomas and Foster 1972; Thomas and Pool e
1975). Several crimnologists link the inmates' alienation from
institution rules and staff to poor comruni cation between staff
and i nmates, |long stretches of nonproductive activity, limted
contact with comunity and famly, arbitrary rules, and
capricious rule enforcenent (C emer 1940; MCorkle & Korn 1954,
Seynmour 1977). Wiile crimnologists continue to debate the
reality of prisonization (Goodstein and Wight 1989; Farrington,
Onhlin, and WIlson 1986), many correctional practitioners take
prisoni zation as a given and view nornmalizing operations and
prograns as the renmedy (Sutherland, Cressey, and Luckenbill 1992,
pp. 517-518). This assessnent is based al nost totally on the
Federal Bureau of Prisons' operations as they have evolved in
response to external forces and internal initiatives over the

| ast several decades. It is not clear how nuch of what has
occurred in the Federal system has also occurred in State systens
as well. Gven the communi cation that occurs anong Feder al

State, and | ocal prison managers and sim/lar historical
experiences of State and Federal systens -- experiences that have
pushed correctional operations toward normalization -- it nmay be

safe to assune that nost State systens have adopted an enphasis
on normalization simlar to that found in the Federal system?

Operational changes in the Federal Bureau of Prisons over
the last two decades provide anpl e evidence of the increased
enphasi s placed on nornalization. The BOP has seen operations
nove increasingly toward normalization in a nunber of ways:

t hrough a human rel ati ons approach to managi ng i nmat es; through
unit managenent; through classification and assignnment of inmates
to appropriate institutional security |levels; through efforts to
i ncrease the nunber of female correctional officers at al
institution security levels; through the use of independent

di scipline hearing officers (DHO s) to adjudicate serious

m sconduct; through inmate grievance procedures; through efforts
to expand visitation prograns and maintain a social furlough
program through strong support for prison work and education
prograns; through strategic particularism (e.g., case
managenent, psychol ogi cal, nedical, and chapl ai ncy services);

t hrough a system of rewards for appropriate behavior and

°The organi zational /historical evolution of what | cal
normal i zation is described fromvarious perspectives in several
useful works. | refer the reader to the follow ng: Foucault
1977; Rothman 1971, 1980; Cullen and Gl bert 1982; Johnson 1987
Karacki 1992; Galvin 1992.
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sanctions for inappropriate behavior; and through prison
"Climate" surveys of staff and inmates (Galvin 1992; Karacki
1991). In Appendix A, | describe, in nore detail, each of these
policies, operations, and prograns.

None of the nornalizing operations, policies, or prograns
listed operate in isolation, but, instead, forman integrated
whol e of mutually reinforcing parts, the ultimte objective of
which is a humane, safe, and secure prison systemthat operates
to encourage inmates to adopt a non-crimnal lifestyle.

For inmates, normalization is hypothesized to encourage
adherence to the larger society's norns and | aws, including the
rules and regul ations of the correctional institution in which
the inmate resides. The content of institution rules and how
they are enforced, staff conduct, the interaction of staff with
inmates, along with other dinensions of correctional operations
affecting the inmate, serve to either legitimate and reinforce
the larger society's norns and |l aws, including institution rules,
or alienate the inmate fromthem creating the conditions for
prisonization and associ ated problens. Normalized prison
operations and prograns aimto legitimate institutional
operations as fair and just.

Normal i zation, as | define it, occurs in the context of a
prison environnent and, despite one scholars definition of it,
does not nmean making life in prison identical to, or even
necessarily simlar to, life in the community (R chardson 1985).
In fact, for many inmates, the prison environnment may be vi ewed
as nore preferable for normalization efforts than in the
communities fromwhich they cone. As the founders of the nodern
penitentiary systemin America argued (Rothman 1971), the
i nprisoned of fender is renoved fromthe conmmunity environnment
where crimnogenic forces (e.g., crimnal peers, drug and al cohol
abuse, structural inequality) are often salient. For other
i nmates, who have little or no serious prior crimnal
i nvol venent, and who are nore commtted to | aw abi di ng rat her
t han | aw breaki ng norns, normalization's main benefit is to
mtigate against the alienating forces of prisonization. For
this second group of inmates, the best nornalization programfor
reducing recidivismis, nost |ikely, a shortened prison term

While institutional security level and normalization m ght
be inversely correlated in sone correctional systens, the theory
of prisonization does not maintain that increased custody or
reduced institutional openness necessarily reduces the ability to
normal i ze the prison environnent. On the contrary, normalization
can occur at all institutional security levels. In fact,
mai ntaining a hierarchy of institutional security appropriate to
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the inmate popul ation's propensity toward vi ol ence and escape,
may, by inproving safety, order, and security, enhance the
ability to normalize the prison environnent. That is,
normal i zati on and the conbi ned goal s of safety, order, and
security may be nutual ly reinforcing.

Nor mal i zati on and Puni shnent

Sone correctional scholars, arguing for "just deserts,"”
justify inprisonnent solely for its synbolic value to society as
provi di ng puni shnent. These scholars argue for a "confinenent"”
nodel of prison managenent (Logan 1993). Any attenpt to change
t he of fender through normalization into a rul e-abiding i nmate and
| aw abi ding citizen, these scholars argue, involves coercion and
puni shment that goes beyond that prescribed by the just deserts
nodel and reduces the synbolic purpose of punishnment by inplying
that the offender is not fully responsible for his or her
crimnal behavior. | disagree with this position. First, the
very operation of safe, orderly, and secure institutions achieved
ei ther through normalization, extrenme physical constraint, or any
other legal neans will necessarily involve coercion and
mani pul ati on ai med at changing the inmate's norns and behavi or
(Foucaul t 1977; Weber 1954). Second, and unli ke the nedical
nodel of crinme and rehabilitation, which suggests crimnality is
a sickness which can be corrected through rehabilitation
prograns, everything about nornmalizing operations and prograns
suggests the inmate is fully responsible for his or her behavior,
crimnal or otherwise. Normalization provides opportunities and
encouragenent to |l earn acceptable ways of coping with prison life
and, after release, life in the comunity (Johnson 1987).10

The Tensi on Between Nornalization and Custody
To many observers, especially prison staff, there appears to

be a tradeoff between normalization and custody. For exanpl e,
staff who are asked to treat inmates humanely nust view i nmates

Johnson argues for prison operations that provide i nmates
w th encouragenent and opportunities to find niches, as he calls
them in which inmates can "maturely cope"” wth the "pains of

i nprisonnment." Johnson clains that inmates who | earn "mature
coping,"” in prison will also cope nore maturely with life in the
community after release and, therefore, will be less likely to
recidivate. In our termnology, Johnson argues for normalized

prison operations which, he says, allowinmates to cope maturely
with prison life. Johnson calls for research to assess exactly
what prograns and what encouragenent works to increase the nunber
of inmates who | earn mature coping.
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as conpl ex human beings rather than sinply as "crooks." This,
however, could nmake staff nore vul nerable to manipul ati on by
inmates. Prison industry operations, which provide normalizing
enpl oynment opportunities, nmean increased custodial problens
because they give inmates access to tools and other naterial that
coul d be used as weapons or escape paraphernalia. Prison
architecture that creates a humane environnment may create
increased difficulties in maxi m zing custody and security.

Soci al furloughs and visiting prograns pose obvious risks to
custody and security. However, if correctional managers are
correct about the effect of normalization on inmate behavior, the
apparent tradeoff between normalization and custody can be seen
inadifferent light. That is, normalization is a highly

ef ficient nmechanismfor inproving custody, security, and safety
and achi eving these ends in a humane manner. Furt hernore,
normal i zati on has the added attraction of potentially reducing
recidivism In sum normalization reinforces sound custody
practices (e.g., surveillance, searches, escape- proof
architecture for high-risk inmates, dispersion of prison gang
menbers) .

Differential Association, Control Theory, and Prison
Nor mal i zati on

| rely on Edwin H Sutherland's differential association
theory (Sutherland 1947) to provide the theoretical underpi nnings
for normalization. Sinply stated, Sutherland says that
soci ali zati on anong persons hol ding norns favorable to | aw
violation and who violate institutional rules and societal norns
is nost often a prerequisite for crimnal or rule-breaking
behavior. Normalization, by underm ning the inmate subcul ture
and providi ng program opportunities and role nodels pronoting
| aw abi di ng norns, enploys Sutherland' s theory. Sutherland's
theory is at odds with the psychol ogical theories that postul ate
i ndi vi dual psychopathy as a source of crimnal behavior and which
are often relied on to fornmulate clinically based rehabilitative
treatnments. Because they explain crimnal behavior as a
consequence of individual "sickness" or nal adj ustnment,
correctional experts have generally described these psychol ogi cal
theories as resting on a "nedical nodel"” of crinme. Sutherland' s
theory inplies no such sickness, but instead views crim nal
behavior as the result of socialization, albeit, socialization in
a social environnent containing a disproportionate set of norns
favoring law braking. Normalization is an attenpt at
resocializing the inmate by offering opportunities for contact
with institutional progranms and staff pronoting | aw abidi ng
nornms. Because it relies on conventional or "everyday"
soci alizing nmechani sns, normalization differs in its orientation
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from nost psychol ogically based, clinically oriented
rehabilitation prograns.

Two crim nol ogi sts, Mchael Gottfredson and Travis Hirschi,
have proposed a radically different theory of crinme from
Sutherland's differential association, which has recently caught
the attention of many crimnol ogists (e.g., Gasmck et al. 1993;
Warr 1993; Sanpson and Laub 1993). The theory is nost fully
explained in Gottfredson and Hirschi's book, A General Theory of
Crinme (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). Their theory, which may be
called the lack of self-control theory, or control theory for
short, argues that lax discipline of children | eaves themwth
poor self-control and a predisposition toward, anong ot her
t hi ngs, snoking, substance abuse, poor school and work
partici pation, unstable marriages, accidents, drunk driving, and
crime later in life. According to Gottfredson and Hirschi
"the origins ... of lowself-control are to be found in the first
six or eight years of |ife, during which tine the child renains
under the control and supervision of the famly or a famli al
institution" (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990, p. 272). GCottfredson
and Hi rschi al so describe "the conditions necessary for adequate
child rearing to occur," they say, "in order to teach the child
self-control, soneone nmust (1) nmonitor the child' s behavior; (2)
recogni ze devi ant behavior when it occurs; and (3) punish such
behavior" (Gottfredson and H rschi 1990, p. 97). GCottfredson
and Hirschi argue that the failure to discipline |ack of self-
control in children will |eave themwith an inability to contro
t hensel ves that will persist throughout their lives. Regarding
resoci alization of persons |acking self-control, Gottfredson and
Hirschi state, "Qur theory would be consistent wwth efforts to
teach the offender self-control, but all indications are that
such teaching is highly unlikely to be effective unless it cones
very early in devel opment” (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990, p.
269) .

Sutherland's differential association theory relies heavily
on learning theory. That is, according to differential
associ ation theory, crimnal behavior is learned in the sane
manner as | aw abi di ng behavior. According to |earning theory,
human behavi or is guided by norns and behavioral rules |earned
t hrough explicit | essons and by observing, imtating, and
internalizing the behavior of others. 1In this manner, children
learn norns and behavioral rules for life in a given culture and
subcul ture. Learning theory, as used by differential association
t heorists, holds that |earning, or socialization and re-
soci al i zation, continues throughout a person's life as they
participate in different social institutions (e.g., school,
sports, work, mlitary, and marriage). Fromthe differenti al
associ ation/learning theory perspective, crimnal behavior and
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any supporting cognitive skills are |learned, just as socially
accept abl e behavior is |earned, although the content of crim nal

| earning is obviously different fromthe content of prosocial

| earning. Prosocial behavior is |earned from prosocial parents,
school, and work, while crimnal behavior is |earned from
crimnal parents and delinquent/crimnal peers, gangs, and prison
subcul tures.

Gottfredson and Hrschi reject differential
associ ation/learning theory as an explanation of crim nal
behavi or; according to them if self-control is not |earned by
havi ng unaccept abl e behavi or puni shed during the first 8 years of
life, they assert, then the individual is likely to face a
lifetime of poor self-control and, nost |ikely, dysfunctional
behavi or, including crimnal behavior. Gottfredson and Hirsch
al so reject the possibility of any significant re-socialization
to self-control after age 8.

Qoviously Gottfredson and Hirschi's theory conflicts with
our idea about the process and potentially positive outcones of
prison normalization. As | see it, normalization is better
informed by differential association/learning theory than by
control theory. | offer two justifications for this claim CQur
first justification is the definition given to normalization by
M chel Foucault, from whom we borrow the concept of normalization
(Foucault 1977). For Foucault, normalization is a process of
education and re-educati on achi eved through | essons,
surveill ance, exam nation, rewards, and sanctions which occur,
and reoccur, throughout a person's life as the individual
participates in various social institutions such as religion,
school, university, sports, mlitary, work, marriage, prison, and
nursing homes. Normalization is not limted to childhood, or to
the famly, but is taken up by all of society's institutions as a
mechani sm of shaping the individual's behavior and cognitive
make-up in conpliance with that institution's rules and desired
behavi oral out cones.

Qur second justification for taking differenti al
association/learning theory as the theoretical root of
normal i zation is prisonization. Evidence for prisonization, the
creation of inmate subcultures in reaction to a managenent -
versus - inmates style of prison operations, | take as evidence
for differential association and against control theory.

Prisoni zati on occurs where prison managenent enphasi zes only
custody and security and neglects normalization. In such an
environnent, inmates are isolated as a group and, as a group,
create a social system (subculture) anong thensel ves, a

subcul ture informed by the crimnal nornms that inmates bring with
theminto prison. Because, in this prisonized environnent,
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soci al bonds are formed wth other inmates only, normative
orientations in opposition to institution managenent and to the
| arger society are fostered and reinforced.

Wil e much additional research is needed to validate
prisonization, that is, evidence showi ng prisonization really
occurs, | argue that one validation has already occurred, that
is, the assessnent by prison managers that prisonization is
likely to occur, unless operations, policies and prograns to
normal i ze the prison experience are put into place. Prison
managers are closely involved over time with i nmate popul ati ons
and those popul ations' reactions to prison operations or
environnents. Based on this experience, | argue, prison managers
take prisonization as a given and, on pragmatic grounds, adopt
normal i zation as the renedy. This leads us to a further
proposition: any evidence that normalization works to reduce
pri son m sconduct, gang formation, and recidivismw | provide
evi dence that prisonization exists and for the differenti al
associ ation/l earning theory of crine.

Testing Normalization's Effectiveness

Statistically significant effects for nmeasures of
normal i zi ng policies, operations, or progranms on innmate
m sconduct, escapes, suicides, and recidivismprovide evidence
for normalization's effectiveness. These tests can be nmade by
determ ning, across prisons or prison systens, the presence or
absence of one or nore of the normalizing operations listed in
t he precedi ng di scussion, along with nmeasures of program coverage
and intensity, and testing for a |link between these neasures and
out cone neasures such as prison m sconduct and recidivismrates.
Researchers may al so link normalizing operations to an inverted
U shaped function of prison tinme served on m sconduct frequency,
which is thought to be indicative of socialization into an inmate
subcul ture (Wheel er 1969) as conpared to a downward sl opi ng
straight Iine which would, | believe, indicate a normalization
or, possibly, a custody and control explanation. Researchers may
al so exam ne the associ ati on between nornalizing operations and
subj ective neasures (e.g., survey responses) of inmate comm tnent
to crimnal and i nmate subcul tural nornms and attachnent to
crimnal peers.

O course, any tests would need to control for alternative
expl anations of the behavioral or subjective outcones used as the
dependent variables. These controls would include nmeasures of
the nornms and behaviors inported into prison and of custody or
control nechanisns in operation to control inmate behavior.

A Test of the Normalizing Effects of Furlough and Educati on
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Pr ogr ans

Because they pronote the normalizing effects described
above, social furloughs and education prograns are hypothesized
to reduce recidivism Social furloughs provide the inmate with
at least a brief reconnection with famly, friends, and conmunity
and elimnate briefly the separation that nost inmates experience
as the nost painful aspect of inprisonment.! Furloughs also
communi cate that prison managenent respects the inmate's need to
mai ntain conmmunity and famly ties. Education prograns serve the
function of resocializing toward prosocial nornms while
productively occupying the inmate's tinme, thus limting the
forces of prisonization.

In this analysis, | statistically controlled for variables
predicting both recidivismrisk and program participation, and
vari abl es measuring positive program outcones, other than
normal i zati on, such as post-release enployability, and famly
stability. By controlling for these variables, | can isolate and
test the normalizing effects of furlough and education prograns
on post-rel ease success. Such an assessnent provides, however,
only a partial test of normalizing operations because of the
array of normalizing policies, operations, and prograns descri bed
previously, only furlough and education prograns are exam ned.
Mor e exhaustive research on the effectiveness of nornalization
woul d use nmeasures for all of the normalizing operations
di scussed above and Iink themto several outcones in addition to
recidivism

In addition to furlough and educati on program partici pation,
| al so exam ned the independent effect of a |arge nunber of
vari abl es nmeasuring pre-prison characteristics, prison
experience, and post-rel ease experience.

The two hypotheses | test are:

1. Because of their normalizing effects, social furloughs
I ncrease post-rel ease success.

2. Because of their normalizing effects, prison education

1A survey of Canadian prison inmates found that 82 percent
of the respondents listed |lack of regular contact wwth famly and
friends as the greatest pain they experienced frominprisonnent.
This was nearly twi ce the 44 percent who gave |ack of freedom as
the greatest pain suffered frominprisonnment (Zanble and
Por porino 1988). Surveys of American prisoners report simlar
results (Richards, 1978; Fl anagan 1980).
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prograns increase post-rel ease success.

Additionally, I wll answer two questions pertaining to
i nmat e needs that prison prograns m ght satisfy:

1. Does post-rel ease enpl oynent increase post-rel ease success?

2. Does living with a spouse after rel ease increase post-rel ease
success?

Wil e these two questions do not address prison program
effectiveness, they do have inplications for prison prograns. A
finding that post-rel ease enpl oynent increases post-rel ease
success, for exanple, suggests that any program assisting
rel easees with post-rel ease enpl oynent woul d, potentially, reduce
recidivism Simlarly, a finding that living wwth a spouse after
rel ease i ncreases post-rel ease success woul d suggest that any
prison programpronoting marital stability would reduce
recidivism

Control Vari abl es

In the nultivariate analysis, controls are introduced for
crimnal record or, as | amcalling them crimnal nonmentum
measures (i.e., nunber of prior convictions, nunber of prior
i ncarcerations, Salient Factor Score, and USSC Crim nal History
Score); the denographic characteristics of the rel easees (age,
gender, and race); pre-prison educational attainnment; pre-prison
wor k experience; prison m sconduct; tinme served; post-release
enpl oynent, and living arrangenents (famly, non-famly); and the
popul ati on size, poverty rates, and unenploynment rates in the
rel easee's home community.?? Al of these control variabl es have
been found in previous research to predict recidivismor prison
program participation (Monahan 1981; Schm dt and Wtte 1988).

As indicated, in addition to testing for the effects of
furl ough and educati on program participation, we wll observe the
i ndependent effect of each of the control variables. These
results will extend our understandi ng of rel easee characteristics
associated wth recidi vismbeyond that provided by the bivariate
anal yses presented in the first part of this report.

2\Whi | e the vari abl es neasuring prior convictions and
incarcerations, along with the SFS and CHS, are used as neasures
of crimnal nonentum they may be alternatively interpreted as
capturing the effects of stigmatization and prisonization
resulting fromprior contact with the crimnal justice system
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| use nultivariate |ogistic regression nodels to assess the
effect of program participation and the control variables on
recidivism The dependent variable was coded one (1) if the
rel easee recidivated in the 3-year followp period, and zero (0)
if the individual did not recidivate. Therefore, the logistic
regression coefficients indicate the increase (positive sign) or
decrease (negative sign) in the |og-odds of recidivating for a
one-unit increase in the independent vari able.

| al so exam ned accelerated failure-tinme nodels. The
dependent variable in these nodels is time to recidivism (in
months), with those persons who did not recidivate in the
follomup period treated as "right censored,” to use failure-tine
term nol ogy. The explanatory variables used are those for the
four logistic regression nodels the results of which are
presented in Table 26. Exponential, logistic, and | oglogistic
distributions were assuned for failure tines in three separate
estimations of each of the four sets of explanatory vari abl es.
The pattern of significant coefficients and their signs (i.e., +
or -) observed for each nodel were simlar to those for the
respective sets of predictors in logistic regression nodels
presented in Table 26. However, rather than interpreting the
coefficients as increasing or decreasing the | og odds of
recidivating, as in the logistic regression results, the
coefficients in the failure-tine nodel results are interpreted as
i ncreasi ng or decreasing the nunber of nonths until the first
reci di vati ng event occurs.

The |l ogistic nodels presented in Table 26 were each
subjected to a nunber of diagnostic tests (Hosner and Leneshow
1989, pp. 149-170). | discovered no problens that would
invalidate the findings reported.

The |l ogi stic regressions used only observations with no
m ssing information for any of the variables used in the nodels,
that is, a list-wise deletion was used. Therefore, the nunber of
observations in the logistic regressions reported in Table 26 are
reduced to 865 fromthe full sanple size of 1,205. Variables
with the nost m ssing values were the three ZI P Code neasures.
By elimnating these three variables fromthe logistic
regressions, 140 observations were added, for a total of 1, 005.
Results reported for the nodels in Table 26 are not significantly
altered by the those results. | amconducting further anal yses
to determ ne by how nuch, if at all, results differ when the ful
sanple is used in the | ogistic analysis.

Results for Education and Furl ough Program Participation
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Tabl e 26 presents results of the |logistic regressions for
four different nodels, each predicting the |ikelihood of
recidivism The nodels differ only in the crimnal nmonmentum
measures used. Mddel 1 includes the nunber of prior convictions,
Model 2 the nunmber of prior incarcerations, Mdel 3 the Salient
Factor Score, and Mbdel 4 the crimnal history score. | use four
crim nal nmonmentum nmeasures because each is of interest as a
predi ctor of recidivism However, these neasures cannot be
i ncluded in the sane nodel because they are very highly
correlated with one another. Collinearity problens could arise
if all four were used in the sane nodel, causing problens for
accurately evaluating each variable's effect.

| first ook at the effect of prison education program
participation (X,,). W see in all four nodels that education
program participation is significantly related, at the .10
significance level or less, with a reduction (negative sign) in
the likelihood of recidivating, net of any effects the other
variables in the nodel may have.'®* That is, the nore actively
the i nmates successfully participated in prison education
prograns, the less likely they were to recidivate. | interpret
this result, which is independent of pre-prison educational
attai nnment, pre-prison enploynent, and post-rel ease enpl oynent,
as strong evidence that this "normalizing" prison programreduces
reci di vi sm because it attenuates prisonization and reinforces |aw
abi di ng norns.

| estimate the inpact of prison education program
participation on the recidivismrate i ndependent of the other
variables in a nodel. | choose Mddel 3, which uses the Salient
Factor Score, to control for crimnal nonentum By setting al
variables to their sanple neans (other than X,), the probability
of recidivating is 0.328 for a person taking no courses and 0. 286
for a person taking one course for each 6 nonths of his or her
prison term That is, 4.2 percent fewer persons recidivate who
successfully participate in at | east one education course per
each 6 nonths of their prison termconpared to those who did not.

Bl n a separate analysis (Harer 1994), | used hazard nodel s
predi cting recidivismover the study period, using nost of the
control variables used here. However, | limted the persons
exam ned to those spending at least 1 year in prison. | argued

that only persons spending at |east a year in prison would have
had enough time to participate neaningfully in education
prograns. The education program participation neasure was found
to significantly reduce recidivism with a significance |eve
wel | bel ow . 05.
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Tabl e 26. Logistic Regression Coefficients for RecidivismWthin 3 Years After
Rel ease From the Federal Bureau of Prisons on Background, Prison, and Conmunity

Behavi or and Experience Variables. N=865
I ndependent Vari abl e Model 1. Model 2. Model 3. Model 4.
X, Nunber of Prior 0.0773™""
Convi cti ons. (0.0208)
X, Nunber of Prior 0.1173"
I ncar cerati ons. (0.0354)
X; Salient Factor -0.1860"""
Score. (0.0433)
X, Criminal History 0. 0858
Score. (0.0207)
X; Race 0. 5004 0. 5098 0. 4858 0. 4648
(Bl ack=1, O her=0). (0.2123) (0.2120) (0.2126) (0.2136)
X; Mal e 0. 2552 0. 2745 0. 2273 0. 2078
(Mal e=1, Fenal e=0). (0.2840) (0.2836) (0.2853) (0.2839)
X, Marijuana Abuse 0.1289 0.1169 0.1343 0.1262
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.1289) (0.2107) (0.2113) (0.2119)
X; Cocai ne Abuse 0. 0346 0. 0117 0. 0689 0. 0159
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.2122) (0.2124) (0.2125) (0.2134)
X, Heroin Abuse 0.6175"" 0.5789"" 0. 3399 0.5278""
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.2498) (0.2517) (0.2590) (0. 2545)
X0 Barbiturate Abuse 0. 0697 0. 0890 -0. 0217 0. 0752
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.3227) (0.3214) (0.3240) (0.3228)
X;; Al cohol Abuse 0.6652""" 0.7419" 0.6742"" 0.7322""
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.1953) (0.1926) (0.1943) (0.1935)
Xi, Stimul ant Abuse 0. 3674 0. 3355 0. 4075 0. 3360
(Yes=1, No=0). (0. 3568) (0.3563) (0. 3568) (0.3587)
X;3 Hal I uci nogen Abuse -0. 3141 -0.2914 -0. 3759 -0.2741
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.3201) (0.3185) (0.3194) (0.3201)
X4 Ot her Drug Abuse 0. 1646 0.1879 0.1971 0. 1462
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.5101) (0.5032) (0.4994) (0.5038)
X5 Years of Schooling -0. 0544 -0. 0633 -0. 0584 -0. 0590
Conpl et ed When Adm tted. (0.0367) (0.0364) (0.0365) (0.0366)
X6 6 Months Ful -0. 5531 -0.5648"" -0.5064"" -0. 4973
Enpl oynent or Student (0.2006) (0.2009) (0.2014) (0.2036)
(Yes=1, No=0).
X;z Under CJS Supervi sion 0. 4591 0. 4399 0. 0240 0.1293
at Tine Conmitted (0.2074) (0.2096) (0.2402) (0.2324)

O fense (Yes=1, No=0).



Tabl e 26 Conti nued.

I ndependent Vari abl e Model 1. Model 2. Model 3. Model 4.
Xis Nunmber of Prison 0. 0056 0. 0076 0. 00313 0. 0079
M sconduct | ncidents. (0.0521 (0. 0530) (0.0521) (0.0531)
X;s Educati onal Prograns -0.1890° -0.1884" -0. 1995 -0.1948"
Conpl eted Each 6 (0.1029) (0.1029) (0.1055) (0.1046)
Mont hs of Prison Term
X,o Soci al Furl ough -0. 7156 -0.6687""" -0.6794"" -0.6508""
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.2488) (0.2492) (0.2479) (0.2501)
X,; Prison Termin Mnths. 0. 0053 0. 0049 0. 00555 0. 00599
(0. 0095) (0.0098) (0.00950) (0.00984)
X,, Rel eased Through a 0. 3031 0. 2982 0. 2946 0.2791
Hal f way House (0.2127) (0.2108) (0.2123) (0.2114)
(Yes=1, No=0).
X,; Enpl oyed upon Rel ease -0.5793) " -0.4386"" -0. 4468 -0.4605"
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.2040) (0.2030) (0.2044) (0.2042)
X,, Age at Rel ease. -0. 0477 -0. 0503 -0. 0400 -0.0491""
(0.0111) (0.0114) (0.0108) (0.0112)
X,5 Living with Spouse -0.5763"" -0. 5594 -0.5657""" -0.5605""
Upon Rel ease. (0.2148) (0.2142) (0.2153) (0.2147)
X,¢ Resident ZI P 1988 0.2843"" 0. 2808 0.2676""" 0.2822""
Popul ation (Nat. Log). (0. 0935) (0. 0930) (0.0923) (0.0933)
X,; Resident ZIP 1980 Percent 0.0184" 0. 0158 0.0174 0.0188"
Famlies in Poverty. (0.0110) (0.0110) (0.0110) (0.0110)
X,s Resident ZI P 1980 -0.0839"" -0.0811"" -0.0832""" -0.0825""
Percent Unenpl oyed. (0.0284) (0.0284) (0.0282) (0.0284)
I nt er cept -1.2963 -0.9975 0.1835 -1.1869
(1.1162) (1.1116) (1.1330) (1.1138)
-2 Log Likelihood 810. 55 814. 03 807. 77 807. 34
Hosmer & Lenmeshow Goodness 14.928 22.975 11. 458 15. 716
of Fit Statistic Based on p=0. 0606 p=0. 0034 p=0. 1771 p=0. 0466

Deci | es of (Qbservations.

* P.10. **P#.05. ***P#.01 (Standard Error in parenthesis.)

Next, | look at the effect of receiving a social furlough
(X50). We see that in all four nodels, receiving a soci al
furlough is significantly related, at the .01 level or less, to a
reduction in recidivism | interpret this result, which is

i ndependent of famly ties as represented by the variable for
post-rel ease |living arrangenents (X,), as further support for
the effectiveness of prison prograns ained at normalizing the
pri son experience.
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As | did for prison education program participation, | can
estimate the inpact of social furloughs on the recidivismrate
i ndependent of the other variables in a nodel. Again, | choose

Model 3. Setting all the variables to their sanple means (other
than X,,) the probability of recidivating for a person receiving
no social furloughs is 0.346 and 0.212 for a person receiving at
| east one social furlough. That is, 13.4 percent fewer persons
recidi vate who receive a social furlough conpared to those who
receive no social furloughs, with all the other variables in
Model 3 set at their sanple neans.

Resul ts For Post-Rel ease Enpl oynent and Living Arrangenents

Looking at the effect of post-rel ease enploynent (X,;) and
post-rel ease |living arrangenents (X,), we see that coefficients
for both variables are statistically significant. Also, the
coefficients have negative signs, indicating that persons who
arrange for post-rel ease enploynent and those who live with a
spouse after release have |ower |ikelihoods of recidivating.

As we observed in Part | of this report, the majority of
i ncarcerating offenses and the recidivating offenses can be
categorized as economc crinmes (e.g., drug trafficking, |arceny
theft, bank robbery, burglary), that is, crinmes commtted to
obtain noney or things. Therefore, it is not difficult to
under st and why post-rel ease enploynent is related to reduced
recidivismfor the study group. Any policy, operation, or
program such as prison industries, education prograns, and
hal fway house rel ease that pronotes post-rel ease enpl oynent w |
reduce recidivismanong Federal prison releasees. W shall see
in Part 1V that hal fway house rel ease, controlling for
background, prison, and rel ease variables, is a programthat
significantly increases post-rel ease enploynent and, therefore,
reduces recidivism

Rel ease to an intact famly neans the rel easee has a st ake
in conformty. A new offense neans an al nost certain return to
prison and, again, renoval fromthe famly. Al so, rel easees
returning to a spouse are rooted in a social institution
provi di ng econom ¢ and enotional support and which is responsible
for socializing both adult and young alike.

These two findings indicate that prison prograns,
operations, or policies that increase a rel easee's |ikelihood of

¥I'n this regard, Federal prison releasees differ fromState
prison rel easees. Anpbng State prison rel easees, a much |arger
percent had been incarcerated for a violent offense than anong
Federal prison rel easees (Beck and Hester 1986).
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post -rel ease enpl oynent (e.g., education prograns, prison work

i ncluding prison industries or UNICOR and hal fway house rel ease)
or foster famly stability (e.g., visitation, social furloughs,
hal fway house rel ease, or even perhaps, and where appropriate

gi ven the conpeting demands of punishnment and rehabilitation, a
shortened prison term) will contribute to a reduction in
recidivism

Resul ts For Control Vari abl es

The effects of the control variables in the nodel are of
great interest. Their observed effects tell us what pre-prison
characteristics, prison experiences, and post-rel ease conditions
are predictive of a higher or lower |ikelihood of recidivating.

Each of the crim nal nonmentum nmeasures (X, - X,) are highly
predictive of recidivism The nore involved in crine a person is
when admtted to prison, as indicated by these official nmeasures,
the nore involved this individual will be in crine after rel ease
from prison

Bl ack rel easees (X;) are nore likely to recidivate than
white rel eases, net of the other variables. It is possible that
the race variable here is, in part, acting as a proxy for
juvenile offending. The official neasures of crimnal nonentum
used are limted to rel easees' adult records.

Mal es are no nore likely to recidivate than females. This
result differs fromthat reported by Beck and Shipley (1989) who
exam ned recidivismanong State prison rel easees. They found
that mal es had higher recidivismrates than femal es. Wiy Federa
and State prison releasees differ in this regard is not clear.

O eight drug abuse types, only heroin abusers (Xg), for
three of the four nodels, and al cohol abusers (X;;), in all four
nodel s, are nore likely to recidivate than non-abusers of each
drug. ' That the variable neasuring heroin abuse is not
predictive of recidivismin Mdel 3 is no doubt because the SFS
i ncorporates a nmeasure of heroin abuse. Despite nedia concern
about the effects of cocaine use on crinme, cocaine abuse (Xg) IS
not significantly related to recidivismrisk in our analysis.
However, the cocai ne abusers exam ned here, as discussed above,

%'n additional analysis, not presented in this report, |
found that persons who had al cohol abuse problens and who had a
prior crimnal record, had a disproportionate nunber of violent
of fenses (e.g., assault) as part of that record, when conpared to
non- al cohol abusers.
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are nore |likely powder cocai ne abusers, not abusers of crack
cocaine. It is possible that abuse of crack cocaine is
significantly related to recidivismrisk. However, our data do
not allow us to address that issue. Also, recall the discussion
of Table 6 in Part |, where | note that because very few drug
abusers abuse only one drug, these drug abuse neasures index a
particul ar pattern of drug abuse not the abuse of one drug only.
Al so, the dummy variables for drug abuse conpare those who use
the drug indicated by the dummy variable nane with those who

ei ther abuse no drugs, or who abuse other drugs but do not abuse
the drug represented by the dummy vari abl e.

Years of schooling when admtted to prison (X;5) appears to
have a weak effect on recidivism when controlling for the other
variables in the nodels. | find only one significant
coefficient, in Mdel 1.

St abl e enpl oynent or student status (X;) prior to
confinement is strongly related to a |lower |ikelihood of
reci di vati ng.

Bei ng under crimnal justice supervision when conmtting the
current incarcerating offense (X;;) is significantly related to
recidivating in Mddels 1 and 2, but not in Mdels 3 and 4. This
is, no doubt, because both the Salient Factor Score and the
Crimnal Hi story Score, used in Mdels 3 and 4 respectively,

i ncorporate a neasure of this variable in their makeup.

The nunber of prison m sconduct incidents (X;5) IS not
related to the likelihood of recidivating. | should add that
this variable was replaced in other analyses that | conducted
with a variable nmeasuring the rate of m sconduct for each 6
nmont hs of incarceration. This rate variable was al so not
significant. Therefore, despite the fairly strong bivariate
rel ati on between prison m sconduct and recidivismdisplayed in
Tabl e 11, once other variables predicting recidivismare
controlled, prison m sconduct has no effect on recidivism That
i's, the sane variables predicting prison m sconduct appear also
to predict recidivism

| suspect that the variables in the four nodels neasuring
prior crimnal record are highly correlated with prison
m sconduct, suggesting that the prior crimnal record of inmates
predi cts both prison m sconduct and recidivism |ndeed, the
Pearson Correl ati on between the frequency of prison m sconduct
vari abl e (X;g) and each of the crim nal nonmentum nmeasures (X;-X,)
is statistically significant: 0.24 with Prior Convictions; 0.25
with Prior Incarcerations; -0.26 with the Salient Factor Score;
and 0.23 with the Crimnal H story Score. In sum the sane
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background characteristics that predict recidivism also, predict
prison m sconduct. This finding contradicts the argunent that

pri son m sconduct should be used in addition to prior crimnal
record when maki ng parol e deci sions based on risk of recidivating
(Gottfredson and Adans 1982). This finding also contradicts the
argunment that "rebellious" inmates do better after rel ease than
inmates who conply with institution rules (Goodstein 1979).

Length of prison term(X,), as in the bivariate analysis
di spl ayed in Table 15, appears to have no effect on recidivism
risk. In short, there appears to be no specific deterrent effect
of long prison terns.

Rel ease from prison through a hal fway house (X,,) has no
normal i zing effect on recidivism This result differs fromthe
strong bivariate association of hal fway house rel ease with
recidivismseen in Table 16. No doubt, inmates who are rel eased
t hrough a hal fway house are chosen because they are inmates with
low recidivismrisk. Therefore, once controls are introduced
that capture recidivismrisk, the bivariate effect disappears.
However, in Part IV of this report, which exam nes the effect of
hal fway house rel ease on post-rel ease enpl oynent, hal fway house
release is found to significantly increase the |ikelihood of
enpl oynent and, therefore, in this indirect way, reduces
recidivism Wy hal fway house rel ease has no direct normalizing
effect is conceptually understandable given the definition of
normal i zation used which is always in the context of the prison
environnent. Because the hal fway house experience is i ndependent
of prison, no direct normalizing effect on prison |life should be
expected. The possibility remains that hal fway house rel ease
may, however, have an indirect, or anticipatory effect, (i.e.,
persons hoping for a hal fway house rel ease may be | ess inclined
to participate in the inmate subculture, or violate institutiona
rules and nore inclined to participate in wrk and educati onal
prograns to show social responsibility). An adequate assessnent
of this indirect normalizing effect is beyond the scope of the
present anal ysi s.

Age (X,,) at release is strongly related to recidivismrisk
The younger the releasee, the nore likely he or she is to
recidivate.

The popul ation size of the conmunity (X,) in which the
person resides after release is strongly related to an increased
risk of recidivating. This result seenms to support theories of
crime which hypot hesi ze higher crine rates wi th higher population
size of cities as a result of a nmultiplicative increase of
crimnal peers, crimnal opportunities (e.g., theft; selling
illicit drugs), and increased stress, perhaps |eading to violent
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behavi or and substance abuse.

The poverty rate (X,;) in the rel easee's resident community
is significantly related, at the .10 level or less, to a higher
risk of recidivating in Models 1 and 4. This result is supported
by a large body of crimnological theory and research relating
structural, or aggregate |levels, of poverty to increased crine
rates.

That hi gher popul ation size (or urbanisn) and poverty rates
increase the |ikelihood of recidivating may be explai ned
simlarly to the way prisonization is used to explain high rates
of inmate m sconduct, especially violent m sconduct.

Cri m nol ogi sts expl ai n why poor urban nei ghbor hoods have hi gh
crinme rates, especially for violent crinme, by pointing to the
soci al and econom c deprivation and isolation, stress, and

crim nal subcultures found in these poor, urban nei ghborhoods
(Bernard 1990; Stark 1987; Suttles 1968). In these

nei ghbor hoods, the rel easee finds peers and associ ates supporting
crimnal attitudes and norns. It is not surprising, therefore,

t hat many persons released to these community environnments have
hi gher |ikelihoods of recidivating.

Finally, the unenploynent rate (X, in the rel easees
community is strongly related to recidivismrisk, although not in
the way that nost people woul d expect. The higher the
unenpl oynment rate, the lower the risk of recidivating. This
result appears to provide support for the theory of crinme which
posits that high unenploynent rates will be associated with | ow
crime rates due to the greater presence of unenpl oyed persons in
their hones and nei ghbor hoods during the day to observe and
prevent crimnal activity. | further note that the unenpl oynent
rate neasures the percentage of the working age popul ati on who
are not working and are actively | ooking for work, as opposed to
t he percentage sinply not working for an extended peri od.
Therefore, | speculate that the unenpl oynent rate used may serve
to measure what | will call community "work ethic.” This
interpretation is bolstered by the inclusion of the neasure for
the percentage of famlies living in poverty in the rel easee's
resident ZIP Code(X,;) as a control in the nodel. The poverty
rate may neasure, in part, the percent of the population
unwi I ling to seek enployment. | would expect that a high
community work ethic would correspond with a |ower |ikelihood of
recidivating. A nore adequate assessnent of any possible
community "work ethic" effects m ght use community survey data
tapping into attitudes about work, or nmeasures of the proportion
of the working age population that is sinply idle. None of these
alternative neasures were available to us. | hasten to add that
whil e the aggregate unenpl oynent rate is inversely related to
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reci di vism unenpl oynent of the individual releasee is highly
predi ctive of post-release crimnal involvenent.

Di scussi on

| found that two normalizing prograns contribute to a
reduction in recidivismwhen other influences are controll ed.
Participation in furlough or education prograns appears to divert
inmates fromthe forces of prisonization and serves to reinforce
| aw abi ding norms. These results are even nore inpressive when
we consider that program participants are convicted fel ons, many
with extensive crimnal records and drug abuse histories.

Some may contend that selection criteria for program
participation favoring lowrisk i nmates have not been adequately
controlled and, therefore, our results say nothing about the
ef fectiveness of education and furl ough prograns for reducing
recidivism It may also be argued that sone inmates are nore
"notivated" both to participate in prison prograns and to live a
life free of crimnal behavior after release fromprison, and

that | have not controlled for notivation. |In response, | assert
t hat because of the |arge nunber of carefully chosen contro
variables, | interpret the positive results as reflecting real

and i ndependent effects of program participation. Evidence for

t he adequacy of the controls is found by observing how hal f way
house rel ease, which has a strong bivariate association with | ow
recidivismas seen in Table 16, had no effect on recidivismin
the nultivariate nodel. This indicates to us that selection
criteria favoring lowrisk inmates for rel ease to hal fway houses,
and for participation in education and furl ough prograns, have
been adequately controll ed. 6

Theoretically, one could argue that prison rel ease through
a hal fway house in which the person spends as nmuch as 100 days or
nmore in, or near, his or her honme community and is free to work
and spend tine with famly and friends is equivalent to a nearly
full-time prison furlough. And, as such, release through a
hal fway house hypothetically should have a greater normalizing
effect in reducing recidivismthan a brief furlough from prison.
One could further argue that the controls in our logistic
equations for recidivism propensity such as the Salient Factor
Score, drug dependency, and prison m sconduct are adequate
controls for recidivismpropensity when exam ni ng the i ndependent
(normalizing) effect of hal fway house rel ease, but not for
exam ning the normalizing effect of a prison furlough. Wy?
Because, one could argue, persons receiving a prison furlough are
the best of the best, so to speak. |In other words, while only
| owri sk persons receive a halfway house rel ease near the end of
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Some may al so argue that our findings are not generalizable
because only lowrisk inmates participated in education or
furl ough prograns. However, an exam nation of cross tabul ations
of the furlough variable and the Salient Factor Score (not shown,
but available fromthe author) suggests that while inmates with
hi gh Salient Factor Scores (i.e., lowrisk inmtes) were nore
likely to receive a furlough than those with | ow scores, a
substantial nunber of high-risk inmates did receive furl oughs.
O the 865 persons examned in the |logistic analysis 237 received
furl oughs; of this latter group, 57, or 24 percent, had Salient
Factor Scores of five or lower. For this reason, | interpret the
result for the furlough variable as show ng a normali zi ng,
reci di vi smreduci ng, effect independent of other risk factors.
Simlarly for prison education program participation, an
exam nation of education program participation and Salient Factor

their term only extrenely lowrisk persons are granted a soci al
furl ough. This could be because slightly greater risk is
tolerated for a person who will be released to the street within
1 to 3 nonths than for a person who may have a fair anount of
prison tine left to serve. Therefore, extrene care is given in
choosi ng persons to receive a prison furlough where the decision
to grant a furlough is based not only on the objective risk
predi cting devices such as Salient Factor Score, etc., but also
on specific information about the inmate's behavi or gai ned

t hrough observation by case managers, wardens, and other prison
staff, information of a kind not included as a control in our
statistical nodel. 1In short, that prison staff use additional
informati on avail able to them about the inmate, to clinically
override the statistical neasures or predictors of risk used as
predi ctor variables in our |ogistic analysis. However, because
of the | arge nunber of such variables used in our nodels and
because of their statistical significance, | aminclined to
reject the clinical override explanation in favor of a
normal i zi ng program effect explanation. Wy furloughs woul d have
a normalizing effect while hal fway house rel ease does not goes
logically to the heart of the normalization concept: that

furl oughs reduce the deprivations of inprisonment in the context
of inprisonnment. Before and after the furlough, the prison

envi ronnent, no matter how humane, provides a stark contrast with
those things that may be of deep and true neaning to the inmate:
famly, friends, and community, in short, life out side the
prison. It is fromthis stark contrast that a furlough from
prison may reinforce | aw abi ding norns and associ at ed behavi or.
No such stark contrast is present in the hal fway house where
restriction to a residential house environnent is for a
relatively few hours each day during which the person is either
sl eeping, or preparing to return to work and famly.
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Scores (not shown, but available fromthe author) shows that the
distribution of SFS's anong those who successfully conpl eted any
education courses during their prison termis the sane as the SFS
distribution for the entire sanple. This is further

substanti ated by the nonsignificant correlation of .03 between
the Salient Factor Score (X;) and the Prison Education Program
vari abl e (Xp).

However, even if these criticisns were correct, it would
stand to reason that if prograns were not available to inmates,
many of those who currently participate would fall prey to
prisoni zation. The very fact that correctional admnistrators so
strongly and vociferously argue and | obby for continued work,
education, and other progranms for inmates tells us that they
think if not for prograns, prisonization wiuld be a greater
problemthan it is, with a consequent rise in serious inmte
m sconduct (Dilulio 1991, Chapter 3) and, by inplication, a
possible rise in recidivismrates as well.

The instrunments used to predict recidivism the Salient
Factor Score and the Crimnal H story Score, are shown to be
significantly related to recidivismrisk

Enpl oyment and living with a spouse on rel ease significantly
i nprove post-rel ease success. Wiy this is so can, no doubt, be
expl ained, in part, because participating in these institutions
reinforces socially acceptable norns and weakens socially
unaccept abl e norns.

The significant effects of the three structural variabl es
(popul ation size, poverty, and unenploynent) call attention to
the famliar assertion that the crimnal justice system cannot do
everything when it cones to reducing recidivismor crine. The
soci al and econom c conditions of conunities in which rel easees
reside affect recidivismrates (as do the individual attributes,
norns, and propensities of the releasees). This is nost likely
so because of the crimnal subcultures these structural
conditions bring about. By itself, the crimnal justice system
can do only part of the job needed to change social and econom c
conditions that give rise to these crimnal subcul tures.

Part 111. Predictors of Recidivating Frequency

| nt roducti on

Here, | use ordinary | east squares (CLS) or nultiple
regression to examne the variables predicting recidivating
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frequency anong rel easees who recidivated at |east once. In Part
|, Table 23, we saw that nearly half (49.7 percent) of the
recidivists were rearrested or had parol e revoked nore than once
during the 3-year followp period. It seens instructive,
therefore, to examne which, if any, of the background (pre-
prison), prison experience, and post-rel ease neasures predict
recidivismfrequency. Even a cursory analysis, as provided here,
may shed light on the ability of recidivismrisk predicting
instrunments to predict recidivating frequency (here | use the
Sal i ent Factor Score) and shed |ight on which prograns and
policies addressing what specific i nmate needs may reduce

reci di vism frequency.

Met hods

The analysis was limted to the 490 persons in the sanple
who recidivated at | east once during the 3 years follow ng
rel ease from Federal prison

The dependent variable is the natural |og of the nunber of
recidivating events (arrests or parole revocations) during the 3-
year followp period. The log is used to transformthe highly
skewed distribution of recidivating events to a nore nor nal
distribution (i.e., a distribution wth equal nunbers on either
side of the nean). Miltiple regression results are nore reliable
when t he dependent and i ndependent (predictor) variables have
normal distributions.

Wth two exceptions, the predictor variables used were those
used in the logistic analysis of Part |11, Table 26. The
exceptions are that the Salient Factor Score (SFS) was the only
crimnal nmonmentum or risk, neasure used and the addition of a
dummy vari abl e neasuring whether the first recidivating event was
an arrest for a violent or sex crine. | limted the risk
measures to the SFS because it was found, in Parts | and II, to
be the best risk-predicting device examned in terns of
predictive power. The reasoning for adding the violence variable
is that a first rearrest for a violent or sex crine may, if it
results in a conviction, lead to a substantial jail or prison
sentence renoving the offender fromthe street during which tine
they could have commtted additional crimes and, therefore, would
have hi gher recidivismfrequency during the study peri od.

A shortcomng is that | had no variable neasuring | ength of
parol e supervision. Persons while on parole presumably have a
greater likelihood of arrest and, obviously, have a greater
l'i kel i hood of parole revocation than persons not on parole
(Petersilia and Turner 1993).
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Three different logistic nodels are estimated. This is to
provi de opportunity to observe results for different nodel
speci fications and nunbers of observations (recall fromPart 11
t hat because of the way m ssing variable values are handled in
the logistic regression, there is an inverse relation between the
nunber of predictors used and the nunber of observations
available to estimate the nodel). WMdel 1 includes as predictors
all the variables used in Model 3 in Part 1I, Table 26. Model 2,
excludes from Model 1 the ZI P Code variables. Mdel 3, excludes
from Model 2 the drug dependency vari abl es.

Resul ts

Multiple regression results are presented in Table 27.
Model 1 contains all the predictors. Mdel 2 excludes the
community structural variables nmeasuring ZI P Code popul ati on
size, poverty rate, and unenploynent rate. This is done because
i ncluding these variables results in the |loss of a | arge nunber
of observations because these variabl es have m ssing val ues for
many observations. Mdel 3 excludes the ZI P Code variables and
vari abl es neasuring drug and al cohol dependence.

The significant effects are the follow ng: the higher the
SFS, the I ower the frequency of recidivating;, both pre-prison and
post -rel ease enpl oynent reduces the frequency of recidivating;
mal es recidivate nore frequently than females; and the | onger the
person's Federal prison term the less frequent is recidivism
However, the prison termvariable has the | east significant
coefficient of the statistically significant coefficients (never
with a p value less than .07 and only significant at the .1 |evel
in each of the three nodels).

Di scussi on

To our mnd, the nost inportant inplications of this,
admttedly prelimnary, analysis are, first, that the SFSis a
power ful predictor of both recidivismlikelihood and frequency
and, second, the inportance of enploynment for reducing both
recidivismand its frequency. This last finding reinforces the
need for prison prograns, policies, and operations such as prison
i ndustry and education prograns that inprove inmates' enploynent
pr ospects.



Tabl e 27. OLS Regressions of The Log of Recidivism Frequency on Predictor
Vari abl es for Those Rel easees Wio Reci di vat ed.

| ndependent Vari abl e

X

X,

Xl 0

Xll

Xl 2

Xl 3

Xi4

Xl 5

Xl 6

Xl 7

Xl 8

I nt ercept

Sal i ent Fact or

Scor e.

Race

(Bl ack=1, O her=0).
Mal e

(Mal e=1, Fenunl e=0).

First Rearrest
For Violent O fense.

Mari j uana Abuse
(Yes=1, No=0).

Cocai ne Abuse
(Yes=1, No=0).

Her oi n Abuse
(Yes=1, No=0).

Bar bi t ur at e Abuse
(Yes=1, No=0).

Al cohol Abuse
(Yes=1, No=0).

Sti mul ant Abuse
(Yes=1, No=0).

Hal | uci nogen Abuse
(Yes=1, No=0).

O her Drug Abuse
(Yes=1, No=0).

Years of Schooling
Conpl et ed When Adnmitt.

6 Months Ful |
Enpl oynent or Student
(Yes=1, No=0).

Under CJS Supervi sion
at Time Conmitted
O fense (Yes=1, No=0)

Nunmber of Prison
M sconduct | nci dents.

Educat i onal Prograns
Conpl eted Each 6
Mont hs of Prison Term

Model 1.

0.5187
(0. 4457)

- 0. 0425***
(0. 0162)

-0. 0445
(0. 0750)

0.1754
(0.1120)

-0.0768
(0.0971)

-0. 0609
(0.0771)

0. 0415
(0. 0813)

-0. 0284
(0. 0913)

0.0145
(0. 1050)

-0. 0992
(0.0710)

0.0784
(0.1139)

-0. 0043
(0. 1069)

0. 0454
(0. 1653)

-0. 0031
(0.0147)

-0.1217
(0. 0802)

-0. 0140
(0.0913)

0. 0155
(0. 0157)

-0.0381
(0. 0424)

Model 2.

0. 5997
(0. 2555)

-0.0337**

(0. 0150)

-0. 0270
(0. 0649)

0. 1958*
(0. 1040)

-0.1080
(0. 0878)

-0. 0489
(0. 0693)

0. 0182
(0. 0725)

0. 0409
(0. 0804)

-0. 0052
(0.0992)

-0. 0274
(0. 0638)

0. 0657
(0.1020)

-0. 0483
(0. 0994)

-0. 0400
(0. 1527)

0.0133
(0.0129)

- 0. 1657**
(0. 0726)

0. 0080
(0. 0826)

0. 0052
(0. 0144)

-0. 0272
(0. 0403)

Model 3.

0.5912
(0.2232)

- 0. 0336***
(0.0127)

-0. 0476
(0. 0594)

0.2012**
(0. 0986)

-0. 0836
(0. 0810)

0. 0055
(0.0122)

- 0. 1949***
(0. 0666)

0. 0359
(0. 0730)

0. 0169
(0.0133)

-0. 0517
(0.0392)
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Tabl e 27 conti nued.

I ndependent Vari abl e Model 1. Model 2. Model 3
X;s Soci al Furl ough 0. 0808 0. 0017 0. 0155
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.1058) (0. 0968) (0.0907)
X,o Prison Termin Months -0. 0051* -0. 0043* - 0. 0044*
(0.0027) (0.0026) (0. 0025)
X,; Rel eased Through a 0. 0401 0.0725 0. 0987
Hal f way House (0.0781) (0.0719) (0.0674)
(Yes=1, No=0).
X,, Enpl oyed upon Rel ease -0.1388* -0.1384* -0.1372**
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.0797) (0.0723) (0.0679)
X,; Age at Rel ease. -0. 0030 -0. 0035 -0. 0013
(0.0044) (0. 0040) (0.0036)
X,, Living with Spouse 0. 0133 -0. 0062 -0. 0001
Upon Rel ease. (0.0912) (0.0853) (0.0813)
X,; Resident ZIP 1988 0. 0331

Popul ati on (Nat. Log) (0.0377)

X, Resident ZI P 1980 Per 0. 0016

Famlies in Poverty. (0.0040)
X, Resident ZIP 1980 -0. 0032 - -
Percent Unenpl oyed. (0.0106)
R- Squar e 0. 1206 0. 1060 0.1022
N 315 378 440

* Pg. 10. **P#. 05. ***P# 01 (Standard error in Parenthesis.)

Part 1V. Hal fway House Rel ease and Post - Rel ease Enpl oynent
| nt roducti on

Wi | e hal fway house rel ease was not found to reduce
reci di vismthrough normalization (see Part I1), it may affect
ot her aspects of the person's post-rel ease experience related to
reci di vism such as post-rel ease enploynent. 1In this part of the
report, | exam ne whether hal fway house rel ease increases the
I'i kel i hood of post-rel ease enploynent and in that way decreases
recidivism

Because Bureau of Prisons policy strongly encourages
enpl oynment for hal fway house rel easees, it is reasonable to
expect that hal fway house release will increase post-rel ease
enpl oynent. O the 614 persons in our study group who were
rel eased through a hal fway house, 68.1 percent were enpl oyed when
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released to the community, conpared to 22.2 percent of those who
were released directly fromprison.” These differences can be
explained in tw ways. The first explanation is that hal fway
house rel easees are sel ected because they are nore enpl oyabl e and
notivated to work.!® The second expl anation for the higher post-
rel ease enpl oynent of hal fway house rel easees can be expl ai ned by
the strong expectation that hal fway house residents will find and
keep a job, a strong expectation that is backed up by a set of
rewards and sanctions. For exanple, hal fway house residents are
likely to be deni ed weekend passes and social |eave, and nmay even
be returned to an institution for failing to obtain a job.
Therefore, a |arge percentage of hal fway house rel easees find
enpl oynent .

Met hods

To assess the effect of hal fway house rel ease on enpl oynent
i ndependent of the selection process favoring persons nore |likely
to find and maintain a job, | conducted a logistic analysis
assessing the effect of hal fway house rel ease on the |ikelihood
of post-rel ease enploynment while controlling for those
characteristics that neasure enployability and work ethic (i.e.,
pre-prison job stability, drug-dependence, prison education
program partici pation, post-release |living arrangenents, crim nal
record, prison msconduct, as well as the soci oeconom c
conditions in the post-release resident ZIP CODE). Three
different |logistic nodels were estimated. This was done to
provi de opportunity to observe results for different nodel
speci fications and nunbers of observations (recall fromPart 11
t hat because of the way m ssing values are handled in the
| ogi stic regression, there is an inverse relation between the
nunber of predictors used and the nunber of observations
avai lable to estimte the nodel).

Y"These percentages may be | ower than the actual figures
because informati on on post-rel ease enpl oynent may not have been
recorded in sone inmates' prison files. This possibility neans,
of course, that any interpretation of the effect of hal fway house
rel ease on post-rel ease enpl oynent nust be tenpered by the
possibility of measurenent error in the dependent vari able.

8Because hal fway house rel ease depends on both Bureau
policy and the inmate's volunteering to go, halfway house rel ease
is filtered by two selection criteria, policy selection and sel f-
sel ection. Both selection processes m ght be expected to result
in nore enployable inmates with a greater notivation to work
going to a hal fway house.
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Resul ts

Results of the |logistic analysis are presented in Table 28.
We see that the coefficient for hal fway house rel ease (Xy) IS
highly significant (at a less than a .05 significance level) in
all three nodels. |, therefore, conclude that hal fway house
rel ease increases the |likelihood of post-rel ease enpl oynent.
Because post-rel ease enploynent is associated with a reduced
i kelihood of recidivating (see Part 11) hal fway house rel ease,
by increasing post-rel ease enpl oynent, al so increases post-
rel ease success.

QG her significant results are that males (X,) are nore
likely to be enployed at rel ease than fenmal es; pre-prison
enpl oynment stability (X;,) increases post-rel ease enpl oynent ; 1°
users of "other drugs" (X;,) have a | ower |ikelihood of
enpl oynent; and havi ng been under crimnal justice supervision
(probation, parole,) at the tinme the person conmmtted his or her
current offense (X;5) decreases post-rel ease enpl oynent.

Di scussi on

Apparently, the strong encouragenent to work given to
hal fway house rel easees reduces recidivism This result supports
t he hal fway house rel ease program and the strong encouragenent to
work that is given to participants. That strong encouragenent to
wor k, bordering on coercion, may actually reduce recidivismhas
i nplications beyond hal fway house release. |t suggests that
strong encouragenent for inmates to participate in prison
education, work, and drug treatnent nmay reduce recidivism?2°

¥Thi s finding supports those sentencing judges who | ook at
enpl oynent stability as one neasure of an offender's risk of
reci di vati ng.

20That coercion of hal fway house releases to find and keep a
j ob appears to increase post-rel ease enploynent and in this way
reduce recidivismhas inplications beyond recidivism |If public
assi stance to able bodied nen and wonen were conbined with strong
i ncentives to work, perhaps welfare prograns m ght actually be
able to reduce many of the social problens (including crine)
found in communities with high proportions of welfare recipients
(Mead 1993).



Tabl e 28. Logistic Regressions of Post-Rel ease Enpl oynent on Hal fway House
Rel ease and Control Vari abl es.

I ndependent Vari abl e Model 1. Model 2. Model 3
X, Intercept -2.8241*** -2.0514*** -2.0292***
(1.0339) (0.5878) (0.5062)
X, Salient Factor 0. 0755* 0. 0496 0. 0169
Score. (0.0415) (0.0385) (0.0329)
X; Race -0. 3431 -0.1701 -0.1922
(Bl ack=1, O her=0). (0.2121) (0.1826) (0.1674)
X, Male 1.2424%* 1.0254*** 0. 9950* **
(Mal e=1, Fenul e=0). (0.2879) (0.2639) (0.2479)
Xs Marijuana Abuse 0. 0495 -0.1124
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.2085) (0.1888)
Xs Cocai ne Abuse 0. 2059 0.2114
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.2097) (0.1910)
X, Heroin Abuse 0. 5268* 0. 2832
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.2703) (0.2386)
X Barbiturate Abuse -0.0768 -0. 0816
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.3319) (0.3025)
X, Al cohol Abuse 0. 0748 0.1336
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.1879) (0.1722)
X0 Stimul ant Abuse 0. 0992 0. 0957
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.3496) (0.3122)
X;; Hal I uci nogen Abuse 0. 2754 0. 1559
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.3311) (0.3006)
X, Gt her Drug Abuse -1.1431** -0.9134*
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.5222) (0.4732)
X3 Years of Schooling -0.0129 - 0. 0052 -0. 0029
Conpl eted When Admtt. (0.0321) (0.0288) (0.0274)
X4 6 Months Full 0. 6809** 0. 7991*** 0. 8145***
Enpl oynent or Student (0.1921) (0.1745) (0.1607)
(Yes=1, No=0).
X;5 Under CJS Supervi si on - 0. 4330* -0.3751* -0. 3109
at Tine Conmitted (0.2395) (0.2151) (0.1958)
O fense (Yes=1, No=0)
X6 Nunmber of Prison -0. 0309 -0.0379 0.0141
M sconduct | nci dents. (0. 0569) (0.0503) (0.0439)
X;; Educati onal Prograns -0.1111 -0.1019 -0. 0550
Conpl eted Each 6 (0.0936) (0.0863) (0.0762)

Mont hs of Prison Term

X Social Furl ough 0. 5680* * 0. 3590* 0. 3700**
(Yes=1, No=0). (0.2161) (0.1958) (0. 1835)
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Tabl e 28 conti nued.

I ndependent Vari abl e Model 1. Model 2. Model 3
Xio Prison Termin Mnths - 0. 0154* -0. 0043 -0.0101
(0.0092) (0.0074) (0.0071)
X,, Rel eased Through a 1.7075*%* 1.6896*** 1.6860***
Hal f way House (0.1829) (0. 1665) (0.1559)
(Yes=1, No=0).
X, Age at Rel ease. -0. 0132 -0.0111 - 0. 0060
(0.0092) (0.0086) (0.0076)
X,, Living with Spouse 0. 2752 0.1816 0. 2844*
Upon Rel ease. (0.1946) (0.1788) (0.1657)
X,; Resident ZIP 1988 0. 0449

Popul ation (Nat. Log) (0.0795)

X,, Resident ZIP 1980 Per 0. 0095
Famlies in Poverty. (0.0108)

X,s Resident ZIP 1980 0. 0085

Per cent Unenpl oyed. (0.0274)
-2 Log Likelihood 919. 357 1081. 508 1214. 863
Hosner & Leneshow Goodness 14. 085 5.9233 3.4068
of Fit Statistic Based on p=0. 0796 p=0. 6558 p=0. 9063

Deci | es of (Qbservations.

Cbservati ons 865 1005 1119

* P#.10. **P#.05. ***P#.01 (Standard error in Parenthesis.)

Part V. Policy Inplications, Future RecidivismResearch, and
Concl usi on

| mplications of This Study for BOP Operations and Future Research

A mgjor finding of this study is that social furloughs
contribute to reduced recidivism Since 1988, a shift in BOP
furlough policy and practices has resulted in the granting of
substantially fewer social furloughs. Results of the current
study suggest that this shift in furlough policy may have nade
successful release to the community nore difficult for a |large
nunber of BOP rel easees. Therefore, | recommend that current BOP
furl ough policy be reexam ned. Future research should attenpt to
identify those i nmates who could nost benefit froma social
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furl ough, but who would at the sanme tinme pose little or no risk
to the public while on furlough.?

This study al so found support for the normalization
hypot hesi s that education program participation counters the
forces of prisonization and incul cates | aw abiding norns. This
result provides support for the continuance and possible
expansi on of education prograns as a way of increasing post-
rel ease success.

Future research al so needs to assess nore than just the
normal i zing effect of program participation on post-release
success. Research is needed that identifies the gains in
skil | s/ knowl edge acquisition or human capital (e.g., increased
reading and math ability; job search skills; and vocati onal
skills) resulting from program participation and |ink these gains
to post-rel ease success, possibly expanding the definition of
post -rel ease success to include enploynment and ot her positive
outcones that may be affected by prison programs. This type of
anal ysis woul d benefit greatly by including normative neasures of
commtnment to education, work, famly, and crinme both at
adm ssion and at, or near, release. These neasures would assi st
i n gaugi ng change in normative orientation toward educati on,
work, famly, and crimnal involvenent that occur while in prison
and woul d all ow that change to be associated with recidivism
Furt hernore, neasures pertaining to educational staff and program
operation would be useful in identifying the nost appropriate
staff and program format for bringing about the desired change in
educational ability and attitudes about work and crine.

G ven the effectiveness of normalizing operations and the
prograns examned in this study for reducing recidivism the BOP
shoul d continually explore ways to inprove existing operations
and prograns and | ook for new or additional, normalizing
operations, policies, and prograns. For exanple, making it nore

2'Cbvi ously, social furloughs are not appropriate for high
security inmates, especially those found in the supernmax
institution Marion. However, a programto provide visits for
t hese high security inmates who currently receive none (i.e.,
fromfamly, friends, or other comrunity groups) and who are
desirous of such visits, can be inmagined, even for inmates in the
Marion H unit. The Bureau could facilitate, perhaps the formation
of legitimate, volunteer conmunity groups to sponsor visits.
Such a program woul d have guidelines that specify the objectives
of such a program and the conditions under which visits woul d
occur .
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explicit that prison operations should support normative change
m ght intensify and focus the effort.

Future research should attenpt to describe nore clearly the
processes through which normalization may work to reduce both
i nmat e m sconduct and recidivism Specific prison normalizing
policies, operations, and prograns need to be identified and the
process through which they operate on prisonization and cognitive
resoci alization needs to be traced.

Cenerally the research results support the conceptua
di vision of variables predicting recidivisminto a set of fixed
"Ri sk" variables and "Need" variables. "Risk" variables are
vari abl es that predict recidivismand neasure characteristics of
the person that are fixed and not directly anenable to change,
such as prior crimnal behavior. "Need" variables are variables
that predict recidivismand neasure dynam c characteristics of
t he individual which, because they are dynamc, are anenable to
change, such as educational attainnent, enployability, drug or
al cohol dependency, famly stability, and commtnment to prosoci al
norns. Further research needs to be conducted on nethods for
identifying the specific "needs" people have, which have been
shown to be related to recidivismrisk, and on prograns (e.g.,
education, furloughs, work, halfway house rel ease) that work to
nmeet those "needs"” in ways that will reduce recidivism

To better understand the comrunity or structural conditions
affecting individual recidivismand the processes through which
they operate, future research should first develop a fuller
t heoretical specification of how community structural conditions
(e.g., population size, poverty, inconme inequality, unenploynent)
af fect individual recidivismand, second, obtain nmeasures of
those structural conditions for appropriate geographical areas
(e.g., Metropolitan Areas, ZI P Codes, Census Tracts).

The tradeoffs, or tensions, between the apparently
conflicting demands of normalization and custody concerns need to
be laid out conceptually and explored enpirically. To better
gauge correctional staffs' perspective on normalizing operations
and to better understand the tension they see between
normal i zati on, on one hand, and custody and puni shnment, on the
ot her, questions related to this issue should be asked in future
staff Prison Social Cinmte Surveys.

Wth uniformand valid nmeasures of both operations and
outcones (e.g., neasures of humane treatnent, nunber of fenale
corrections officers, visitation, m sconduct, recidivism over
time, future research examning the effects of nornmalizing
pri son operations or prograns should take a | ongitudi nal approach
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by noting the introduction of normalizing operations and
subsequent out cones such as change in m sconduct and recidivism
rates.

The anal ysis of treatnent program effectiveness for persons
with a drug or al cohol dependency (full analysis not shown, but
avai l able fromthe author) is prelimnary, but suggestive.
Results indicate that persons receiving treatnent are those with
t he nost severe dependency. Mre adequately specified nodels
using a larger range of accurate neasures for individuals,
treatnments, and environnents are needed to allow researchers to
better isolate treatnment effects. The current drug treatnent
eval uation project is a big step toward filling these needs
(Federal Bureau of Prisons 1992).

Anal ysis of recidivismfrequency (Part 111) yielded two
useful, albeit prelimnary, findings. First, the Salient Factor
Score (SFS), which is a powerful predictor of recidivismrisk, is
al so a predictor of recidivismfrequency for those who
recidivate, making it an even nore attractive statistical risk-
predi cting device. Second, steady enploynent both before prison
adm ssion and after release fromprison, reduces recidivism
frequency anong those who recidivate. Again, as in Part |1, we
find a need for any correctional policy, operation, or program
(e.g., education programnms, prison industries) that m ght increase
post -rel ease enpl oynent.

In Part 1V, | discussed the effect of hal fway house rel ease
on post-rel ease enploynent. Results support an hypothesi zed |ink
bet ween hal fway house rel ease and a hi gher |ikelihood of post-
rel ease enploynent. Therefore, while hal fway house rel ease may
not reduce recidivismthrough normalization (Part I1), it appears
to reduce recidivismby increasing post-rel ease enpl oynent.

Since one rationale for a correctional systemto conduct
recidivismstudies is to evaluate the effects of correctional
operations, including prograns, on post-rel ease success, it is
i nportant that conplete and accurate data be collected on
i nmat es' prison experiences, including program participation,
drug use history, famly visits, and m sconduct. These data are
al so needed to evaluate the effectiveness of operations,

i ncl udi ng prograns, on neasures/indicators of operational
effectiveness (e.g., assault rates, suicide rates, group

di sturbances, and managenent indexes created fromitens in Social
Climte surveys of staff and inmates).

In light of this study's findings, | STRONGLY reconmend t hat
the BOP's Ofice of Research and Evaluation, in conjunction with
ot her appropriate, BOP departnents, develop itens for addition to
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each inmate's SENTRY record (SENTRY is the BOP' s automated i nnate
data systen), capturing the follow ng information:

(1) Drug abuse history, including type(s) of drug(s) and a
measure of abuse severity.

(2) Pre-prison years of schooling and degrees earned.
(3) Enploynent stability.
(4) Marital status.

(5) Visits received while in custody (dates and the visitor's
relation to the inmate).

(6) Salient Factor Score and/or Crimnal History Score.

(7) Program participation (e.g., drug and al cohol treatnent,
education, prison industry).

This informati on woul d be extrenely useful for research and,
nore inportantly, for assessing each individual inmate's
progranmm ng and custody needs, and for meking deci sions about his
or her release requirenents. Furthernore, these inmate data can
be aggregated for the entire BOP popul ation, allow ng BOP
managers to assess the appropriate policies, operations, and
prograns needed to achi eve the Bureau's m ssion.

Finally, simlar to the institution Social Cinmate surveys
annual ly admnistered to staff in all BOP institutions, an inmate
Social Climate survey should be adm nistered annually to a sanple
of inmates in each institution. As noted above, inmate "cli nmate"
surveys woul d hel p managenent spot ineffective policies,
operations, and prograns (whether ained at nornmalization,
custody, or security) and assist in identifying the reasons for
the ineffectiveness so that appropriate changes can be nade.
Survey responses also allow identification of inmate needs and
concerns that are not being addressed with current practice and,
therefore, indicate new policies, operations, or prograns that
may be warranted. Finally, clinmate surveys are an additional
means of building |ines of comrunication between institution
managenent and i nmat es.

One inpedinent to admnistering inmate climate surveys is
| ogistical. The BOP O fice of Research does not have the
resources to send a researcher to every institution each year to
conduct the survey. One way around this problem m ght be to
designate an inmate survey admnistrator at each institution who
woul d have responsibility for adm nistering the instrunent
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devel oped by the O fice of Research to a sanple of inmates chosen
by the Ofice of Research. Initially, the institution
representatives could be trained at the regional offices by

O fice of Research staff.

Concl usi on

Despite the current enphasis on punishnent, or just deserts,
when sentencing Federal |aw violators to prison, studies show
that both the public and correctional workers expect prison
operations and prograns to reduce recidivismor, at a m ni num
not to increase it (lnnes 1993; Cullen et al. 1993). Anobng the
public and anong correctional workers there remains a desire to
know the rate of recidivism how existing correctional policies
and operations affect recidivism and, by identifying offender
needs, what new or inproved operations and prograns m ght reduce
recidivism As |long as these demands exist in the conmmunity and
anong correctional workers, recidivismstudies will be needed,
despite the current enphisis on just deserts.

Addi tionally, recidivismstudies provide essenti al
information in guiding sentencing policy that focuses on risk, in
addition to punishnment. A prudent sentencing policy m ght be
defined as one that, after considering the severity of the
of fender's offense, also considers his or her likelihood of
returning to crine after inprisonnent, especially a return to
serious violent crine. Only sound recidivismresearch can
provi de the needed risk-predicting devices to guide such a
sent enci ng policy.

In this recidivismstudy, | exam ned how correctional
operations affect recidivismand exam ned background
characteristics, prison experiences, and rel ease conditions that
predict recidivism | argued that Federal prison operations
attenpt to normalize the prison environnment and, thereby,
si mul taneousl y reduce prisonization and inprove the inmates’
post-rel ease chances. | tried, albeit in a mninml way, to test
the effectiveness of these normalizing operations on post-rel ease
success, and found sone nodest, but encouraging, results such as
the positive effects of social furloughs and education prograns.
| provided information about those characteristics and
experiences of inmates that predict recidivism such as prior
crimnal record, age, substance abuse, famly stability, post-
rel ease enpl oynent, and comrunity soci oeconom ¢ characteristics.
| believe that this study's findings inform Federal correctional
managers about which prison polices, operations, and progranms
currently work for reducing recidivism provide information for
i nprovi ng exi sting prograns and formul ati ng new prograns that
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m ght change, in positive ways, inmate characteristics associ ated
with recidivism and can be used by Federal crimnal justice
policy makers for inproving sentencing to achieve goals in
addition to puni shnment.

| end by expressing ny hope that this study proves useful to
all crimnal justice personnel responsible for managi ng our
nation's rapidly growing prison populations in ways that create a
safe, secure, and humane prison environnent, protect the public,
and i nprove chances that persons released fromprison will live a
| aw abi di ng and productive life.



75

Appendi x A. Normalizing Policies, Operations, and Prograns in
The Federal Bureau of Prisons.

In this Appendix, | describe in nore detail the normali zing
policies, operations, and prograns that have been put into place
and enphasi zed over the | ast several decades, which are listed in
Part |1 of the main report.

Regardi ng a human rel ati ons approach to handling i nmates,
one feature of this approach is open comuni cation between staff
and inmates. Traditionally run prisons [imted staff-inmte
communi cation to orders given by staff. Comrunication can help
reduce the alienation of inmtes fromstaff and can, as sone
research has shown, |lower |levels of prisonization (McCeary 1960,
1961). The human rel ati ons approach recogni zes that alienation
can be overcone to sone extent if staff can communicate to
i nmates as persons with specific needs. Open |ines of
communi cation neans staff can offer |aw rule abiding ways for
inmates to neet their needs. Finally, it is hoped that the
concept of reciprocity will conme into play in that persons
treated humanely will respond in kind.

The unit managenent style of operations used by the Bureau
of Prisons facilitates conmunication by providing opportunities
for staff to becone famliar wth the particular personalities,
needs, and concerns of inmates in the unit to which these staff
are assigned. Under the unit managenent approach, staff are
assigned to a specific housing unit on a permanent basis rather
than being continually shifted fromunit to unit in the
institution. Through repeated contact, staff nenbers can obtain
a better understanding of the personalities, needs, and concerns
of each inmate in that unit.

I nmate classification insures that inmates are assigned to
institutions appropriate for them given their commtnent to
crimnal nornms and behavi or (Kane 1986; | ngram 1987). Segregating
the nore fromthe less crimnally commtted i nmates hel ps to
prevent the spread of crimnal norns and growth of inmate
subcul tures and prison gangs.

Research evi dence suggests that enploying femal e
correctional officers in all-male institutions produces a nunber
of normalizing effects. Because the all-male environment is not
reflective of the real world, female correctional officers
i ntroduce sone normalcy into the setting (Etheridge, Hale, and
Hanbrick 1984). Female officers have been found to communi cate
nore openly with male inmates than male officers, which has |ed
to lower violence rates in the living quarters (Omen 1985). Mle
inmates reported that they watched their manners and appearance
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nore closely after female officers began working in their
institution (G aham 1981; Peterson 1982).

The Di scipline Hearing Oficer (DHO program places
determ nation of guilt and sanctioning of inmates for violation
of institution rules in the hands of a trained, independent,
di sci pline hearing officer. The DHO program hel ps to insure that
standard rul es of evidence are followed for determining guilt or
i nnocence, disparity is renoved fromthe sanctioning process, and
possi ble conflicts of interest are renoved that may ari se when
correctional officers adjudicate m sconduct as nenbers of an
institution disciplinary conmttee. The inmate can al so appeal
the DHO s decision to the prison warden and to regional or
central office quasi-judicial authorities. |In sum the DHO
process helps to introduce fairness and equality of justice into
t he handling of inmate m sconduct.

The inmate grievance programfacilitates conmuni cation by
providing a nmechanismfor inmates to have their problens
addressed by organi zati onal nmanagers both inside and outside the
institution in which they are held. Therefore, inmate grievance
procedures help to overcone the inmate's potential sense of
i sol ation and hel pl essness in dealing with perceived w ongf ul
treat ment.

Visitation and social furloughs help noderate what is, for
nost i nmates, one of the nost painful aspects of inprisonment:
the lack of close contact with famly, friends, and hone
comunity.

Wor k and education prograns provide inmates with
opportunities to mnimze, for a time, the pains of inprisonnent
(e.g., separation fromfamly) through conventional activities
which, in addition to any skills they inpart, serve the
socializing function of inparting | aw abiding norns as industri al
and educational institutions do in the larger society (Wir
1973).

Strategic particularism (e.g., case nmanagenent,
psychol ogi cal, nedical, and chapl aincy services) is referred to
as such because it provides opportunities for staff to learn
about the particular needs and characteristics of inmates and
provi des a venue for inmates to express their needs and, if
possi bl e, to have those needs net. Furthernore, the staff
filling in these specific categories provide role nodels of |aw
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abi di ng behavi or . 22

A system of sanctions and rewards provides incentive to
participate in institutional progranms in addition to the general
incentive of escaping the pains of inprisonment (Johnson 1987).

Staff and inmate "climate" surveys serve several nanagenent
and normal i zing purposes. They provide managenent w th insight
into staff and i nmate perceptions about the effectiveness of
polices, operations, and prograns. They hel p managenent identify
ineffective practices (in terns of normalization, custody, and
security), underlying causes, and corrective neasures that are
needed to alleviate these problens. Survey responses also help
identify staff and i nmate needs and concerns that are not being
addressed and, therefore, can indicate new policies, operations,
or programnms that are needed. Finally, climate surveys al so serve
to build lines of comunication between institution nmanagenent
and i nmates (Saylor 1984; Dillingham and Montgonmary 1983).

2 |1t is of note that the staff social climte surveys,
adm nistered to representative sanples of institutional staff
each year since 1989, show that staff filling service positions
(e.g., teachers, chaplaincy, case managers, psychol ogica
services, health services) nore so than staff in any other job
category, feel that they can deal nost effectively wth innates
and that they can make a positive change in inmates' |ives.



78
REFERENCES

Allen, Emlie Andersen, and Darrell J. Steffensnmeier 1989. "Youth
Under enpl oynent, and Property Crine: Differential Effects of
Job Availability and Job Quality on Juvenile and Young Adult
Arrest Rates." Anerican Sociological Review 54:107-123.

Beck, Allen J., and Thomas Hester 1986. Prison Adm ssions and
Rel eases, 1983. Washington DC. Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Beck, Allen J., and Bernard E. Shipley 1989. "Recidivi sm of
Prisoners Released in 1983." Bureau of Justice Statistics:
Special Report. Washington, DC. Departnent of Justice.

Beck, Janes L., and Peter B. Hoffman 1976. "Tine Served and
Rel ease Performance: A Research Note," Journal of Research
in Crine and Deli nquency. 13, 127-132.

Beck, Janes L., R chard P. Seiter, and Harriet M Lebowitz 1978.
Community Treatnent Center Field Study. Ofice of Research
Federal Prison System WAshi ngton DC. Federal Bureau of
Pri sons.

Bennett, Janes V. 1928. The Federal Penal and Correcti onal
Problem Report to the U S. Bureau of Efficiency.
Washi ngton, DC. Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Bernard, Thomas J. 1990. "Angry Aggression Anong The 'Truly
D sadvantaged' ", Crimnology. 28, 73-96.

CACl 1988. The 1988 Sourcebook of Denopgraphi c and Buyi ng Power
for Every ZIP Code in the USA. CAC: Fairfax, VA

Cavi or, Helene Enid, Ann Schm dt, and Loren Karacki 1972. An
Eval uati on of the Kennedy Youth Center Differential
Treatment Program I n-Program and 12 Month Post - Rel ease
Qut cone for Kennedy Youth Center, Ashland, and Engl ewood.
O fice of Research, Federal Bureau of Prisons. Washi ngton
DC

C emrer, Donald 1940. The Prison Community. New York: Ri nehart &
Co.

Cohen, Al bert K. 1955. Delinquent Boys: The Culture of the Gang.
New Yor k: The Free Press.

Cohen, Lawence E. and Marcus Fel son 1979. "Social Change and
Crime Rate Trends: A Routine Activities Approach." Anmerican
Soci ol ogi cal Revi ew. 44:588-607.




79

Cressey, Donald R 1955. "Changing Crimnals: The Application of
the Theory of Differential Association," The Anerican
Journal of Sociology 61:116-120.

Cullen, Francis T. and Karen E. Gl bert 1982. Reaffirning
Rehabilitation. C ncinnati: Anderson.

Cullen, Francis T., Edward J. Latessa, Velner S. Burton, Jr., and
Luci en X. Lonmbardo 1993. "The Correctional Oientation of
Prison Wardens: |s The Rehabilitation |Ideal Supported?"
Crimnology, 31 (1) 69-92.

Dllingham Steve D. and Reid H Mntgonery, Jr. 1983. "Prison
Riots: A Corrections N ghtmare Since 1774." The Prison
Journal . Spring-Sumrer, 32-46.

Dilulio, John J., Jr. 1991. No Escape: The Future of Anerican
Corrections. New York: Basic Books.

Et heri dge, Rose, Cynthia Hale, and Margaret Hanbrick 1984.
"Femal e Enpl oyees in All-Male Correctional Facilities,"”
Federal Probation. Decenber 54-65.

Farrington, David P., Lloyd E. Ohlin, and Janes Q W] son 1986.
Under st andi ng and Controlling Crine: Toward a New Research
Strateqgy. New York: Springer-Verl ag.

Federal Bureau of Prisons 1987. "Butner Study: The Fi nal
Anal ysis." Research Review. Washi ngton, DC. Federal Bureau
of Prisons.

Federal Bureau of Prisons 1992. State of The Bureau 1991.
Washi ngt on, DC. Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Fl anagan, T.J. 1980. "The Pains of Long-Term I nprisonnent."
British Journal of Crimnology 20:148-156.

Foucault, Mchel 1977. D scipline and Punish: The Birth of the
Pri son. New York: Pant heon Books.

Freed, Daniel J. 1992. "Federal Sentencing in the Wake of the
Gui del i nes: Unacceptable Limts on the Discretion of
Sentencers," Yale Law Journal, 101.

Gaes, Cerry 1986. Research Review Recidivism Anong Federa
O fenders. Washi ngton, DC. Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Gal vin, John 1992. Ungilded Cages. Unpublished nmanuscri pt.




80

Garl and, David 1990. Punishnent and Mddern Society. Chicago:
Uni versity of Chicago Press.

Cerard, Roy, Robert Levinson, and Herbert Quay 1969. Differenti al
Treatnment -- A WAy to Begin. Robert F. Kennedy Youth Center:
Mor gant own, West Virgini a.

d aser, Daniel 1964. The Effecti veness of a Prison and Parol e
System New York: Bobbs-Merrill.

Gof fman, Erving 1961. Encounters. New York: Bobbs-Merrill.

Gof fman, Erving 1962. Stigma. Englewood Ciffs, NJ: Prentice-
Hal | .

Goodstein, Lynne, and Kevin N. Wight 1989. "Innmate Adjustnent
Prison." In Goodstein, Lynne and Doris Layton Mackenzie ed.
The Anerican Prison: Issues in Research and Policy. New
Yor k: Pl enum Press.

Goodstein, Lynne 1979. "lInmate Adjustnent to Prison and the
Transition to Coormunity Life." Journal of Research in Crine
and Del i nquency. 246-272.

Gottfredson, DDM, L. T. WIkins, and P.B. Hoffman 1967
GQuidelines for Parole and Sentencing. Lexington, MA:
Lexi ngt on Books.

Gottfredson, Mchael R, and Travis Hirschi 1990. A Ceneral
Theory of Crine. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

CGottfredson, Mchael R, and Kenneth Adanms 1982. "Prison Behavi or
and Rel ease Performance: Enpirical Reality and Public
Policy." Law & Policy Quarterly. 4(3):373-391.

Graham Camlle G 1981 "Wnen Are Succeeding in Mile
Institutions," Anerican Correctional Association
Monogr aphs. Series 1,1 27-36.

Grasm ck, Harold G, Charles R Tittle, Robert J. Bursik, Jr.,
and Bruce J. Arneklev 1993. "Testing the Core Enpiri cal
| mplications of CGottfredson and Hrschi's CGeneral Theory of
Crinme." Journal of Research in Crine and Delinquency 30: 5-
29.

Harer, Mles D. 1994. "Do CGuideline Sentences For Low Ri sk Drug
Traffickers Achieve Their Stated Purposes?' Federa
Sentencing Reporter. (August) 7:22-27.




81

Harer, Mles D. 1994. Prison Education Program Participation and
Recidivism A Test of the Nornalization Hypothesis. Paper
presented at the annual neeting of American Society of
Crimnological, Mam , Florida, Novenber, 1994.

Heaney, Gerald W 1991. "The Reality of Cuideline Sentencing: No
End to Disparity,” Anerican Crimnal Law Review, 28.

Hi ndel ang, M chael 1978. "Race and I nvol venent in Common-Law
Personal Crines." Anerican Journal of Sociology. 78:360-370.

Hof f man, Peter B., and Janes L. Beck 1974. "Parol e Deci si on-
Maki ng: A Salient Factor Score," Journal of Crimnal
Justice, 2: 195-206.

Hof f man, Peter B., and Janes L. Beck 1976. "Salient Factor Score
Val idation-A 1972 Rel ease Cohort." Journal of Crim nal
Justice. 4:69-76.

Hof f man, Peter B. 1983. "Screening For Ri sk: A Revised Salient
Factor Score (SFS 81)." Journal of Crimnal Justice. 11:539-
547.

Hof f man, Peter B., Janmes L. Beck and M chael G eene
(Forthcom ng). "The Mean Cost Rating (MCR) |Is Somers' D. A
Met hodol ogi cal Note." Journal of Crimnal Justice.

Hosner, David W and Stanl ey Leneshow 1989. Applied Logistic
Regressi on. New York: John Wley & Sons.

Ingram G lbert L. 1987 "Anerican Federal Prison System Control
and Classification.”" In AE. Bottons and R Light (Eds.),
Problens of Long-Term I nprisonnent.

| nnes, Christopher A 1988. State Prison Inmate Survey, 1986:
Drug Use and Crine. U S. Departnment of Justice, Bureau of
Justice Statistics. Washington, DC.

| nnes, Christopher A 1993. "Recent Public Opinion In The United
States Toward Puni shment And Corrections,” The Prison
Journal, 73 (2), 220-236.

lrwin, John 1980. Prisons In Turnoil. Boston: Little, Brown and
Conpany.

Johnson, Robert 1987. Hard Ti ne: Understandi ng and Reform ng the
Prison. Pacific Gove, CA: Brooks/Col e.




82

Kane, Thomas R 1986. "The Validity of Prison Classification: An
I ntroduction to Practical Considerations and Research
| ssues.” Crinme and Delinquency, Vol. 32(3).

Karacki, Loren 1991. "An Era of Change: Evolving Strategies of
Control in the Bureau of Prisons." Federal Prisons Journal.
Washi ngton DC. Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Kassebaum Gene, David A. Ward, and Daniel M W]l ner 1971. Prison
Treatnent and Parole Survival: An Enpirical Assessnent. New
York: John W/ ey.

Kleiman, Mark A. R 1993. Agai nst Excess: Druqg Policy for
Results. New York: Harper Collins.

Kl ei n-Saffran, Jody 1991. Shock Incarceration, Bureau of Prisons
Style. Washington DC. Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Lenert, Edwin M 1972. Hunan Devi ance, Soci al Probl ens, and
Sociol Control. Englewod diffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Li ebetrau, Al bert M 1983. Measures of Association. Beverly
Hlls, CA Sage.

Logan, Charles H 1993. "Crimnal Justice Performance Measures
for Prisons,"” in Perfornmance Measures for the Crin nal
Justice System Discussion Papers fromthe BJS-Princeton
Project. Washington, DC. U. S. Departnment of Justice.

Maltz, M 1984. Recidivism Ol ando, FL: Academ ¢ Press.

McC eery, Richard H 1961. "The Governnental Process and | nform
Social Control"™ in D. Cressy (Ed.) The Prison. New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Wnston. 149-188.

McC eery, Richard. 1960. "Comrunication Patterns as Bases of
Systens of Authority and Power," in R Cloward, D. Cressey,
G Gosser, R MCeery, L. Ohlin G Sykes, and S.
Messinger (Eds.) Theoretical Studies in Social O ganization
of the Prison, New York: Social Science Research Council
49-77.

McCorkle, L. W, and R Korn 1954. "Resocialization Wthin
Walls," The Annals of The Acadeny of Political and Soci al
Sci ence, 293: 88-98.

Mead, Law ance 1993. "The Poor Pre-em nent," The W/I son

Quarterly. Sumrer, 42-48.




83

Monahan, John 1981. Predicting Violent Behavior: An Assessnent of
Cdinical Techniques. Beverly Hlls: Sage.

NCI JA Justice Bulletin 1993. "Drug Interdiction at Point of
D m ni shing Returns, Says GAO " April: p. 4.

Owen, Barbara 1985. "Race and CGender Rel ations Anong Prison
Wrkers," Crinme & Delinquency. 31,1 147-159.

Petersilia and Turner 1993. |Intensive Supervision For H gh-R sk
Probati oners. Santa Mnica, CA: Rand.

Pet erson, Cheryl Bowser 1982. "Doing Time Wth the Boys: An
Anal ysis of Whnen Correctional Oficers in Al-Mle
Facilities,” in Barbara R Price and Natalie J. Sokol of f
(Eds.) The Crimnal Justice System and Wonen. New York:
Cl ark Boardman Co., Ltd.

Reuter, Peter, and Mark A R Kleinman 1986. "Ri sk and Prices: An
Econom c Anal ysis of Drug Enforcenent.”_ Crine and Justice
An _Annual Review of Research. Volunme 7, M chael Tonry and
Norval Morris, editors, pp. 289-340. University of Chicago
Press: Chicago.

Ri chardson, CGenevra 1985. "The case for prisoner's rights" in
Accountability and Prisons: Opening Up a dosed Wrld. Mke
Magui re, Jon Vagg, and Rod Morgan (Eds.) Tavi stock: London.

Ri chards, B. 1978. "The Experience of Long-Term I nprisonnent."
British Journal of Crimnology 18:162-169.

Rosen, Richard A 1984. Applying Ofender Based Statistics to The
Analysis of Crimnal Justice Processing. Al bany: Ofice of
Program Devel opnent and Research, New York State Division of
Crim nal Justice Services.

Rot hman, David J. 1971. The Di scovery of The Asylum Social Oder
and Di sorder In The New Republic. Boston: Little, Brown and
Conpany.

Rot hman, David J. 1980. Consci ence and Conveni ence: The Asylum
and Its Alternatives in Progressive Anerica. Boston: Little
Br own.

Sanpson, Robert J. 1987. "Urban Bl ack Violence: The Effect of
Mal e Jobl essness and Fam |y Di sruption.” Anerican Journal of
Soci ol ogy. 93: 348- 382.




84

Sanpson, Robert J., and John H Laub 1993. Crine in The Mki ng:
Pat hways and Turning Points Through Life. Canbridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Saylor, Wlliam G 1984. Abstract: Surveying Prison Environnents.
Washi ngton, DC. Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Saylor, Wlliam G and Gerald G Gaes 1992. PREP Study Links
UNI COR Wrk Experience Wth Successful Post-Rel ease Qutcone.
Washi ngton, DC. Federal Bureau of Prisons, Ofice of
Research and Eval uati on

Schmdt, P. and A D. Wtte 1988. Predicting Recidivism Using
Survival Models. New York: Springer-Verl ag.

Seynor, J. 1977. "Niches in Prison," in Toch, H (ed.) Living in
Pri son: The Ecol ogy of Survival, 179-205. New Yor k: Free
Pr ess.

Sl osar, John A. Jr. 1978. Prisonization, Friendship and
Leadershi p. Lexington MA: Lexi ngton Books.

Soners, R H 1968. "On the Measurenent of Association." American
Soci ol ogy Review, 27:799-811.

St arck, Rodeny 1987. "Deviant Pl aces: A Theory of the Ecol ogy of
Crinme." Crimnology 25:893-909.

Sut herland, BEdwin H 1947. Principles of Criminology. 4th ed.
Phi | adel phi a: Li ppincott.

Sut herland, Edwin H., Donald R Cressey, and David F. Luckenbil
1992. Principles of Crimnology. 11th ed. Dix H Il s,
NY: Gener al Hal | .

Suttles, Gerald 1968. The Social O der of the Slum Chicago:
Uni versity of Chicago Press.

Sykes, Greshem M 1966. The Society of Captives: A Study of a
Maxi mum Security Prison. New York: Atheneum

Thomas, Charles W, and Samuel C. Foster 1972. "Prisonization in
The I nmate Countracul ture." Social Problens. 20: 229-239.

Thomas, Charles W, and David M Petersen 1977. Prison
Organi zation and I nmate Subcultures. |ndianapolis: The
Bobbs- Merrill Conpany.




85

Thomas, Charles W and Eric D. Poole 1975. "The Consequences of
| nconpati ble Goal Structures in Correctional Settings."
International Journal of Crimnology and Penol ogy 3: 27-42.

United States Sentencing Conm ssion 1992a. CGuidelines Manual.
Washi ngt on, DC

United States Sentencing Conm ssion 1992b. Annual Report 1992,
Washi ngt on, DC

Visher, Christy A, Panela K Lattinore, and Richard L. Linster
1991. "Predicting The Recidivismof Serious Yout hful
O fenders Using Survival Mdels." Crimnology 29(3):329-
366.

VWheel er, Stanton 1969. "Socialization in Correctional
Institutions," in Handbook of Socialization Theory and
Research. David A. Goslin (Ed.) Rand McNal |l y: Chi cago.

Warr, Mark 1993. "Age, Peers, and Delinquency." Crimnology.
31:17-40.

Weber, Max 1954. Max Weber on Law in Econony and Society.
Transl ated by E. Shils and M Rheinstein. Canbridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Weir, J.D. 1973 "A H story of Education in Canadi an Feder al
Correction" in Readings in Prison Education, A. R Roberts
(ed.). Springfield: Charles C. Thonas.

Zanbl e, Edward, and Frank J. Porporino 1988. Coping, Behavior, and
Adaptation in Prison Inmates. New York: Springer-Verl ag.




