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I
n many jurisdictions, state and local government 

RI½FLDOV� KDYH� LQWHQVL½HG� WKHLU� HIIRUWV� WR� UHGXFH�
recidivism. As policymakers are under tremendous 

SUHVVXUH�WR�FXW�VSHQGLQJ�ZKHUHYHU�SRVVLEOH��5HSXEOL-
FDQ�DQG�'HPRFUDWLF�HOHFWHG�RI½FLDOV�DOLNH�KDYH�PDGH�
WKH�FDVH�WKDW�LPSURYHG�HIIRUWV�WR�UHGXFH�UHRIIHQVH�UDWHV�
among people released from prison would save money 

DQG� LQFUHDVH� SXEOLF� VDIHW\�� 7KHLU� SRVLWLRQ� LV� EDFNHG�
E\�DQ�H[WHQVLYH�DQG�FRPSHOOLQJ�ERG\�RI�UHVHDUFK�WKDW�
GHPRQVWUDWHV� WKH� LPSDFW� WKDW� SROLFLHV�� SUDFWLFHV�� DQG�
SURJUDPV� FDQ� KDYH� LQ� UHGXFLQJ� WKH� OLNHOLKRRG� WKDW�
someone released from prison or jail will reoffend. 

7KH�UHSRUW�RI�WKH������1DWLRQDO�6XPPLW�RQ�-XVWLFH�
5HLQYHVWPHQW�DQG�3XEOLF�6DIHW\�KLJKOLJKWHG�IRXU�SULQ-

FLSOHV�WKDW�WKH�UHVHDUFK�UH¾HFWV�DUH�FULWLFDO�WR�DQ\�HIIRUW�
to reduce recidivism: focusing resources on individuals 

PRVW� OLNHO\� WR� UHRIIHQG�� LQYHVWLQJ� LQ� UHVHDUFK�GULYHQ��
HYLGHQFH�EDVHG� SURJUDPV�� LPSOHPHQWLQJ� HIIHFWLYH�
community supervision policies and practices; and 

DSSO\LQJ�SODFH�EDVHG�DSSURDFKHV��

0DQ\� VWDWHV� DUH� QRZ� SUHVHQWLQJ� GDWD� WKDW� LQGL-
cate declines in statewide recidivism rates for adults 

UHOHDVHG�IURP�SULVRQ��7KLV�EULHI�KLJKOLJKWV�D�FURVV�VHF-
WLRQ�RI�VWDWHV�ZLWK�UREXVW��FXUUHQW�GDWD�WKDW�UH¾HFW�VXFK�
improvements.�� ,W� LV� QRW� D� FRPSUHKHQVLYH� UHVHDUFK�
report, nor is it an evaluation of any state’s recidivism 

HIIRUWV��DVVHVVLQJ�KRZ�FKDQJHV� LQ� WKH�UHFLGLYLVP�UDWH�
LQ�HDFK�VWDWH�FRUUHODWH� WR�SDUWLFXODU�FKDQJHV� LQ�SROLF\�
or practice. 

,QVWHDG��WKLV�EULHI�VXPPDUL]HV�UHFHQW�GDWD�SURYLGHG�
WR� WKH�&RXQFLO�RI�6WDWH�*RYHUQPHQWV�-XVWLFH�&HQWHU¶V�
1DWLRQDO�5HHQWU\�5HVRXUFH�&HQWHU�E\�D�VHOHFW�JURXS�RI�
VWDWHV� WKDW� FDUHIXOO\�PRQLWRU� FKDQJHV� LQ� WKHLU� UHFLGL-
YLVP�UDWHV��)RU� HDFK� VWDWH�KLJKOLJKWHG�� WKLV�EULHI� DOVR�
UHYLHZV�VWUDWHJLHV�WKDW��DFFRUGLQJ�WR�WKHLU�RZQ�TXDOLWD-

WLYH�DVVHVVPHQWV��WKHVH�VWDWHV�EHOLHYH�KDYH�FRQWULEXWHG�
WR�WKH�GHFOLQH�LQ�WKHLU�UHFLGLYLVP�UDWHV��

1. Marshall Clement, Matthew Schwarzfeld, and Michael Thompson, 
The National Summit on Justice Reinvestment and Public Safety: Addressing 
Recidivism, Crime, and Corrections Spending (New York: Council of State 
Governments Justice Center, 2011).

2. Results from a national survey on recidivism may be found in the 
2011 report State of Recidivism: The Revolving Door of America’s Prisons, in 
which the Pew Center on the States compares the three-year recidivism 
rates for 1999 and 2004 prison releases. The report shows that, in 
addition to the states highlighted in this brief, many other states have 
also achieved recidivism reductions.
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Percentage 
change in 

recidivism rate* 
for 2005 and 
2007 releases

number fewer 
returned 
to Prison 

for the 2007 
release grouP **

Kansas -15% 289

Michigan -18% 862

Mississippi -9% 235

Ohio -11% 1,278

Oregon -8% 138

Texas -11% 1,212

Vermont -6% 141

*Percentage change in recidivism rate is calculated by dividing 
the percentage-point change by the initial recidivism rate, which 
yields the percentage by which the recidivism rate changed. 
G[ebhZ[bhg�g[\f�Ue\XY��cXeVXagTZX�íZheXf�TeX�ebhaWXW�gb�g[X�
aXTeXfg�j[b_X�ah`UXe!�Gb�fXX�cXeVXagTZX�íZheXf�ebhaWXW�gb�g[X�
nearest tenth of  a percent, see Figure 1 in the Appendix.

��G[\f�íZheX�\f�WXgXe`\aXW�Ul�fhUgeTVg\aZ�g[X�ah`UXe�bY�
individuals who returned to prison in the latest data-year from 
the number that would have returned had the state not reduced 
its recidivism rate. The number is calculated based on a single 
release cohort, but if the number of people released and recidivism 
rates were to remain constant, the number would also represent 
an annualized average. See Figure 2 in the Appendix for further 
illustration.

Reductions in Statewide 
Recidivism Rates for 2005  
and 2007 Prison Releases

7KLV� EULHI� KLJKOLJKWV� VLJQL½FDQW� VWDWHZLGH� UHFLGLYLVP�
UHGXFWLRQV�DFKLHYHG�LQ�.DQVDV��0LFKLJDQ��0LVVLVVLSSL��
2KLR��2UHJRQ��7H[DV��DQG�9HUPRQW��)RU�HDFK�VWDWH��WKLV�
EULHI�FRPSDUHV�WKUHH�\HDU�SRVW�UHOHDVH�UHFLGLYLVP�UDWHV�
IRU�WZR�FRKRUWV��SHRSOH�H[LWLQJ�SULVRQ�LQ������DQG�WKRVH�
UHOHDVHG�LQ�������7KLV�GDWD�LV�DPRQJ�WKH�PRVW�FXUUHQW�
DYDLODEOH� IRU� VWDWHZLGH� WKUHH�\HDU� UHFLGLYLVP� UDWHV��
6RPH�VWDWHV�VDZ�SDUWLFXODUO\�VKDUS�UHGXFWLRQV�GXULQJ�
WKLV�SHULRG��VXFK�DV�.DQVDV��ZKLFK�DFKLHYHG�D����SHU-
FHQW�GHFOLQH��DQG�0LFKLJDQ��ZKLFK�VDZ�DQ����SHUFHQW�
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3. The Kansas Department of Corrections (KDOC), through the 
4ffbV\Tg\ba�bY�FgTgX�6beeXVg\baT_�4W`\a\fgeTgbef��4F64���WXíaXf�
recidivism as “the number of inmates released from the DOC during 
a given calendar year who returned to a Kansas prison within 36 
months after release, divided by the number of inmates released during 
that calendar year.” Neither the KDOC nor ASCA includes rearrests in 
recidivism calculations. Recidivism-related information is gathered 

by analyzing data that is tracked for each released individual. Kansas 
measures recidivism based at three junctures after release—at 12 
months, 24 months, and 36 months. Separate rates are calculated 
for those persons returning to KDOC with new sentences and those 
returning with no new sentences. Kansas calculates its recidivism rate 
based on the total number of releases.

GURS��:KHQ�PHDVXULQJ�UHFLGLYLVP�FKDQJHV�RYHU�D�ORQ-

JHU�SHULRG�RI�WLPH��WKH�UHGXFWLRQV�IRU�VRPH�VWDWHV�DUH�
HYHQ�PRUH�GUDPDWLF��2KLR¶V�UHFLGLYLVP�UDWH�GHFOLQHG�E\�
���SHUFHQW�EHWZHHQ������DQG�������ZKLOH�7H[DV�VDZ�D�
GURS�RI����SHUFHQW�EHWZHHQ������DQG�������

7KH�WDEOH�RQ�WKH�SUHYLRXV�SDJH�LQGLFDWHV�UHGXFWLRQV�
LQ� VWDWHV¶� UHFLGLYLVP� UDWHV� IRU� ����� DQG� ����� SULVRQ�
UHOHDVHV��7KHVH� VWDWHV�XVH� D� VWDQGDUG� WUDFNLQJ�SHULRG�
RI�WKUHH�\HDUV�DIWHU�UHOHDVH�IURP�LQFDUFHUDWLRQ��VR�WKH�
UHFLGLYLVP�UDWH�IRU������UHOHDVHV�ZDV�FDOFXODWHG�XVLQJ�
GDWD�IURP������WKURXJK�������ZKLOH�WKH�UDWH�IRU������
UHOHDVHV�ZDV�FDOFXODWHG�XVLQJ�GDWD�IURP������WKURXJK�
������

7KH� WDEOH� DOVR� VKRZV� KRZ� PDQ\� IHZHU� SHRSOH�
UHOHDVHG�IURP�SULVRQ�LQ������UHWXUQHG�WR�SULVRQ�ZLWKLQ�
WKUHH�\HDUV�EHFDXVH�RI� WKH�UHGXFHG�UHFLGLYLVP�UDWH� LQ�
HDFK� VWDWH�� 7KHVH� QXPEHUV� GR� QRW� QHFHVVDULO\� FRUUH-

VSRQG�WR�D�UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�WKH�VWDWH¶V�SULVRQ�SRSXODWLRQ��
DV� VRPH� VWDWHV� PD\� KDYH� KDG� DQ� RYHUDOO� SRSXODWLRQ�
LQFUHDVH�RU�GHFUHDVH�GXH�WR�RWKHU�IDFWRUV��7KHVH�QXP-

EHUV�GR�GHPRQVWUDWH��KRZHYHU��WKDW�HYHQ�IRU�VWDWHV�WKDW�
H[SHULHQFHG� JURZWK� LQ� WKHLU� SULVRQ� SRSXODWLRQV� GXU-
LQJ�WKHVH�SHULRGV��WKH�QXPEHU�RI�SHRSOH�UHWXUQLQJ�WR�
prison would have been even higher�LI�WKH�VWDWH�KDG�QRW�
reduced its recidivism rate.

FgTgX FcXV\íV�EXV\W\i\f`�ETgX�
Reductions and Strategies

Kansas3 

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2005 prison 
releases

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2007 prison 
releases 

Decline in 
recidivism rate

39 percent 33 percent 15 percent

�� ,Q� ������ WKH� .DQVDV� /HJLVODWXUH� FUHDWHG� WKH� .DQVDV�
&ULPLQDO� -XVWLFH� 5HFRGL½FDWLRQ�� 5HKDELOLWDWLRQ� DQG�
5HVWRUDWLRQ� &RPPLWWHH�� ZKLFK� GHYHORSHG� D� FRPSUH-

KHQVLYH�VWUDWHJ\�IRU�UHGXFLQJ�UHFLGLYLVP��$PRQJ�RWKHU�
LQLWLDWLYHV�� WKH�VWUDWHJ\� LQFOXGHG�HVWDEOLVKLQJ� WKH�.DQ-

VDV�5HHQWU\�3ROLF\�&RXQFLO�DQG�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�WZR�SLORW�
SURJUDPV�WDUJHWLQJ�SDUROHHV�DW�KLJK�ULVN�RI�UHRIIHQGLQJ�

�� &RPPXQLW\� VXSHUYLVLRQ� RI½FLDOV� SURYLGHG� LQWHQVLYH�
WUDLQLQJ�WR�SDUROH�RI½FHUV�DQG�VWUHQJWKHQHG�VXSHUYLVLRQ�

VWUDWHJLHV�WKDW�FRQQHFW�LQGLYLGXDOV�LQ�QHHG�RI�WUHDWPHQW�
DQG�VHUYLFHV�WR�FRPPXQLW\�EDVHG�UHVRXUFHV�

�� 6WDWH�RI½FLDOV�LQYHVWHG�LQ�UHHQWU\�LQLWLDWLYHV�DW�WKH�FRXQW\�
OHYHO�DQG�SDUWQHUHG�ZLWK� ORFDO� FRPPXQLWLHV� WKDW�ZHUH�
H[SHULHQFLQJ�WKH�KLJKHVW�UDWHV�RI�UHWXUQ�IURP�SULVRQ�WR�
FRQQHFW� UHOHDVHG� LQGLYLGXDOV�PRUH�HIIHFWLYHO\� WR�KRXV-
ing and workforce development services.

�� ,Q�������OHJLVODWLRQ�ZDV�SDVVHG�WR�FUHDWH�D�SHUIRUPDQFH�
EDVHG�JUDQW�SURJUDP�IRU�FRPPXQLW\�FRUUHFWLRQV�DJHQ-

cies to design local strategies to reduce revocations; it 

DOVR� HVWDEOLVKHG� D� ���GD\� HDUQHG� WLPH� FUHGLW� IRU� VXF-
cessful completion of educational, vocational, and treat-

ment programs.

�� 6WURQJ� SDUWQHUVKLSV� ZLWK� VWDWH� DQG� QDWLRQDO� JRYHUQ-

PHQW� DJHQFLHV� DQG� QRQSUR½W� RUJDQL]DWLRQV� KDYH� SUR-

YLGHG� FULWLFDO� ½QDQFLDO� VXSSRUW� IRU� HIIRUWV� WR� UHGXFH�
UHFLGLYLVP�� DV� ZHOO� DV� SUDFWLFDO� WHFKQLFDO� DVVLVWDQFH��
LQFOXGLQJ�YDOXDEOH�GDWD�DQDO\VHV�DQG�JXLGDQFH�RQ� WKH�
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�HYLGHQFH�EDVHG�SUDFWLFHV�

One of my wardens constantly asks his staff, right down to the line staff, ‘What can we 

do to reduce recidivism?’ This gets them thinking that reentry is an important part of 

what they do…that they can do something to improve the likelihood that the people 

who leave their custody are successful when they return home.”

Ray Roberts, Secretary of Kansas Department of Corrections

“
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Michigan4 

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2005 prison 
releases

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2007 prison 
releases 

Decline in 
recidivism rate

40 percent 33 percent 18 percent

�� ,Q� ������ WKH� VWDWH� ODXQFKHG�0LFKLJDQ�3ULVRQHU�5HHQ-

WU\��IRUPHUO\�NQRZQ�DV�WKH�0LFKLJDQ�3ULVRQHU�5HHQWU\�
,QLWLDWLYH���D�SURJUDP�WKDW�WDUJHWV�LQGLYLGXDOV�DW�JUHDWHVW�
ULVN�IRU�IDLOXUH�RQ�SDUROH�DQG�XVHV�VWDQGDUGL]HG�ULVN�DQG�
QHHGV�DVVHVVPHQWV�WR�LQIRUP�WKH�VHUYLFHV�WKH\�DUH�SUR-

YLGHG�LQ�RUGHU�WR�UHGXFH�WKHLU�ULVN�RI�UHRIIHQGLQJ�

�� 7KH� 0LFKLJDQ� 'HSDUWPHQW� RI� &RUUHFWLRQV� KDV� IRXQG�
WKDW� SDUWLFLSDQWV� LQ� WKH� SURJUDP� DUH� ��� SHUFHQW� OHVV�
OLNHO\� WR� UHWXUQ� WR� SULVRQ� DV� FRPSDUHG� WR� EDVHOLQH�
H[SHFWDWLRQV��

�� 8QGHU�WKH�3ULVRQHU�5HHQWU\�SURJUDP��FRUUHFWLRQV�RI½-

FLDOV�DOORFDWHG�����PLOOLRQ�DQQXDOO\�WR�SURYLGH�FRPPX-

QLW\�EDVHG�KRXVLQJ�IRU�SDUROHHV��WR�VXEVLGL]H�HPSOR\HUV�
ZKR�KLUH� WKHP��DQG� WR�PDLQWDLQ� IXQGLQJ�IRU�FRPPX-

QLW\�EDVHG�SURJUDPPLQJ� WKDW�SURYLGHV� WUDQVLWLRQ�VXS-

SRUW� VHUYLFHV�� 7KLV� IXQGLQJ�ZDV� GHULYHG� LQ� SDUW� IURP�
WKH�VDYLQJV�JHQHUDWHG�E\�WKH�FORVLQJ�RI����FRUUHFWLRQDO�
facilities and minimum-security camps. 

�� 2YHU�D�ORQJHU�SHULRG��0LFKLJDQ¶V�GHFOLQH�LQ�UHFLGLYLVP�
LV� HYHQ�PRUH� VLJQL½FDQW��ZLWK� D� ���SHUFHQW� UHGXFWLRQ�
LQ�UHWXUQV�WR�SULVRQ�EHWZHHQ�WKH������DQG������UHOHDVH�
FRKRUWV��

Mississippi7

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2005 prison 
releases

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2007 prison 
releases 

Decline in 
recidivism rate

31 percent 28 percent 9 percent

�� %HWZHHQ������DQG�������VWDWH�SROLF\PDNHUV�UHYDPSHG�
WKH�VWDWH¶V�XVH�RI�HDUQHG� WLPH�FUHGLWV�DQG�VXSHUYLVLRQ�
VWUDWHJLHV��([SDQGLQJ�WKH�XVH�RI�VXSHUYLVLRQ�RSWLRQV�IRU�
SHRSOH�DW�ORZ�ULVN�IRU�UHRIIHQGLQJ�KDV�KHOSHG�WR�DOOHYL-
ate system overcrowding, reserving critical resources 

IRU�KLJK�ULVN�RU�YLROHQW�RIIHQGHUV�

�� &RUUHFWLRQV� RI½FLDOV� UHFHLYHG� H[SHUW� WHFKQLFDO� DVVLV-
WDQFH� IURP� D� QDWLRQDO� JRYHUQPHQW� RUJDQL]DWLRQ� RQ�
WKH�XVH�RI�HYLGHQFH�EDVHG�SUDFWLFHV�DQG�YDOLGDWHG� ULVN�
DVVHVVPHQW� WRROV� WR�KHOS� HQVXUH� WKDW� LQGLYLGXDOV�ZLWK�
WKH�PRVW�DFXWH�QHHGV�ZHUH�WDUJHWHG�IRU�WUHDWPHQW�DQG�
services.

�� 3ROLF\PDNHUV�DUH�RSWLPLVWLF�DERXW�FRQWLQXHG�LPSURYH-

ments in recidivism rates, in part due to legislation 

HQDFWHG�LQ������WKDW�H[SDQGHG�WKH�XVH�RI�KRXVH�DUUHVW�
DQG�DOORZHG�FRXUWV�WR�FRQVLGHU�WKH�XVH�RI�LQWHQVLYH�FRP-

PXQLW\�VXSHUYLVLRQ�IRU� LQGLYLGXDOV�ZKR�YLRODWH�SURED-

WLRQ�UDWKHU�WKDQ�UHWXUQLQJ�WKHP�WR�SULVRQ��

�� 0LVVLVVLSSL¶V� LQPDWH� SRSXODWLRQ� GHFUHDVHG� E\� PRUH�
WKDQ� ������ IURP� ����� WR� ����²WKH� PRVW� VLJQL½FDQW�
GHFOLQH� LQ� SULVRQ� SRSXODWLRQ� WKDW� WKH� VWDWH� KDV� HYHU�
VHHQ��'HVSLWH�UHFHQW�VLJQV�RI�JURZWK�LQ�WKH�SULVRQ�SRS-

XODWLRQ��WKLV�JURZWK�LV�FRQWDLQHG�E\�WKH�VWDWH¶V�HIIRUWV�WR�
improve its recidivism rate. 

4.�G[X�@\V[\ZTa�7XcTeg`Xag�bY�6beeXVg\baf�WXíaXf�eXV\W\i\f`�Tf�T�
return to prison within three years of release for either a new prison 
sentence or for a technical violation of parole conditions. Recidivism 
analysis is based on follow-up data for three years after each individual’s 
release, determining whether the offender returned to prison as a 
Parole Violator Technical (PVT), Parole Violator New Sentence during the 
parole term (PVNS), or with a new prison sentence after the expiration 
of the parole term. Michigan calculates its recidivism rate based on the 
total number of releases on parole to Michigan counties (i.e., excluding 
paroles to other states or paroles to other jurisdictions’ custody).

5.�@\V[\ZTa�7XcTeg`Xag�bY�6beeXVg\baf�bYíV\T_f�eXcbeg�g[Tg�g[X�
agency conducted an analysis of multiple release-year cohorts that 
participated in the in-reach phase of the program. This internal analysis 
examined outcomes against baseline expectations for the 1998 

release-year cohort, which was the year before the Michigan Prisoner 
Reentry program began.

6. See Figure 1 of the Appendix.

7.�@\ff\ff\cc\�WXíaXf�eXV\W\i\f`�Tf�T�eXghea�gb�\a`TgX�fgTghf!�G[X�
state calculates recidivism by tracking the return to inmate status 
for individuals who are placed on parole, Earned Release Supervision, 
house arrest, or probation, or who are released unconditionally from 
inmate status every calendar year. The rate does not distinguish 
between individuals on community supervision who are returned 
to inmate status for technical violations of the terms of their release 
or those who return to inmate status for committing a new offense. 
Mississippi calculates its recidivism rates based on the total number of 
releases.

We know that the majority of those incarcerated will be rejoining society and their 

successful reentry is as critical to public safety as a sentence served.… Effective prisoner 

reentry is an important component of smart justice. Michigan’s prisoner reentry 

program has been a major contributor to lower recidivism rates for the state.”

Governor Rick Snyder (R, MI)

“
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Ohio8 

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2005 prison 
releases

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2007 prison 
releases 

Decline in 
recidivism rate

38 percent 34 percent 11 percent

�� 7KH�2KLR�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�5HKDELOLWDWLRQ�DQG�&RUUHFWLRQ�
�'5&�� ZRUNHG� FORVHO\� ZLWK� FRPPXQLW\� FRUUHFWLRQV��
drawing on evaluation outcomes from a series of stud-

LHV� FRQGXFWHG� E\� WKH� 8QLYHUVLW\� RI� &LQFLQQDWL� RI� WKH�
VWDWH¶V�FRPPXQLW\�FRUUHFWLRQV�SURJUDPV��7KHVH�VWXGLHV�
KHOSHG�WR�LQIRUP�WKH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�HYLGHQFH�EDVHG�
SUDFWLFHV�DQG�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�WUDLQLQJ�SURJUDPV�IRU�
SUREDWLRQ�DQG�SDUROH�RI½FHUV�LQ�DUHDV�VXFK�DV�FRQGXFW-
ing assessments and effective interventions, planning 

case supervision, and improving communication skills.

�� 2YHU� IRXU� \HDUV�� WKH� '5&� DQWLFLSDWHV� LQYHVWLQJ� ����
PLOOLRQ� WR� LPSURYH� IHORQ\� SUREDWLRQ� VXSHUYLVLRQ� DQG�
provide incentive funding for community corrections 

DJHQFLHV�WKDW�VXFFHVVIXOO\�UHGXFH�UHFLGLYLVP�

�� 6WDWH� RI½FLDOV� DQWLFLSDWH� WKDW� 2KLR¶V� +RXVH� %LOO� ����
SDVVHG�LQ�������ZLOO�EH�D�NH\�IDFWRU�LQ�UHGXFLQJ�UHFLGL-
YLVP�� 7KH� ODQGPDUN� OHJLVODWLRQ� LQFOXGHG� PXOWLSOH�
strategies for reducing crime and recidivism, includ-

LQJ�PDQGDWLQJ�WKH�FRQVLVWHQW�XVH�RI�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�
WRRO� DFURVV� YDULRXV�SKDVHV�RI� WKH� FULPLQDO� MXVWLFH� V\V-
WHP��HQVXULQJ�WKDW�LQGLYLGXDOV�DVVHVVHG�DV�KLJK�ULVN�DUH�
placed under supervision upon release from prison, 

and improving reentry services for individuals return-

ing from incarceration.

�� ,Q� ������ WKH� VWDWH� UHSRUWHG� D� UHFLGLYLVP� UDWH� RI� �����
SHUFHQW�IRU������UHOHDVHV²WKH�ORZHVW�UDWH�VLQFH�������
&RPSDUHG�ZLWK� WKH� UHFLGLYLVP� UDWH� IRU� ����� UHOHDVHV��
WKLV�UHSUHVHQWV�D����SHUFHQW�UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�UHFLGLYLVP��

Oregon10

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2005 prison 
releases

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2007 prison 
releases 

Decline in 
recidivism rate

30 percent 27 percent 8 percent

�� ,Q� ������ WKH� VWDWH� HQDFWHG� OHJLVODWLRQ� UHTXLULQJ� WKDW�
prevention, treatment, and intervention programs 

LQWHQGHG� WR� UHGXFH� IXWXUH� FULPLQDO� EHKDYLRU�PXVW� EH�
HYLGHQFH�EDVHG��

�� 7KH� VWDWH�SURYLGHV� HYHU\�SHUVRQ� UHOHDVHG� IURP�SULVRQ�
ZLWK�DQ�LQGLYLGXDOL]HG�UHHQWU\�SODQ�WKDW�LV�LQIRUPHG�E\�
criminogenic risk assessments.

�� ,Q�SULVRQ� WUHDWPHQW� SURJUDPV� DQG� RWKHU� VHUYLFHV� DUH�
WDUJHWHG�SULPDULO\�WR�PHGLXP��DQG�KLJK�ULVN�LQGLYLGX-

DOV��DQG�WKH�FRXQVHOLQJ�PRGHO�KDV�EHHQ�DGMXVWHG�WR�JLYH�
FRXQVHORUV�VPDOOHU�FDVHORDGV�RI�PHGLXP��DQG�KLJK�ULVN�
LQGLYLGXDOV�ZKR� EHQH½W� IURP� WKH� DGGLWLRQDO� DWWHQWLRQ�
and resources.

�� Over a longer period, Oregon’s recidivism rate fell from 

�����SHUFHQW�IRU������UHOHDVHV�WR������SHUFHQW�IRU������
UHOHDVHV²D�GHFOLQH�RI����SHUFHQW���

8.�B[\b�WXíaXf�eXV\W\i\f`�Tf�g[X�\aW\i\WhT_ºf�íefg�eXghea�gb�ce\fba�
j\g[\a�g[X�fcXV\íXW�Yb__bj hc�cXe\bW!�G[X�fgTgX�VT_Vh_TgXf�eXV\W\i\f`�
based on returns to incarceration for a new crime, prison sanction, or 
technical violation of the conditions of parole supervision. Although an 
\aW\i\WhT_�`Tl�eXbYYXaW�`beX�g[Ta�baVX�\a�T�Z\iXa�lXTe��ba_l�g[X�íefg�
\aV\WXaVX�bY�eXbYYXafX�\f�eXîXVgXW�\a�g[X�eXV\W\i\f`�VT_Vh_Tg\ba�Ybe�g[Tg�
year. Ohio calculates its recidivism rates based on the total number of 
releases.

9. See Figure 1 of the Appendix.

10.�BeXZba�WXíaXf�eXV\W\i\f`�Ybe�\aW\i\WhT_f�ba�cTeb_X�Tf�g[X�gbgT_�
cXeVXagTZX�bY�T�eX_XTfX�Vb[beg�Vbai\VgXW�bY�T�YX_bal�j\g[\a�g[X�fcXV\íXW�
follow-up period, including individuals who are convicted of a new 
felony but are not reincarcerated. Technical violations are not counted 

in the recidivism rate. Recidivism for individuals on probation is 
WXíaXW�Tf�g[X�gbgT_�cXeVXagTZX�bY�Ta�TW`\ff\ba�Vb[beg�Vbai\VgXW�bY�T�
YX_bal�j\g[\a�g[X�fcXV\íXW�Yb__bj hc�cXe\bW!�G[X�fgTgX�VT_Vh_TgXf�\gf�
recidivism rate by tracking release and admission cohorts within a 
fcXV\íXW�cXe\bW�bY�g\`X�TYgXe�g[X�fgTeg�bY�cTeb_X�be�cebUTg\ba!�EX_XTfX�
cohorts include those who were released to parole supervision or 
jXeX�fXagXaVXW�gb�fXeiX�g[X\e�íefg�YX_bal�cebUTg\ba�fXagXaVX!�EX_XTfX�
cohorts exclude individuals released following a return to incarceration 
for a revocation. Although an individual may be sentenced more than 
once to probation supervision, each new probation sentence is counted 
separately. Oregon calculates its recidivism rates based on the total 
number of releases.

11. See Figure 1 of the Appendix.
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Texas12 

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2005 prison 
releases

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2007 prison 
releases 

Decline in 
recidivism rate

27 percent 24 percent 11 percent

�� ,Q� ������ WKH� 7H[DV� /HJLVODWXUH� VLJQL½FDQWO\� LQFUHDVHG�
IXQGLQJ� WR� H[SDQG� WKH� FDSDFLW\� RI� H[LVWLQJ� WUHDWPHQW�
programs and alternatives to incarceration, including 

WUDQVLWLRQDO� KRXVLQJ� IRU� SDUROHHV�� LQ�SULVRQ� WUHDWPHQW�
IRU� VXEVWDQFH� DEXVH�� DQG� RXWSDWLHQW� VXEVWDQFH� DEXVH�
WUHDWPHQW�IRU�SHRSOH�XQGHU�SUREDWLRQ�VXSHUYLVLRQ�

�� 3ROLF\PDNHUV� VXSSRUWHG� WKH� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI� D� V\V-
tem of graduated sanctions for parolees, allowing for 

WKH�GLYHUVLRQ�RI�WHFKQLFDO�YLRODWRUV�RI�SDUROH�WR�DQ�,QWHU-
PHGLDWH� 6DQFWLRQ� )DFLOLW\� UDWKHU� WKDQ� UHWXUQLQJ� WKHP�
to prison.

�� 2YHU� D� ORQJHU� SHULRG�� UHFLGLYLVP� UDWHV� LQ� 7H[DV� KDYH�
LPSURYHG� IURP������SHUFHQW� IRU������ UHOHDVHV� WR������
SHUFHQW�IRU������UHOHDVHV²D�GHFOLQH�RI����SHUFHQW���

12.�GXkTf�WXíaXf�eXV\W\i\f`�Tf�T�eXghea�gb�Ve\`\aT_�TVg\i\gl�TYgXe�
previous criminal involvement. The state calculates separate recidivism 
rates based on rearrest and reincarceration for its state prison, state 
jail, treatment facility, and sanction facility populations. Individuals 
who violate the conditions of their parole and are sanctioned to an 
Intermediate Sanction Facility are not counted as recidivists; they 
eXVX\iX�T�`bW\íVTg\ba�bY�g[X\e�VbaW\g\baf�bY�fhcXei\f\ba�\afgXTW�bY�T�
revocation to prison. The recidivism rate included in this report is for 

reincarceration of releases from state prisons only, and it is calculated 
by tracking reincarceration within a three-year period after release. 
Texas calculates the recidivism rate for state prison reincarcerations 
based on the total number of releases.

13. See Figure 1 of the Appendix.

14. The statistics provided in this report are focused on prison releases 
only.

Comparing Recidivism Rates

This brief focuses on comparing the change in an individual state’s recidivism rate from one period to another, 

as opposed to comparing that rate to another state’s recidivism rate, or to the rate of recidivism nationally.14  

G[XeX�TeX�fXiXeT_�eXTfbaf�Ybe�g[\f�YbVhf-�9\efg��XTV[�fgTgX�WXgXe`\aXf�\gf�bja�WXía\g\ba�bY�eXV\W\i\f`�TaW�\gf�bja�

methodology for calculating recidivism. For example, some state measurements of recidivism account only 

for reincarceration, while others include reconvictions that do not result in a prison or jail sentence. In Texas, 

for instance, parolees who are temporarily placed in an Intermediate Sanction Facility as an alternative to 

\aVTeVXeTg\ba�TeX�abg�VbhagXW�Tf�eXV\W\i\fgf��T�W\fg\aVg\ba�g[Tg�[Tf�T�f\Za\íVTag�\`cTVg�ba�g[X�fgTgXºf�eXV\W\i\f`�

rate. 

In addition, the composition of each state’s prison population is distinct. Incarcerated populations can 

vary by risk level. For example, a state that sentences to prison large numbers of people who are at low risk 

of reoffending will logically have a lower recidivism rate than a state that uses its prison facilities for people 

j[b�TeX�Tg�[\Z[Xe�e\f^�bY�eXbYYXaW\aZ!�G[X�beZTa\mTg\ba�bY�T�fgTgXºf�VbeeXVg\baT_�flfgX`�VTa�T_fb�\aîhXaVX�\gf�

eXV\W\i\f`�eTgXf��Tf�\f�g[X�VTfX�Ybe�IXe`bag��j[\V[�bcXeTgXf�T�ha\íXW�VbeeXVg\baT_�flfgX`�j[XeX�g[X�fgTgX�\f�

responsible for prison and jail operations and there is no county jail system.

Because of these and other factors, comparing recidivism rates from state to state or comparing a state 

recidivism rate with the national average is discouraged. In addition, national recidivism data should be used 

ba_l�gb�haWXefgTaW�_TeZXe�geXaWf�TaW�WXiX_bc`Xagf�\a�eXV\W\i\f`��abg�gb�WXgXe`\aX�fcXV\íV�TeXTf�Ybe�YhgheX�

improvement or investment. 
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Vermont15 

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2005 prison 
releases

Three-year 
recidivism rate 
for 2007 prison 
releases 

Decline in 
recidivism rate

44 percent 41 percent 6 percent

�� ,Q� ������ WKH� 9HUPRQW� *HQHUDO� $VVHPEO\� DSSURYHG�
+RXVH�%LOO������D�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�VHW�RI�SROLFLHV�DLPHG�
DW� UHGXFLQJ� UHFLGLYLVP� DQG� FRUUHFWLRQV� FRVWV�� ZKLFK�
LQFOXGHG�WKH�H[SDQVLRQ�RI�WUDQVLWLRQDO�KRXVLQJ�RSWLRQV�
DQG� MRE� WUDLQLQJ� SURJUDPV�� LPSURYHPHQWV� LQ� SLORW�
VFUHHQLQJ� DQG� DVVHVVPHQW� SURFHVVHV�� WKH� UHRUJDQL]D-

WLRQ�RI� VHYHUDO�SULVRQV�� WKH� HVWDEOLVKPHQW�RI� D� IDFLOLW\�
IRU� PDOH� RIIHQGHUV� ZLWK� VXEVWDQFH� DEXVH� WUHDWPHQW�
QHHGV��DQG�WKH�H[SDQVLRQ�RI�D�GLYHUVLRQ�SURJUDP�SUR-

viding intensive community supervision. 

�� 7KHUH�KDV�EHHQ�DQ�H[SDQVLRQ�RI�VXEVWDQFH�DEXVH�SUR-

gramming, including increased capacity of commu-

QLW\�EDVHG� VXEVWDQFH� DEXVH� WUHDWPHQW� SURYLGHUV� DQG�
UHFRYHU\�FHQWHUV��DV�ZHOO�DV�WKH�DGGLWLRQ�RI�D�UHVLGHQWLDO�
treatment option. 

�� %DVHG�RQ�HDUO\�VXFFHVVHV��WKH�VWDWH�OHJLVODWXUH�KDV�VHW�D�
JRDO�RI�UHGXFLQJ�WKH�VWDWH¶V�UHFLGLYLVP�UDWH�WR����SHUFHQW�
E\�������5HDOL]LQJ�WKLV�JRDO�ZRXOG�UHSUHVHQW�D����SHU-
FHQW�GHFOLQH�LQ�UHFLGLYLVP�IURP�9HUPRQW¶V�PRVW�UHFHQW�
UHFLGLYLVP�UDWH�RI������SHUFHQW�IRU������UHOHDVHV��

�� 2YHU� D� ORQJHU� SHULRG�� 9HUPRQW� VDZ� DQ� ���SHUFHQW�
LPSURYHPHQW�LQ�LWV�UHFLGLYLVP�UDWH��IURP������SHUFHQW�
IRU������UHOHDVHV�WR������SHUFHQW�IRU������UHOHDVHV���

15.�G[X�IXe`bag�7XcTeg`Xag�bY�6beeXVg\baf�eXVXag_l�eXíaXW�g[X�
fgTgXºf�WXía\g\ba�bY�eXV\W\i\f`�TaW�geTV^\aZ�`Xg[bWf�gb�cebi\WX�T�
`beX�TVVheTgX�c\VgheX�bY�j[b�\f�eXbYYXaW\aZ�TaW�j[l!�IXe`bag�WXíaXf�
recidivism as a conviction for an offense committed after release from 
incarceration. The state calculates its recidivism rate by tracking 
individuals who are released after a sentence of more than one year of 

incarceration and who return to prison within three years of release 
for a conviction of a new offense or a violation of supervision resulting 
in an incarceration sentence of at least 90 days. Although individuals 
`Tl�eXbYYXaW�`beX�g[Ta�baVX�\a�T�Z\iXa�lXTe��ba_l�g[X�íefg�\aV\WXaVX�bY�
eXbYYXafX�\f�eXîXVgXW�\a�g[X�eXV\W\i\f`�VT_Vh_Tg\ba�Ybe�g[Tg�lXTe!

16. See Figure 1 of the Appendix.

States Everywhere Committed to Reducing Recidivism

In December 2011, the Council of State Governments Justice Center co-organized a national forum on reentry 

and recidivism that was attended by leaders from all 50 states, in partnership with the Association of State 

Correctional Administrators, the U.S. Department of Justice’s Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Public Welfare 

Foundation, and the Pew Center on the States. Corrections directors, reentry coordinators, legislators, and 

judges worked together at this historic event to develop concrete strategies to reduce recidivism in their states. 

In the weeks after the event, leaders of the state departments of corrections in 43 of 50 states completed a 

fheiXl��j\g[�eXfh_gf�eXîXVg\aZ�Ta�biXej[X_`\aZ�Vb``\g`Xag�gb�eXWhV\aZ�eXV\W\i\f`��Tf�jX__�Tf�T�aXXW�Ybe�

continued assistance in this area.

�� Nearly all of these states currently measure recidivism, with 80 percent producing annual recidivism reports 

that show year-to-year trends.

�� More than 80 percent of the 43 states have developed or are currently developing a plan to reduce recidivism.

�� Leaders in 29 states have either already set a recidivism-reduction target or anticipate setting a target in the 

near future.

�� 4�`T]be\gl�bY�g[XfX�fgTgXf�[TiX�\WXag\íXW�fcXV\íV�TVg\ba�\gX`f�gb�TWiTaVX�g[X\e�eXV\W\i\f` eXWhVg\ba�c_Taf!

�� AXTe_l�T__�fgTgXf�\WXag\íXW�glcXf�bY�gXV[a\VT_�Tff\fgTaVX�g[Tg�VTa�[X_c�g[X`�fXg�TV[\XiTU_X�eXV\W\i\f` 

reduction targets and connect with other states to share information about their successes and challenges in 

reducing recidivism.
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APPENDIX

Figure 1: Statewide Recidivism Rates for 2000 – 2008 Releases17

To provide a broader view, below is recidivism data gathered for 2000 to 2008 release cohorts. 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Kansas n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 38.6% 34.2% 32.9% 33.7%

Michigan 43.5% 41.9% 39.3% 39.1% 40.8% 40.5% 36.4% 33.2% 31.5%

Mississippi 28.6% 29.7% 28.6% 30.3% n/a 30.6% 29.4% 27.9% 27.7%

Ohio 39.0% 39.0% 38.8% 39.5% 38.9% 38.4% 36.4% 34.0% 31.2%

Oregon 30.9% 30.6% 29.0% 31.1% 31.5% 29.8% 28.2% 27.5% 27.7%

Texas 31.2% 28.2% 28.5% 28.2% 28.0% 27.2% 26.0% 24.3% n/a

Vermont 45.5% 43.9% 46.2% 42.4% 43.2% 43.7% 45.0% 40.9% n/a

Figures in bold are used elsewhere in this document.

Figure 2: Reductions in Recidivism and Numbers Returned to Prison

Percentage-Point 
change between 

2005 and 2007 
releases

Percentage change 
in recidivism rate 
for 2005 and 2007 

releases*
number 

released in 2007

number fewer 
returned to 

Prison for the 2007 
release grouP**

Kansas -5.7% -14.8% 5,063 289

Michigan -7.3% -18% 11,805 862

Mississippi -2.7% -8.8% 8,608 235

Ohio -4.4% -11.5% 29,042 1,278

Oregon -2.3% -7.7% 5,987 138

Texas -2.9% -10.7% 41,808 1,212

Vermont -2.8% -6.4% 5,025 141

Figures in bold are used elsewhere in this document.

*Percentage change in recidivism rate is calculated by dividing the percentage-point change by the initial recidivism rate, which 
yields the percentage by which the recidivism rate changed.

��G[\f�íZheX�\f�WXgXe`\aXW�Ul�fhUgeTVg\aZ�g[X�ah`UXe�bY�\aW\i\WhT_f�j[b�eXgheaXW�gb�ce\fba�\a�g[X�_TgXfg�WTgT lXTe�Yeb`�g[X�ah`UXe�
that would have returned had the state not reduced its recidivism rate. The number is calculated based on a single release cohort, but 
if the number of people released and recidivism rates were to remain constant, the number would also represent an annualized 
average.

17. The states discussed in the following tables use a tracking period of 
three years after release from incarceration. For example, the recidivism 
rate for 2000 releases was calculated using data from 2000 through 

2003 and the rate for 2008 releases was calculated using data from 
2008 through 2011.
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Sources

Much of the data on statewide recidivism included in this report was provided by state departments of 
corrections. Additional data came from State of Recidivism: The Revolving Door of America’s Prisons (Washington, DC: 
The Pew Center on the States, 2011) and “Reforming a System: An Inside Perspective on How Ohio Achieved a 
Record-Low Recidivism Rate” by Gary Mohr, Director of the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction 
(National Reentry Resource Center Newsletter, March 12, 2012). The states featured in this report noted that they had 
received support in developing and implementing recidivism-reduction strategies from various organizations, 
including the Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Pew Center on the States, the Council of State Governments Justice 
Center, and the National Institute of Corrections.

The Pew Center on the States is a division of The Pew Charitable Trusts 
g[Tg�\WXag\íXf�TaW�TWiTaVXf�XYYXVg\iX�fb_hg\baf�gb�Ve\g\VT_�\ffhXf�YTV\aZ�
fgTgXf!�CXj�\f�T�abacebíg�beZTa\mTg\ba�g[Tg�Tcc_\Xf�T�e\Zbebhf��TaT_lg\VT_�
approach to improve public policy, inform the public and stimulate civic 
life. Launched in 2006, The Public Safety Performance Project helps states 
TWiTaVX�ífVT__l�fbhaW��WTgT We\iXa�cb_\V\Xf�TaW�ceTVg\VXf�\a�fXagXaV\aZ�

and corrections that protect public safety, hold offenders accountable, and control corrections costs. For more 
information, visit www.pewcenteronthestates.org.

This project was supported by Grant No. 2010-MU-BX-K084 awarded by the 
Bureau of Justice Assistance. The Bureau of Justice Assistance is a component 
bY�g[X�BYíVX�bY�=hfg\VX�CebZeT`f��j[\V[�T_fb�\aV_hWXf�g[X�5heXTh�bY�=hfg\VX�
FgTg\fg\Vf��g[X�ATg\baT_�<afg\ghgX�bY�=hfg\VX��g[X�BYíVX�bY�=hiXa\_X�=hfg\VX�TaW�
7X_\adhXaVl�CeXiXag\ba��TaW�g[X�BYíVX�Ybe�I\Vg\`f�bY�6e\`X!�Cb\agf�bY�i\Xj�be�
opinions in this document are those of the author and do not represent the 

bYíV\T_�cbf\g\ba�be�cb_\V\Xf�bY�g[X�Ha\gXW�FgTgXf�7XcTeg`Xag�bY�=hfg\VX!�Gb�_XTea�`beX�TUbhg�g[X�5heXTh�bY�=hfg\VX�
Assistance, please visit www.bja.gov.

Bureau of Justice Assistance
U.S. Department of Justice

The Council of State Governments (CSG) Justice Center is 
T�aTg\baT_�abacebíg�beZTa\mTg\ba�g[Tg�fXeiXf�cb_\Vl`T^Xef�
at the local, state, and federal levels from all branches of 
government. The CSG Justice Center provides practical, 
nonpartisan advice and consensus-driven, evidence-based 

strategies to increase public safety and strengthen communities.
The CSG Justice Center’s Justice Reinvestment Initiative to address corrections spending and public safety is a 

partnership with the Public Safety Performance Project of the Pew Center on the States and the U.S. Department of 
Justice’s Bureau of Justice Assistance. These efforts have provided data-driven analyses and policy options to state 
leaders in 16 states.

For more information, visit www.justicecenter.csg.org.

www.pewcenteronthestates.org

