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Executive Summary
This study examined the records of the 660 persons who were released on parole in the State
of Hawaii between July 1, 2005 and June 30, 2006 (Fiscal Year 2006). It addresses two main
questions: What are the demographic and criminal history profiles of parolees who have been
incarcerated in Hawaii and in private prisons out of state? And, how do the recidivism rates of
these two groups compare? Using records obtained from the Hawaii Paroling Authority, the Department of Public Safety, and the Department of the Attorney General, parolees were tracked
for three to four years after their release from prison.
The study found that:
-

54 percent of Hawaii’s prisoners are incarcerated in private prisons on the mainland—
the highest percentage among all U.S. states.

-

As of the end of 2009, it cost approximately $118 per day to incarcerate an inmate in
Hawaii, and at least $62 per day to incarcerate him or her in a private prison on the
mainland. Note, however, that unlike the in-state per day cost, the private prison cost estimate is not all-inclusive.

-

75 percent of Fiscal Year 2006 parolees never served time in a private prison on the
mainland, while 25 percent did serve time there.

-

Of the one-quarter of parolees who have been imprisoned on the mainland, 70 percent
served half or more of their time there.

-

The average time served on the mainland was 3.5 years.

The analysis of the parolees’ demographic and criminal history profiles found that:
-

Parolees averaged 56 total prior arrests and 24 convictions per parolee, including an average of 20 prior felony arrests and 8 felony convictions.

-

Parolees in the mainland cohort had somewhat more felony arrests and felony convictions per person than did parolees in the Hawaii cohort.

-

Parolees in the mainland cohort had been convicted of fewer property and drug crimes,
and more violent and “other” offenses, than had the parolees in the Hawaii cohort.

-

The average maximum sentence for parolees who had been incarcerated on the mainland was longer: 10.9 years, versus 8.5 years for the Hawaii cohort.

-

The average time served by the mainland cohort was longer: 6.2 years, versus 3.2 years
for the Hawaii cohort.

-

The mainland cohort included substantially more males than did the Hawaii cohort: 20
male parolees for every female parolee in the mainland group, versus 4 male parolees
for every female parolee in the Hawaii group.
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-

As compared to their male counterparts, female parolees in both cohorts were more likely to be property and drug crime offenders.

-

There were no statistically significant differences in ethnicity between the two parole cohorts. Most notably, Native Hawaiians comprised 40 percent of each cohort.

The analysis of recidivism found that:
-

Parolees in the mainland cohort received significantly lower scores on the Level of Service Inventory-Revised (LSI-R). Hence, mainlanders had fewer needs for service and a
lower average risk of recidivism than did parolees in the Hawaii cohort.

-

In the aggregate, the LSI-R scores predicted recidivism fairly well.

-

A little more than half of parolees in both cohorts failed on parole within three years.

-

The average time to recidivism in both cohorts was about 15 months.

-

The recidivism rate for the mainland cohort (53 percent) was slightly lower than the recidivism rate for the Hawaii cohort (56 percent), but this difference is not statistically significant.

-

There was more recidivism among the mainland cohort for parolees in the higher-risk
LSI-R categories.

-

There was more recidivism among the mainland cohort for violating conditions of parole.

-

Nearly half of all rearrests were for violating the conditions of parole.

-

In both cohorts, older people recidivated less than did younger people. Age is a powerful
ally of efforts to stop criminal offending.

-

There were few significant differences between the two cohorts in acts of misconduct
committed while in prison.

-

Parolees in the mainland cohort were more likely to violate parole conditions than were
parolees in the Hawaii group.

-

Furlough programs were related to significantly lower rates of recidivism among mainland parolees, but not among parolees who were imprisoned only in Hawaii.

Recommendations from this study:
-

Since there is no empirical justification for the policy argument that private prisons reduce recidivism better than public prisons, the State of Hawaii should decide whether to
continue, discontinue, expand, or contract its reliance on private prisons based on other
criteria. While cost is one criterion, it is not the only one that is important to consider.

-

It is ill-advised to rely on a framework for thinking about corrections (herein termed humonetarianism) that stresses short-term financial savings at the expense of programs
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aimed at improving the prospects for offenders’ rehabilitation and the satisfaction of their
basic needs and rights. Long-term savings are often found in forward-thinking policies
and programs.
-

The State of Hawaii needs to calculate more inclusive and accurate estimates of the cost
of incarceration in-state and in private prisons on the mainland.

-

Much more research needs to be done in order to adequately describe the contours and
consequences of Hawaii’s correctional policy. One high priority is a study that explores
who gets sent to prison (and where). The present study examined only persons who
were released on parole.

-

The State of Hawaii should conduct more research about its correctional policies and
outcomes, especially given a policy world that is increasingly evidence-based.

-

The Department of Public Safety and the Hawaii Paroling Authority need an integrated
records management system. At present, inmates’ records are often incomplete, scattered, and difficult to locate.
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Introduction
The United States currently incarcerates about 2.3 million people—marking a 500 percent increase in the number of inmates over the past 30 years (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2008).
Nearly 70 percent of these people are in prison and a little more than 30 percent are in jail. For
the first time in history, more than one in every 100 adults in America are in prison or jail—a fact
that significantly impacts state budgets while delivering questionable returns on public safety
(Pew Center on the States, 2008). One state of the science review of 31 studies on deterrence
through imprisonment found that incarcerating offenders who could be given non-custodial
sanctions does not reduce the likelihood that they will commit further offenses. In fact, some 70
percent of those studies concluded that imprisonment increases the probability of recidivism
(Nagin et al, 2009). Another recent study found that the experience of first-time imprisonment
actually increases the likelihood of reconviction within a three-year period (Nieuwbeerta, et al,
2009). And a review of research on mandatory penalties found that such punishments do not
reduce crime rates but do undermine the legitimacy of the criminal courts and the principle that
all persons are equal before the law (Tonry, 2009). Figure 1 shows the increase in state and
federal prisoners in the United States from 1925 to 2005.
Figure 1. State and Federal Prisoners in the U.S., 1925-2005

Source: The Sentencing Project (www.sentencingproject.org).

As prison populations expand, costs to states rise. In 2007, states spent more than $49 billion
on corrections, a 350 percent increase from the $11 billion they spent 20 years earlier.1 Over the
same period, the national recidivism rate remained almost unchanged, with about half of released inmates returning to jail or prison within three years (Pew Center on the States, 2008).
Significant growth in imprisonment has occurred in states throughout the country, including Hawaii. From the mid-1970s through the 1980s, “Hawaii experienced a fourfold increase in the

1

Nationwide, approximately one in nine state government employees works in corrections; in Hawaii the
proportion is one in 24 (Pew Center on the States, 2008).
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state’s incarceration rate” (Dayton, 2005), and by the end of 2008, the state’s inmate population
of 6,014 was 6.5 times larger than it was in 19802. See Figure 2.
Figure 2. Hawaii Inmates, Total and Out-of-State, 1980-2008

Source: State of Hawaii Department of Public Safety Annual Report, 2008 (www.hawaii.gov/psd).

As of 2009, Hawaii’s incarceration rate of 447 persons in prison or jail per 100,000 population
was about 60 percent of the rate for the United States as a whole (750), and was lower than the
rates in 38 other states and higher than the rates in 10. But in broader comparative perspective,
Hawaii’s incarceration rate is higher than the rates of most foreign nations: seven times higher
than the rate in Japan, six times higher than the rate in Sweden, three times higher than the rate
in England, more than twice as high as the rates in Mexico and Saudi Arabia, and more than 50
percent higher than the rates in Taiwan and Singapore. See Figure 3.

2

Hawaii has an integrated jail and prison system. As such, Hawaii’s inmate population includes persons
serving time in both jails (including pre-trial detainees) and prisons.
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Figure 3. Incarceration Rates in Hawaii and the World, 2008
(Number of Inmates in Prison or Jail per 100,000 population)
Country or State
United States
Louisiana
Maine
Hawaii
Russia
Cuba
South Africa
Taiwan
Singapore
Iran
Mexico
England and Wales
Turkey
Saudi Arabia
Australia
China
Canada
Netherlands
France
Sweden
Japan
India

Incarceration Rate
750 (average of all states)
1138 (highest US rate)
273 (lowest US rate)
447 (ranks 39th of 50 states)
629
531
334
277
267
222
207
152
142
132
129
119
116
100
96
74
63
33

Sources: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2009; Pew Center on the States, 2008;
International Centre for Prison Studies, Kings College, University of
London (www.prisonstudies.org).

To deal with the problem of prison overcrowding that was caused by the growth in imprisonment, the State of Hawaii leased its first prison beds in December 1995, and the following year it
sent 300 inmates to two private prisons in Texas3. Since then, the number of persons incarcerated in out-of-state private prisons has increased almost sevenfold. As of October 2005, Hawaii
led “all other states in holding the highest percentage of its prison population in out-of-state correctional centers” (Dayton 2005). At the end of 2008, Hawaii held one-third of its combined jail
and prison population (2014 of 6014) and 54 percent of its prisoners (2014 of 3732) in out-ofstate facilities. See Figure 4.

3

Hawaii’s leasing of out-of-state prison space was initiated as the result of a consent decree from the
U.S. Department of Justice that mandated the reduction of prison overcrowding in Hawaii.
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Figure 4. Hawaii Prison and Jail Populations, 2008 (Average End-of-Month Counts)
Facility Design Capacity
Jails (n=4)
1,153
Prisons (n=4)
1,298
Total (n=8)
2,451

Bed Capacity
1,609
1,878
3,487

Head Count Assigned Count
1,855 (115%)
2,308
1,627 (87%)
3,732
3,482 (100%)
6,040

Private prisons on the U.S. mainland (Saguaro, Red Rock, Otter Creek)

2,014

Source: Hawaii Department of Public Safety, 2008, p.42.
Notes:
(1) The four jails are the Community Correctional Centers on Hawaii, Kauai,
Maui, and Oahu.
(2) The four prisons are Halawa, Kulani, Waiawa, and the Women’s Community
Correctional Center.
(3) The three private prisons are Saguaro Correctional Center (1,788 men) in
Eloy, Arizona, the Red Rock Correctional Center (67 men) in Eloy, Arizona, and
the Otter Creek Correctional Center in Wheelwright, Kentucky (159 women).
(4) “Head Count” means persons who were physically housed at a correctional
facility on the last day of each month.
(5) “Assigned Count” includes inmates in private prisons on the mainland (2014
total: 1855 men and 159 women); inmates in the Federal Detention Center
(about 300); Hawaii inmates confined at the state’s request in other federal or
state jurisdictions; and persons housed at extended furlough programs and residential transition centers.
(6) The percentage in parentheses under “Head Count” is calculated as (Head
Count/Bed Capacity) x 100.
(7) In prisons, 54 percent of Hawaii inmates were incarcerated out-of-state in private prisons on the mainland (2014/3732), 44 percent (1637/3732) were incarcerated in-state, and 2 percent (91/3732) were incarcerated elsewhere (see note
5, above).

By one measure, New Mexico and Wyoming have higher percentages of their inmate populations incarcerated in private facilities. See Figure 5. But because Hawaii’s corrections statistics
include inmates in both prisons and jails, and because most states (including New Mexico and
Wyoming) separate prison and jail inmates in their statistics, the 30 percent total for Hawaii in
Figure 5 underestimates the state’s reliance on private prisons for incarcerating persons who
have been convicted of a crime. When only prisoners are considered (not persons in jail), 54
percent of Hawaii’s inmates are sent to private prisons on the mainland, making it the state that
is most reliant on private imprisonment.4 Since an ocean separates Hawaii from the U.S. mainland, issues related to the use of private prisons are especially important for this state.

4

The state of Arizona currently incarcerates about 40,000 adults in ten prison complexes. Six of the prisons are privately owned, and the state is considering whether to privatize the remaining four (Lynch,
2010).
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Figure 5. Percent of Inmates in Private Prisons, United
States and 14 States, as of June 30, 2006
U.S. Total
Federal
All States
New Mexico
Wyoming
Hawaii
Alaska
Oklahoma
Mississippi
Tennessee
Arizona
Texas
Minnesota
New Jersey
Washington
California
Oregon

7.2
14.2
6.2
43.0
38.3
30.3 (54.0)*
26.4
24.8
23.1
19.8
15.3
10.5
9.6
9.2
5.8
1.7
0

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2006.
*Note: For Hawaii, corrections data include both jail and prison populations.
Since Hawaii leases private prison space only for convicted offenders, the figure
of 30.3 percent underreports the state’s reliance on private prisons. A more telling measure of Hawaii’s reliance on private prisons for persons convicted of
crime is 54 percent (2,014 inmates in private prisons on the mainland, out of a total prisoner count of 3,732).

In 2005, the annual financial cost of Hawaii’s private, mainland incarceration practice was about
$36 million, or $54 dollars per inmate per day. The comparable cost of incarcerating inmates in
Hawaii’s own facilities was $108 per day—about double the cost of mainland imprisonment
(Talvi 2006). As of 2009, the cost figures were $62 per inmate per day for incarceration in a private prison in Arizona (run by the Corrections Corporation of America), and $118 per inmate per
day for incarceration in Hawaii.5 Considering these cost differences and the presence of local
resistance to new prison construction in the state, Frank Lopez, the former acting director of the
Department of Public Safety, saw “few other options” for dealing with the increased population
of convicted criminals besides sending them to private prisons on the mainland (quoted in Dayton, 2005).6

5

As explained in the Discussion section that concludes this report, the estimated cost of private imprisonment excludes some expenses, and that makes the in-state and out-of-state figures less comparable
than they should be. More research is needed on this important question.
6

Hawaii prison officials sometimes say that the most expensive inmates—those with serious health problems, mental illness, disciplinary issues, and the like—do not get transferred to private prisons on the
mainland. The present study of parolees can only address questions about who was released in 2006;
additional research would need to be conducted in order to determine who is actually sent to public, instate prisons versus private facilities on the mainland.
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On the other hand, some observers contend that the costs of private imprisonment are more
than merely financial, because relying on mainland prisons severs an inmate’s family ties, undermines rehabilitation, and decreases the odds of successful employment after release. In addition, some observers (such as Ted Sakai, who ran the state’s prison system from 1998 to
2002) believe the financial savings may be illusory because keeping prison enterprises and jobs
in state would have a “multiplier effect” in the local economy (quoted in Dayton, 2005; see also
Lengyel and Brown, 2009). More broadly, studies of Hawaii’s imprisonment policy have found
that the social cost of incarcerating some offenders—in state or out—“greatly exceeds the corresponding social benefit” (Lengyel and Brown, 2009). This point is often overlooked in policy
discussions because most of the costs of incarceration are “debits against future accounts and
social welfare that are not budgeted” for in the present (Lengyel and Brown, 2009). Hawaii
needs more studies that assess the economics of the State’s current corrections policy.
At the political level, too, some state leaders have expressed concern about the non-financial
costs of private imprisonment. One poll, conducted before the start of the state Legislature’s
2003 session, found that a majority of state lawmakers oppose the mainland imprisonment practice. And in the local media, Hawaii’s largest newspaper published a three-day series called
“Sent Away,” about the practice of incarcerating inmates on the mainland in order to save money and relieve overcrowding (Honolulu Advertiser, October 2-3-4, 2005). On the first day of that
series, the lead editorial was titled “Prison System Failure Leaves Lasting Scars,” and the
newspaper took a strong stand against Hawaii’s reliance on private prisons:
“The incarceration of inmates on the Mainland, at first a stopgap measure to deal
with crowded prisons, has become a disgracefully dominant feature of the state’s
correctional policy. Prison conditions don’t rise very high on the scale of voter
concerns, and so policymakers have not felt pressed to find long-term solutions.
Elected officials have never confronted the true social costs of crowding in Hawaii prisons, the effects on families of constant transfers to Mainland prisons and
the inadequate preparation for their return. It’s time to face up to those costs, and
find some sensible solutions.”
Although criticisms such as these are common, there is reason to wonder whether they are
sound (Talvi 2006; Brown 2005; Gellatly and Brady 2005; Johnson and Chesney-Lind 1999).
For one thing, some observers believe rehabilitative programming is better and more available
in private prisons on the mainland than in in-state facilities. For another, some inmates seem to
prefer imprisonment on the mainland—though it is presently unknown how many hold that view.
Most fundamentally, so little is known about how incarceration in Hawaii compares with incarceration in private prisons on the mainland that many concerns about this policy rest, at best, on
anecdotes and ideology, not on the sort of systematic evidence that should inform public policy.

Towards Evidence- and Value-Based Policymaking
In order to evaluate Hawaii’s imprisonment policy, one first needs to understand its contours
and consequences. Such knowledge is sorely deficient. The result is that policymakers, pundits,
and the public frequently make assumptions and assertions about Hawaii’s imprisonment policy
that lack a solid foundation.
The shortage of facts about Hawaii’s imprisonment policy is problematic for at least two reasons: because many convicted felons must be incarcerated somewhere (without overcrowding),
and because the performance of public prisons in the United States has often been abysmal
9

(see Austin 1998; Camp and Gaes 2002; Camp, Gaes, and Saylor 2002; Chen and Shapiro
2004; Farabee 2005; Gaes et al 2004; Hallinan 2001; Harding 1997; Harding 2001; Logan 1993;
Page 2004; Peterselia 2003; Schlosser 1998; Sherman et al 1998; Shichor and Gilbert 2001;
Thomas 2005). At present, the processes and outcomes associated with Hawaii’s imprisonment
policy have not been rigorously evaluated.7 Until more of the requisite knowledge is acquired, it
might be wise to consider the counsel of Malcolm M. Feeley, a Professor of Law at the University of California at Berkeley’s Boalt Hall School of Law:
“One wonders why there is not a somewhat more charitable stance or at least a
wait-and-see attitude toward recent privatization experiments…Conditions in existing [public institutions of] criminal justice are so bad, the contemporary [privatization] experiment so new, the privatization efforts to date so puny, and the
assessments so tentative, that the impulsive stance against privatization seems
unwarranted and almost unscholarly…Given the embarrassing record of traditional public criminal justice institutions, one might reasonably welcome some
experimentation of just about any sort” (Feeley 2002b: 397).
Hawaii’s private prison policy is more than a decade old, and it seems likely to continue for
some time to come unless a conscious change is made. The time is therefore ripe to undertake
the see part of the “wait-and-see attitude” recommended by Professor Feeley – and to do the
seeing in a reasonably systematic way.8 Through a comparative analysis of the 660 inmates
who were incarcerated in state prisons or in private prisons on the Mainland and who were released on parole in Fiscal Year 2006 (July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2006), this study aims to sketch
some of the basic contours of the state’s incarceration policy. This study is far from exhaustive
or definitive—much more research is needed—but it does describe a few important patterns in
addition to identifying some questions for future research.

Research Questions and Methods
One observer has said that “for $40 million a year, it seems like we should know a lot more
about how the Mainland compares with Hawaii incarceration in every area” (former Honolulu
Advertiser reporter Kevin Dayton, email to the authors, May 8, 2006). Indeed, the answers to
many fundamental questions about Hawaii’s imprisonment policy remain unknown. This study
aims to answer two basic questions. First, what are the demographic and crime history profiles
of parolees who have been incarcerated in Hawaii and out-of-state? Second, how do the recidivism rates of these two groups compare?
To answer these questions, data were examined from several sources, including the Department of Public Safety, the Department of the Attorney General, and the Hawaii Paroling Authority. The core of this report is an analysis of data for the 660 inmates who were released on
7

This lack of knowledge is one of the main reasons why we support efforts in the state House and Senate
to pass legislation that would authorize and fund an audit of the Department of Public Safety’s contract
with the Corrections Corporation of America.
8

A recent study of private prisons by researchers in the Federal Bureau of Prisons found that private
prisons experience significant problems in three areas: staff turnover, escapes, and drug use. The policy
implication is that “public sector agencies contracting for private prisons need to develop incentives or
other means to ensure that private sector operators retain experienced custody staff” (Camp and Gaes,
2002, p.427).
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parole in Fiscal Year 2006 (between July 1, 2005 and June 30, 2006). Of those 660 inmates,
495 (75 percent) had never served time on the mainland, and 168 (25 percent) had ever served
time on the mainland.
More specifically, a list of Fiscal Year 2006 parole releases from the Department of Public Safety (PSD) was obtained at the beginning of this study. PSD also provided information about the
movement of inmates between different prisons, which enabled the research team to determine
whether a parolee had spent time in a mainland facility, and if so for how long.
Data about criminal histories were obtained electronically from the Department of the Attorney
General’s Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS). This source provided information about
prior criminal offenses (though only for offenses committed in Hawaii) as well as recidivism outcomes (including type of arrest and time to first arrest).9 Level of Service Inventory-Revised information was also received from the Department of the Attorney General’s Research and
Statistics Branch, and was used to assess risk levels and needs for service among the parolees
in this sample.
Finally, the Hawaii Paroling Authority provided access to files for each parolee in the sample
(though files were not available in some cases). Two research assistants were trained to code
the files for demographic data, offenses, sentencing information, and in-facility misconduct.10

Who Are the Parolees?
Of the 660 inmates who were released on parole in Fiscal Year 2006, three-quarters had never
served time in a private prison on the mainland and one-quarter had. See Figure 6. Since 54
percent of Hawaii prisoners were incarcerated in mainland prisons in 2006 (see Figure 5), the 3
to 1 ratio of Never versus Ever parolees for the same year seems to suggest that parole is more
likely to be granted to prisoners who have never been incarcerated in private, out-of-state prisons. As shall be seen, the mainland parolees also differ from their in-state counterparts in terms
of the extent and severity of their criminal histories, factors which might reasonably be expected
to have a major impact on parole release decisions.
Figure 6. Percentage of FY 2006 Parolees
Who Served Any Time on the Mainland
Any time on mainland?

% (#) of
Parolees
(n=660)

Yes (ever)

25.5% (168)

No (never)

74.5% (492)

9

Since the parolees’ files were coded between July and December 2009, at least three years and sometimes more than four years of post-release offense information was available for each parolee.
10

The research assistants were Jennifer Matsunaga, a graduate student in Social Work at the University
of Hawaii at Manoa, and Kristian Naidow, a senior undergraduate majoring in Sociology at the University
of Hawaii at Manoa.
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Of the 168 inmates who had ever served time in a mainland facility and were released on parole
in 2006, nearly 70 percent had spent half or more of their prison time on the mainland, and more
than 90 percent had spent one-quarter or more of their prison time there. See Figure 7.11
Figure 7. Percentage of Time Served in Mainland Facilities for FY 2006
Parolees Who Ever Served Time in a Mainland Facility (This Parole)
Proportion of
total time served
(Quartiles)

% (#) of
Parolees
(n=168)

1-24%

8.3 (14)

25-49%

22.6 (38)

50-74%

47.0 (79)

75-100%

22.0 (37)

Most Hawaii prisoners who are sent to the mainland remain there for a substantial period of
time. As Figure 8 shows, the average inmate with mainland experience spent nearly 3.5 years in
a private prison, in addition to 2.7 years in a public prison in Hawaii. Moreover, the average time
served for the mainland cohort (6.15 years) was nearly double the average time served for the
Hawaii group (3.19 years). Additional research would be needed to explain these findings.

11

This report relies on the basic distinction between parolees who never spent time in a private prison on
the mainland and parolees who have ever had that experience—however short it might be. This binary
categorization was adopted because it is intuitively easy to understand; because other distinctions (such
as “half or more of time spent on the mainland versus less than half spent there”) would further decrease
the size of a mainland cohort that is only one-third the size of the Hawaii cohort even when using the
more expansive ever-never distinction; and because more than 90 percent of “ever” parolees spent at
least one-quarter of their time (an average of 1.5 years) in private prisons on the mainland. In short, the
ever-never distinction makes sense, but future researchers may want to study the 2006 parolees by making “mainland” time an interval variable which captures the strength of the “mainland dose” (the latter is
known as a “dose dependent” analysis).
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Figure 8. Time Served, by Parolee Type (“Never” vs. “Ever” on Mainland)

FY 06 Parolee
Cohort
(n=573)

FY 06 Parolees Who
Never Spent
Time on Mainland
(n=424)

FY 06 Parolees Who Ever
Spent Time
on Mainland
(n=149)

Average time served***

3.96 years

3.19 years

6.15 years

Average time served in state facilities***

3.06 years

3.19 years

2.70 years

Average time in mainland facilities

0.90 years

0.00 years

3.46 years

Percentage of time served in state facilities

77.3%

100.0%

43.9%

Percentage of time served in mainland facilities

22.7%

0.0%

56.3%

Significant differences between parolee types at *** p < .001.

Figure 9 shows that parolees who ever spent time on the mainland received an average maximum sentence (10.9 years) that was nearly 2.5 years longer than the average maximum sentence imposed (8.5 years) on parolees who never spent time on the mainland. The mainland
cohort also served a much longer proportion of their maximum sentences—an average of 56
percent, compared with only 38 percent for the Hawaii cohort. Thus, among parolees who were
released in 2006, those who ever spent time in a mainland prison had received substantially
longer prison sentences, and ultimately served more time12. The latter fact may be partly explained by the findings presented in Figures 10 and 11, below: inmates incarcerated on the
mainland are more apt to be violent offenders, and they have more extensive criminal histories,
too.
Figure 9. Percentage of Sentence Served for Most Serious Offense, by Parolee Type
FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time on
Mainland

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever Spent
Time on Mainland

(n=423)

(n=147)

9.1 years

8.5 years

10.9 years

43%

38%

56%

FY 06 Parolee
Cohort
(n=570)

Average maximum sentence**
Average percentage of total time
served (at this parole) to maximum
sentence***

Significant differences between parolee types at ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
12

Per the Hawaii Department of Public Safety, the length of minimum sentence(s) as well as program and
health care needs are the three primary factors that determine who is incarcerated on the mainland. Further, inmates are not sent to the mainland until after the Hawaii Paroling Authority has set their minimum
sentence(s). This study did not address these factors, though, as the focus was on parole releases rather
than prison entries.
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Figure 10 describes some basic demographic characteristics of the 2006 parolees. The average
age at time of release of the two parole groups is the same: 39 years. Males made up 84 percent of the total parolee cohort and about 80 percent of the parolees who had never spent time
on the mainland, but they made up slightly more than 95 percent of the parolees who had ever
spent time in a mainland prison. Thus, the ratio of males to females is 4 to 1 for those who never spent time on the mainland, and 20 to 1 for those who ever spent time on the mainland. Parolees who served time on the mainland are significantly more likely to be male than those who
did not.
Figure 10 summarizes the ethnicities of the 2006 parolees. Native Hawaiians are the largest
ethnic group, comprising 40 percent of both cohorts, and they are followed by Whites (about 20
percent), Filipinos (10 percent), and Japanese (7 percent). There are no statistically significant
differences in ethnicity between the two cohorts.
Figure 10 also summarizes the most serious crime of conviction, by offense class, for all 660
parolees. There are statistically significant differences for each of the four classes, with offenders who experienced imprisonment on the mainland committing fewer property and drug crimes
and more violent and “other” crimes13 than persons who were imprisoned exclusively in-state.
The largest differences are for violent crimes, with mainland parolees about two-thirds more
likely to have been convicted of an offense in that class (41.6 percent versus 25.1 percent).
Figure 10. Demographic Characteristics of Parolees Released in FY 2006 (Percents)
FY 06 Parolee
Cohort
(n=660)

Offense Class – Most Serious***
Violent
Property
Drug
Other
Ethnicity
Hawaiian-part-Hawaiian
White
Filipino
Japanese
Portuguese
Black
Other
Gender***
Male
Female
Average Age

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever Spent
Time on Mainland

(n=492)

(n=168)

29.3
39.9
23.4
7.5

25.1
42.3
26.3
6.3

41.6
33.6
14.8
10.1

40.2
19.8
9.5
6.8
5.3
5.0
13.3

40.0
19.4
9.4
6.9
6.1
4.7
13.3

40.1
21.0
10.2
6.6
3.0
6.0
13.2

84.0
16.0

80.5
19.5

95.2
4.8

39 years

39 years

39 years

Significant differences between parolee types at *** p < .001.
13

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time on
Mainland

In this sample, “other” crimes are primarily weapons offenses.

14

Figure 11 presents information about the criminal histories of these parolees. It suggests that, in
the main, parolees in this sample have extensive criminal histories. Overall, the 660 parolees
averaged 56 arrests and 24 convictions—including an average of 20 felony arrests and nearly 8
felony convictions per parolee.14 There are no statistically significant differences between the
two cohorts for misdemeanor, petty misdemeanor, or total arrests and convictions, but there are
statistically significant differences with respect to felony offenses. Parolees who spent time in
private prisons on the mainland had more felony arrests (24 versus 19) and more felony convictions (10 versus 7) than did parolees who were incarcerated only in Hawaii. These differences
reinforce the impression obtained from Figure 10 that, on average, the mainland cohort consists
of more serious offenders than does the Hawaii cohort.
Figure 11. Criminal History, by Parolee Type

FY 06
Parolee
Cohort

Criminal History Measures

(n=662)

FY 06
Parolees
Who
Never
Spent
Time on
Mainland
(n=491)

Average number of felony arrests*

FY 06
Parolees
Who Ever Spent
Time on
Mainland
(n=168)

20.5

19.2

24.2

Average number of felony convictions***

7.6

6.8

10.2

Average number of misdemeanor arrests

20.9

21.5

19.5

8.4

8.4

8.7

11.9

12.2

11.0

6.0

6.2

5.4

Average number of arrests

56.0

55.9

57.0

Average number of convictions, all severities

23.6

23.0

25.7

Average number of misdemeanor convictions
Average number of petty misdemeanor / violation arrests
Average number of petty misdemeanor / violation convictions

Significant differences between parolee types at * p < .05, *** p < .001.

Figures 12 through 16 use the variables gender, age, and offense type to describe the parolees
in more detail. Overall, male parolees were slightly older than female parolees (by about two
years), but the gender and age differences between the cohorts are not statistically significant.
The average age at release on parole ranges from 37 to 39 years.
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The disparity between felony arrests (20.5) and felony convictions (7.6) is striking, with only about onethird of all felony arrests leading to a felony conviction (see Figure 11). This gap could be caused by various factors, but its observance herein is consistent with many studies of “caseload attrition” in American
criminal justice (Walker, 1994, p.27).
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Figure 12. Gender & Age (Years), by Parolee Type

Gender

FY 06 Parolee
Cohort
(n=663)

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time
on Mainland

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever
Spent Time
on Mainland

(n=492)

(n=168)

Males

39.3

39.6

37.2

Females

37.5

37.7

38.6

No significant differences.

Figure 13 shows that men were significantly more likely than women to have been convicted of
violent or “other” offenses, while women were significantly more likely than men to be convicted
of property and drug crimes. Overall, only about 12 percent of female parolees had been convicted of a violent crime, compared with 33 percent of all men and 43 percent of men in the
mainland cohort.
Figure 13. Offense Type (Percents), by Gender and Parolee Type
Offense Type

Males

Females

FY 06 Parolee Cohort (n=576)***
Violent

32.6

12.0

Property

37.4

53.3

Drug

21.9

31.5

Other

8.1

3.3

Violent

28.4

11.9

Property

40.1

51.2

Drug

24.6

33.3

7.0

3.6

Violent

43.3

12.5

Property

31.2

75.0

Drug

14.9

12.5

Other

10.6

0.0

FY 06 Parolees Who Never Spent Time on Mainland (n=426)**

Other
FY 06 Parolees Who Ever Spent Time on Mainland (n=149)

+

Significant offense type differences between parolee types at ** p < .01, *** p < .001,
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+

p < .10.

Figures 14, 15, and 16 show offense type by age and gender for all parolees and for parolees in
the two cohorts. Across all age groups in both cohorts, men had more violent criminal histories
than did women, while women were more likely than men to be convicted of property and drug
offenses. Among older women (age 45 and above) who were released on parole, more than half
(56 percent) were convicted of a drug offense. By comparison, a violent offense is the most
common crime of conviction for older men (age 45 and above) in both the public and private
prison cohorts.
Figure 14. Offense Type (Percents), by Age
and Gender, All FY 2006 Parolees (n=576)
Age:

21-30

31-37

38-44

45+

Males***

:

Violent

39.2

26.4

27.5

37.4

Property

45.0

43.0

39.2

22.8

Drug

10.0

24.8

20.8

31.7

5.8

5.8

12.5

8.1

9.1

3.7

14.8

25.0

Property

63.6

70.4

48.1

18.8

Drug

22.7

22.2

33.3

56.3

Other

4.5

3.7

3.7

0.0

Other

Females+
Violent

Significant age differences within gender at *** p < .001 (Males), + p < .10 (Females).

Figure 15. Offense Type (Percents), by Age and Gender, FY
2006 Parolees Who Never Spent Time on Mainland (n=426)
Age:

21-30

31-37

38-44

45+

Males**
Violent

31.3

20.9

24.4

36.3

Property

50.6

46.5

43.9

20.9

Drug

12.0

26.7

23.2

35.2

Other

6.0

5.8

8.5

7.7

Violent

10.0

4.0

16.7

20.0

Property

60.0

68.0

45.8

20.0

Drug

25.0

24.0

33.3

60.0

Other

5.0

4.0

4.2

0.0

Females

Significant age differences within gender at ** p < .01 (Males).
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Figure 16. Offense Type, by Age and Gender, FY 2006
Parolees Who Ever Spent Time on Mainland (n=149)
21-30

31-37

38-44

45+

Violent

56.8

40.0

35.1

40.6

Property

32.4

34.3

29.7

28.1

Drug

5.4

20.0

13.5

21.9

Other

5.4

5.7

21.6

9.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

66.7

0.0

Drug

0.0

0.0

33.3

0.0

Other

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Age:

Males

Females
Violent
Property

No significant differences.

Figures 17, 18, and 19 describe the 520 parolees who were released in Fiscal Year 2006 and
for whom information is available from the Level of Service Inventory–Revised (LSI-R). The LSIR assesses offender attributes and situations and is used for making decisions about the appropriate forms and levels of treatment and supervision for persons convicted of a crime (see
Appendix A). The instrument helps officials allocate resources, make probation, parole, and
placement decisions, decide on appropriate security level classifications, and assess treatment
progress. Probation and parole officers and correctional workers complete the semi-structured
interview with offenders. The LSI-R instrument has 54 items organized into ten domains: Criminal History (10 items), Education and Employment (10 items), Financial (2 items), Family and
Marital (4 items), Accommodation (3 items), Leisure and Recreation (2 items), Companions (5
items), Alcohol and Drug Problems (9 items), Emotional and Personal (5 items), and Attitude
and Orientation (4 items).15
Each LSI-R item is scored either with Yes or a No (with Yes meaning high risk and No meaning
low risk), or on a 0 to 3 scale (with 0 meaning “a very unsatisfactory situation with a very clear
and strong need for improvement,” 1 meaning relatively unsatisfactory, 2 meaning relatively satisfactory, and 3 meaning “a satisfactory situation with no need for improvement”). When the Yes
or No scale is used, Yes translates to a 1 score and No to a 0. When the 0 to 3 scale is used, 0
and 1 translate to a 1 score, while 2 and 3 translate to a 0.

15

The LSI-R instrument can be found in Appendix A. For a more detailed summary of its origins and
uses, see <http://www.assessments.com/catalog/LSI_R.htm>. When using the LSI-R in evaluation studies, some researchers distinguish between “static” factors that change little over time and predict recidivism fairly well (such as criminal history and age of first drug use) and “dynamic” factors that are
changeable and can be reduced through intervention (such as educational attainment and work history).
This study did not make that distinction, for two main reasons: because including all LSI-R items is appropriate for a descriptive report, and because using all of the items enabled a comparison between the
Hawaii and mainland groups in terms of their overall recidivism risk and treatment needs.
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For each domain and for the instrument as a whole, the higher the score, the greater the need
for services and the higher the risk of recidivism. Since LSI-R scores are available for 395 parolees in the Hawaii cohort and 123 parolees in the mainland cohort, they can be used to further
describe these two groups16.
Overall, parolees who spent time on the mainland received significantly lower LSI-R scores than
did parolees who were incarcerated in-state (see Figure 17). Of the ten domains in the LSI-R,
the mainland cohort received lower scores for all ten—and hence can be regarded as at lower
risk of recidivism—with statistically significant differences in five domains: Alcohol and Drugs,
Accommodation, Emotional and Personal, Family and Marital, and Education and Employment.
This evidence suggests that the inmates sent away to private prisons on the mainland have better situations and fewer needs for service than do inmates who remain in-state. The differences
are largest in the Alcohol and Drugs domain, which may imply that inmates sent to the mainland
have, on the whole, somewhat less need for substance abuse treatment than do inmates who
stay at home. This interpretation is also consistent with the finding that Hawaii-only inmates are
more likely to be incarcerated for drug offenses in the first place. Still, much more research is
needed on this important question.
Figure 17. FY 2006 Parolee Differences on Total LSI-R and Domain Scores

LSI-R Domain Scores
(total possible score)

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time
on Mainland

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever
Spent Time
on Mainland

(n=395)

(n=123)

Total LSI-R Score*** (54)

20.8

18.4

6.3

6.2

Education / Employment (10)

4.1

3.6

Financial (2)

0.7

0.6

Family / Marital* (4)

1.3

1.1

Accommodation** (3)

0.7

0.5

Leisure / Recreation (2)

1.1

1.0

Companions (5)

2.8

2.6

Alcohol / Drug** (9)

2.4

1.8

Emotional / Personal* (5)

0.9

0.6

Attitudes / Orientation (4)

0.7

0.6

Criminal History (10)
+

Significant differences in LSI-R scores between parolee
types at * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, + p < .10.
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The LSI-R assessment that occurred closest to the parole date was used in this study, regardless of
whether it was an initial assessment or a reassessment. The LSI-R data were utilized to describe the two
study groups and were not utilized to make recidivism predictions.
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Figure 18 displays LSI-R information in more detail by showing the percentage of parolees with
each of the criminogenic risk/need factors “present” for all 54 items in the assessment. A risk
factor is defined to be present if the person received a 0 or 1 on the scoring scale (“very unsatisfactory” or “unsatisfactory”). Conversely, a risk factor is deemed absent if the score is 2 or 3
(“relatively satisfactory” or “satisfactory”).
Three major inferences can be made from Figure 18. First, for both parolee cohorts, the highest
level of risk and need by far is found in the Criminal History domain (and the risk/need difference is not statistically significant between the two cohorts). In this domain, half or more of the
parolees in both cohorts had the risk factor present for 7 of the 10 items. By contrast, half or
more of both cohorts had a risk factor present for only seven of the other 44 items in the survey.17 Based on the LSI-R, the clearest sign of the need for treatment and service among parolees in both cohorts is their own criminal history. The next clearest needs for treatment and
service are found in the domains of Companions, Alcohol and Drugs, and Education and Employment.
A second sign of similarity between the two cohorts concerns the LSI-R items for which the
highest percentages of parolees had a risk factor present. Nine of the top ten risk factors for
each cohort are also found in the other cohort’s top ten. In Figure 18, the top ten risk factors for
each cohort are highlighted in boldface.
If the first two inferences from Figure 18 caution against exaggeration of the differences between the Hawaii and mainland cohorts, the third inference is that the Hawaii parolees had
many more needs for treatment and service than did parolees in the Mainland cohort. Figure 18
reveals that the in-state cohort scored higher for risk and need on 48 of the 54 items in the survey (nearly 90 percent of the items), while the mainland cohort showed more risk and need for
only 5 of those 54 items. (The percentage at risk was the same in both cohorts for one item:
“unfavorable attitude toward convention.”) In other words, if we were to ask 100 focused questions were asked about who has a higher need for treatment and service, about 90 times the
answer would be the parolee who was incarcerated only in Hawaii. This may help explain why
the cost of imprisonment in Hawaii is higher than the cost of private imprisonment on the mainland. In addition, the lower LSI-R scores for mainland prisoners (who are more likely to be violent offenders than are prisoners who remain in Hawaii) are consistent with other research that
shows violent offenders tend to have lower risks and needs for service than do non-violent offenders, and lower rates of recidivism as well (Langan & Levin, 2002).
The third inference from the LSI-R data is that, all else equal, one should expect to find more
recidivism among the Hawaii-only parolees than among those who spent time on the mainland.
But all else is not equal. As explained earlier in this report, parolees in the mainland cohort had
received longer maximum sentences, served more time, and had more serious criminal histories
than did parolees who served time only in Hawaii. The next section of this report presents evidence about recidivism in these two cohorts.
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The seven other items for which half or more of both cohorts had a risk factor present are: (1) no recent
participation in organized activity; (2) some criminal acquaintances; (3) some criminal friends; (4) absence
of anti-criminal acquaintances; (5) absence of anti-criminal friends; (6) ever had an alcohol problem; and
(7) ever had a drug problem.
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Figure 18. FY 2006 Parolee Differences on LSI-R Individual Factor Items
(Percent With Criminogenic Risk/Need Factor Present)

LSI-R Factor Items

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time on
Mainland

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever
Spent Time on
Mainland

(n=397)

(n=123)

Criminal History
Prior adult convictions
Two or more prior convictions
Three or more prior convictions
Three or more present offenses
Arrested under age 16
Ever incarcerated upon conviction
Escape history – institution
Ever punished for institutional misconduct+
Probation/parole suspended during prior
community supervision***
Record of assault/violence**

87.2
79.6
69.8
37.6
46.2
93.4
9.8
57.1

82.9
74.8
66.7
44.7
43.4
91.9
6.5
65.9

84.6

67.5

64.2

78.0

44.2
44.6
42.1
38.8
13.6
40.4
46.4
49.9
47.7
49.0

36.1
36.6
38.2
37.4
9.1
35.0
43.1
40.2
39.5
41.2

38.4
32.4

31.7
27.0

26.9
30.7
22.9
53.7

24.4
19.7
17.9
45.5

17.0
7.6
44.8

9.8
4.9
32.8

Education/Employment
Currently unemployed
Frequently unemployed
Never employed for a full year
Ever fired
Less than regular grade 10
Less than regular grade 12
Suspended or expelled at least once
Participation/performance+
Peer interactions
Authority interactions
Financial
Problems
Reliance upon social assistance
Family/Marital
Dissatisfaction with marital or equivalent Situation
Non rewarding, parental*
Non rewarding, other
Criminal family/spouse
Accommodation
Unsatisfactory+
3 or more address changes last year
High crime neighborhood*
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LSI-R Factor Items

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time on
Mainland

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever
Spent Time on
Mainland

(n=397)

(n=123)

Leisure/Recreation
No recent participation in organized activity
Could make better use of time

51.1
54.7

51.2
48.8

4.3
88.1
75.4
53.8
60.9

3.3
86.9
71.5
48.8
52.0

62.0
89.4
9.4
19.8
19.6
13.7
11.5
4.3
4.4

63.4
81.7
6.7
10.1
8.2
5.8
4.9
0.8
2.6

26.5
4.1
33.9
12.8
9.7

20.3
0.8
22.1
6.6
6.7

22.1
19.5
20.0
12.7

17.9
19.5
11.4
8.9

Companions
A social isolate
Some criminal acquaintances
Some criminal friends
Absence of anti-criminal acquaintances
Absence of anti-criminal friends+
Alcohol/Drug Problems
Alcohol problem, ever
Drug problem, ever*
Alcohol problem, currently
Drug problem, currently*
Law violation**
Marital/family*
School/work*
Medical+
Other clinical indicators
Emotional/Personal
Moderate interference
Severe interference+
Mental health treatment, past*
Mental health treatment, present+
Psychological assessment, indicated
Attitude/Orientation
Supportive of crime
Unfavorable attitude toward convention
Poor attitude toward sentence/conviction*
Poor attitude toward supervision

+
Significant differences in risks/needs between parolee types at * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, p < .10.
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How Often Did Parolees Recidivate?
Many observers regard recidivism as the single most important criterion in measuring the performance of a prison or prison system. When one conceptualizes corrections as a process that
potentially leads to reductions in criminality, one would like to be able to attribute reductions in
criminality to specific program or prison effects. Which is to say, criminal desistance is a complicated process, and in order to make sense of recidivism results, one would like to disentangle
the effects of various programs, such as cognitive skills training, education, drug treatment, vocational instruction, or the effects of punishment itself (Gaes et al, 2004, p.20). Unfortunately,
the data available for this report do not enable the desired decompositions. It is possible, however, to describe in broad terms the recidivism outcomes of the 660 inmates who were released
on parole in Fiscal Year 2006. For each person in the sample, at least three years and sometimes a little more than four years of post-release offense information were obtained. This section summarizes the main recidivism findings.
Figures 19 to 22 reveal five main facts. First, more than half of all parolees in both cohorts were
rearrested within three years. The recidivism rate for the whole sample (both cohorts combined)
is 55 percent, which is lower than the recidivism rates—62.5 percent and 67.5 percent, respectively—that have been found in two national studies conducted by the U.S. Bureau of Justice
Statistics (based on three-year follow-ups of prisoners released on parole in 1983 and 1994,
respectively; see Farabee, 2005, p.6). Hawaii’s recidivism rate of 55 percent is also lower than
the 70 percent rate recently reported for California (McGreevy, 2010; Archiboild, 2010). See
Figure 19.18
Second, the recidivism rate for the mainland group (53 percent) is slightly lower than the recidivism rate for the Hawaii group (56 percent), but the difference is not statistically significant.
Thus, persons who have been imprisoned out of state fail on parole at about the same rate as
persons who have been imprisoned only in Hawaii19. See Figure 19.
Third, the recidivism rates for women in both cohorts are a little lower than the recidivism rates
for men, but the differences are not statistically significant. In this sample, men and women are
rearrested at similar rates. See Figure 20.
Fourth, there are not any statistically significant differences between ethnicities in the two
groups and the likelihood of being rearrested while on parole. Whites have the highest recidivism rate overall (62 percent) and in the Hawaii sample as well (63 percent), while Japanese
(64 percent) and “other ethnicities” (64 percent) have the highest recidivism rates in the
mainland sample. The most striking race and ethnicity-related finding in this study is that all subgroups in both cohorts have recidivism rates that approach or surpass 50 percent, with only one
exception: Filipinos who have been incarcerated on the mainland, whose recidivism rate is 29
percent. See Figure 21.

19

According to the administrator of the Hawaii Paroling Authority, a majority of the inmates who have federal or immigration detainers are sent to the mainland, as their custody status does not allow them to be
incarcerated in a minimum security facility. There is a possibility that this would affect recidivism rates for
the mainland group. However, the authors had insufficient information on immigration detainers and were
thus unable to control for that variable in this study. This consideration should be addressed in future research efforts.
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Fifth, there are statistically significant differences in age within both cohorts, with parolees who
got rearrested being about three years younger, on average, than parolees who did not get rearrested. This finding is consistent with previous research that has found that people tend to “age
out” of criminal offending. Of the strongest correlates of crime that criminologists have discovered—gender, race, and age—this study shows significant differences only with respect to the
last of these big three (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990, p.124). In Hawaii as in most places, age
is often a powerful ally for derailing criminal careers. See Figure 22.
Figure 19. Recidivism Rates (Percents), by Parolee Type

Recidivating
Event

FY 06 Parolee
Cohort
(n=663)

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time on
Mainland

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever Spent
Time on Mainland

(n=492)

(n=168)

Yes

55.2

56.1

53.0

No

44.8

43.9

47.0

No significant differences.

Figure 20. Recidivism Rates(Percents), by Parolee Type and Gender

Recidivating
Event

Gender:

FY 06 Parolee
Cohort
(n=663)

Male

Female

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time on
Mainland

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever Spent
Time on Mainland

(n=492)

(n=168)

Male

Female

Male

Female

Yes

56.0

50.9

57.1

52.1

53.1

50.0

No

44.0

49.1

42.9

47.9

46.9

50.0

No significant differences.
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Figure 21. Recidivism Rates (Percents),
by Parolee Type and Ethnicity
FY 06 Parolee
Cohort

Ethnicity

(n=660)

Recidivating Event:
Hawaiian/part-Hawaiian

No

Yes

No

56.6

43.4

58.4

41.6

52.2

47.8

(n=197)

38.2

42.9

57.1

53.3

(n=45)

40.0

57.6

42.4

50.0

52.2

50.0

63.6
60.0

39.1

(n=88)

46.2

40.0
(n=5)

(n=23)

50.0

36.4

(n=11)

40.0

60.9

70.6

(n=17)

50.0

60.0

42.9

29.4

(n=30)

(n=33)

Other

47.8

57.1

(n=35)

(n=34)

(n=35)

Black

36.8

(n=46)

46.7

60.0

63.2

(n=67)

(n=95)

(n=63)

Portuguese

(n=167)

Yes

(n=131)

Japanese

(n=490)

No

61.8

Filipino

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever
Spent Time
on Mainland

Yes

(n=265)

White

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time
on Mainland

50.0

50.0

(n=10)

53.8

(n=65)

63.6

36.4

(n=22)

No significant differences.

Figure 22. Average Age (Years) of Recidivists
versus Non-Recidivists, by Parolee Type

Recidivating
Event

FY 06 Parolee
Cohort***
(n=663)

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time
on Mainland**

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever
Spent Time
on Mainland*

(n=492)

(n=168)

Yes

37.8

38.0

37.0

No

40.5

40.7

40.3

Significant differences in age within parolee type at * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

25

Figures 23 to 25 display information about how much time passed between release on parole
and the recidivating event (either rearrest for a new offense or violation of the conditions of parole). If persons are going to fail on parole, it is (all else equal) better for them to fail later rather
than sooner. These figures focus on the time aspect of recidivism.
Figure 23 shows that more than 40 percent of failures on parole occurred within the first two
years after release, and that the failure rate is nearly 60 percent among parolees for whom there
is four years of post-release information. The plateau-like trajectory of this figure shows that
most persons who fail on parole do so relatively early.
Figure 24 shows a striking similarity between the time-to-recidivism curves of the mainland and
Hawaii cohorts. This indicates that the two groups not only fail at similar rates overall (53 percent versus 56 percent), but also that they tend to recidivate at similar points in time, with the
mainland parolees slightly less likely to fail at most points along the continuum.
Figure 25 reinforces the impression of similarity in the post-release experiences of these two
cohorts of parolees. The average time to rearrest is 40 days longer for the mainland group than
for the Hawaii group (493 days versus 453 days), but this difference is not statistically significant. The average time to rearrest for the entire sample is about 15 months.
Figure 23. Time to Recidivating Event, All FY 2006 Parolees
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Figure 24. Elapsed Time to Recidivating Event, by Parolee Type

No significant differences.

Figure 25. Average Time to Recidivating Event (Years), by Parolee Type

FY 06 Parolee
Cohort
(n=365)

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time on
Mainland

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever Spent
Time on Mainland

(n=276)

(n=89)

1.24

1.35

1.27
No significant differences.

Figure 26 shows what kinds of behaviors led to failure on parole. Overall, nearly half (46 percent) of all rearrests were for the technical violation of the conditions of parole, with the percentage greater than half (53 percent) in the mainland cohort. For the mainlanders, the remaining
recidivating events are more or less evenly distributed between the four offense categories:
property crime (14 percent), other crime (14 percent), violent crime (10 percent), and drug crime
(10 percent). For the Hawaii cohort, the recidivating event categories are, in descending order of
frequency: violation of parole conditions (44 percent), other crime (24 percent), violent crime (11
percent), property crime (10 percent), and drug crime (10 percent). There are no statistically
significant differences between the cohorts, although there is a noticeable difference in the “violation of parole conditions” category. But the violation of parole difference is significant in both
senses, and more research is needed on this important issue. One possibility for the differences
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in technical violations (53 percent for the mainland versus 44 percent for the Hawaii group) is
that the experience of out of state incarceration imparts greater strains on family and community
ties with individuals in Hawaii who might have aided in reentry after release. Another possibility
is that parole officers and board members are generally less tolerant of technical violations
when they are committed by parolees with more extensive and/or violent criminal histories; the
results of this study have demonstrated that both factors (lengthier and more violent criminal
histories) are significantly more characteristic of Hawaii’s mainland inmates, as compared to
their in-state counterparts. It is also possible that parolees with longer and/or more violent criminal histories are simply less apt to adhere to the terms and conditions of their early release from
incarceration.
Figure 26. Recidivism Rates (Percents), by Arrest Category and Parolee Type
Re-Arrest Offense Category+
(for Parolees with a
Recidivating Event)

FY 06 Parolee
Cohort
(n=366)

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time on
Mainland

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever Spent
Time on Mainland

(n=276)

(n=89)

Violent

10.9

11.2

10.1

Property

10.9

10.1

13.5

Drugs

10.1

10.1

10.1

Other

21.6

24.3

13.5

Violation of Parole Conditions

46.4

44.2

52.8

* Most serious, first arrest upon release to parolee and within the study timeframe.

Figure 27 presents recidivism rates for both cohorts based on the risk categories in the Level of
Service Inventory-Revised. The LSI-R defines five risk categories: Administrative, Low, Medium,
High, and Surveillance. The ascending percentages of persons who recidivated in the entire
sample—from 47 percent in the Administrative category (lowest risk) to 100 percent in the Surveillance category (highest risk)—indicate that the LSI-R categories predict aggregate recidivism rates well. The comparisons between cohorts are also interesting. On the one hand, there
are no differences in recidivism rates between the mainland and Hawaii groups in the lowest
and highest risk categories. On the other hand, there are differences in the middle three risk
categories—though they point in different directions. In the low risk category, the mainland recidivism rate is significantly lower than the Hawaii recidivism rate (43 percent versus 58 percent), while in the medium and high risk categories the mainland recidivism rates are higher (68
percent versus 64 percent and 81 percent versus 73 percent, respectively). Thus, the LSI-R instrument helps identify which types of persons are at greatest risk of reoffending on parole, but
it does not reveal anything unequivocal about which group of Hawaii parolees—those who were
incarcerated in public/in-state or private/mainland facilities—is more likely to be rearrested for a
new offense or for violating the conditions of parole. The answers to these questions depend on
the parolees’ risk category.
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Figure 27. Recidivism by LSI-R Risk Categories and Parolee Type

LSI-R Risk Categories

FY 06 Parolee
Cohort***
(n=522)

Recidivating Event:
Administrative

No

Yes

No

47.2

52.8

47.0

53.0

47.1

52.9

55.9

(n=149)

44.1

64.2
73.6

35.8

42.3

42.9

63.9
72.6

36.1
27.4

(n=16)

100.0
(n=14)

68.0

32.0

(n=25)

(n=84)

0.0

57.1
(n=7)

(n=97)

26.4

100.0

57.7

(n=68)

(n=52)

(n=106)

Surveillance

(n=123)

Yes

(n=123)

High

(n=396)

No

(n=59)

Medium

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever Spent
Time on Mainland*

Yes

(n=218)

Low

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time on
Mainland***

81.0

19.0

(n=21)

0.0

100.0

0.0

(n=2)

Significant differences in recidivism and risk within parolee types and LSI-R risk categories at * p < .05, *** p < .001.

Figure 28 presents information about misconduct by persons in the two samples while they
were in prison and before they were released on parole. The numbers represent all occurrences
of misconduct as described in the pre-parole plan closest to the parole date in this study.
Of the nine categories of misconduct in Figure 28, the Hawaii cohort shows higher rates of misconduct in four categories (failure to follow rules, refuse or disobey orders, minor misconduct,
and other misconduct), and so does the mainland cohort (contraband, fighting or assaultive behavior, drug use or paraphernalia possession, and violation of furlough or conditions of community release). The results were mixed in the remaining category (being in an unauthorized area).
But the differences in deviance between the two cohorts are statistically significant in only two
areas: minor misconduct (for which the Hawaii sample had much higher rates), and fighting or
assaultive behavior (for which the mainland sample had somewhat higher rates). Thus, there
are no clear signs that private prisons on the mainland are doing any better or worse at discouraging misconduct among inmates who later are released on parole. It also must be noted that
the misconduct differences which surfaced in this study might be attributed to different definitions of deviance and levels of social control that prevail within the different prisons. Without further study of the relational dynamics inside the prison walls, this possibility should not be
dismissed.
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Figure 28. Institutional Misconduct (Percents), by Parolee Type

Misconduct Categories
(# of instances)
Failure to Follow Rules
0
1
2-4
Refuse or Disobey Orders
0
1
2-3
Contraband
0
1
2-4
Minor Misconduct **
0
1
2-4
Fighting or Assaultive Behavior *
0
1
2-3
Drug Use or Paraphernalia Possession
0
1-2
In Unauthorized Area
0
1
2-3
Violation of Furlough or Conditions of Community Release
0
1
2-4
Other (all other misconduct)
0
1
2
3-8

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time on
Mainland

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever
Spent Time on
Mainland

(n=492)

(n=168)

81.7
14.0
4.3

86.9
10.7
2.4

81.5
14.0
4.5

87.5
8.3
4.2

89.2
7.9
2.8

84.5
11.3
4.2

88.8
8.1
3.0

97.6
2.4
0.0

94.5
4.3
1.2

89.3
9.5
1.2

94.5
5.5

93.5
6.5

92.9
6.1
1.0

92.9
5.4
1.8

95.9
2.0
2.0

93.5
3.0
3.6

77.6
15.0
4.3
3.0

83.3
11.9
3.0
1.8

Note: These figures represent total occurrences as documented in each offender’s pre-parole plan closest to his/her
parole date.
Significant differences in misconduct types and extent between parolee types at * p < .05, ** p < .01.
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Figure 29 shows that nearly 30 percent of all parolees went through a furlough program prior to
parole release, with members of the mainland cohort significantly more likely to be paroled from
furlough (36 percent) than were members of the Hawaii group (26 percent). More research
should be done to discern why this difference exists.
Figure 30 shows that members of the mainland cohort were significantly less likely to recidivate
while on furlough (34 percent) than were members of the Hawaii cohort (54 percent). At the
same time, recidivism rates in the Hawaii cohort did not differ between parolees who were released on furlough and parolees who were not, while they did differ significantly within the mainland group.
Taken together, Figures 29 and 30 teach two important truths: that furlough is more often used
for offenders who have been imprisoned on the mainland, and that offenders in the mainland
cohort—and the public more generally—benefit significantly from participating in furlough programs prior to being released to parole. Notably, a similar inference follows from an evaluation
study of the Being Empowered and Safe Together transitional program (BEST) that is administered by Maui Economic Opportunity, Inc. in cooperation with the Department of Public Safety.
BEST clients (serious and violent offenders) who received comprehensive reentry services had
much a lower re-arrest rate (47 percent) than did a control group of similarly situated parolees
(88 percent), and a much lower reconviction rate, too (24 percent versus 42 percent). The BEST
program was also cost effective, with a $13,643 savings per client because of lower reincarceration rates and criminal process costs, and reduced victimization rates in the community
(Brown, Davidson, Allen, and Tavares, 2008).

Figure 29. Release from Furlough, by Parolee Type*

FY 06 Parolees
(n=664)

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time
on Mainland
(n=492)

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever
Spent Time
on Mainland
(n=168)

Yes

28.8%

26.4%

36.3%

No

71.2%

73.6%

63.7%

Released
from
Furlough

Significant differences between parolee types at * p < .05.
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Figure 30. Furlough & Recidivism, by Parolee Type

Recidivism

Released from
Furlough:

FY 06 Parolees
(n=663)

FY 06 Parolees
Who Never
Spent Time
on Mainland
(n=492)

FY 06 Parolees
Who Ever
Spent Time
on Mainland
(n=168)

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

47.6%

58.3%

53.8%

56.9%

34.4%

63.6%

No

52.4%

41.7%

46.2%

43.1%

65.6%

36.4%

Significance:

p < .05

--

p < .001

Summary
The 660 prisoners who were released on parole in Fiscal Year 2006 had extensive criminal histories, averaging 56 arrests and 24 convictions, including 20 felony arrests and 8 felony convictions per parolee. Parolees who had been imprisoned on the mainland had somewhat more
prior felony arrests and felony convictions than did persons incarcerated only in-state, and their
average maximum sentence was considerably longer (10.9 years versus 8.5 years), as was
their average time served (6.2 years versus 3.2 years). But the mainland cohort also received
lower scores on the Level of Service Inventory-Revised, indicating that, on the average, they
had fewer needs for services and a lower risk of recidivism than did their in-state counterparts.
The mainland cohort had a slightly lower rate of recidivism than did the in-state cohort (53 percent versus 56 percent over the three-year follow-up), but that difference is not statistically significant. The rates for both cohorts are lower than those that have been reported in national
studies and for the State of California, and higher than the recidivism rate (48 percent) found by
a previous Hawaii study that examined 604 persons released on parole in Fiscal Year 1996—
before Hawaii had significant experience using private prisons (Kassebaum, DavidsonCoronado, Silverio, and Marker, 1999).20
The present study revealed no significant differences in recidivism rates by gender or ethnicity,
but age was associated with recidivism, with rearrested parolees significantly younger than
those who were not re-arrested. For both cohorts, the average time to recidivism was about 15
months, with no significant differences between the two groups. And for both cohorts, nearly half
of all rearrests were for violating the conditions of parole, not for committing a new criminal offense. Finally, the LSI-R predicts recidivism well in the aggregate, but it does not reliably predict
the specific individuals who will recidivate (Austin, Coleman, Peyton, and Johnson, 2003), nor
does it reveal clear differences in the propensity to reoffend between the mainland and Hawaii
groups.

20

Since the earlier Hawaii study had a shorter follow-up period (two to three years) than the present study
(three to four years), the differences between the recidivism rates should be interpreted with caution.
Note, too, that the previous study examined parolees who were released by a different parole board than
the one that is relevant in the present study.
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Discussion
What do these findings imply about the propriety of Hawaii’s imprisonment and parole policies?
More specifically, what does this study suggest about Hawaii’s reliance on private prisons in
other states? Although this study has not provided definitive answers to these questions (no
single study could), it addresses them in several ways.
First, the overall recidivism rate among persons who ever served time on the mainland was
slightly lower (albeit a statistically insignificant difference) from the recidivism rate for persons
imprisoned solely in Hawaii. This finding is consistent with a study that compared recidivism
rates among persons released from private and public prisons in Florida and found that reoffense rates were very similar for adults (males and females) released from the two types of
prisons, while reoffense rates among young offenders were lower among parolees from the private facilities (Bales et al, 2005). The conclusion of the Florida study stated that there is “no
empirical justification for the policy argument that private prisons reduce recidivism rates better
than public prisons,” and the practical implication was that “public policy debate on the value of
private prisons should focus on cost-savings or other arguments, not on recidivism-reduction
claims.”21 The parallel finding from this Hawaii study may suggest a similar implication for policy
discussions in this state.
Second, there are problems inherent in using recidivism as a measure of prison performance,
not least because prisons should not be held accountable for outcomes over which they have
little control. Nonetheless, “just as we hold individuals accountable for their failures, so should
we hold prison administrators accountable for the efforts they make in insuring successful reintegration” (Gaes et al, 2004, p.183). This study found high rates of recidivism in both the mainland and Hawaii samples. It also found that, on the whole, experience in a private prison neither
increased nor decreased recidivism rates among parolees. If incarceration on the mainland is
less expensive than incarceration in state, then it might appear that by sending inmates to serve
time on the mainland, Hawaii is getting equivalent rehabilitation benefits for less money. For
some observers, this might be considered an effective and attractive policy.
But the foregoing assertion must be qualified in three important ways. First, the proposition that
imprisonment on the mainland is financially less costly should be researched, not assumed. No
matter how often it is said that “private prisons are cheaper,” merely saying it does not make it
so. The present estimate of the cost of private imprisonment ($62 per inmate per day, versus
$118 per inmate per day for incarceration in Hawaii) is far from all-inclusive, for it does not include several hidden costs, including transportation to and from the mainland, the lower rates of
correctional employment in Hawaii that result from sending inmates to mainland facilities, lower
levels of staffing and service in private prisons that may be preoccupied with the “bottom line,”
21

There were two written responses to the Bales et al. (2005) study, both demonstrating the complexity of
these issues. One, by Charles W. Thomas (2005), formerly of the University of Florida’s Private Corrections Project and the boards of Prison Realty Trust and Corrections Corporation of America and later of
Avalon Correctional Services and the Homeland Security Corporation, expressed “grave reservations
about the wisdom of evaluating either private or public prisons on the basis of the weak quality of the recidivism data that are typically available. To do so creates a real risk that either blame or credit will be
allocated in a way that is fundamentally unfair.” The other response, by Gerald Gaes (2005), former director of the Office of Research and Evaluation in the Federal Bureau of Prisons, concludes by stating that
the Bales et al. study shows that both “the promise” that prison privatization would reduce recidivism and
“the premise” that privatization would introduce efficiencies previously unknown in the public prison system are incorrect.
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increased expenditures on inmates’ phone conversations and in-person visits with family and
friends, and losses in federal funding that come because the U.S. census counts persons according to the states in which they are incarcerated.22 It is beyond the scope of the present
study to provide a more reliable estimate of the true cost of private imprisonment; that should be
a high priority for future research.
The second qualification is that the present study says nothing about persons who remained in
prison and were not released on parole. The extent to which inmates released to parole from instate or mainland facilities accurately represents the populations actually serving time in those
respective locales is unknown. If, for whatever reasons (e.g., longer and/or more violent criminal
histories among the mainland cohort, the lack of face-to-face parole hearings, etc.) it were found
that release to parole is more difficult to obtain by persons incarcerated in private prisons on the
mainland—a possibility suggested by observations of parole board hearings on November 18,
2009 (in person at Halawa Correctional Facility) and November 23, 2009 (by video conferencing
with inmates in Arizona)23—then this study is not comparing otherwise equivalent study groups;
the mainland sample would consist of persons who passed a more rigorous parole release review and may therefore be less likely to recidivate than are the parolees in the in-state group. If
this were the case—and, again, more research is needed—then even though the recidivism rate
for the mainland sample is similar to that for the Hawaii group, it may overstate how well the
mainland inmates did on parole, because they are failing at rates similar to inmates in the Hawaii sample even though they are disproportionately the “cream of the mainland crop.” This
possibility is further reinforced because LSI-R scores revealed that the mainland sample had
fewer needs for service and a lower average risk of recidivism than did parolees from the Hawaii
cohort. For the mainland group to fail on parole as often as the Hawaii sample raises the possibility that imprisonment on the mainland is less rehabilitative than is imprisonment in Hawaii.
This possibility should be one focus of future research, which also ought to explore who is actually sent to which type of prison, and how close the alignment is to official policy. The present
study only examines persons released to parole.
The third qualification to assertions that Hawaii’s reliance on private prisons might be reaping
equivalent rehabilitation returns for less money concerns the limits of a frame of analysis that
focuses only on these two measures (Aviram, 2010). Humonetarianism refers to the growing
trend in the United States to approach questions about criminal risk and rehabilitation mainly
through the prism of cost. Claims about cost now dominate public discourse and drive correctional policy in many American states. For those who care about the quality of correctional pol22

Conservative estimates put the cost (in lost federal funding) of each uncounted prisoner at about
$1,200 per year, although Momi Fernandez, director of the Data and Information/Census Information
Center at the Native Hawaiian group Papa Ola Lokahi, says a more likely figure is $2,500. The latter estimate generates a total in lost federal funding for Hawaii of almost $5 million per year, which is enough
money to incarcerate 116 inmates in Hawaii for one year. Michael Tsai, “Prisons Skewing Census,” Honolulu Advertiser, May 15, 2010, pp.A1, A6.

23

The authors of this study observed 20 parole hearings in person at Halawa Correctional Facility on November 18, 2009, and 22 parole hearings by video link with inmates in Saguaro Correctional Center (Arizona) on November 23, 2009. It is important to be cautious about making inferences from this limited
experience, but the impression of both authors is that, on the whole, it seemed more difficult for inmates
on the mainland to obtain parole (via video conferencing) than it was for inmates who met face-to-face
with the HPA in Hawaii. This possibility was acknowledged by members of the HPA, who suggested that
a “live,” faced-to-face connection with candidates for parole facilitates interpersonal communication and
thus may raise the likelihood of release. The authors are grateful to the HPA for their willingness to discuss this issue.
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icy in Hawaii, this discourse provides both promise and pitfalls. The chief promise is that humonetarian frameworks sometimes recognize how expensive it is to rely on prisons to control
crime and punish offenders. In some circumstances, the result of that recognition is a willingness to consider less expensive and less punitive policies, such as drug treatment, intermediate
sanctions, and community supervision.
But the humonetarian discourse also harbors considerable peril (Aviram, 2010). For one thing,
its focus on short-term financial costs often deflects attention away from deeper problems that
plague the correctional system, such as inconsistent sentencing policies, the provision of decent
medical care, the protection of inmates from sexual assault and other forms of custodial violence, and the overrepresentation of racial minorities and the poor at all stages of the criminal
justice system. Native Hawaiians are significantly overrepresented in Hawaii’s prison system,
and some 60 percent of those released on parole in 2006 were sent back to prison within four
years (see Figure 21).
In addition, the cost-centered arguments of humonetarianism can be a double-edged sword that
cuts not only ineffective and inefficient correctional programs, but also programs that curb crime
or inmates deserve (or both). According to the Vera Institute of Justice, at least 20 American
states have tried to save correctional funds by cutting rehabilitative programs (Scott-Hayward,
2009). California slashed its commitment to medical care for inmates so severely that a federal
court threatened to take over management of that state’s 33 prisons and 155,000 prisoners.24
And three days a week in Georgia, prison inmates receive only two meals. Adequate meals,
medical care, and rehabilitation programs should be nonnegotiable parts of a civilized penal
system. So, too, should decent access to family support systems—a prospect that is difficult
from a distance of 3,000 miles.25
In Hawaii and elsewhere, problems such as these suggest the shortsightedness of relying on a
perspective that stresses short-term savings at the expense of policies and programs aimed at
improving the prospects for offenders’ rehabilitation and the satisfaction of their basic needs and
rights (Aviram, 2010, p.50). States and their leaders have a responsibility to care not only about
crime control and the costs of incarceration but also about the present welfare and future wellbeing of criminal offenders and the communities from which they come. The vast majority of offenders will come home one day, and they will be our neighbors.

24

In 2009, California also passed a law aimed at cutting its prison population. By February 2010, more
than 1,500 inmates had been released from county jails around the state, “prompting an outcry from
some law enforcement officials” (Blankstein and Winton, 2010). State officials expect that the new law will
reduce the prison population by 6,500 “low-level” offenders in the first year (about 4 percent of the state’s
total prison population), but further reductions will be “a hard sell” because lengthening sentences and
spending more on incarceration are “politically popular notions” (Archibold, 2010).

25

One interesting question (though not a pivotal policy question) is where persons convicted in Hawaii
prefer to be imprisoned. As stated in the Introduction of this report, there is anecdotal evidence that some
inmates prefer to be incarcerated on the mainland. The authors of this report have also heard people active in Hawaii’s Community Alliance on Prisons (CAP) say that single men convicted of crime may prefer
a private prison on the mainland (in part because of the perception that the food may be better and there
may be more freedom in a CCA facility than in a Hawaii prison), while convicts with significant family connections seem to prefer in-state prisons. If this is true—and the evidence is only impressionistic—it may
be as much a commentary on the conditions in Hawaii’s own prisons as it is a reflection of what prisoners
want.
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Future Research
In terms of both scope and distance, Hawaii is uniquely reliant on private, mainland prisons. At
present, more than half of the state’s convicted felons are in private prisons on the mainland—
the highest percentage among all American states. Hawaii is also uniquely situated in that no
other state that uses private prisons has to send its inmates across an ocean to cells 3,000
miles removed from the place where their crimes and convictions occurred. Many claims have
been made about the wisdom of Hawaii’s present imprisonment policy, but there have been few
efforts to determine precisely how the state’s incarceration policy is being implemented, or what
its consequences are.
The immediate necessity of dealing with prison overcrowding gave rise to the use of Hawaii’s
mainland incarceration policy. Since its initiation, however, the policy has been deficient in empirical analyses. This study has tried to discern a few of the contours and consequences of Hawaii’s imprisonment policy, and this report presents the most central findings. In concluding this
discussion, it is stressed—more than anything else in this report—that much more research
needs to be done about the subjects explored here.
Hawaii needs to know more about the implementation and outcomes of its imprisonment policy.
For that learning to occur, the State needs to conduct the requisite research and evaluation. The
pressures to be penny-wise-and-pound-foolish are especially strong in this time of fiscal crisis,
and that is another reason why they must be resisted.
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