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'a significant r~duc·tion in recidivism for the' fir'st 156 

... :, men and women who·' w~re releas~d 'from Framingham since 

, 

. 
it became a coeducational .facility. ,The impact of the 

rraminghamprogram on recidivism, was much more significant, 

for ''t~omen-:''from 33.9% (expected .'ra te): to 15.2% actua 1· 

rate--than it was for men--from 22.3% (expected ra,te) to 

15.9% (~c:tual rate)'. The Framingham program was also 

·~'found to be especially effective in reducing recidivism 
() 

for men and \'lOmen \vho had histories of drug abuse. 
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Pro'gram Analyses 
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The present study also examined the effects of four 

programs offered 9:,t Mel -Framingham (Furlough P:rogram, 

Work Rel~a'Se Program, Education Release Program, and 

Counseling Program) on the rate of recidi.vism. In general, 
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all of the programs except the COllnselir~g' Program se,emed to 

have a positive- effect .. on .the rate of recidi\?;ism~ Orl~y 

the results 'of .the Work_'I)e~ease-~a'ta were st"at.istic:ally 

- " 

- significan:t, but;:. the trends of the Fur~ough P~ogram mld 
. . -, : .. '. 

the Education Relea"se l?rogram ''Je.re .in the positive direct·ion. 
." 

. : : These results were consistent for both'· men and women. 

\\The trends indicated from the Counseling 'Program data " 

were not expected, but f;he re~;ults~ere not'sigfiific~nt 
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Cpmp~etion/non-completion data i4entified a pr~fil~ 

of disJ:inguishing characteristics of those men who did 

not successfully' complete the Frami?gham program.. This 

' .... 
. .~: ~ .... " ' 

'.' 

.. -_.'.- ........ : .. ·profile could be used as an aid" to dec~sion making in the. 
-- .' 

p~ocess of sc~eening ~en for transfer to MCI-Framingham • .' . 
. " . .' . 

Those individuals within' these high risk gro,ups can b~ 

' .. ' scrutiI'!ized more carefully or programs may be tailored .' , 

more specifically to the individual needs o~ men' within 
, . 

this group~ It 'is importan~ ~o note that this ~rofile 
. , 

should not be used in a ntechCluical way. It should be 

considered .as au' aid for judgment, not a substitute for 

judgment. 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Correctional institutions in the United States today 

contain in widely varying degrees anachronistic as well as 

futuristic attributes. MCl-Framingham; while certainly 

',bea~ing the markings of attitudes towards crimea~d its, 

punishment that date back to medieval t" 1 1m~s, c early leans 

to~ard the furthermost reaches of the latter. Its emphasis 

is towards ,rehabi1ita tion and reintegra tion of the offender 
• 

involving optimum utilization of the community within which 

the institution j:,~ located. 

To best prepare for the multi-level analysis of MCl­

Framingham, our review of the literature will take on a five-' 

f,old focus. " To begin with we will lock a~ the writings 

and opinions of certain authors who have recently felt that 

rehabilitation or "treatment" seems to have little or no 
. . 

effect in reducing recidivism. ,Robert Martinson will. serve 

as tI1.e 'chi'ef prop' one"nt of th; Po. • • .. .... ~ perspective v7hic'h provides 

this analysis w,ith its null hypothesis" Secondly ~e will 

discuss problems in conducting research in corrections and 
• ,"") l 

how these problems may affect this' and similar studies . ~. . . 
: Thirdly, ~e will a~m to sket~h the historical developments 

ti , 

in the field of corrections that brought t d us 0 present ay 

MCI-Framingha~. 'Next, we will provide a descriptive picture 

, , .-

~~' I 
• I 

o 

,', 

.~ 

• '(j 

" 
J 

of MCI-Framingham itself and the Massachusetts Department 

of Correction. Lastly this review will look at the 

specific programs that MCI-Framingham p:t;'ovides, with 

particular emphasis on those that will be specifically 

dealt with in our ~esearch effbrts. 

The' Effect of Correctional Trea tment 

Martindale writes that: 

In a very broad sense, the workings of societies 
may be viewed as a dialectic between two sets of' 
forces: ' one tending to sustain a de'gree' of' order, 
continuity and structure and the other producing 
change and"departures from the expected. 

(1~rtinda1e, 160) 

'l."he deviant is defined as the individual '\vho departs 

from soc1al norms, that the society. establishes from and 

., between these two forces. Traditionally, ~he instrument 
, 

for.the enforcing of the adherence to this norm has been 

"" ,crim~nal law. , Interestingly, ,inherent in this description 

is the idea thaL as the definl.tions of illegal behavior 

change, so do the methods of dealing with it. (Kittre, '71 

p. 3) 

While United States corrections represent a broad 

mixture of both progressive and outmoded practices, (Dean, 

173, p. 3), there seems to be fairly universal agreement 

. that what has been done up until nO't'1 has not worked. The 
, 
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~ts pure form or laced with various threat of p~nishment in ~ 

methods of rehabilitation within 'the institution seems to 

maintain or provoke more of. the beha~ior that it had hoped 

to control .. (Zimring, '73, p. 5) Ramsey Clark points out 

in his· Crime .... .... .... ~n Amer~';"a that criminal J'ustice's most significant 

that' '80% of all serious cr.ime is committed by statist'ic is 

, . sly (Clark, '70, p. 215) people convicted of cr~me prev~ou .• 

that it Considering this fact, it becomes readily aiPparent 

h efforts to study the is fully appropriate for researc 

reactioh ~f this high risk group who are subjected to some 

(ZJ,.·m· ring, "73, p. 236) .variation of punishment. 

Martinson states that whell ;reform of pri.sons is 

discussed, fi~e traditions emerge and that the modern 

.cor~ections institution contains ,all of these attitude.s or 

traditions in varying degrees. These traditions are: 

, (1) Prisons are designed for punishing offenders; 

(~) 

(3) 

Prisons are vicious instru~~nts ol revenge and 
'should be abolished; 

Prisons are necessary to defend civilization, 
but should be less punitive and Ihore humane; 

(l~) . Prisons should be transformed into effective 
instrumen·ts of rehabilitation; and, 

(5) Prisons are necessary to some stages of 
. 'I' t;on but can be replaced. by milder CJ,.VJ,. J,.za.... , '. d b 
fo~s of control to the degree permJ,.tte y 
democratic crime prevention. (Martinson~ '72, p.23) 

" 

o 

o 

o· 

'. 

o 

o 

o· 

o 

( ! 

U' • 
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13 

A brief su~tion of Martinson's atti~ude toward tOday's 

system of corrections is his statement that the syptem 

provides "minimum protection for the public'and maximum 

harm to the offender." (Martinson, '72, p. 22) McCorkle 
I 

'and Korn tend t'o agree with his statement~· Although their 

position is not as extrem1e, they ·write:., 

The bleak fact is that just as the monstrous 
punishments of the Eighteenth Century failed to 
curtail crime, so the more humane handling of the 
Twentieth Century has equally failed to do so. 

(Korn, '59, p. 474) 

ApparentLy, these writers and others feel that the 

confinement ,theClry of corrections only exacerbates crime 

through its lack of self determination, exploitation due 

to material deprivation a~d c~i~inal education through 

·as·sociation. (Kassebaum,' 71, p. 1.2) "Therapeutic pUnishment" 

only transforms "bad men" into "Sick children," thus 

justifying total control. In fact, "therapeutic punishment" 

is seen by. Some as being identical to traditional punishment, ' 

,differing only in the issue of responsibi1itY'for the 

offender's acts. (Smith, '74,' pp. '113-114.) 

Specifically, Hartill~.on in his trea tmentevalua tion 

sUt've;y:, which analyzed the studies made of correction 

treatment from 1945 to 1967, fo~nd that: 

The present array of correctional treatments 
have no appreciable effect--positive or negative-­
on the rates of recidivism of convict~d offenders. I I 
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His review of existing research i'ncluded studies of individual 

and group psychotherapy as well as" vocational and classroom 

education held within the correctional institutions. 

Martinson points out that his findings'i~veal th~t while 

early release programs may be slightly helpful iIr>the 

lowe~ing of recidivism rates for some offende'rs, psychiatric 

treatment as well as the use of halfway houses actually 

'increased the rate of recidivism for ot;:hers. (Martinson: '72" 

pp. l4-1~) 
; 

The crux of the Martinson thesis is that despite the 

.fact that ,~corrections appeared to have reached a high water 

mf-Jrkof sopliisticationin .what' he' .calis this century's 

"Age of Trea tment," the crimina 1 continues to suffer 

'irreparab1.e damage to his or her "life cy~le process" q~~ ~,o 

o 

the continued deprivation of liberty. (Martinson, '72,. pp. 24-25) 
c:\ 

Gla'ser agreeS 'that ~hatever rehabilitation techniques 

are used 0):' what~ver training is conducted .:within the 

traditional. prison setting, .recIdivism has not b€!el1,. reduced •. 

"Community cente~ed t.reatment," which means. the simulation 

of the real worJ!i) done complete'ly behind the \·'1a1ls= of ,the 

p;-~sou,is doom,ed to failure. (Hardy, '73, p. 16) . In this 
('-./ - . 

arrangement the offencrer continues ·to b~. isola ted '. on, two' 

'. . planes: _ . phyiicc:j.:,l isolation, (walls,' bars, ·etc,.) and 

psychological isolaet'on (control o~\ visits, 

.-... t, 

·,1 

o 

''';;;:;. ,~::=~~~,:;. -.:.'~:~ .~"",:;..-:::'_~,.~.:;,.;;,.i:~ ....... ~: ... _.:;-"<;..,;,,.;:;:~::,:.. .. ;'-.,, .. : .... ~~:::-... dl.:.:.'"' .. ;;,. •. ~.,:,;;. __ :,~..:~-:-::=;;.:7.l';;.~..:~ . 
, 

. . 

() 

o 

o. 

" 

a 

o 

o 

o " 

, . . 15 

" ~ 

interaction with fellow inmates and general routinization. 

(Korn, '59, pp. 465-466) Inmates have. no real life situations 

in which to exercise and build on the benefit.s .they have 

received from treatment in general.' (Korn, '59, pp. 535-536) 

Problems in Correctional Research 
.J 

The proving or disproving of a thesis in the field of 

corrections, for various reasons, presents some interesting 
'. 

·ch~llenges,. especially, as Korn and Mc:Corkle put i~,. "in' a 

nat'ion where ••• ~the total number of municipal and county 

ja'ils and loqkups is not even approximately known." 

(Korn, '59, p. 459) By its very nature and design, the 

criminal justice syste~ ana its administration, with its 

.. "powerless subj ects, economic excuses for resistance to 
. . - ~,. ... ~ 

r~search andoan administrative incentive to avoid the testing 

of longheld beliefs" greatly di~courages any type of . 

evaluative .actione 
i' . 

Add to these obstacles the normal difficulties of 

res~arch and "it is notd':Lfficult 'to: reason why criminal 

just;A .. ce research, in general, is sparse, and evaluative work 
'i • 

regarding an innovativ~ coedu~attona'l institution such as 
~.. ::::> 0 

Mel-Framingham is practicallynonexist,ent. (Zimring, '73, p. 

Lack of funding is a primary factor in this regard. It 
.',' 

. is understandable tha tour crimi:nal justice knm·dedge is 

.'. 
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deficient when less than'l% of our total national expenditure 

for crime control has, in the past, been allocated to . ' 

research. (U. S. President's Commission on Law Enfo'rcement 
(. 

and the Administration of justic~~: ,II~ Challenge of 

Crime in ~ Free Society, '67, p. 273): 

In the research that has been done in corrections, 

several serious and fundamental issues have surfaced •. Some 

of them demand scrutiny in,: this exercise. To begin with, 
\' 

nearly every study' tha't 'has made :lts \~ocus the et'fectiveness 
.. . ... '*.. ' .. 

of a punishment and/or trea tment prograti,i, 'ii~s made the' 

absence of,' recot;).viction as>.;:the -primary criterion for success •. " 

Consequently, these studies have not been able to 'Clistinguish 
1./ 

" \~.\ • •• \1". 
, , . ,. 

if the results were due 'to the treatment or punishment that 
II 

l 

r 
v;a~ given. (Hovland,' 53, p. 1~2) 

Hovland, among others, also points od\tJlhat .the duration 
"', 

of the" fc,llow-up period for determining recidiyJsm" in most 

'research proj ects has been uniformly short., (Hovland " '53, 

p. 172)' There is·also. the,unknowu'va-riable of. the numbe'r of' " 

offend'ers that cO~lmit crimes dl1ri~g the follow-up. Il~riod _. ' 

hut do not get a~rested for these acti.ons. . (Hoods, '70, 

/pp. 54--61) Also, most -researc::he~:f5 have found tha t chances 

of recidivi~m are greater the yodnger the age of the' 

offender is. ,Therefore it is important to realize that, the 

.' 
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"success stories il of certain.punishment.and/or treatment 

programs have merely aged and moved out of the more crime 

prone age group. (Zimring, , ~ 73, 'p. 235) . 

This research effort endeavors to come to grips with two 

, fundamental issues. First of all, it fully recognizes and 

. accepts the already indicated idea that-'trusting "common 

sense" or intuition in regard to correction poli.cy and 

d 1 t . s t' 'enough The research scientist program eve opmen .~ no • 

'must find his rightful place in the field of criminal justice, 

despite the more than usual number of obstacles and ~azards 

encountered iQ that effort. Secondly, the methodological 

and qudlitativeaspects of the research efforts in corr.ections 

can be improved •. Improve~ents can be made using two methods: 

through th~ use of base expectancy categori~s--i.e., research 

tools that have been derived from $~mples of inmat~s, to 
, ,'j . 

enable accurate prediction of the rates of success or 
, , 

f~i1ure upon release of the offender (CarnE!Y, '69,. pp. 110-111) ~~ 
. , 

and by 'extension of the' scope of pre~iously com~leted, 

empirically sound research efforts... (Zimring, ,']3:; pp. 2'BO-283) 
{'\ t" 

Zimrirtg points out that th~ extending O(S a short run, 

before and after study not only lends, credibility to the 

original study and its findings, but also, as the time 

span increases, enlarges the "possibility that changes due 
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prominence." (Zimring, '73, 'pp. 280-283) Specifically, 

this stud~ will extend the ~ork of Almy,et ~i., which 
. --., . " 

focused on Mel-Framingham. Their aim,- in brief, was to 

see if the coeducational design and extra 'prison~?=ograms 

did r.>r .. 9id not reduce recidivism; , The -resea,rch efforts of.·' 

,A1my et a1., were directed, in three general areas:, 

(1) the social climate of the facility with 
r, 

• focuses on communication and information 
flow, punishment and reward, inmate 
subculture, sexual 'relationships, and 
r.e1ationships with the. outside community; 

inmat~ perception of programs; and, 
\. 

, (2) 

,'(3) recidivism follow:-up of 'the tormer residents. 

F.rom this research projec't emerged several important 

. conclusions ~bout. Mel-Framingham' s un?-que ·Pl?ogr,am. To 

begin with, while males felt that communication between. 

themselves and staff members was, less than at the more. 

structured .institutions, ;.they did feel ,that they were more 

ab~e to participate in the decision making process.of the· 

ins.ti tu tion. ~. .. 

o 
lnregard to punishment and staff treatrne-nt, both 

males and females felt thCltinfraction of the institutions 

,. rules would . be met with punishment !j:r,om the staff but; also 

. . (,' ,tha't punishment by(fel1ow inqlates .was le:ss likely to occur. 

The in.mcites also stated that theoFramingham staff was more 

" ' 
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likely to praise their positive actions. _ 
! 

From the research it was clear that within the facility 

there was a much less rigid. subculture amo~g' the men than 

the women. Outside of ,the. institution, rna les ten.ded to 

view their relations?ip with people more pOSitively than 

fema'les. 

Lastly, in regard to sexual f t" d . unc 1on1ng an 'thinking, 

,with the ~xcep,tion of 'female' homos€xuaU.ty', ~hi'ch was' 

openly a~knowledged and generally accepted, 'the inmates 

attitudes on sex roles were qu'ite tradit'ional. Sexual 

relationships wIthin the' facility were Viewed, by both meri 

. and vlOmcn as being no different than ,·"ha t they had known ' 

outside the facility. 
. " . 

Al!llY'~ al., recidivism follow-up'i'rivolvin'g,the 

comparison of the expected recidivism rate (17.3%) and 

the actual redidivism rate (11 6%) 1 
. • c revea ed a substantial 

reduction in recidivism f~~ :the first 121 persons who 

were released from Framingham since it became aCb~d'uca tiona 1 

. facility. 

~Besides J;:he: work", of; Almy,; eb~ .• ,:~ there e)tists li.ttle' 

empirical evidence on the effectiveness or ineffectiveness 

, of, rehabilitation or treatment programs carried, 011. outside 

. of the correction institutio~.itse~f, especially tho~e 
• j~ 
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emanating from a coeducational.facility •. Our research 

efforts will be aimed a t e~tending the. follow-up period 

at Framingham and seeing if it, with its. work release, 

education release, furlough and· couns~ling programs does 

reduce recidivism. More specifically, we will be interested 
." r , 

. to see what specific 'programs;achiev.e. tpe most posibive 

results with what type of individual. These.findings,or 

at least the direction i~-which they pofnt, will be 

. particularly noteworthy since so much of the evaluative 

re~earch .on .these prog~ams has been based on what .. Carney 

. calls the "p"anaeea frame of reference",' i.·e. ,the feeling 

that all inmates would benefit from all. programs. (Carney. 

'69, p.llS), " .. 

.. -' 

'Historical Perspective on Corrections 

'If one is' to analyze MCl-Framingham to see "if', an'd to 

what degree, it reduces r'ecidivism and how, if so, it 
~ ~. 

"accomplishes this objective,. it is necessary and appropriate 

to·look.at the history of that"inst.itution. We have 
.' , 

a lJ1;ready sta ted tha t NCr -Framinghaf(l) like ·.v~~tl.1a lly all 
",--, ... ' . II' .. " 

othercorrectiona 1 {5!nstitutiol.1s, contains various, ',often 

. '-juxtaposed elements and aspects of different attitudes 

to~arl cri~e and puni.sbmerit.. What a.re these historical 

'~haract~ti~tics "~nd how d'id they g~'t' to'MCl-Frami~gham? 
o 

Ramsey Clark writes "that "cri.me re:flects. the character of 

.. ' 
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a people. This is a painful fact we do not want to face." 

(Clark, '70, p. 15) To best underqtand our present 

character and its attitude toward crime, punishment and 

treatment, we begin by looking at Medieval times~ 

Smith and Fried, among other writers, point out that 

"theori~s of reven."ge, ,restitution and 1;:.ehabilitation have 

been said to characterize penal methods in' the Middle Ages, 

Enlightenment and Modern Period respectively." (Smith, '74, 

p. 1) 

It 1'1aS no~ until the 8th century, when the", concept of 

,private jurisdictions crystall.zed with 'the church and state 

beginning to shoulder the respon~ibility of the punishment 
.'c 

,of wrongdoe.rs~ that jails ·emerge-&.c However, at "this time, 
. 

·they were used only as a place for awaiting trial or for 

the receiviQ~ of immediate punishment. (Sellin, '26, 

pp. 104-112) Prior to this, offenders were deal~ with o~ 

a more individual basis, receiving punishment in terms of 

penance and· fines. (Krisberg, '7S~ pp. 137-138) In the 

latter part of the Middle Ages, corporal and capital 

punishrn~nt b'ecarne much more the frequent response to 

misbehavior. ~Y. the 14th century, death was,the most conunon 

pen~1ty noted, in cont.inental rec6r~s. Mu~ila tion in the 

fp~s. ~f disme~berment, disfigurement, castration and 

~ii~ding, was the ~econd most common: response. Both 
0' 
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banisrunent and :corporal punis?ment were less frequently used; 

although the latter continued to be used with children. 

Imprisonment, at 'this ,time) with the exception of the 

.treatment of certain categories of heretics was not viewed 

~s a punishment. It was used chiefly for' the indiv·idua1 

awaiting trial. (Korn, '59, pp. 395-398) 

These types and methods of punishment continued to 

be used as the Renaissance gathered momentum. As feudalism 

gave way to nation states, criminal procedure became 

.. synthesized .. ·Korn and McKork1e write: 

TIle ce~tra1{zation of political po~er was 
accompanied and promoted by a widespread movement 
toward consolidation and standardization of 
judicial procedures compatible with the growing 
absolutism of the rulers .•..• this consolidation 
took its inspiration from the inquisitorial 
procedures of imperial Roman law, revived' and' 
perfected by the Church in its ass~ult· on 
heresy. (Korn,' 59,p. 399) .. 

By extending judicial rights and centralizing power and 

authority, individuals consol,idated and strengthened 

their .. politica1 power. 

In E~glC!nd by the mid-16th century) two interesting" 

,,:tnst~'tllt','ons \"er'e",,",:;n' ;t;atecl'·o the TJo'~lrhotlSe 'desJ'gnecJ ...... oJ.. .L. Y .J....... .L. ., ....... ....) _,' ,1..(1 
\\ " 

'reli~ve the plight of the '''honest poor;" and the house of .. 

'cor~ection, cre~ted to take care of the dishonest poor. ~ 

.In a "veryshort time, the sc?pe of. fhe two agencies became 

dneand the same: putting the idle to work in tasks such 

.... : . ~ ..... 
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as cloth making, weaving', milling, t h e c., so t at they 

would meet their d own nee s, serve a,s an inspira tion to 

others anq lead themselves back to 0 socLety. (Korn," 59, 

pp. 406-407) 

By the 17th century, houses of correction were very 

'common, providing work for a motley groyp 'tvhich' usually 

included convicts, orphans, paupers and lunatics. 

Interestingly enough,. as, Krisberg points out, ,the houses 

of correction flourished tOl th 0 un ~ e Lntroduc,tion of machinery 0 

At this time the factory. replaced th h f ' e. ouse 0 correction 

~s a iource cif labot. Free l~bor could produce more than 

prison labor. As the value of human labor went down 
, -,' 

and less work could be found for inmates, a're-examination 
.. -- ... 

o~ the ~urpose of impr~sonrnent was carried out. Individuals 

pondered whether punishment meant a deprivation of liberty 

or work for work's sake. (Krisberg, '75, pp. 152-156) 

It was the "Great Law" passed by the,Q k ua er Assembly 

of Pennsylvania,in'1682 that foreshadowed the new direction 

. .that penal philosophy would take. The "Great La\\i''' declared 

that imprisonment should supplant all punishments for 

. major crimes exc~pt homicide. And although this act 

would be temp?rClrily :repealed, it ~eralded a new age in 

.corr.ect.ions •. ' (Korn, '59, pp. 410-411) 

, 
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" . 
,By the end of the 18th century, it was clear that there 

were two very formidable movements ill the fLe1d of c,rimina1 

justice: the attack on antiquated methods of pu~ishments; 

and, the attack on antiquated criminal law which grew out 

'of th~ En1ightenme!lt. I Undoubtedly, the writer who had 

'the greatest impact in this regard .was Cesqre Bonesana 

Becarria who in 1764 wrote an essay, On ?rimes and Punishments~ 

This essay contained as its'core concept the new relation 

between man and the state, based on the theory of the 

"s~cia1 contract" as delineated 'by Hobbes, Locke and, 
• 

Rousseau. Voltaire' added weight to Becarrfa's' argume~t' and 

soon the monarchs of Europe re'sponded by reviewing capita 1 

punishment, establishing juries and the rights of the (\ 

accused and putting an end to torture. '(Korn,. '59, pp. 402-405) 

The uti1it'arian philosopher, Jeremy Bentham, perhaps more' 

than anyone else, represented the union of the interests 

of. law reform ,and penal r,eform. The ,'imprisonment trend, 

met both of these needs. (Korn, '59, p. 411) 

A very significant concept tha t 'emerged from the' 

"Rights :o~Man" period for c~iminal justice was that of, 
" . 

'. the begi~n,ing of differential treatment of prisoners; ~ 
, , 

ranking of oifenders according to the risk 'of escape and . ' 
dangerousness. (Hardy, '73, p. 5)' This attitl;lde, marked 

a real difference from ear1ie,r' primitive 'ideology tha t . ' 
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.' ,-'- j saw offenders as a ~omogeneous group that) despite individual 

degrees of legal violation,' forfeited ·their membership in 

society. In 1870 a'nother ~ype of prison emerged, the 

reformatory, which had as its focus ~outhful offenders. 
I 

(Barnes, '59, p. 329) 

At the onset of the 19th century" .,;imprisonment had 

become a coercive measure in itself; a means to an end. 

Fletcher sums up the mood at the time. 
, , 

The mitigation of harsh penal laws was to be 
expedited by strict and conciliatory attention to 
the morals and'health of prisoners and (by)' , 
introducing a system of solitc:Iry c~I).finer~ent, f6~ , 
certain crimes and establishing of penitentiary 
houses. (Fletcher 139) 

. The "penitentiary" was anew /",1:"erm in corrections, rooted 
// 

" in the word "penitence" ~ ;pffaning to be sorry for' sin. The 

I,' • 

((' 

Quakers 'had. much to do with this idea of being left alone 

and contemplating the er,+o:r of one I s deeds. Consequently, 

solitary confinement was.a major component of corrections 
I 

at this time •. It was felt t~at the penitentiary would 
~ . . . .. 

provide a new environment which would erase the influences 

of the old. The model for corrections in. the 19th century 

Was the Auburn System of New York S'tB'te ~vhich instituted 

solitary confinement at night and collective labor for 

profit during the day. Good behavior at Auburn,was measured 

'by the amount of worK accomplished. (Krisberg, '75, p. '158) 
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Interestingly, it was in 1817 that New York State became 

the first state'in the nation to attempt to .deal with the 

problem of recidivism~ It passed the first habitual· 

criminal law which began the precedent of giving harsher 

sentences for third and fourth offenses,. ,(Barnes, '59, p. 58) 

.By the ~id 19th century ~ the' gradu~al movement from 

feudal society to a bourgeois political eco~omy culminated 

in'two qu-ite model::'n and pr'ogr'essive concepts:' on~, that 

co<?rcion, .which was" basic. to 'the idea of punishment, was 

to. be exercised exclusively by' the state; 'and two,' that 
,~ . 

exact ica'lculable punishments were to' be" affixed 'to ~pe~ific 

offenses. (Smith" '74, pp. 18-19) 

As the 19th century faded into the 20th,'it became 
'. 

increasingly apparent that there existed a dileinl:na within 

this country's correctional philosophy: the conc~pt of 

state coercion clashed with the doctrine of the rights of 

man in the liberal state. The solution to this problem 
.i 

could be found in viewing offenders.as being psychologically, 

" morally and possibly p):1ysiological,ly different from the 

S e1.f--ciete1."TIlining ind,ividua 1 for whom the sta te exis ted. 

Punishment and/or treatment would re~tore'theabilities to 
\) 

the offender that were Il:ecessary for free' and moral ac,tion. 

,(Smith, '74, pp. 22 -23) , . 
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Wh,ile many proponents of the rrTraditional" school 

continued to adv,?cate the "get tough" p~licy of offender 

, ,~reatment, the feeling that. thee criminal suffered from a 

treat~ble disease that prevented ,him or her from doing the 

corre,ct thing increased in popular1°ty. A hO . s t 18, opinion 

grew, although often intertwined with punishment theories 

the seeds of the Era of Treatment or Rehabilitation had 

been sOT,qn. (,Korn,' 59, "pp. 581-586) 

With thie ons'et of the Era of Treat~ent, modern 
n 

corrections. ideally had shifted its ,emphasis to the 

'rehabiiit'Clition~f the offender' arid his" or her' return to 

society, but attempted to achieve this through the 

traditional ~ystem of penalties: (KOt '71 1 tre, ,p. 37) 

~e poor success rate of the mooern American prison with 

its potpou;r:ii system of confinement, trea tment;B and fines 

makes it apparent that: 

The label of 'treatment' masks the inability 
of ~ericanoprisons 'to fully commit themselves 
to e~ther s1mple unaffected punishment or genuine 
rehabilitation. (Smith, '74, p. 112) 

It ,is the "correctional cC;>InInunity", 

between punishm£ht,i.e., confinement and 
. ' 

the compromise 

treatment that 

characteriies muc'h of wha't is today"s Ame'l?ican system of 

corrections." (lI"'enton, '67);1 pp. 1-2). But, as Alper dnd 

others point out, ,high recidivism rates indicate that 
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contrary to what is hoped, "the convicts'motivation for 

an~i-socia1 behavior remains untouched~ frequently it is 

strenthened." Confinement mixed ,with in-institution 

rehabilitation only produces "good actors, dissemblers and 

hypocrites." (Alper, '74, p. 58) With this arrangement, 
, .:::-

prisoners are not only ill~prepared for ~e-,e:}ltryinto ' 

society in the way of employability /'a'!1d.: psychological 51<il1s, 

but also the social st'igma of the offender is not reduced. 

In lllany ,instances it is increasod. (Shoham,' 66, 'pp~' 12 -13) 

Now that w~ have analyzed carefully" the historical 
. , 

roots of the ~ystem of corrections that we know today, 

it is appropriate that we return to Robert Martinson's null 

hypothesiK. Through this historical sketch we have been 

'able to better appreciate and m~r,e clearly visualize the 

variou-c::, attribu.tes or components of, our prisons as ~hey 
\/ / . . ~:~\ ' 

reside in the c~~a of Treatment •. It is just this era, or 

error of treatment,~s he" undoubt~d1y would label it, 
II . 

that Martirison feels 'nas profoundly failed to demonstrate 

any.ability to make a be.ti:er citizen out of the prisoner _ 
--/; 

tha1'Jefore he or she passed through the'in~~itution's 

gates. To reiterate: Hartinson's review of all the 

studies d~n~ on correctional institutions' tre,atment 

techniques between 1945 and.~967 paints the very vivid 

picture that 'confinement coupled 'with in~prison treatment 
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or r~habilitation of any quality or quantity does not improve 

the offender as evidenced by recidi;ism :~~tes. 

t\ 
Martinson Sums up his position nicely l'lhen he writes 

~\ that: 

, Th: go~l of ~he sys;tem of criminal justice 
in Amer1c~ 1s.pun1shment instead of rehabilitation, 
the creat10n of fear rather than respect and 
the deprivation of liberty rather than the creation 
of opportunities. (Martinson" '72, p. 235) 

liT' " . 
. ,rue" trea tment or rehabilitation ha s not "been achieved. 

Tor!=ure, m!.ltilat~on and death gave way to imprisonment, 

but recidivism statistics tell us that no matter what is . 

done with the offend'er within the walls, true' chang~ for 

thehetter has not come about. '-'The Era of Treatment 

remains stalled at the threshold, an age still clamoring' 

to,be born." (Korn, '59, p. 588) 

MCI-Framingham .. 

A correction institution of a. type that was not 

included in the extensive review of the treatment studies 

made by Martinson or in the criticism of many recent writers 

is Massachusetts Correction Institution, Framingham. 
~,~ , ~~ ,! 

Ramse~ Clark writes that the goal of moder~ cJtrections 
'* • : ; 

, 

must be rehabilitation, and that every ,other consL.ieration 
, . 

, , , 

of t,he correc,tion program must be sUbor'dina'ted to it'. 

(Clark, '70, p. 220) As we have already discussed, however, 

all previous attempts at rehabilitation, ingluding the 
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"correctional community" approach'with its sophisticated 
, 

training programs and its attempts to develop more open and 

free interaction, have generallybeeu ~lithin" the prison 

walls. The result : is .. ~ an artificia'l and overly controlled 
< , ~ -., 

,facsimile 'of the real cOnllnunity: the town',,', city or area in· , 

~hich the institution is located.' (Shoham, "66, p. 152) 
.' /). . 

MGI-Frattl:tngham with its coeducational design and programs 

that(;"allow offenders to spend a considerable number of 

... hours of the day away from the institution, 'working or 

studying. in the community perhaps has, the ,best chance ·to 

send the offender back to society rehabilitated because 

he or she h~s been rehabilitated tn it. , .. , 

Protection of society is cited as a major goal of the 

. Massachusetts Department o~ C9rrectio.p according to its. 

Philosophy of Reform,' 1972. Protection, however, is best 
), 

achieved, according to this same philosophy by providing: 

a truly,corrective experience for sentenced 
6ffenders so that;: they will be better equipped 
to leqd product.ive and law abiding lives ••••• " 
Our goal is to r.eturn a man to society with the 
knowl~dge and skills necessary to earn an . 
'honest living, with a reasonable sense of social 
responsibility and self Value and .with an .. 
increased capacity for self control, judgment 
and realistic ~')ptimism. (Pow.er:s, '73, p. 181) 

To best achieve these goals, the Massachusetts Department 

of Corr,ection, as of 1972, instituted the idea .. of 

community based treatment. Specifically, this' program would 

'. 
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. allow certain offenders to participate in work, educati'on 

and furlough programs in the community in which the 

institution was situated. The criteria for the choosing 
. (J 

'of these participants are: the 'offender must have served 

'a reasonable length of time,' have demonstrated that he or. 

she is "responsible and deserving", and·be within.ei~hteen 

months of his or her parole eligibi~ity date. (Powe~s, '73, 

p. 178) 

MCI-Framingham, in additiprl t'o o~fering these beyond 

the prison walls programs, was also designed to provide 

a more natural ~nvironment for residents. It was to be 

,coeducational: housing m.en and ~vomen in separate units. 

within the same walls and allowing free interaction du~ing 

me~ls' and r,ecreation, being s.eparate only at night. 

(A1p'er, , 1'4, p. 94)' 

" . Originally ,HCI-Framingham ~as buil,t .. in 1877 as the 

nation's second exclusively female correctional institution. 

Women who were c.onvicted and sent~nced for any cri~ne·, ·in . 

any',court in Massachusetts, unless otherwise "indicated by 

the Commissione'r; '\Vere sent to' Framingham.. Until 1973 

drunkenness was -the major cause for sentencing to 

Framingham.·O~her m~j.or reasons for conmci.~~ent .. there 

, we're: - felo~ies ov~f $100.00, .narcotic drug ~i01ations 
and'drug're1ated crimes, prostitution and manslaughter. 

\:\ 
'\ 

(P \\ '73,' 216 217) ower~\? pp.. -
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In time the female population of the Women's Reformatory 

at Framingham (MCI-Framingham) decr~ased due to the establish-

ment of halfway houses and .other community settings as well 

as the decrimina'lization of drunkenness.. It was at this 

,time in the early 1970's that it was decided by the 

Massachusetts Department of Correction-that ·Framingham's 

empty spaces .would be filled by specially selected males. 

who would -be transferred fr9m other Massachusetts' 

Correction Institutions for an· experimental coeducational 

program. The first group of men arrived at MCr'-Framingham 

'in March 1973. (Alper, '74, p. 94) 

Several correctional treatment programs are in 

operation at MCl-Framingham. Four have been selected for 

this study: furloughs, work release, education release 

, and counseling. 

. ',FurloughProgram. A furlough can be defined as a, 

purposeful, temporary, usually unsupervised., release, frOm 

a.correctional facility. Furloughs are consistent,with the 

-community .... Qriented trend 'in' cor'rections in that they enable 

gradu~sl ·reintegJ;-.gtJ,OI.I. i'!'lt0 the community prior to final 

discharge from.custody. 

In Massachusetts., the furlough program was first 
. . 

implemented in November, 1972, 'through legisl~tive action. 

(Section 90A, Corre!=tional Reform Act,a.k.a. Chapter 777) 
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The purposes for which furloughs-may be .' granted are: 
(1) to attend relatives' funera1.~; 

(2) to Visit'~ritica~ly ill rela~i!es~ 

(3), ',to ~btain m~di~al and ~ocial services not 
ava~lable w~th~n the facility or th h 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

'""hospitalization' roug , " 

to contact prospective employ.e,rs; 

to obtain post~;elease hoqsing; 

for any other reason serving a ° t function. I re~n egrative 

Eligibility is based on the amount of t~me .... served and 

type of cOlnmitment. Tho ~s can ra~ge from immediate 

qualification for those \·7ithin 18 months of parole 
.. 

el~.· gibiliL-v, to a f" ...... ' ; ., " ,:, . ' 
J 'lve year ~ait for those, serving a life 

sentence for 

a maximum of 
first degree murder •. An inmate may rec,eive 

14 furlough days d~ring' the year. Emergency 

situations can bring about immed~ate f .... ·urloughs, under 

guard if close supervision is deemed necessary. F~rloughs 

are granted through appli~~tion to"~" furlough coordinator 

and a~e b,as,ed on the recornmenda'tions of a furlough' 

committee. and '1 rl . 'd b ' . . ~. 
b,.t '. )OrB~e . y the. fa,cil1-ty Superintendent, 

or in the' ca se ' 0"::"''0' ,.: 1 '~f-' . .;r ' 
" ' . . • ~ .t. :Clt t.:)t • .:..8 01: enders (c;ertain sexual and 

violent crimes),' the Comm;ssJo,o'ner ~ ~ of· Corrections. Those 

tnassifiedas liS '11 'd exua y angerous persons" have o~ly 

recentl)' been allowed furloughs ~nder Federal Court order. 

, 
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Prisoners,fwho fail to return within two hours of their 
, . 

~~pigp.at!2d': time are considered escapees and appropriate 
, . 

law enforcement· action is undertaken. (Farrington, 1975, 

pp. 1-6), ! .. 

: 

Between November 1972 and June 28, 1975 a total of 

20,290 furloughs were granted in Massachusetts. A total 

of 311 inmates were declared escapees, for an overall 

escape rate of 1.5%. Excluding 86 inmates who returned 

volu~tari1y within 24 hours,. 2~~ did not return vo}untarily 

(1.1%) and 52 of those remained at large; (Farrington, 

September 1975, .p. 9) 

At MCl-Framingham a total of 1,715 furloughs were 

granted and 18 inma tes were declared escapes, for an over-

all esc~pe rate of 1.0%. Nine inmates did not return 

voluntarily within 24 hours (.5%) and four remained at 

large. (Farrington, September 1975, p. 9) 

Based on data from an earlier survey (November 1972 

to December 31, 1972) 90.3% of all Massachusetts furloughs 

had a "favorable" outcome, and. 9.7% had an·' "unfavorable"" 

outcome: escape, late arrival (less than 2 hours), new 

arrest, etc.' Framingham furloughs were 86.8% favorable 

and 13.2% unfavorcible. However, 10.6% of Framingham 

unfavorables were due to late arrival,· as· compared to 
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. 
7~1% of the total.' Framingham listed a . 1.4% ~scape ~at~ vs, 

a 1.7% rate for all other Massachusetts facilities. 

(Farrington, S~pte~ber 1974~ p. 17)' 
.. 

" 

" 

The apparent su"Ccess of the )·1assachusetts furlough 

program is not unique. A recent survey of nationwide 

. furlough programs indicated, that such programs exist in 

29 states, 16 states have plans for implementation, and 

on~y" 6, sta tes have no plans for furlough programs. Of 

. the states allowing furlough.s·,. 23 or 82% reported minil1!-al 

or no serious problems. (~Brkley 1973, pp. 19-26) In 

the District of Columbi,a, during ~ 16 month period, 1,000 

furloughawerc granted, and jhere were 21 escapes for 9 
..I! 

98% SUccess rate. (D.C. Citizen's Council for Criminal 
• .., j/ " ", 

. Justid/e, 1971; cited in LeClair~ p~ 10) 
!f ' .I 

Studies measuring the impact of furloughs. on post-

release behavior are few. In one such study, Holt and 
\' 

" Miller reported that 40% of furlough participants' 

experienced difficulties while on parole, as compared wi.th 
-. 

58% of non-part.icipants. (Holt et al.) c~ted in Marldey, 

t973, pp. 19-26) 

In a sectiori of their 1975 study of MCI-Framingham, 

Almy,£.!:. al.,.su~veyed inmates' perceptions of rehabi~itative 

programsQ Ninety-two percent of the men and 62% of the 
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./ 

women in the sample of 50 prisoners had been on furloughs. 

'The administrative goals of the progra~ were found to be 

consistent with the benefits expressed by-inmates; i.e., 

furloughs enabled one to maintain or re-establish family 

and community contact. Forty-three out of 50 inmates 

rated the program and their experiences'" with it as 

positive. (Almy,et al., 1975, p. 125) 

It is hoped that the analysis of the MCI.-Framingham 
, (\ 

furlough program will shed new light on the effectiveness 

of furloughs as a rehabilitative tool. The data suggests 

that furlougl~ programs 'pose little or no threat to the 

co~~unity. Yet it remains to be' seen whether or not 

furloughs ultimately effect a more positivere-integration 

into the community. 

'Work Release Program. Work release (also referred to 

in the literature as work furlough or day work) can be 

de~ined as the temporary ~elease.of an inmate from a 

facility for the purpose of employment in public and 

private industry. The inmate is r~quired to return'to 

custody at the completion of the work day. First utilized: 

in Wisconsin under the ',Huber Law of. 1913, work release 

has become increasingly popular as a rehabilitative 

method. It is another manifestation of the trenc1 in 
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corrections toward community-based "treat111entft. 

In addition to rehabilitative ,goals, work release 

programs are often touted by "reforme~s" as cost savers, 

" and studies have borne this out. (LeClair, no pub. date, 

pp. 5-7) 

Variations of work release have existed in Massachusetts 

since 1880, when female inmates were indentured or 

released in-citizen custody for day work. (Ayerj 1973, 

p. 187) In 1972, ~he Correctional Reform Act repealed all 

such previous legislation. Any offender in a state 

.facility demonstrating responsibility and deservedness 

d~ll;'ipg ~9~:finement. (a.t J:~Cl~~ 3.o~ays)) an.q withinl8 months 
<) 

of parole eli~ibility may participate in work release. 

Committees of correctional staff members in each institution 

make recommendations on applicati9ns. to the Superintend~nt. 

The Commissioner of Corrections is the final authority, 

especially in caBes of those .serving life sentences for· 

certain sexual and violent crimes. Failure to return to 

the facility constitutes "escape'! and subjects the inmat·€, 

to possible prosecution and futther sentencing. (3-5 

years and loss. of "good time"). (Pmvers 1973, pp. 178-179) 

Inmates ,on work release are required ~o pay the state 

for rOQm and' 'board on a per diem basis'. In .certain 

circumstances a portion of their wages is deducted for 

support of depend~nts and payment of debts. 

. . .. "" " 
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Based on data frQm the October 1975 "Monthly Statistical 

,Report on Massachusetts Correctional Progran:s," 82 inmates 

or 6.5% of the 1,269 total ~nmate popula~ion (excluding 

pre-release centers), participated in work release 

pr,ograms. At MCI-ll:ramingha,m, '21 out of t24 
participated. During the month of OctoD~r, 

inmates or 16.9% 

the following 

changes occurred within its program: there were eight 
C'l 

admissions, three inmates paroled or cfischarged, two 

removed for disciplinary reasons, three transferred to 

pre-release centers, and four quit their jobs vo1unt~ri1y. 

Studies ofcwork release programs are more numerous 

th.:ln other rehabilita t1.ve pr9grams, though there is by, 
, . 

no means an overabundance. Of those evaluations in 

existence, Jeffery and Woo1perthave leveled several 

criticisms: 

(1) 

.' 
(2) 

control groups are inadequately matched f~r • 
'criminal record and social background va~~ables, 

the criteria for. selection of work release 
participants favors those most likely to,' 
"succeed" regardless of progr.am impact; 

work release is all' too 'often used as, a reward 
for good beha vior " 

Each situation affects the reliability of the data in 

"measuring recidivism. (Jeffery,~ al., 1974, p.' 406) 

.' 
Jeffery and Woolpert. st~died prisoners who were '" 

committed for misdemeanors in San Mateo County, California. 
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After a 4 year fol10w-up~ there was a 34% recidivism rate 

for work releasees compared with a ,72% recidivism rate 

-for the control group. A significant finding was that 

those in so-called "high risk groups" (unskilled, unmarried, 

under 35 years of age, three or more prior convictions) Ji 

benefited most from work release. (Je~fery,~ a1., 1974, 

"1 ), 
Another California study, based on a one year fo11mv-

up period of persons committed for felonies, resulted in 

a 12.3% recidivism rate for work re1easees vs. a 21% 

statewide recidivism rate. (California Dept. of Corrections, 

1968, cited in LeClair, p. 3) Si~ilar results 't\'ere 

obtained in Pennsylvania. After 18 months post-release, 

~90 work releasees showed an 8% recidivism rate, compared 

with' ~. 14% recidivism rate for 69 randomly selected 

controls •. The work releasees tended to be older, non-white, 

married, and skilled workers. (Newman,~ a1., 1968; 

cited in LeClair, p. 4) 

A 1972 evaluation of the Concord Day vlork program 

compared 78 ~vorkn"le.ase program completees with bas.e 

expectancy data ,derived from ;1.52 Concord prisoners •. A 

12 month follow-up period showed no significant difference 

(30.76% work 'release recidivism rate vs. a 32.23% control 

, . 
, 
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recidivj.sm rate). , How,ever, a 21 month follow-up of 47 

completees resulted in a 31.91% recidiyism rate for work 

re1easees c,ompared with a 44.73%, recidivism ra.te for the 

control group." (LeClair, p. 14) 

An interesting result bf a differential impact 

anal~r,sis from the above studydelineate~d a "negative impact 

. group;" that is, those whose participation in work release 

was associated wit~) an increased recidivism rate. This··· 

group consisted of inmate~ w40: 

(1) had serious disciplinary records;and, 

(2) were young and bad long criminal records. 

The recidivism rate for the negative·impact group was ,64%, 

vs. 21% for controls with similar backgrounds. '(LeClair'~" 

p. 14) 

Program complet~on rates are another area of interest. 

Work release programs are typically administered according 

to strict .rules and regula tions. For example, priso~ers 

must not drink alcohol or use drugs, not contact friends 

~ior relatives, and must return to the fa'c~lity within time 

limits. Thene ,rules, coupleq with the comparntively high 

degree of f.r~edo!ll for ~yo:t:lc release~s, can bring about 
\\', 

. viola tion and subsequent termina t;i.on from the program., 

In 1967, 1,896 or 10.5% of persons committed for 
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.misdemeanors in Minl1esot~ participated in work 
release. 

Seven percent absconded~ 6% escaped"~ and 82'% were judged' 

successful ,i~ terms of program completion. (Minnesota 

Dept. of Correcti~ns 1970' cited -:n " , ... LeCla~r, p. 1) 

In another Minnesota study, 71 
4 out of 154 felon participants 

(59%) were defined as successes. (Minn~sota Dept. of 

Correctibns, 1971; c;i.ted in'LeClair, 'po 1) ... ' .. , .. . . ~ 

The in-program failure rate in a District of Columbia 

~ study was 37%. Those who were sUccessful tended to be 

older (30 years of age or older) and with either a grammar 

.srihool or post high school educatton. Over represented 

. among the failures were those ag,ed '2'b-30 and with an 8th 

to 11th grade education. (District of Columbia Corrections 

. Depi., 1970; cited in LeClair, p. 1) 

At MCl-Framingham, based on the data of Almy,et al. 
Ii __ , 

·32% of the inmates sampled had been on work relea'se. 

Forty-eight out of 50 viewed the program as a positive 

experience and agreed that the, ben.ef-:ts were .... reintegra.t:.tve 

in nature. The difficulties they cited included 

statutory rl?strictions, 1.d':k ,\," .. d 1 . 
~~ JO~ , eve opmcnt for 

women, poor communica tion bet~\leen prison administra tion 

and employers, and having to pay 1.5%. of wages earned to 

the state. '(Almy,~ §1.., 1.975, p. 130) 
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Based on a review of the literature, it would seem 

that the success of work release in reducing r.ecidivism is 

fairly well docunl'ented. Ho~ever) until such time that 

recidivism is reduced tQ tolerable levels by community 

standards, the need· for further refinement of programs and 

predictability will exist. Program completion rates, 

nega tive impact groups, and 'the integration of 'wo~rk 

release with other rehabi1it~tive p~ografus are examples 

of problem are~s. 

~ducation Release Erogram. Institutional academic 

'progr~ms have l~ng been included in the overall 

1 b 01· 0 , rela ~ ~tat10n pLan. 
However, with the advent of ' work ' 

'release, i)i.t was recognized that the ccmmunity offers many 

more opportunities for education and vocational tj:aining, 

part"icular1y at the college a,nd skilled labor le~e1. 

In Massachusetts',) the Corre~tional' Reform Act 

authoriz,ed. -temporary release foir course work' at local 

academic and vocational tnstitutions on the same b~sis 

as:work release 'for employment. 

--'~ ...... 

The, e1:Lg{bi1ity require~..,; 

ments are t'he same as work release; that iE:!, one must 

be within 18 months of parole eligibility. ,; '. ,: The '. 

academic program tends to be limited to col'lege level 

courses. 
Considering that the average "inrnlate~ h(;ls gone 

" 

no f~rther than the 9th grade, (in 1972, 71% of prisoners 
--
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at Framingham had not completed high school), (Powers, 1973, 

p. 187) 'a small number of inmates is eligible. The 

October 1975 Monthly Statis,tica1' Repor:t lists' on1; 47 

prisoners attending 17 differerit educational/vocational 

instititutions. 

, The effect of prison school attendance on post­

release recidivism has been demonstrated in a Delaware 

study. Inmates who bad attended prison' school for at 

least two months showed a significantly lower rate' of 

recidivism at three 'and five year follow-up periods, with 
-

the differences "increa sing over time. (Link,' 1970, 

pp. 18-20) 

In regard to education release, a survey of nation­

,wide policies resulted in' 38 states indicating that the " 

',program was helpful in the overal1'rehabi1itation effort. 

No respondents indicated tha~! i't did not he1p'­

~t !!., 1974, pp. 357-364) 

(Smith, , 

" 

'The lack of evaluative data on education release 

is evident from the literature rcv,iew. It i8;: hoped that' 
1/ 

this study of Framingham can make' a contribution in this 

area in terms of it '.8 impact 'on recidivism. 
C\ ' , , 

Counseling ifsychotheraEY) 
, , . 

Program. The existence 

, . of individual and group psychotherapy programs within a 

facility is logically consistent with the overall aim of 
i) 

;, 

I 
'I, 

I 
I , 
! 
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providing treatment instead of punishment. The general 

~s to enable a more successful reintegration into purpose .... 

society upon discha·T:ge. However, some: sl;1ggest tha t such 

programs provide ~the prison administration with yet. 

anothe.r instrument of control over in.mates during, their 

: -. 1 

, fO t (The' Pr~son Research ProJ"ect, 1974, . period of con ~nemen • .... 

p. 57) 

Since 1965, psychotherapy in Massachusetts correctional 

facilities has been provided by the Division 'of Legal 

Medicine of the Dept. of Mental Health •. The therapists, 

in addition to 'Providing direct services, conduct . 

At MCI-evaluations and ,serve on classification teams. 

'F~aminghamthere are five therapists: three social 

. d 1 All therapy is workers, a ,psychologist, an a counse or. 
" /1 

voluntary and, may be either, individual or group oriented. 
I~ 

Three types of groups have been' offered,: short-term 

encounter, four hour marathon, and longii.term ,therapy. 

, Much of' the .individual work is br~ef, goal-orient~~ 

" h' ° tare seerl o'n a long-term bas1.s,.· . .. therapy,. thoug some ~nma es . 

(A1mY',et al., 1975, p. 81) . 
.~ 

As is the case,with most· rehabilitative programs, 

few evaluative .studie.s exist. In a study of. the psycho- ' 

therapy program at Mel-Walpole, Carney compared recidivism 

of .part"; cipants. wi'th expected recidivi,sm ra tes program , .... 

... ;,. '." : 

'I 
II 
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rates derived from base expectancy categories •. The 

recidivism rate for participants was significantly lower 

(53% actual vs. 68% expected) after a four year follow-up 

period. It was also found that ~.n,mates with short· records 

and older inmates (34 years of age or older) benefited 

more from psychotherapy than younger inmates with·10ng 

recqrds. I~dividua1 therapy was more effective for 

short-term treatment, while group therapy was more 

effective for long-term treatmento(Carney, 1971, 

pp. 367-370) 

tn a study· of a group ~s~ch6thera~y program in a 

medium security prison in Ca lifo!,nia, . Kassebaum, ~ a1.: 

found that aft'er 36 months, parole performance was not 

significantly different for participants than for non-

, participants.. (Kassebau~, ~ a1., 1971, p •.. 242) Another 

California evaluation of the PICO program'compared 

prisoners who' were "amenable" to treatment (based· on the 

"" level 'and quality of anxiety) to' those judged "non-' 

.. 'arnena ble" • Treated amena b1es had a lower ra teof 
!F 

recidivism than nO,(t-treat.-:ri a:uf..'tuJbJ e'i3. Trea ted non-
;' ", 

amenab1es were less successful in avdiding reincarceration 

than non-trea.ted non-~menables. (.Adams, 19.62, p. 213) 

Clanon, e·t al., in evalua ting 1~he effectiveness of - --
group psychotherapy in a California co'i:-rectiona1 f~cility 
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for "mentally ill" offenders, found that after one year, 

treated inmates performed better on parole than inmates in 

control groups~ )However, after four years, ·the positive 

effects of treatment had disappec;tred. (Clanon, ~ al., 

1972, p. 239) 
//>' . 

AlIIJ1, et· a 1., uncovered a grea·t deal of inma te 
. :/ 

ambivalence toward the Framingham counseling program. 

Sixty-two percent o~ those 50 inmates sampled had been 

in treatmenf~ . Eighteen inmates were ambivalent, 14 

believed the program to be negative, and only 14 felt 

the ,program to be a good one. The majority of the 

i~~tes believed that their negative or ambivalent attitudes 

were shared by other inmates. In spite of these attitudes, 

nearly half of the sample believed that counseling 

afforded a chance for emotional help, self-growth and 

knowledge, and general personal de,velopment. Problems 

.. pe-r:c?ived byi:pmates inclu.d.ep such. issues as confidentiality, 

lack of staff interest, 'and the ineffectiyene.ss of 
',J" .-

I '(AU,. 1 1"'75 counselin.g for inmates problems •. ·· fil.my, et· ~ .• , ' ';). ',' 

pp. 132 "':135) 
C) 

. While psychotherapy has been'shown to have posi.tive· 

effects on recidivism in certain. instances, this has 

not been consistently established in the literature. An 

important issue that has been d~linea'ted is that psycho-

" 

. . 
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therapy programs have a differential impact on particular 

() 
types of inmates. 

This concludes our review of the literature. Attention 

.will now be turned to a discussion of the methodology for 

this research. 
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o METHODOLOGY 

Th~ methodology section is d'ivided into three parts. 

o 
In the first part the method used for the general 

recidivism analysis is presented; in the second part the 

method used for th~ analysis of four Framingham programs 

is presented; and, in the third part the method used 

for the comparison of the men who completed the 

o 
Fr.amingham program and were' released from tha t facility 

VS. the men who did not complete the Framingham program 

and.~·were returned to an all-male institution is' presented. 
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Hethoqology for RecidivtsmAnalysis 

A primary' thrust of' our study was, to dete~~IDine 

"tvhether or not a ~elationship exists between the co-

educational ~xperience at MCI-F~aming~am and the recidivism 

rate. 

Definition of RQcidivism. In order to provide 

consistency) "the definition of recidivism us'ed in our 

study was essentially the same as that employed by Almy, 

~.a1. Any individual returned to a Federal or State 

Prison or to a County House of Correction or jail for 

30 days or more was constdered a recidivist. At the time 

of. the A J ~y) et !B,1. study, a follow-t:tp period of only 

six months was possible.' In our analysis, the follow-up 

period was extended from six months to one year from the 
-="/ 

date'of an" inmate's releCl~e. We also made an attempt(to 
~\ 

identify the degree of seriousness of the offense of the 

recidivist. 

Sample.' The sample fQr the reeidivism analysis 

CO!151s ted of t'L~ {l~·i..6.l~!\d 1 men and ''lomen identified by 

Alllty, et ill. BS ,well as an additional 35 individuals~ 

The original sample was composed of 121 male and female 

inmates released from MCI-Framingham between May 1, 1973 

and June 30,'1974. Through reviewing the Framingham 

/7· 
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Release Book, 35 'individuals were identified as having 

been released bet~\1een July 1, 1974 -and October 31, 1974. 

It was possible to increase our sample to include these 

individuals and, still maintain a one year follow-up period. 

Thus, the sample included 156 individuals--112 "women and 

44 men. 

Data Collection. The information previously ,collected 

b~ :;dmy, et al., was available for our use. In addition, 

the booking and probation information maintained on pre­

punched data c~.rds by the Department of Correction 

prov1ded us with data on the background characteristics 

and crim1nal history of each inmate. 

To extend the fo11mv-up period to one year, it "\\1as 

nec~ssary to review the master cards at the Department of 

Correction and ParoLe t? determine whether or not any of 

the original 121 individuals were recidivists. The 

master cards of the additional 37 men and women were also 

'examined. ' 

For those individuals who were released at the 

expiration of their sentence or for whom parole had ended) 

any re-arres t informa t10n \\1ould not have appeared on the 

master card"~"" •. Therefore, it was necessary· to identi~y 
-

those individuals for further inv~stigation at the Board 

of Probation. 
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Once all of the pertinent data had been collected on 

the entire sample, a code was devised.' The information 

was subsequently coded and keypunched. 

Data Analysis--Base,Expectancy Design. As noted by 

Almy, ~!. al., in any relati,:ely innova~,ive program such 

as MCl-Framingham it is possible that those individuals 

'selected to participate will constitute those most likely 

to succeed. This factor is of particular importance 

when looking at the male inmates at MCl-Framingham since 

only a small number of the total male prison population 

in Hassachusetts is housed at MCl-Framingham. To provide 

a systematic way of separating the. effects of the 

,selection process from the actu~l impact of the program 

at HCI-Frami,ngham, predictive tabl~s called Base, Expectancy 
// - ~ 

1/ 

Categories were used. (Carney,1967 & 1971) The Base 
/, 

Expectancy Categories were devei~ped from those factors 

that had been found to be most highly associated with 

I' 
recidivismo The relotive probability of recidivism has 

been identified for various categorie~»(~£ inma tes and 

categories range from the 10\vest to the highest risk 
: • .::~?::.\ ... 

the 

groups. Therefore, if an Qverrepresentation of' the lowest 

risk "group appears "at Framingham the expected. recidivism 

rate will arso be low. Conseque'nt1y, if a significant 

. difference is found between ctheactua1 and expected rate 
':-, 

,,~. < .... ,-,~ •• ~-- .. , 
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o of recidivism for the Framingham sample, this is a good 

indication' that the difference is related to the program 

rather than the j.nmate, population •. The Base Expectancy 

Categories w~re available at the Department of Correction 
. ""- ,. ~ 

and were based on all persons released in 1971. 

I 

The e~pected recidivism :rate fo'r the Framingham sample 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

was determined and comparisons wer~ made to the actual 

return rate. For the males, the combined and validated 

Base Expectancy Categories of the male institutions, 

Vla1pole, Concord, Norfolk and forestry camps, were used to 

determine the eip~cted rate of recidivism. For the 

female subjects, the Base Expectancy Categories of MCl-' 

Framingham were used. An overall expected rate of 

recidivism was then obtained by combining the expected 

rates from each of the categories in our sample. 

Background Characteristics and Recidivism. Again, 

. coinciding with the Almy, et a1., study our approach' was 

to'derive cross tabulations of background characteristics 
. . 

and recidivism rates for mGn and women. In doing this 

it allowed for us to examine the relationship between a 

number of background variables and recidivism. 
1\ 

Recidivism rates ~~.Fra~inghamreleasees will be 

compared with rates of men. and women released from 

D~partment of Correction facilities in 1971 with the 
~,> 

~ -~.'---.....--~ '-.... --'-... ,.--¥-~-~.....-.-.""--~- ..... --.. -. --'-~.-~--' 
". , ... - .. 
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background variables hetl:i constant. These cross tabulations 

will indicate whether or not the Framingham experience 

had a differential impact on recidivism rates with various . 
types of inmates. 

Methodology fox' Program Analyses 

In investigating some of' the variables influencing 

recidivism, the present study undertook an ~nalysis of 

four programs in operation at Mel-Framingham. These programs 

are: 

(1) Furlough Program; 

(2) Work Release Program; 

(3) Education Release Program; and 

(4) Counseling Program 

The basic questions the study sought to ans'tver are: 

(1) do certain programs have a gr@ater (or lesser) 
~mpact on recidivism than ,99 others7;and i 

(2) do some types of inmates benefit more than 
others from different programs in terms of 
recidivism reduction? 

:E'L1~A Program. The stlbjects used.to evaluate this 

program were all inmates in the recirdivism sample,> who 
. 

had received ,at l.east one fur~ough .• , For. ~he s~bj ects 

includ.ed in the sampl~, the 'fo'L10~V'ing s~eps wer~ necessary: 

(2) 

a list of names and numbers of all individuals 
in th~ reci~~vism sample was gathered; 

j~ 

a computer pr~.nt_~ut ·o·f furlough hi?tories 
of all individlials in the recl'idivism sampl'e 

• c; 
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(3) a code was developed for furlough data' 
(Appendix); and, 

(4) furlough data was coded and keypunched . 
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Work Release ?r~~. The subjects for this sample 

included all inmates participating in the Work Release 

Program. These steps were. followed for the subjects 

included in the study: 

(1) a list of names of individllals involved in 
the Work Release Program was obtained; 

(2) a code for Work Release Program data was 
developed (Appendix), an.d, 

.. 
(~ IV-ork Relea se data i'7a s coded and keypunched. 

,:::< 

Educational Beleas~. Program. The 'subjects for this 

sample included all inmates participating in the Education 

Release Program. The following steps were ·follov.?ed for 

th~ subjects included in the study: 

(1) a list of names of individuals involved 
in the Educational Release Program was 
obtained; 

(2) a code for Educational Release Program data 
was developed (Appendix); and) 

(3) the Educ<.ltional Release data was coded and 
keypunched • 

In'ga'tlieriIig mat'erial on Educational,Release, the're 

was the additional problem of limited information. 1his 

was due to the small number of individuals participating 

in the program. 
, 
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CounGeling Program 

Subjects for this sample included all inmates 

participating in the Counseling Program. Thef1olloHing 

steps were undertaken for this sample: 

(1) 

(2) 

.. 
several MGl-Framingham counselors were 
interview~d to determine if data would 
be available and tne extent 'and applicability , , ' 

of the data; 

a list of names of individuals in the 
recidivism sample involved,in the Counseling 
Program was obtained; and, 

(3) information for each individual on all 
, available face sheet data ~vas collected; 

(4) -a code was deveioped 'and the data was coded 
and keypunched. (Appendix) 

In gathering material on the Gounseling Program ,. 

ther~-~as the additional problem of limi:t'ed information. 

This was also due to the small number of individuals 

participating in the program. 

The general approach in evaluqtingthe impacE, of each 

of these four programs was to examine ,the relationship ., 

betX'7een participatio~'l ,in the prog:r::am (as well as the degree 

of participntioJ?,) and recid<i,.vism. 

, -
Hethodology for ProgramJ~ompletion/Nori-~.~etion Analysis, 

--:-:- . .~. . . . . .' ; . \~Y . 

General Researc~guestions. A comparative analysis 

of those men who succe.ssfully completed the coeducation~l 

program at Framingham and those wh?didnot successfully 

. '11 be complete it anci~\1ere returned to male institut~ons wJ. 
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carried out. Stich an analysis of the comp1etion/non­

completion population poses crllcia1 pr.ogrammatic questions. 
I' -;1 

A research questiori that is central to t~e completion/non­

completion study is whether or 'not there are distinguishing 

characteristics of the men transferred to MGl-Framingham 

which will result in them being more or.: less likely to 

complete the program. Implicit in this approach is a 

question of causation. What are the reasons for'which some 
,;1 

men fail to complete the Framingham experience? G~m 
." :' /i 

res!earch into this area revea 1 a pa ttern of high, mbdera te; 

or low success/'failure,probability'among certain types of 

residents't 

The identification of variables which distinguish 

men who complete the program ~!om those who do not complete 
,.,:.,' . 

the prs:>gram is app1icclb1e and relevant in two ways. Firs t, 

it may provide indica~:ors to correctiona 1 administra tors 
. ' 

as to whether or not cln inmate has a high, moderate" or 
. ','j. (,\ t 

Imv success/failure p:rob~ffility. This has implication's 

:ear the selection of n~(2n for the F,ramingham program. 
(:1 

Identified high risk :i!:nclivich.lals mny be screened out in 
c,J' 

! 

order to avoid the po~sibi1i,ty of failure in a setting 

that is inappropriate for them. A second and perhaps more 

,creative aspect of the data yi~~ded in research of 'non­

completers~ould be id; implicati~n for program changes at 

Fra'mingharn. It;ldi.catio'h of a po'teu'tial r.esident's success!, 
'0:i~' ,'- , 

_i:_C!J.!l:'-re,cproba'bj~lity co:~ld oJe llsed in tl1c development of a 
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more individualized treatment program. Identified high 

risk individuals could receive a more intensive and 

individualized treatment program. Such a dl.fferential 

treatment approach would allow "for the development of 

programs,~\Clilored to the identified need of the residents. 
>~ ; • 

f •• ,.' • 

Definition of Terms and ,Sample. 'J rt is important to 

define the concepts of program completion and non-completion 
(", . 

in order to clearly and precisely analyze the data 

presented in the study. Completion refers ~o thos~ men 
, . 

in the recidivism sample released between May,1973,to 
~ 

October 31, 1974. Non-completion refers to those men who 
,J) . 

were transferr.ed -froID 'F~amingharo ba~k ~to ·all:a']~l.ma leo 

institution be1?vleen' March, 1973 ,and September, 1975. (The 

,non~completion sample is comprised of 32 men transferred, 

from Framingham between March,1973,and September,1975. 

The sample was "collected from a review of the Framingham 

release book during this time period.) 

Data. CoLlection. There were, two potential sources pf 

data:, st~tistical data and interviews with non-completers. 

Limitations o:t time prohibited llsfrom including possible 
~/ 

releva'n;t data that may have been obtained by interviewing. 
') 

Asa result, statistical data became our source 'of data 

collection. 
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Statistical data is comprised of information collected 

from Correction Department records. Included in this data 

collection process were: 

(1) review of the Framingham release book; 

(2)· selection of 32 non~completers from 
March 1~73 to September 1975; 

(3) selection of data cards with personal 
background and criminal history data 
for the 32 non-completers'; 

'(4) revie'tv of case folders of the 32 non­
completers; and, 

(5) the development of a code (Included in 
Appendix) . .. 

It is important to expound more fully on the steps 
-, . ~ . - - ~ .. 

involved in ,the data collection. Reviewing the Framingham 

release book provided us with a list of non-completers, 

"thei~, original committing numbers" the l.engt'h of stay at 

Framingham, and the institution to which theyretllrned--

i.e., Concord, l~alpole, Norfolk. Those included in the 

sample were incarceratep at some time between March,1973, 

when MCI-Framingham became'a coeducational facility and 

Sept<?mber~l975. After the sample population Has established) 

background and criulinal history information \\7as collected 

from booking a~d probation data cards. A comparison 

COllld then be made between those who completed successfully 
-

. (1 •. e., 'ft~ose men in the reci9ivism sample) and those who 
1>--' 
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did not complete. 
(\ 

;\ 
R~view of the case folders provi'cled us w'ith reasons 

,,<,hy non-completers were transferred back. to all male 
. 

institutions. From the raw dat'a, a code was constructed 

indicating. the reasons of transfer. This was accomplished 

in two steps. First:, the data was divided into five 

categories for reason of transfer. These included: 

.... ins ti tutiona 1, furlough, work relea se~, educa tiona 1 and 

miscellaneous. Each category was further divided into 

individual sub-categories to account for all possible 
,', 

reasons for transfer. The da ta wa s' then a ttached to the 

individual bqckground data to yield a profile of non-

. completers. 

Da ta Ana lysis. The completion/non-completion.data 

analysis will be approached in two ways. First· the 11'on-, 

,completion ~~ample will be .compa:J;.'edwith. the" completion. 

sample with variables such as age, type of offense, prior 

criminal history~ etc., held cons'tant.· ,(This will provide 

llS v7ith some understanding of the 'similarities· and 

differenoes betwee,n completers and non-completers). 

, Hopefully, an end result ,·]ill be a p'rofile of distinguishing 

characteristics. If ~ignificant similarities or differences 

emerge, the data will then b~ analyzed in terms of its 

further implication ,for the selection process and/or 

for. changes in prograrnmingat MCI-Framingham. 
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.'.RESULTS 

The results are presented in three sections. The 

'd' . 1 s~s' This section first section is the rec~ lv~sm ana y ~ . 

includes a comparison of the expected and the actual 

recidivism rates for the Framingham sample, as well as 

a comparison of the recidivism rates of the Framingham 

'sample and of the Comparison Group with. a number of 

variables held constant .. The second section contains the 

px:ogram analyses, and the third section includes the 

Framingham completioninon-completion analysis. 

\\ . 
Results on Recidivism Analysis 

10 • 

1 -

1 R 'd" Rates As previously Expected vs. Actua ec~ ~v~sm . 

mentioned in the methodology chapter, the approach 

utilized in the recidivism follow-up will be to compare 

the actual recidivism r~te for Framingham ~eleasees with 

the expected reci ~v~sm ra e. d ·, t The da ta presen·ted in the 

following table indicates that' the ,actual rate of 
.. 

recidivism for our total sample of 156 releasees was 15.4%. 

. t ""'p"'cted "-ate of~ 30.6%. a difference This compares 0 an e,,~ ~ ~ , 

2 t . 'ts ('X2 = 16.96.,. df - ·1, p' < .001) of 15. percen age pOln . 

II c 

Ii 

I 

'1 

c --"., ."~ •• _C".-,.".-~>"""-.",.~_~,--. ___ ,,,c'" 

~: ~~~";~,;t;,J}..:"r.i:'k""'" n.",:.).O" •• i .. :....:~1i~~.: .... ..: _ .,.;..." . .:_.~)o .... " .............. ,..:. ..... ". 

o 
. .. ,., ", ... 

o Expected'~ Actual Recidivism Rates 

o TO.ta 1 . Sample 

Total Women 
Total Men 

--
K2:£ Framingham Relea sees 

N 

156 

112 
44 

Ex. R. R;'· 

30.6% 

33.9% 
22.3% 

Ac,tua1 R.R. 

15.4% 

15.2%' . 
15.9% 

63 

Difference 

15.2, 

18.7 
6.4 

o When the total sample is divided into male ~nd female 

~e1easees, the actual recidivism rate for women ' 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

~s 15,2% 

Qs compared to an ~x~ected rate of 33.9%, a difference of 

18.7 percentage points. (X2 = 17.56, p < .001) 
For the 

males in our sample 
~ , the diffe'rence was not as great. The 

actual ~ate is 15.9% as compared to an expected rate of 

22.3%, a difference of 6.4 percentage p6ints~ 
(X2 = 1 .03, n.s.) 

l, / 

The follmving table presents the' breakdown in terms 

of the seriousness of the behavior for which the recidivists 

were reincarcerated. 

Framingham Releasees 

Non-recidivists 
li 

132 

Recidivists 24 
Parole Violations 16 
New Commitment 8 

-85.% 

15% 
10% 

5% 

. . 
Comparison Grou£ 

. . N -
835 

272 
246 
26 

75% 

25% 
23% 

2% 

'As can be seen in the above data, of the 24 Framingham 

recidivists, 1/3 were reincarcerat~~d following a 'commitD;lent , 

fora Hew Offense.' 11vo thirds of the recidivists were 

re~ncarcerated for a violation of parole. In the comparison 

group, only 2% of the recidiVists were"returned on the' 
~'~~~." .~., .• ' . ----....--.. ~'--.-.'-'~ •• ~:" ._, J,~~~ 
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(: 

c) 

basis of a new commitment. The vast majority of recidivists 

in the~comparison group were reincarcerated following a 

violation of parole. 

In further' breaking down th? data, the follovling 
., 

table shows the type of new commitment for the Framingham 

recidivists~ 

. Framingha'm Rec id i vism Da ta " , 

. Non-recidivists 

,Recidivists 

. Parole Violators 

Ne'tv House of 
Correction 
Commitments 

New HCI 
" Commi tmen ts 

Total 

Females 
N . % 

95 . (84.8) . 

17 (15.2) 

12 (10.7) 

o 

5 (4.5) 

112 (100%) 

Males 
'N% 

Total 
'N % 

37 (84.1) 132 (84.6) 

.,7'(15:9) 

4. ( 9.1) 

l~ 

2 ( 4.5) 

24 (15.4) 

.16 0·0.3) 

1 ( 0.1) 

7 ( 4.5) 
":' 

44 (lOO%) 156 ~100%)' 

o 

,.i 0 
As can be seen, the types of new commitment of the 

,.-::-.. 

. Framingham recidivists is substantially the same for the 

men and women~ Parole violations accClunted"", for. 10. 7~~ of 

the females in the sample compared with 9.1% of the males. 

The percentage of illdividuals 'tvith a .ue'V7 HCI commitment 

is 4.5% for qoth the males arid females. New commitments 

to houses .of c0:t:rection a,fcounted for only 2.'3% of t;he 
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male sample, while no women were found to be in this 

category. 

Differential Effects of Framingham Experience on 

Recidivism. In this part of the,study, recidivism rates 

of Framingham releasees were compared with those of 

comparison group releasees with a nurnper of variables 

held constant. The purpose was to attempt to deterrr~ine 

what types of offenders seemed to benefit most (and what 

types seemed to benefit least) from the Framingham 

experience--at least in terms of recidivism reduction. 

The varia'bles l1~sed in tl:iisana lysi~ were broken do~m' 

into three general categorids: present offense; background 

characteristics; and, criminal history (see Appendices 

A & B). 

A. Present Offense. In looking at the offense 

leading to the present incarceration for the men. in our 

sample, none of the variables proved to be statistically' 

significant. It. should, however, be -n9ted t.hat those 

male subjects sentenced' for dxug offenses had n recidivism 

rate of 0% as compared. '\\lith a recidivism 'rate of 29io for . 
their{bounterparts in the comparison gro~.· . Although 

property offenses account~d for only ~1% of the males in 

our sample, ·the'recidivism ra·te ·for those individuals ~laS. 
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40%, whereas the comparison group was 29%. 

Considering the same variable~ for the female 

ff d . 11°'0 subjects, the recidivism rate for drug 0 en ers was k 

, '. 

compared with a rate of 40% for drug offenders in the 

comparison group. This finding is statistically significant 

(X2 == 6.65) p < .0'1) 0 Similarly, we fipd those convicted 
\ 

of property offenses to have the highest recidiviBm rate 

(28%). The comparison group rate of recidivism was 24%. 

vfuen the rates of recidivism for the male and female 

subjects with respect to present offense are com?ined, 

,two variables are ide~'ti£ied as being statistically 

significant. Those subjects sentenced for drug offenses 

had a recidivism rate of 9% as compared with the 

comparison group rate of 31% (X~ = 7.89, p < .01). 

In looking at age at present incarceration, those 

subjects who were 21 years or younger had a recidivism(1 

ra~e of 12% as compared with a recidivism rate of 27% 

, fot' thei,r ,c9unte,;rp~rt;s .in ~he p()mpar:i,.~.on g~~o~p 
,-~. < 

(X2 "" 5.05, p <-.05). 

B. Background. ·Characteristics. Hhen 'Ide review the, 

differential eff'ects of background variables on the 

recidivism ra'tes of our Framingham' male sample vs. the 
, . 
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1971 male compa'rison group ~ve find no distinguishing back-

ground variables that reach the .05 level of statistical 

significance .Of substantive mention, those' tha t reach 

the .10 level of significance, are those under the variables 

occupational status, drug usage, and mi1it~ry service. 

Under 06cupationalstatus the recidivis~ rate of the 

Framingham male sample was 8% for manual laborers while 

the comparison sampl~ls rate for this group was 26%. 

In relation to drug usage, the Framingham sample's 

male heroin user had a recidivism rate of 10% as oppos~d 
~ 

to a rate of 39% for the comparison group's heroin users. 

Under military service the recidivism rate for 

Framingham non~veterans was 13% while the 1971 male 

comparison group was 27%. 

The remaining background variables,. 'found in Appendix 

A, were not found to be statistically significant when 

comparing the two male samples • 

. Wheri' loOkiri~,t the' ~'lOme'n' s 'samples-, ,the- diff.erential 

effects of several background variables are highly 

important. Again, the differential effects are seen 

when 'I;\7e look at· the recidivism ra tes of our Framingham 
o 

women t s sample and the 1971 lvomen r S comparison group. 
, . 

"The variable, "time on most skilled job", was broken 
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down'into several time periods. The most significant period 

~vas found to be "9 months or less".. Our Frami~gham 

'tvomen's sample return ra te wa s 13% while the l.971 women's 

control group r~te was 37%. These percentages are very 

important since they reached the .01 level of statistical 

significance ~' 

Also noteworthy of the women's, background characteristics 

are marital status, last addr~~s, longest period on one 

job, and race. Each of these variables, ,which vli~lbe 

mentioned below, reached the .05 level of statistical 
o 

, ' 

·significance. 

Under marital status, the recidivism rate for the 
, ..' .' 1'1 ' 

single Framingham releasee was 13% ~s opposed to 31% for 

their single 'female counterparts in the comparison group. 

,'In re'lation to "last address" our Framingham sample 

had a recidivism rate of 15% for those who'recorded 

Boston as their last address. The 1971 comparison group 

.. from ·Bos·t'on 'had 'a'recidivism'rate of 34%.-' 0 .: 

Anothe.r meaningful backgrDllD.d variable, "longest 

time onane job)" shm·;red that ·the period 9 months or 

less was most significant. Ou~ female sample in this 

grouping had ,a recidivism ra te of. 15% while the comparison 
'-' ;1: )7 to, • ~ 

group women had cf':!recidivism r.ate of 37%. 

o 
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Under the variable,race, the recidivism rate for 

, . 1 S 11"1 a s o' p p 0 sed' to a ra te 0 f Black Fram~ng lam women wa 10 

26% for the Black comparison group. 

The remaining background variables for- \i70men were 

not of statistical significance. 

When we look at the differential effects of certain 

background variables on the recidiv'ism rates of the 

total sample, we find several statistically significant 

results. 

Under the background variable,drug usage, we 'find 

'that the combin·ed male and female Framingham recidivism 

rate fOJ: h€'):ol.n users. was 15%. Thl? entire comparison 

'group f s recl.divism rate for heroin users was 39%. The 

difference then was 24 percentage points. The statistical 

signlficance of this variable was to the • Dl leveL, 

The variable, "longest period on orie job", was 

statistically §ignificant to the .05 level for the 

"9 montths or less'" g.roup'. The Framingnam"sample 's· . I ' 
rec'idlvism ra to ~as 1.7% for those employed Ie's8 than 9 

months. ' 'l7he comparison group I s return ra te ~as 32%. 
, \ 

For the variable, "length of time on most skilled 

job", the grd~\ping "12 months or less" had 'a recidivism 
, , 

rate of 17% .for the FramiI'1.gh~im combined sample and 29% 
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o 

for the comparison group. The s ta tis,tica 1 significance 

level was'less than .05. 

Under marital sta tus in the backgrom:rl variables, 

single F~amingha'm relea sees had a recidivism ra te of 14%, 

while their single counterparts in the comparison group 

had a recidivism rate of 25%. 

For the race variable, the Black Framingham rele~se~ 

had a return r,~te of 13% ~iilhile the "Blacks in the 1971 

comparison groUli\ had ,a return rate of 24%. As with the back-

ground variable marital status, the race differential, 
e) 

effects reached the .05 level of stat..;istical signifi,cance. 

The remaining variables hav'ing to d'c with the ha·qk-

h . t· f the two samples were not found ground c aracter~s ~cs 0-

to be ~tatistitally significant. 

C. Criminal History Variables. In looking at the 

. \\.la~tual recidivism rates of the sampl"e of Framingham men, 

t' 'C··'O variables, s, tand out, in significance. group, men, \V 

." (~\ 

those \v,ith Il one or morG prior. arro$L:$ for nnrC01:lC" 
. 

of:censes", the framingham sample shm.;r,ed a recidivism 

ra te of tio vf3. 32% for the compar~son group. 

( 2 4 '28' 05) FOl) tho" se with "one or more X ==.~ ,p< .. 

For 

juv("::nile incarcerations", the Framingham sample had a 
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7% recidivi~m rate .' compared to 33% for the comparison 

group. ,(X2 == 4. .10, 11--K .05) • Since men with this criminC::ll 
~ 

. history typically have a very high recid{vism rate, the 

resultsaie especially noteworthy. 

bther differences in the recidivism rate for our 
... 

sample, though not as significant, appear in looking at 

"no prior arre~ts for drunkenness". The Framingham men 

showed a 4% recidivism r.ate compared with the comparison 

,group's rate of 21%. (X2 == 3.,75, p,::;:: .10). Also, 

considering the variable, "no house ot correction 

hlcarcerations", the,Framingham sample again resulted 

in Q lOWer reci6ivism rate, '7% VB. 20%. (X2 == 3.05, p < .10). 

For those with "two or more prior arrests for person 

offenses", the Framingham men had a 12% re'cidivism ra te 
.'" ,1 

co~pared to a 26% rate for the comparison group. 

(X2 == 2.73, p<.lO) • 

No significant differences were found between the 

Framingham sample and the comparison gr.oup when 10oking<~ 

at: ,'rage at first arrust", ll11t1mboT of cou-r-t ap·"naY'·~11""C ... 1I . l: '-' . <-. ~ "" ~ 

II • f pr~or arrests -·or property offenseg fl
, and "number of 

. 
state_ihcarcerations ll

• 
'" '"-' 

Comparing the recidivisf.1 ra tes of our sample of 

Framingham wo~en with the rates of the comparison group, 

tt170 criminal history y:,ariables 1;\1ere found to be highly 
,-! 
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significant. Framil1.gham women in the sample, with "fewer 

than two prior arrests for person offenses''.., had a· 14% 

recidivism ra'te vs. 36% for the comparison g·roup. 

(X2 = 8.87, p < .. 01). In-~l-:(;)oking at the variable, "one 

or more prior arrests for narcotic offense~"j our ~ample 

showed a 16% recidivism rate compared to. the comparison 

group's rate of 45%. (X2 = 8.80, p <'001). 0 

A significant result was obtained ih regard to the 

variable, "no juvenile incarcerations". Our sample of 

Framingham women had a 14% recidivism rate vs. 30%~for 

the comparison group. (X2 "'"·5.98, p < .05).' Another 

c variable, . "one or more house of correction incarcera tion!!, 

is equally noteworthy; our sample again'had a lower rate 
o ~\ 

Q 

of recidivism--12% compared with 43%. (X2 = 5.54, p < .05) •. 

were 

Those variables in which no significant differences 

found~r'e: "age a t first arrest", "number of 

court appearances", "prior arrests for property offen9'es", 

"prior arrests for' 'drunkenness" " and -"number of·state 

inca;r"cera tions" . 

Wilen the recidivism rates of the Framingham sample 

of men and women were combined and compared to the recidivism 

rat:·es of the comparison gi.'OUp, several criminal histoFY 

variables were found to be highly.significant. Considering 

those wlth "one or more prior arrests for narcotic offenses", 

. 1 /.'. 0 c, n 
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our sample had a 14% recidj.v;sm rate 
~ vs. a 34% rate for the 

comparison group. (X2 - 10 47 < 01) - . ,p '.' In regard to 

the variable,' "more' than 10 prior court appearances" the . , 
C~ 

. Framingham sample shoT-]"'d 14'% . d r~ a 0 recl. ivism rate compared 

with 31%. (X2 = 7.96, p< .01). For those w;tth "no 

prior incarcerations in state correctional facilities" , 
the Framingham sample had a 12% recidivism rate 

VS. a 

23% rate for the comparison group. (X2 = 6.94, p < .01). 

Significant re~ults were obtained in looking at 

tlVO other varia bles.· Th F . h e 'ram1.ng am sample with "three 

or more prior atTests for property 'offenses", showed 

a 36% reciclivis~rate comparedto~a 30.% rate for the 

comparison group. (X2 ~ 6'· O' 7" < 05)" , . - • " p • • Considering 

those with " . no prl.or arrests for drunkenness" , the 

Framingham sample had a 13% recidivism rate vs. 22% for 

the comparison group. (X2 = 4.30, p <. .05). 

Those variables ;n wh;cll " f ~ L no s~gnl. icant differences 

were found in. c luded :. " t f' " " age.a 1rst arrest, .. priQr. 

a.rrests for person offenses", "number of juvenile 
.. ... tf 

:t.l1carCC!:rnt:Lons , and llnumber of house of correct:lon 

incarcera tions" '. 

The tables on the following pages display those 

characteristics of the Framingham men, "'(vomen, and total 

sample, respectively, that refle~t the most significant 
~ 

findings when ana~yzed in relation to the comparison 
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DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISl'1:. MEN, 

Variable --,--

1. One or more prior 
arrests for 
narcotic offenses 

2". One or more 
juvenile incarcerations 

3 e Occupa ti.on: 
manual l.abor 

'4 •. No prior arrests 
for drunkenness 

5. Heroin user 

6. No House of Correction 
'incarcerations 

7.· Non-veteran 

8. ' Two or more prior arrests 
for person offenses 

9. Present'commitment 
for drug offenses 

i<: p "< .10 
'k-!~ P:;, .05 

" 

.. 
\ , 

.' ",1' 
i 

.,1:. J 

""' " 

Framingham 
~=~-<---
Recid. Rate 

7% 

8% 

4% 

10% 

7% 

12% 

0% 

. ' 

Q ' 

/ 

•• i 

Comparison 
Recid. Rate 

32% 

:33% 

26% 

39% 

20% 

27% 

26% 

29% 

o 

Difference Chi-Squar,~ 

-.25 

-'.26 

-.18 3.81~'<: , 

-.17 

, - .29 
. , 

-.13 3. 05~\-

-.14 2.76.,\: 
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DIFFEREl'l'TIAL EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISM: WOMEN 

1. 

2~ 

Variable 

Fe\"er than tlvO 
prior arrests for 
person offenses 

'One or more prioi~I' 
arrests for narcotlic 
off~nses ! 

o 

3 •. Time on ~ost skilled ,job: 
9 mos. or less 

4. Present cOIT'.mitment 
for drug offense 

5. No juvenile incarceration 

6. Single 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Residence: Boston, 

'Longest period on one 
job: 9 mos. or less 

One or more House of 
Correction incarcerations 

Black 

p -::: .05, 
0 '1 P <: . .l. 

Framingha~ 
Recid. Rate 

14% 

, . 
16% 

13% 

11% 

. 
~4% 

13% 

15% 

15% 

12%. 

11% 

, . 

Comparison. 
Recid. Rate 

36% 

45% 

37% 

40% 

30%~ 

31% 

34% 

37% 

43% 

26% 

o 

Difference 

-.22 

-.29 

-.24 

- .29 

-.16 

-.18 

-.19 

-.22 

-.31 

'. - .15 

\) 

~I 

Chi-Sguare 

6.72","·k 

6. 65i .. ,,, 

5. 98~'C' 

5. 77~'-( 

5.56';\, 

5.55~\-

5.54* 

3.85* 

" V1 

.-,-~-,-.,---.---, .. -----,-~,---~.~~--~-.-, .. , 

" 

. r, ' 

I;' 

" . 
" '" 

, 

" 

\ 

, 

" 



() 

" 
II 

If 
'. 

" \ 
',:> 

\ 
7j 

'';'-' "-~""'~ --' - ..... ,.-,._.-- -"~--~"'----~ . ~-.~.<-.-. --" -~.'-... ,- ---"-~'''''--''''''~'''~- --......... -.~-------...... ~- -~ . .,~( c' 

0 () ( 'j \.) 0 0 0 0 () 0 . I[) <l ". . . ; ! 
. '!; ! 

~ I 

1 

DIFFERENT.IAL EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISM: TOTAL SAMPLE ! 
--'- j 

\~, if 
i\ 11 

Variable Framingham ComEarison P 
Recid. Rate Recid. Rate Difference Chi-Sguare I J 

II 
1. Heroin User 15% 39% -.24 10.47** 

;'1 
Ii "I Ii 

2. One or more prior arrests 11 
for narcotic offenses 14% 34% -.20 9.99** 'J 

c II 
~ 3. More than 10, prior I 
I 

court appearances 14% 31% -.17 7.96** I 

~. 4. Present cOnunitment 
() for drug offense 9% .. 31% -.22 7.89*·k 

- -~-- --, -

5. No prior inca rc era tions 
0 

in state correctional 
facilities 12% 23% -.11 6.94i-...,\-

6. Three or more prior 
, . arrest's for property 

,"; 
offenses J.6% 30% -.14 6.07* 

, 

7. 'Longest period on one job: 
.- 9 mos. or less 17% '32% -.15 5.16* 

() 
~ 8. 21 or younger at 

present incarceration' 12% 27% -.15 5.05* 
\\ \ 

.-
: 

" 

" 
9. Time worked at most 

skilled position: 12 -..J 
0\ 

mos. or less 17% 29% -.12 4. 89~~ 

" 
. 10. Single 14% 25% -:-.11 4.58* 

',' I. 

• i/ 

11. No prior arrests 
,/ 

for drunkenness 13% '22% -.09 4.30* 

-':~ 
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group. Inmates with these characteristics in the 

Framingham sample tended to benefit mo~~ than their 

counterparts in the, comparison group, at least when 

78 

Thu S , the S e "~f)) measured' in terms of recidivism reduction. ,\ 

tables summarize the differential effects of the 

Framingham experience on recidivism l , 

Results 2!!. Program Analyses 
• ,1-' 

Furlough Data. 93% of the subjects in the sample 

had at least one fur1ough--91% of the women and 98% of 

the'men. The data indicates a slight relationship, 

although not a significant o~e, bet~veen the total (~umber . 

of furlough hOllrs and the ra te of recidivism. 67% of the 

men and women had fewer than 200 furlough hours and their 

recidivism rate was 17%,whereas 33% of the total had 201 

or more furtough hours, and the~r rate of recidivism was 

12%. These results were consistent for(~Doth men and women. 

(Appendix C, Table 1). 

The relationship between the total furlough hours at 

Framingham and the rate of recidivism, waso not significant," 

but the data was cou$lstent with the earlier table. 80% 

of the men and women had 200 or fewer furlough hours at 

Framingham and their rate of recidivism ,~as 17%. 20% of 

the men and wOl;len had more than z'01 furlough hours at 

o 

o 

)".,/\ 
\J' 

o 

\ 

o 

() 

_ 0 

Q 
I 
\ ",' 
I ' 

i 
.,.-.,.,..-~ 

Framingham and their recidivism,rate was only 10%. These 

results were consistent for both men and women. (Table 2). 

A slight relationship was indicated between the 

total number of furloughs and the rate of recidivism, 

but the results were not significant~ 75%·of the men 
. and women had 6 or fewer furloughs and their rate of 

recidivism Mas 16%. The men and women who had 7 or more 
"\ c: ~\ 

" 
'.:::::: 'J 

furloughs had" a recidivism rate of' 13%. These trends 

were consistent for both the men and the women. (Table 3) • 

The total number of fur10ugh~ from Framingham also 

had' a slight relationship to the recidivism rate, although 

not a significanF one. 21% of the men and women ~ad 
~ 

either zero or only one furlough from Framingham, and 

their rate of recidivisnl was 18~~ whereas 43% of the men 

and women had 4 or' more furloughs from Framingham and 

their recidivism rate was only '15%. This relationship 
" 

was also olonsistent for both men and women., (Table '4) • 
1/ 

As in earlier tabies, the data indicated a slight 

relationship between the number of successful furloughs 

and th~ recidivism rate, but the results were not 

significant. 78% of the men a~d women had 6 or fewer 
Q 

successful furloughs and their ra'~~ of recidivism was 

17%. 22% of the men and women had 7 or more successful 

furloughs and had a recidivis~ rate of only 11%. Again, 
,-I 

these tiends were consistent for both men and women, 
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although more so for the 'women. (Table 5). 

The relationship between the number of escapes on .. 
furlough and the rate'of recidivism was not significant, 

but the data is espe~ially noteworthy in that so few 

d 1 d 1 "1 f 1 h (O~o of the men indivi ,ua s escape vl1~ e on ur oug. Ie 

and 5% of the women, making a total of only 4%). The 
,. 

recidivism rate of the 4% whodid.escape was 33% whereas 

89% of the men and women had furlo~ghs but did not es'~-:~~"e, 

and their rate of r.ecidivism was only 14%. (Table 6). 

The relationship bet'veen the rate 'of recidivism and 

the number of times late in returning froT furlough 

approac1,1ed sta tistical significance. (X2 = 2.76, p <: ~ 10) • 

61% of the men and women had furloughs and Were never 

late in returning •. Their ~ecidivism rate was only 12%. 
., \j 

32 °1 • f'" th and "'~omen had furlough, ~sand ''ii, ere late 'one 10 0 . I e men tv . _ 
'" 

J\ ',. I:; 

~_time or more .• Their-rate of' recidivif:!nf """85:22%'0 these 
(J .. , 

results-were also ~on~istent for both men arid women. 
~ ~ 

() '~"1 

(Table 7)~' c 

',' 

Wb.en 'the aumber of escapes and"c,times late ~t!.}. 

returning from furlough are cOIllhiu¢d" t~) results are 
'j;, ':' 

eV~En more "apparent and ar'e almost statistically significa·~t. 
~ - ~.," 

59% of the m~n aud womeu-who had, 

fur1ol.1,ghs were neither late in re~Jl_rning nor' did· they 
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escape. Their rate of recidivism 'vas only 11%. 34% of 
/) 

the men and women had furlQl,lghs and, ej. ther did escape 

or were late in returning. Their recidivism rate was 

23%. Again, these results were co~sistent for both 

men and women. (Table 8). 

Finally, the relationship between the number of , 

- arrests while on furlough and the rate of recidivism 
.' 

was not significant. However, none of the men was 

arrested while on furlough and only one woman was. 

(Table 9). 

Work Re1eas~ Data. 62% of the men and women in the 

sample participated in the work release program. (91% 

\; of the men and 51% of the v'omen). The relationship 
.r 

~etween eleven or more weeks on work release and the 

rate of recidivism was highly significant. (X2 = 5.71, 

p <" .02) • 77% of the men and women had either zero or 

less than eleven weeks on work release, and their 

recidivism rate was 20%. The 23% of the men and 'vomeil 

with eleven or more weeks on work release had a recidivism 

rate of only 3%. The~~ results were consistent for both 

men and women. (Tab1e'10). 
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Educational Release Data. Only 5% of the men and 

women in the sample participated in. th~e Educational 

Release Program. (11% of the men and 3% of the women). 

There was a very slight, although not nearly a significant, 

relationship between participa tion in the ~rogt'am and 

the rate of recidivism for women an~, the total sample. 

The rate of, recidivism for the me~cand women who did 
. ." 

not participate in the Educational Release Program was 

15%, and only 1~% for those who did participate. 

trenC: was consistent for the women, but, the rate 

This 

of r~cidivism for the men parti~ipants was slightly 

higher than for the nbnparticip~nts. 

Counseling Data. Only 15% of the total sample had 

at least one counseling interview. (5% of t~e ~en and 

19% of the women). The relationship between the 

participation in-the program and recidivism rate was not 

significant, but o,~he trend. was not in the expected 
Q 

direction. The men and women who had one or mpre 

counseling interviews had a recidivism rate of 26%, and 
.~\ 

those who did not have\dny counseling interviews had a 

recidivism rate of 14%. These ',results were consist~nt . 
,: 

,for both men and women. 
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In view of the above results, the expected recidivism 

rates of the women who had some c<;>unsel,ing and the women 

who had no counseling were determined. This ~l7a s done 
~ i 

to see if particularly "high risk recidivists" had 

'part,icipated in the counseling program. However, the 

expeck;:~d recidivism rate of women w~th no counseling was' 
\\ 
II 
~ ~ 

34%, while Women having some couns'eliJ:?g had an expected 
.' 

rate of recidivism of 32%. Although these rate~ are 
("~, 

" \ 

\'_!'4ighp.r than the actua lrecidi vism ra'tes, they are not 

significantly different . (Table 12). ' 

. The" relationship bet~l7een the therapist I s perception 

of the condit:ion after treatment (either improved or 

. unchanged) Bud the recidivism rate was not significant. 

48% of the men and women in the counseling program were 

perceived by the counseling staff to have improved, and 

their, recidivism rate ,was 36%. 52% of. the men and women 

were ",perceived as unchanged after,-tre~tment, and their .'-: 

rate of recidivism was J.."t 6""00 (Table 13) Ie • 

Resu:tt~ fOF program pompletion/Non-completion Analysis 

The results anq findings of the completion/non-
, ~"l 

completiQnvariab1~s ,are broken, d,own into four categories: 

pre~ent o~fense, criminal history, background characteristics, 
. ~. . ;:-. \ . 

and other variables exclusive to Framingham. v 
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Present Offense. There are three major variables 

included under the category of pres~nt' offense: type 

of offense, mi,nimuDl sentence, and institution committed 

to. A comparison of completers and non-completers with 

regard to type of offenses revealed no substantial or 

statistically significant difference~. (Appendix D, 
(" 

'Table A, 1). Types of offens.e -;vere divided ~nto those 

of person, sex, property, drug, and other. The minimum' 

sentence category, which included itldefinite'sentepce, 

1 d tllan a 5 year sentence, also 5 ye,ars or ess an more 

showed no statistically significant differences. 

(Table A, 2) .. The third major variable, institution 

committed to, included in our study Walpole and Concord, 
. ~. 

'and again indicated an absence of statisticatly signific:ant 
I 

difference. (Table A, 3). 

Criminal History. The category of criminal history 

{nclud~d nine different variables, some of which proved to 

be statistically and substantially,. significant •. The only 

~tatistic~llysignificant variable 'among the variables 
(1 

was the number of prior arrests. This category was 

divid~d into those men with ten o~ fewer arrests and 

. sts .A comparison between 
c~those with .eleven or more arre . 

completers and non-completers revealed that a greater 

·t 
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number of prior arrests is correlated with a higher 

incidence of non-completion. (Tabl.e B, 1). These results 

are highly significant. (X2 = 7. 77, p < .01). The 

data indicated that 64% of the completers and 31% of the 

non-completers had ten or fewer prior arrests. 

Two other variables, drug use and number of 'state 

incarcerations, approached statistical significance and 
," 

were substanti.ally significant. The drug use variabl.e 

was divided into heroin an.d nori~heroin users. The data 

indicated that 23% of the completersand 44% of the 

non-completers were he,roin u.sers. (Table B, 9). These 

'findings are spbstantially significant. (X2 = 3.19, p <:: ,10). 
"',\, ;~ 

The second variable which approaches statistical 

-significance and is substantially significant is the 

c.:lumBer of st~te incarcerations. This category was divided 

into either one ~r more state incarcerations or none. 

It was reported that 84% of the completers and 66% of 

the,~on-completers had no sta te incarcerations. «Table B, 8). 
~. D 

if This':·data indic.ates a substantial difference.~: 

(X2 = ~.50, p<.lO). 

Thos'e categories indiC~ati~g neither statistical nor 
" 

subs,tantial significance are the following: priorarrests 

for per~on offenses, prior arrests for property offenses, 

prior ."arrest~ fot' na;rcQtics, prio!,' arrests for drunl(enness, 
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number of juvenile incarcerations, and number of house of 

correction incarcerations (county). However, the data 

indicates for each of these variables with the exception 
I 

of arrests for drunkenness, number of juvenile incarcerations, 

and the number of hOlJse of correction incarcerations (county) 

c-, 
that the non-completion sample had ~higher pet~entage of 

jl 

individuals in the subgroups \"hich revealed a more serIous 

cril11inal'-history record:. 

Background Characteristics. Background characteristics 

were d.ivided into nine nvariables, three of which shoHed 

substantially significant differences. 

,The variable indicating length of time on the. most 

skilled job showed that 45% of the completers held their 
I) 

most skilled job for one year or less. 45% held their 
'=----C 

mo~t skilled job for more~l~n'one year, while no data 

was avaiJqble for, 9;{ of th)completers. Sixty-nine 
I) 

Pe~cent of the non-completers worked a year or less on 
\;1 

their most skilled job. ({Table C, 6). (X2 = 4.07, .p < .05) 

The second variable whi~h proved to~be substantially 
\1 

significant was length of time on one job. Forty ... thre,!2 

pet'cen't of the completers spent a year or less on" one 
~ , 

48% spent more than one year on one job, while 9% 
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of the completers' length of time on one job was not 

recorded on any Department of Correcti~n statistics. 

Sixty-five percent of the non-~ompleters spent a year or 

less on one job. (Table G,7.). (X2 = 3.74, p < 10). 

The third subst8ntially significant variable was 

level of education or last grade co~pleted. The data 

indicated that 52% of the complet~rs~ _while only 31% of 
.' 

the non-completers, had a 10th grade or higher level of 

education. (Table C, 8). (X2 ,; 3.33, p < .10). The data 

suggests that those men with a higher educational level 

(j 
are" more likely to complete the Framingham program", 

The r,emaining six variables within the category of 

backgr6und characteristics were not substantially or 

=statistically significant. Th~se iix variables included 

race, marital status, military, service, last address, 

occupational' status, and age of incarceration. 

Other Variables. Additional variables pertaining to 

completion/non-completion data include the following: 
\ 

length\\'of time spent a~ Framingham) reason for transfer,' 

institution transferred from, and institution returned'to., 

Tl;irty-one perc~nt of the 'non-c00mpleters spent 0-2 mont11s 
1.1 

at Framingham. 41% spent 3-5 mon~hs, and 28% spent 6 
',:-

months or more. (Table Dc' 1).' l'he average length of 
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stay at Framingham for non-completers was 5.2 months. 

The second variable which is eKclusive to non-

completers involC,;es the reason:l;or transfer from 

Framingham. (Table D, 2). Thirty-four percent of the 

non-completers were transferred from Framingham due to 

institutional infractions. Thirty-one percent were 

transferred due to'work release ·difficulties. Six percent 
.,. 

were transferred for reason~ related to furlough. Nine 

percent were transferred.fpr reasons related to 

educational release and finally, nineteen percent of 

the'non-completers were transferred from Framingham due 

to other miscellaneous reasons. 

An examination of tIle variable indicating the 

institution men were tratrsferred from to Framingham 

revealed no statistical or substantial significant 

difference. (Table D, 3). 

The last variable which relates specifically to 

non-completers indicates the institution where men were 

returned to upon transfer from Framinpham. (Table D, 4)., 
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DISCUSSION 

Recidivism Analysis 

In looking at the actual versus the expected recidivism 

rates; the results showed a significantly lower rate of 

recidivism for those i.n the Fr~mingham sample. Although 

this trend ~;Jas noted by Almy, et al." it did not prove 

statistically significant at that poin:t. The expansion . ' 
of the sample size and extension of the follow-up period 

have made our results more conclusive. TI1e actual 

recidivism rate for the Framingham sample is 15.4% as 

comP?Fed with an expectedrate-,of 30.6%,-a difference of 
~.,r~ 0 

15.2 percentage points. 

When the total sample is broken down on the basis of 

sex, we find that the results are less significant for the 

men in our sample. As in the Almy, et al., study, our -- :.::: 

results point out that the coeducational experience at 

Framingham tends to have greater impact on the reduction 

of recidivism for the female inmates. This finding is of 

particular interest since the entire state female population . 
is exposed to the Framingham :t-b.stitutio~,while only pre-

screened males are included. 

For the men in the sample, the actual and expected 

recidivis~ rates wer~ higher for those subjects originally 
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As pointed ,out by Alym, ~ al., this 

may be the result of more t' s r~ngent sc;r.eening procedures 

for Walpole transfers since they represent a population 

of more serious offenders. It 1 a so may reflect the fact 

that Concord men tend to be younger th w: 1 1 an a po e men, and 

higher recidivism rates have consistently been found to 
,-

be associated with younger offenders • 

.' 

'A. Present Offense. In relation to the present 

offense, few variables proved sign;f;cant' d .... .... ~n etermining 

the success rate for those individuals ;'n ... our sample. 

i! The Framingham re,leasees with the greatest chance for 

success tended to be those com''''''_' tted on !.I,U a drug violation. 

TJ:1is proyed. true for both the males and females in our 

study. In addition, those individuals who were 21 or 
C: 

younger at the time of their inca"'r,cerat;on .... at Framingham 

showed a significantly lower rate of recidivism than their 

counterparts in the comparison group. These findings are 

noteworthy because drug offenders anti young offenders are 

tw'o subgroups of lihmates that typically have high 

recidivism rates. Al f so, -ew correctional programs have 

been demonstrated t b ff o e e -ectiv€ in reducing recidivism' 

with them. 
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B. Background Characteristics! When we look at the 

recidivism results in relation to the background 

characteristics of t~e Framingham sample, we can see what 

type o'f individual benefited most ~rom the Framingham 

experience. 

For mal~s, the mor~ successful ~andidate as evidenced 

by lower recidivism ra te S was a non,,:,veteran~po had ,!been 

a manual laborer. Again, consistent with the otl1er findings 

on drug usage, the male releasee who had former heroin 

involvement had a significantly decrease'd recidivism, 

rate. 

For women in. our Framingham sample, the successful 

~eleasee was Black, single, and had previously resided in 

Bc5si:on. Also, this more successful candidate had less 

than 9 months on one job, as 'veIl as less than 9 months 

on gny skilled job. 

For our entire Framingham sample, males and females, " 

it is very apparent· the Framingham experience was very 

beneficial for those releasees with a history, of heroin . 

use. Other~ignific'ant background characteristics of 

,successful releasees included employment of less than 9 . 

months on'-'one job and less than 12 months on any skilled 
I.) 

job. As was mentioned in relation'the the women's 
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variable, those most likely to be non-recidivists were 

single and black. 

c. Criminal History. ,.,By looking at the crimina.l 

history variables in the recidivism portion of our study, 

we can clearly see what type of individual succeeded most 
" 

in terms of a lower rate of recidivism after completing 

the Framingham program. In g'eneral, the conc"iusions tha t 

can be drawn are significant and in accord with the 

findings and conclusions of Almy, et. al. 

For men, individuals with a history of narcotic 

offenses, as well a~)at least one incarceration as a 
\ _J 

juvenile fared very well at, Framingham in regard to rates 

of recidivism. Interestingly, this successful individual 

characteristically had no prior arrests for drunkenness. 

Of all the variables tes~ed in ~he recidivism study, the 

above three criminal history variables (narcotic arrests, 

at least one juveI).ileincarceration, and no arrests for 

drunkenness) were among the most important factors in 

spotlighting the types of men who were likely to benefit 

from the Framingham experience. 
" 

F()r women in the Framingham sample, a somewhat , 

similar portrait of the successful inmate is painted. 

Women possessing a more limited record of prior arrests 
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for person offenses fared best in terms of recidivism. 

Also, the more successful female, like" her male counter­

part, tended to have had at least one narcotic offense as 

a major aspect of her criminal history. Unlike the more 

successful male inmates, females who benefited most from 

MOI-Framingham tended to have no juvenile inj~arceration--
1/ 

/~ . 
'record. A record of one or more House oY!Correctl.on 

// 
(/ 

incarcerations also characterized the 10~i recidivist 

// 
If 

female at, Framingham. 
,\ 

In looking at the total sample, in /regard to criminal 
,I 

,history, it becomes clear that the individual,. male or 

female, 't17ho was most positively affect'ed by the Framingham 

experience had a histor~ of drug involvementc:l:?d' arrests 

for that involvement. TIle successful releasee of 
o 

Framingham also had C6ehind him or her a long list of 

prior court appearances-~at lea~t teno A1so;-Fhose who 

were serving their first correctional comrnit!llent tended 

to be more 'sJ~cess:tul upon release than (pthers~ Other 

important charac'teristics included a history of/j:,t l~ast 

three p'rior arrests for propert:·) offenses and no arrests 
,J 

for '-drunkenness. This is c-onsi~tent wit'R the finding 

that iridividuals with histories of drug abuse were very 

likely to benefit from the Framingham experience. 
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'-b. ~ary. One generalization that clearly en:erges 

from the data is that the Framingham experience was' 

especially effective in reducing recidivism for drug 

offenders and those with histories of drug abuse. Three 

of the four variables that were most closely associated 

with recidivism reduction were drug related factors--i.e., 
,. 

'history of h;eroin use, one or more prior arrests for 

narcotic offenses, and present commitment fo~'drug , 
. 

offense. 

This finding is similar to that of Almy, et al., 

who also noted a lower recidivism rate for drug users 

in the 1975 study of Framingham. Therefore, the 

Framingham exp,erience can be said to have a very positive 

effect on drug users. Because furloughs and work/education 

release are extensively utilized, it may be speculated 

that the amount of exposure to real situations in the 

outside world while not on drugs helps to reduce 

recidivism. The coeducational aspect of Framingham may 

also be a factor in that more natural interpersonal 

relaeionships are possible in that setting. 

Other factoi~which were significantly related to 

recidivism reduction for the Framingham sample are 

co~siste:nt with the 'characteristics of the typical drug 

user--i.e., one who is young, Single, has a poor work 
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/ ,~ 

record and a large number of prior arrests, particularly 

~ arrests for property offenses. 

" j .• 
~>h-._ ~ 

Overall, the Framingham experience had a significant 

impact in reducing recidivism for both men and women. 

However, as Almy, ~ al., also noted, women tended to 

benefit more from Framingham than did the men. This 
" 

tlifference may be partially explained ,by referring back 

to the findings on recidivism reduc~ion for d~ug of~enders. 

There ,vas a substantially higher pro'portion of women than 

men in each of the three drug related categories 

mentioned above. For example, the percentage of women 

wh.o were sentenced for drug offe~~~) was more 
~~ 

f~ 
than t\vice as high as that o~~ men (16%). Simil?rly, 

. '\ // 
38% of the women had historie~'f heroin 'use, c'ompared 

to 24% .of the men, and almost half of the wo~en (49%) 

had prior' arrests for narcotic offense.s, compared to 

about a third of the men (34%). 

An interesting finding, related to the seriousries,s 

of recidivism, is obtained ,~hen the reason forO re-incar-

cera tion is broken d'own into three categories: pa~ole' 

violations, new House of Correction commitments, and ., 
. ne\V MCIcommitments. Compared to compa;ison group "rates 

. Ii 

for parole violators, our sample showed a 10~ l;',ecidiv:i::s.m 
(\ 

rate vs. 23%. This' 13 pe;t:'centage' point reduction in 
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recidivism for parole violato~s could be due to changes 

in procedurf!s for violations--e.g., 'be~ter legal 

protection for 1:;&ose a'ccused of parole viola tions. ,This 

reduct;ion' in the number of ~parole violators being 

re .. :incarq::!rated could account for some of the overall 
./.~ " 

de:crease in recidivism that we found, regardless of the 
,. 

:tinpact of the F1='amingham experience •. 
.,. 

Program Analyses 

Furlough Program. Most subjects in the sample (93%) 

had at least one furlough. There were no significant 

relationships between the rate of recidivism and furlough 

data. However, all of the variables indicated a trend 

towards participation in furlough programs and lower 

rates of reqidivism. This trend was consistent for men 

and women on all variables. 

Although not statistically significant, this 

consistent pattern indic~tes a positive effect of inmates 

having furloughs. In all cases, the recidivism rate was 

lower for men and women who had mor.e involvement in the 

Furlough Program than for men and womenwhb had less 

involvement. 

The ,rela tionship between the ra te of recidivism and 

number 6f times late in returning from furloughs 

approaches statistical significance~ In addition, when 
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~he number of eSyapeS and times late returning from 

furloughs were combined, the results were very near 

statistical significance. 

98 

Since virtually everyone in the sample had furloughs, 

it was not feasible to do a comparison 0'£ recidivism 
'.) 

rates of t.hose who participated in the program and those 
" 

'who did not. Rather, our focus was on those with a large 

d h 'th f 'Th·,is'type of 
number of_furloughs an t ose Wl eWe ~ 

comp~rison did not differentiate recidivism rates. 
. 

A noteworthy finding from the furlough data was the 

small numbers of inmates who escaped or ~vere arr~sted 
while on f~rlough. Out of all those who had furloughs, 

no men and only six women escaped while on furlough. 
In 

men and only One." woman, waS arrested while 
addition, no ' 

on furlough. This seems, to support the positive gffects 

1 h It is important to note that 
of the fu~ oug program. 

only women escaped or were arrested while on furlough. , 

h ·fact that most of the men were 
This possibly reflects t e 

carefully screened before coming to MGl-Framingham for 

participation in pre-release., 

Work Release Prog~. 
The results of the Work Rele.a se 

~ 

ctata ~vere highly significant. A positive relationship 

, ) O"~ more weeks on work release and 
was found between e./,;-even ... 

"", 
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a lower rate of recidivism. Th' 1 1S re ationship was consistent 

for both men and women, indicating that longer involvement .' , 

in this program has significant effect in reducing 

iecidivism fo~ the total sample. 

It is noteworthy that 91% of the men in the sample 

participated in work release, and only 51% of the' women 
" 

did. In view of the apparen .. t, accept f h . ance 0 t e program 

by men, the question is raised =hether or ~' k' w not wor release 

programs meet the needs of vlOTI)ell l' n .... lmal..eS, or are readily 

accessible to them. Th' b 1S may e a statement of women's 

vieV?s tmvar.ds 'tvork, reflected from societa 1 values. 

It is also possible that the relatively low number 

of women participating in work release may reflect the fact 

that an increasing number of 'tvomen are being committed to 

Framingham to.serve short sentences. The high turnover 

rate of these women may pose d1'~f1'Cu'lt1'es . 1n securing 

work release j Q;bs for them. Further, it should be 

remembered that most of the men were transferred to 

Framingham specifically to participate in pre-releas,e 

'. programs. 
" 

Education Release Program., The number of men and 

women p.;lrticipating in the Education R~lease Program 

comprised only 5% of the total sample. 1.;1ith such a small 
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sample, it is difficult to obtain statistically significant 

results. The relationship between participation in the 
I 

program and the rate of recidivism was not statistically 

sifnificant, but seemed to inrlicate.a slight positive 
(> 

effect bet~veen participa tion and recidivism ra te. This 

aspect of the study may have produced significant, results 

if more subjects had been involved in the program. 

It is important to note that although the Education 

Release Program is available to al.l inmates, few t'ook 

advantage of the program. '(ililly 3% of the'women, compared 

to 11% of the men were involved in the Education Release 

~rogram.) This raises the question of 'tvhether or not 

the program meets 'the needs of the inma tes, par.ticularly 

the women. 

j( 

, Counseling Program. None of the data on counseling 

was statistically, significant. 'This finding a,nd the fact 

that only 15% of the total sample participated in the 

counseling program indicated '·'Eha tthe rela tion,ship bet~veen . ~ 
,y---"-=-;~-'::::':',. , 

in the ,program and'''',ecidivism ra te 
. \' , 

participating was 

inconclusive. What was tound was that those ~vho partic-

ipated in the counseling progra~ had a higher ;~cidivism 

rate than those who did not. These results were 

consistent for both men and women~ These results may 

he due to the various lci'nds of factors which may have 

, 

0 

_>;i~~~ ___ ~: ____ •• 

;' •. "~';?.:!;I:".;i"",,,,~~.~4'''~''~ ... U~'''',J'''''''r':',,-:,.. .. , 
. -·~·-·f>O"'·~··~-'~"'·'¥-~=~·~""""'~~""£7~~'~·""'~·~·"""'·''<--'''''~-''~"''''''''''~':, " """$(J~ _",.;...,. .... -."'-oir~ 
." 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
J 

o 

101 

motivated some inmates to seek counseling, as discussed 

i.n the Almy, et a1., study. Also, Almy, et al., found 

that there was a great deal of ambival~nce surrounding 

These the inmates feelings toward the counsel~;ng program. 

fincHngs from the Almy, et al., study may help to explain 

the relationship between counseling ,and recidivism. 

Important to note is the finding that more women 
" 

part~cipated in the counseling program than did men. The 

fact that 91% of the men w~re involved in work release 

may have affected their access to the cbunseling program. 

.Q.gJllPletion/Non-Completion Analysis 
.) 

What ~re the distinguishing ,characteristics of the 

men transferred to MCr-Framingham which result in them 

being more or less likely to complete the program? What 

Ji 0 are the reasons for which some men fail to complete the 
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Framingham experience? Can research into this area reveal 

a pattern of high, moderate, or low failur~ probability 

among certain types of residents? These questions provide 

the framework for a discussion and analysis of the data 

results and findings. 

The completion/non-completion c;1ata was divided into' 

four categories: present offense, criminal history, back­

ground characteristics, and other v~riables pertaining to 

. the Framingham experience. 

" 
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Reviewing the variables applicable to present offense 

revealed insignificant difference~ between completers and 
(( c' 

non-completers. It had been anticipated that the variables 

defined in this categoryOwould have'an impact on whether 

or not a person completed the Framingham program. Conversely, 

the data indicates strong similarities between completers ,. 

and non-completers. This suggests that whether or not 

a person completes the Framingham program is '~ot cl~sely 

correlated with the type of offense, minimum sentence, or 

institution committed to. The finding that there was no 

significant difference in the completion rates of Walpole 

men and Concord men is noteworthy, especially since 

Concord men sOme,~~imes have the image of being more 

disruptive than Walpole men in pre-release fa~ilities. 

Criminal history indicates a number of substantially 

and sta tistic~'lly significant d;i.fferences.~, The results 

reveal that the greater the number of prior arrests, the 

greater the chance of non-comp~etion~ Speculatiop. in 

this a~ea provides interesting 'and thought-provoking issues 

relevant to the=Framingham experience. Since this group 

is statistically defined as a high risk group, the data 

can be used to 'identify those indi.viduals in the selection 

process, and appropriate programmatic changes may need 

to be made to ensure tl(~~ successful completion of this 

group. It may be possible that men with a greater number 
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of prior arrests may be viewed by prison staff as hard­

core criminals and with either consc'~hus or unconscious 
)~ 

expectations that the~e men will fail. These attitudinal 

prejudices may be communicated to the inmates in a number 

of ways, resulting in a self-fulfilling prophecy. It is 

also conceivable that there may be rio attitudinal 

prejudices. Howevet-", individu,a1s may be stuck in a 

self-defeating pattern of criminal offense a~ punishment. 

Thus ,. these individua 1s are unlikely to complete the 
~:, 

Framingham experience. On the other hand, both factors 

may contribute significantly to the rate of non-completion. 

There emerges a pattern relevant to the type and 

number of prior arrests. Inmates vlith prior arrests for 

offenses related to, the person, property, and/or narcotics 

use show higher 'likelihood 'of ,failure within the Framingham 

program. This data further supports the significance 

of the number of prior arrests within the study. 

The number of state incarcerations and the prevalence 

of drug use also identifies those men with a higher rate 

of non-completion. The profile that emerges is that the 
I~o' 

non-compl,eter is an individual who is more likely to 

haVe had numerous prior arrests due to offenses related 

to the person, property, and/or narcotics use--orte who 

probably has had a number of state'incarcerations, and/or 

one who is more likely to be a heroin user. 

/J . , 
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A number of stat~ ~ncarcerations may be a relevant, 

distingui~hing characteristic of th~ n~n-completer, due to 

possibly the absence of rehabilitative programs within 

prior institutions arid also the likelihood of reinforcing 

negative behavior. The use of drugs and the need to 

support an expensive, add~ct~ve habit on the streets may 
,. 

be a contributing factor to the number of incarcerations, 

and the reason-why certain individuals continue crime 

as a lifestyle. This data indicates. thit the heroin user 

is unlikely to complete the Framingham program as it 

pre~ently exists. However, it would be vlOrthwhile to invest 

more ~n the effort of retaining more heroin users at 

'. Framingham because those \vho do complete the Framingham 

program tended to benefit significantly in terms of 

recidivism reduction. 

Background characteristics genera~-ly reveal little 
. ,. 

difference between completers andnon-completers. However, 

closer exa~ination of the results and findings reveal 

that educational and occupational factors distinguish 

the completer from the non-completer. 

The data identifies the non-completer as a person 

with a lower level of educational- achievement and who 

is less. emp)i.oyable and skilled. Societal emphasis on 
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education and skilled labor excludes the individual who 

. has not had these opportunities for advancement.' Therefore, 

it can be speculated that these individuals have a low 

self-esteem and due to a lack of educational opportunities 

fail to secure for themselves jobs that are meaningful and 

fulfilling. It seems that this cyc~e might be reinforced 

at Framingham w1.th rela tion to the" non,-completers, if 
.' 

,special programming is not implemented to meet the specific 

needs of the pon-completer regarding educational and 

occupational opportunities. 

- Examining the data within the categories of present 

offense, crim:$.nal history, and background characteristics' 

reveals a pattern of success/failure probability which 

can be helpful in the screening process and in program 

change at MGI-Framingham. 

r A more complete profile emerges from the total data 

on the non-completer that may be useful· to program 

administrators at Framingham in the identification of 

those individuals with a high probability of failure. The 

profir~ identifies the non-completer as an individual who 

has a greater chance of having a number of prior arrests; 

one 't.;7ho is more likely to have committed crimes rela ted 

to the person, property, and/ or dr\lg use; one who is 

more likely t~ have a history of one or more state 
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incarcerations; one who has a greater chance of being a 

heroin user; and one who has probably experienced li~ited 
, -. 

educational and/or occupational opportunities. 
(': 

The indicators of success/failure probability 'taken 

fl:'om the profile of the non-completer can be used in~c~che 

development of a screening process. ~Program administrators 

may utilize the screening process to more carefully 
. .' 

,- scrutinize those individll,als 'Who have' a high failure 

probability and thus need I?pecial programming and attention~ 
!/ 

A more creative use of ,'t-pe screening process \vould be 

to call attention to the individualized needs of high 

risk groups. This would invo~ve the adjustment of 
s) 1::/ 

FraminghamOprograms to meet specialized needs of the 

individual. This point is particularly.important inasmuch 

as there is evidence to sugg;~s,~ that the types of men who 
«_. '>,A \1 

{ :.""'.-f.T'---' 

are less Iikely to complete',the Framingham progr~m--e. g. , 
-

drug offenders and those with histories of -drug abuse-~ 

are the very types who are more likely to benefit f;om 

completing the program in terms of recidivism reduction. 

Thus, the utili,zation of a screening process gea1:"ed 

towar~ program change may be m,o,re beneficial in ensuring 
~J. ~l ~ 

comp~tion for, high risk groups. It seems iimport::ant to 

stress non-completion may have detrimental effects on 

the inmate's future within the correctional system. 
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, , 

LeClair postulates that the damage that results from a 
:..: 

resident failing in a pre-release eqvixorui1ent is far more 

extensive than the simple removal of an individual from 

, the program. He states that an individual is not only 

returned to a ~alled institution, but he iS,probably to 

remain in that institution for a longer period of'time 
1.1 

than he would have had he not entered the pre-r~lease 
." 

progr~m. (LeClair, p. 3). 
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SUNHARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
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This study was divided into threE' .general areas of 

investigation. The first was a recidivism analysis. The 

second was an analysis of selected programs; and, the 
.' ,~f 

ithird 'tvas a completion/non-completion analysis. The 

first step was a review of the lite~ature. 

Review of the Literature .' 

.The review of ' the literature took a five fold focus: 

recent research on the effectiveness of the correptional 

"treatment" model, problems in conducting correctional 

re~,earch, his,torical gevelopments iIi correc tions, a 

descript:}!on of HCI-Framingham and the Massachusetts 
N , 

Department of Correction, and final~y, a descriptio~ of 

MCI-Framingham programs and recent evaluative research 

regarding such programs. 

Recidivism Analysis 

The difference between the expected recidivism rate 

(30.6%) and the actual return rate of the Framingham 

sample (15.4%) showed a stati~ti~ally gignificant 
\) 

(X2 ,';::: f~. 96, p < ~ 001) ,reduction in recidivism ~or our 

sample of 156 Framingham releasees. 

The impact'-;, of the Framingham ~xperience was highly 
'Ii" 

\ ' 
\' 

noticeable!>, in that t:t1e recidivism rate for F;tj"amingham women 
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was substantially lower than expected. The actual rate 

" 
for Fi!kmingham women was 15.2% as compared to the expected 

recidivism rate of 33.9%. These findings reached the 

.001 level of ' statistical significa,nce. (X2 = 17.56 p < .001). 

The analysis of the data in relation to the Framingham 
,', 

men's experiences were not as noteworthy. There wal~ a 
f ;r 

,. 

redne-.tion in recidivism for those. men involved in the 

Framingham program (a rerluction of 6.4percerrtage points) 
~'-.\ 

but this did not reach a,.,statistically significarJ.t level. 
to 

An analysis 'of the ri1ationship of background 

characteristics and recidivism was also carried out for 

the total sample as well as for the 'males and females. 
:.' 

The maj or findings in rela tion to background~; 

characteristics was that those men and women who had a 

previonshistory of drug i~volvement fare~ exceedingly 

~ bett~r th~n their counterparts in the comparison group. 

For the entire sample thre.e:/ of the top four variables 
, ./ 

(heroin user, one" or more IT rior arrests for narcotic 

offenses and presentcommitmen~ for drug offensel?) had 
,-:\ Ij \\ 

the most substantial re~nction in recidivism and the· 
() ()" s;:" JJ • 

{, highest levels of sta tistica1 significance. This finding 

is unlike the findings of previous studies of correction-at 

", pr,pgrams • 
i,' 

j' 

This da ta shows the Fram.:i!Agham _experiencewa s 
,.:-..:,,", 

extremely beneficial for men and women 'ivith prior drug 
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involvement. 
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In conclusion, there seems to be a clear relationship 

between the lowering of recidivism rate and the coeducational 

correctional program at MCI-Framingham. Although some 

negative issues were raised in this' study, the overriding 

findings of our recidivism analysis led to the conclusion 

that the Framingham program is an effective correctional ,. 

, pursuit--at least insofar as effectiveness is reflected 

by recidivism reduction. 
.' 

Program Analyses 

. One of the goals of this study was to examine the 

effect on recidivism of several different programs 

offered at MCI'o:-Framingham. The programs which \Vere 

ftnalyzed in the. study are: 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

. (4) 

The Furlough Program; 
Work Release Program; 
Educ~tion Release Program; and 
Counseling Program. 

The programs were ,each evaluated to determine whether or 

not they had an impact on recidivism. The general 

approach in evaluating the impact o~. each of the'se four 

programs was to examine the relationship between partic-

ipation in the program (as well as the degree of partic­

ipation) and recidivism. 

'-~'="'Tfie results indicated that all of the programs, 

except the Counseling program had a positive effect on 
, 
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"ly a significant one. tecidivism although not necessar~ 

be summarized as follows: The program analyses can ~ 

Furlough Program o b " t ;n the sample 93% of the su Jec s L 

had at least one furlough and participatiod in the Furlough 

. "t" e although program seemed to have a pos~·~v , not significant, 

(.- b th ll1en and women. In 'effect on recidivism rate jor 0 

particula:=, the relationship pet,.ve~n success~~l fur~oughs 

I t rns) and recidivism (i.e~, no record of escapes o~ ate re u 

,. " Als 0 noteworthy wa s approached sta tisticalsig~~I~~allce. . . ... 

b . o~"i~~a'tes who escaped or were the extremelY·.$mall num er 

h and that all of those were arr~sted while on fur10ug 

women. In' general, the fur oug . pro _0 .. 1 h g~~ID seems to have a 

effec t on reducing recidivism. p.ositive 

Work Release Program. The results of this analysis 

l 
-. ~ 

,Ii 

~ ____ ~'O:_"A.,..~_~_~ ... __ • ___ .......... -----"._,. __ 7 
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slight, positive (although not nearly significant) effect 

on the rate of recidivism. A question is raised as to why 

such a small percentage of inmates, and a disproportionate 

percentage of men (11% of the men vs. 3% of the women), 

took advantage of the program. 

Counseling Program. None " 
of the data on the effects 

of this program on the recidivism rate was s~gnificant, 

and only ;g s)Ila11 percentage (15%) of the sample participated 
. . 

in the program. The trend VJas in the opposite direction 

as that expected; those who particpated in the program 

had a higher rate' of recidivis1n than those who did not. 

Several explanations for those ~esu1ts' are presented. 
,< 

In general all of the programs, except the Counseling 

;nd; dated a positive ef'fect of the were significant and k L 

/?jfL(, 

/11 ,0, 

/1 
o program,had a positive relationship between participation 

d " the rate 9f recidivism Work Release program on re ;~cl;:pg 

for both men and women. Although the p~Ogram seemed to l ''t, J' 
/ c' I 

' h ""d women, it was note - ji .'> have positive effects on bot men an .j 
.) • I} 

1 sample participa ted i1)/ worthy "tha t 91% of the men in t Ie l ,'. 

wherea S only 5lio o'f the women did. the program, ./' 
{I .. \ 

___ ~~_"_~:-____ .,... ___ ... ,",.,, a __ ,._~.~.o~_~~~-;_. , ~~_'_'~.~-:-
' , 

o 

r .. ~ 
I rt )]"::~:; C7j1.-~~, _.'" 
~~;JI 'lJ 1':1 

->7: 

and rate of recidivism. The results for all of the 

programs were consistent for both men and women. 

,Comp Ie ti onlN on -Comp 1e ti on 

Initially, we began by collecting data on those men 

ll7hp were unsuccessful in completing the Framingham program. ,. 
!~'<J ~; 

\:;' A comparactive analysis was carried out between those men 

Who cOmpleted the Framingham experience and those who 

did not. Our research indicates ~ general profile of 

distinguishing characteristics of those men who were 

returned to an all male ) 

instituti¢n. 
(I 
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is more likely to be an individu~l with ~ greater number 

of prior arrests and 'previous state incarcerations with 

p.rior crimes related to the person, property, and drug use. 

We also found that heroin users seemed to be less ~ikely 

to complete the Fram~ngham program. The non-completer 

is also identified by a lower educational level, and less 
" 

successful occupational ~ecord in terms of skilled positions 

held and length of time spent on anyone job:' 

Our results and findings led us to the conclusion 

'that some types of men are much less likely to .complete 
,j 

the" Framingham progra"ni than other type s • The la ta" .ca n 

be used in the development of a scree,ning process wh1ch 
J' 

• ,I 

carefully scrutinizes those individuals with a high 

f'ailure proi;ability. It can also be utilized in the 

development of special programs individu~lized to the 
" ,I 

specific needs of those men in the high~.risk group. This 

would involve the creation of 'indicators t1)at would reveal 
, 

. a high,moderate,or low p:robability of success/failure. 
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APPENDIX A 

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTrCS AND RECIDIVISN 

o RATES OF FHA.NINGHAH MEN AND COHPARISON 
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BACKGROU~~ CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM RATES OF 
. , 

FRAMINGHAM MEN §.ND COMPARISON GROUl? MEN 

I r·, ! 
'I" , ,I 

! Variable 
Framingham Men 

N (%) ReCIQ. Rate 
Comparison GrouE 

N (10) Rec l.d. Ra te 

1;. 

I 

! Tota1 44 (100) 16% 
i 
I I A. 

I 
1 

j 

Ij ij 

Present Offense 

1. Institution Committed to 

Walpole 19 
Concord 25 

2. Offense 

Person 30 
Sex 1 
Property 5 
Drug 7 
Other 1 

3. Minimum Sentence 

Indefinite 25 
5 years or less 9 
Hore than 5 years 10 

- ~ .~~ - . 

(43) 
(57) 

'(68) 
(2) 

(11)' 
(16) 

(2) 

(57) , 
(20) 
(23) 

11% 
20% 

17% 
0% 

40% 
0% 
0% 

20% 
22% 

0% 

*= Statistically signifi~ant difference in recidivism rates: 

1015 (100) 

484 (48) 
531 (52) 

'501 (49) 
:~-: . 

61 (6) 
347 (34) 

77 (8) 
29 (3) 

489 (48) 
367 (36) 
159 (16) 

p< .05 

~, 

24% 

19% 
29% 

21% 
8% 

29% 
29% 
34% 

30% 
19% 
19% 
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1: i ~ . Fr~Il}.tngharn Men. CornEa rison Grou~ ·1 
Variable ' I N Rate N (70) Rec~d. Rate ~ I '0 Rec1Cl'7 it 

I - ·1 
WI 

4. ~~~ Incarceration ,'j 

1l ! Ii 
I 21 13 (31) 8% 410 (40) 27% 

(,i , or younger :,1 
1 ·f·· 22-30 16 (38) 25% 414 (41) 25% .1 

I' 
''1 

31 or older 13 (31) 15% 191 (19) 17% ::1 
" 

'Ii 

5. Length of Incarceration II . Ii '" 

~, 
\ I 

i 2· years or less 22 (50) .14% 
, i 

Hore than 2 20 (45) 20% 1 years 
! ! . Unknown 2 (5) 0% \l 

I 
I 

6. ~of Release 
Parole 42 (95) 17% -. 
Discharge 2 (5) 0% 

~ 

7. Age at Release I c:> f, D 
c.?; n 

24 younger 18 (41) 6.% ~ or 'Ii 
':\ 25 or older 26 (59) 23% Y; 

I! 

13~~kground 
'. .Ii 

B. Characteristics l' 
(. I"' .. 1. Race I -

c· , 1:7] 
" 

I 
White 30 (68) 13% 710 "(69) 25% .. 

~ 
, Black 14 (32) 21% 302 (31) 24% " 
. 

Other 3 (0) 33% .. '" ,t, 
I \ :'.:':;) 

i 
2. Narital 1-1 I Status 1-1 . 

'-J " " 
.. Single 26 (52) 17% 614' .. (60) 27% 

Harried 16 (36) 12% 215 (21) 20% 
" -i/' Div. , Hid. , Sep. 5 (11) 2()% 186 (18) 22% . (') 

'". ~ 

! Ci ,'(, , 

I:"' /1' I' 
() ~<.: ~\ 

; ". I-i , . ,,' j, f 
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' . 
'j' , 
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Variable 

.3. Nilitary Service 

Non--Veteran 
Veteran 

4. Last Address 

Boston 
Other 

5. Occupational "Status 

Professional 
Business 
Clerical 
Hanua1 
Service Workers ,. 
Other 

N 

30 
14 

20 
24 

1 
'3 

3 
24 
13 

" 

6. Length of Time ~ Most Skilled 

7 ~,' 

.. , • v 

6 mos. or less 
7-12 mos. 
1 up to 2 yrs. 
2 up to 5'-' yrs. 
5 yrs. or more 
Unknown 

. . - .. 
Period on One Job 1,ongest ----

6 mos. or leSS/I 
".t 

7-12 mos. 
1 ,up to 2 yrs. 
2 up to 5 yrs. 
5 yrs. or more 
Unknown 

<3 

!I, , 

" 

. ' 

\ . 

11 
10 

6 
10 

3 
4 

9 
10 

8 
9 
4 
4 

, . 
,'~ -

.-::, 

E,ramingham Me,n 
% Recid "- Ra te 

(68) 13% 
(32) 21% 

(45) 10% 
(55) 21% 

(2) 
(7) 
(7) 

(55) 
(30) 

() 

0% 
0'10 
0% 
8% 

.38% ' 

Job 

'. 

(25) 
(23) 
(14) 
(23) 

(7) 
(9) 

(20) 
(23) 
(18) 
(20) , 
(9) 
(9) 

.. <or. . 
. i 

,,%~ ./ 

I~ 

27% 
0% 

33% 
10% 
33% 

0% 

33% 
0% 

25% 
11% " 
25% 

" " 

I ' 
I 

Q% 

• ,_ ~. L'_ 

Comparison Group 
N % Recid. Rate 

II 

" 

741 
274-

373 
642 

13 
8 

63 
674 
171 

86 

419 
133 
143 
125 

60 
142 

389 
137 
156 
131 
64 

138 

(73) 
(27) 

(37) 
(63) 

(1) 
(1) 
(6) 

(66) 
(17) 

(8) 

(41) 
(13) " 
(14) 

\ (12) 
(6) 

(14) 

(38) 
(13) 

~t§~ 
(6) 

(14) 

D 

27% 
1&% 

20% 
27% 

23% 
0% 

14% 
26% 
27% 
15% 

30% 
21% 
19% 
23% 

3% 
25% 

33% 
22% 
17% 
24% 

5% 
23% 
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Variable 

c. 

, :, 
, .. 

8. Last Grade Completed 

0-6 
7-9 
10-11 
12 or higher 
Unknown 

: 

Nope Reported 
Yes (not spec.) 
HEroin 
Other than Heroin 
Harijuana only 
Unknmvn 

Criminal ~istory 

1. :Age~! First Arrest 
;1.5 or younger 
16~21 

22 or older 
, -

2. No. of Court Appearance~ 

1-5 
6-10 
11 or more 

, . 

o 

N 

5 
16 

6 
17 

24 
3 

10 
2 
3 
2 

17 
21 

6 

14 
14 
16 

" ",'(' 
• 

,I!'- ,J .. 

o 0: 

Framingham Me~ , 
% Recid. Rate 

L<i 

(11) 
(36) 
(14) 
(39) 

(57) 
(7) 

(24) 
(5) 
(7) 
(5) 

(39) 
(48) 
(14) 

(32) 
(32) 
(36) 

I • 

)j' 20% 
13% 
17% 
18% 

--! .. 

21% 
0% 

10% 
0% 

33% 
0% 

'18% 
14·% 
17% 

"J 6. t7J 
,l . /0 

21% 
12% 

Comparison Group 
N ' '% Recid. Rate(! 

92 
521 
213 
160 

29 

638 
69 

189 
56 
,37 
26 

495 
407 
113 

239 
313 
463 

" 

(9) 
(51) 
(21) 
(16) 

(3) 

(63) 
(7) 

" (19) 
(6) 
(4) 
(3) 

(49) 
(40) 
(11) 

(24) 
(31) 
(46) 

18% 
26% 
26% 
18% 
21% 

20% 
14% 
39% 
32% 
14% 
27% 

29% 
22% 
12% 

13% 
23% 
31% t--: ...... 

'" 

" 
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j 
11 

~ '\\ t' 
31 \\ 
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Framingham M~ ComEarison GrauE 
Variable N % Recid. Rate N % Recid. Rate 

3. Prior Arrests for Person Offenses 

0-1 18 (41) 22% 472 (47) 24% 
2 or more 26 (59) I')'/. .543 (53) 26% 

" 
,- 0 

/1 
V 

ProEerty 4. Prior Arrests for Offenses --
I 0-2 21 (48) .10% 333 (~3) 13% 

I 
3' or more 23 (52) 22% 682 (67') 30%" 

5. Prior 'Arrests for Narcotic Offenses I 

'It, 
! 
I 

~ 'j 

II 
II n 
II 
II 
I' u 
I' 
'I .... 
II 
II 
1/ !, 

{ " 

I! L 

Il 
I) 

II 
[I ,I , 

! None 29 (66) 21% 765 (75) 22% 1 

, r 
One or more 15 (34) 7%')'( 250 (25) 32%* 

! 6. Prior Arrests for Drunkenness 
, I t 

I 

f None 23 (52) 4% 502 (49) 21% 
(i One, or more 21 (48) 29% 513 (51) 28% Ii , 

I' ~ 
.. I, ! " ' . 

I! /1 r; 7. No. of Juvenile Incarcerations I, 
g -- -,. , ¢:, .~ 
" 0 .-

30 (68) 20% 659 (65) 20% d' None 
" j: One or more 14 (32) 7%"k 356 (35) 33%* ~ , I: ~ 

H 8. No. of House of Carr. Incarcerations ----
." ~ 

[[ : 
.. , 

'~ None 29 (66) 7% 488 (48) 20% " 
f ~ 

One 15 (34) 33% 527 (52) 29% 
ft 

or more 
,., 
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Variabl~ 
N 

9. ~ oi State Incarcerations 

.. 

.. 
'tc 

None 
One or. more 

, , 

" 

" 

37 
7 

Framingham Mell 
% Rec;td.!. ~ 

(84) 
(16) 

J\ 

11% 
~;43% 

Comparison GrauE 
N % Recid. Rate 

- -=0. __ 

575 
440 

(57) 
(43) 

2~% 
28% 
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APPENDIX B 

'BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM 

RATES OF FRAMINGHAH WOMEN AND 

COMPARISON GROUP Wm,1EN 
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND'RECIDIVISM RATES QE FRAMINGHAM 
WOMEN AND COMPARISON GROUP WOMEN 

f 
T 
r 
I 
I' 
i 
I 

" 

Variable 

Total ~ 
"''c 

A. Present Offense 
" 

ell. Institution Committed to 

Framingham 

2. 0£fense 

Person 
Property 
Drug 
Other 

3. Hinimum Sentence 

Indefinite 
Definite 

4. Age at Incarceration 

21 or younger 
22-30 
31 or older 
Unknown 

Framingham Women 
N % Recid. Rate 

112 

112 

29 
29 
37 
17 

105 
7 

30 
45 
28 
11 

(100) 

(100) 

(26) 
(26) 
(33) 
(15) 

(94) 
(6) 

(27) 
(40Y 
(25) 
(10) . 

10% 
28% 
11%il'* 
12% 

16% 
, 0% 

13% 
18% 

7% . 
27% 

ii 
i( 

* = Statistically significant difference in recidivism rates: 
** = Statistically significant difference in recidivis~ rates: 

"'I 
" 

~",-,,----"-,.-~-.-., ... ~"-.--~-.::......- ~~~ " .. _'-.- -~-

'. 
" , 

.' 

,~ 

. 
'. ',- y /' 

I , . 

N 

92 

92 

22 
29 
20 
21 

.89 
3 

36 
35 
21 

p 
p 

Comparison Group 
% Recid. Rate 

(100) 29%* 

(100) 29%* 

(24) 
(32) 
(22) 
(23) 

(97) 
(3) 

(39) 
(38) 
(23) 

.05 

.01 

.. ,,) ... 

18% 
24% 
40%** 
38% 

30% 
0% 

33% 
29% 
24% 
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0 0 0 f.b @ (1) () ~ ~ CD I } 'I. 

I f 
I 
I 

" "i:;: II 
CC i Framingham Women Comp,ariSOirGrouE 

! Variable N C} Rec1d7,Rate N % Recid. Rate 
tl 

-;:-~ . 

.!2. -
\-1 5. Length of Incarceration . II 

! (:' 

~- 2 years or less 74 (66) 9% 
CI \,- More than 2 years 32 (29) 22% .. 

Unknown 6 (5) 50% .- \ 

[1 

c! 6. Type of Release • . i ,; Parole 86 (77) 15% e: 

Disqharge 26 (23) 15% 

7. Age -at Release ... 
'II, 

I' 24 or younger 47 (42) 26% 
I 25 older 62 (55) 8% I 
I or 

·1 

Unknown 3 (3) 0% I, 

H 

I B. Background Characteristics ~ 
I ~ 

'-'-.) 

, 1. Race ~ 

1fuite 51 (46) 22% 50 (54) 32% 
// 

Black 55 (49) '11%""( 42 (46) 26%* 
. . , Other 3 (3) 0% 

Unknown 3 (3) 0% 
,t, 

.-
2. Harital Status (, I ~i .. 

I 
\ 

';:, 
~ Single 67 (60) 13%* 54 (59) 31%* t-

t-.) I 
'-'0 Married 13 (12) 23% 17 (18) 35% .p-. 

Divorced 10 (9) 10% 3 (3) 33% 
'>J.' • . 

Widowed 3 , (3) \\ 33% 4 (4) 0% 
,I 

" . Separated 12 (11) '\ 25% 14 (15) 21% 
1,1 

Unknown 7 (6) 0% 
"'.'-

..-

~ } 

t· "'"---_.- .-- .-.~ ,,~ .,,~ ~ ~--, ~, ~" "' -
Ir 'c, 

-0 

)f -+: , 

c- o 
G) 

:- 0' r ef 
{j {:~'. \ . 

, I II 
, , 

?- , " 
'" ~ " 1,0 

"' 
\\ 

{'~' 
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I 

I 
I .. 
·1 
l 
i 

i , 
1. 

1 
l 
"l' 

3. Last Address 

Boston 
Other 

. Unknown 

4. Occupational Status 

Professional 
Business 
Clerical 
Hanua1 . 
Service Worker 
Other 

" 

60 (54) 
42 (37) 

,10 (9) 

; 

11 (10) 
7 (6) 

35 (31) 
.. 17' (15) 

37 (33) 
5 (4) 

. . 

I 5. Length of Time .£!l Most Skilled Job 

I 
! 
i 
I 
'; 

i 
:~). 

6. 

,( 

6 mos. tor less 
7-12 mos. 
1 up to 2' yrs. 
2 up to 5 yrs. 
5 yrs. or more 
Unknovm 

L~ngest Period 

6 mos. or less 
7-12 mos. 
1 up to 2 ._w,,~·s. 

2 up to 5 );rs. 
5 yrs.' or: more 
Unknown 

on One Job ---

I ' 
l~~c~_~---~ 

, \. . 

'. 
.... 

37 
20 
18 
12 

5 
24 

34 
19 
20 
13 

6 
24 

(33) 
(18) 
(16) 
(11) 

(4) 
(21) 

(30) 
(17) 
((18) 
(12) 

(5) 
(21) 

". ..1' . 
. i 

.--- - '.-, .... ) 

., . 
", , 

/, 
i 
, .-

15%"k 
19% 

0% 

0% 
0% 

17% 
24% . 
16% 
20% 

16%}' 
20% 
22% 

8% 
20% 

4% 

18% I 21% 
20% I 

8% 
j 

17% 
4% 

o 

53, 
, '39 

5 
0 

12 
42 
23 
10 

41 
7 

19 
11 ' 

3 
11 

41 
7 

19 
.11 

3 
11 

(58) 34%* 
(42) 23% 

(5) 0% 
(0) 

(13) 42% 
(46) 31% 
(25) 35% 
(11) 10% 

(45) 32%}* 
(7) 57% 

(21) 26% 
(12) 18% 

(3) 33% 
(12) 18% 

(45) 32% 
( 7) 57% 

(21) 26% 
(12) ).8% 

(3) 33% 
(12) 18~{, 
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Variable 

7. Last Grade Completed 

c . 

8. 

, 0-6 
7-9 
10-11 
12 or higher 
Unknown 

Drug Use 

None Reported 
Yes (not spec.) 
Heroin 
Other than Heroin 
Harijuana Only 
Unknmm 

,C~;imina 1 His tory 

1. Age ~t First Arrest 

15 0):' younger 
16-21 
22 or older 

.~ 

'. 

. 2. No. of Court App~arances . 

1-5 
6-10 
11 or more 

C'I 

"':-. 

Framingham Wom~£ 
N % Recid. Rate 

10 
39 
31 
28 

5 

45 
8 

43 
9 
1 
8 

26 
48 
35 

42 
22 
48 

- --

(9) 
(35) 
(28) 
(25) 

(4) 

(40) 
(7) 

(38) 
(8) 
(1) 
(7) 

(23) , 
(43) 
(31) 

(37) 
(20) 
(43) 

20% 
15% 
19% 

7% 
20% 

11% 
13% 
16% 
11% 

100% 
25% 

19% 
17% 
11% 

17% 
14% 
15%· 

Comparison Group 
N % Recid. Rate 

5 
28 
31 
21 

7 

69 
11 

7 
3 
O· 
2 

16 
55 
21 

39 
24 
29 

(5) 
(30) 
(34) 
(23) 

(8) 

(75) 
(12) 

(8) 
(3) 
(0) 
(2) 

(17) 
(60) 
(23) 

....:::"',\. 

(42) 
(2_6) 

c, (~2) 

(-; 

0% 
32% 
42% 
19% 
14% 

26% 
36% 
29% 
67% 

50% 

19% 
38% 
14% 

21% 
42% 
31% 
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, . " " 

~l>.,. ~ 

" , ii.~. '" .. 
" 

• " .. V· 

I.' 
() {L _ 

,v , 

\ 

I-' 
N 
0", 

I .' <I !.'; 

r 
Q 

::;; , 
I 

. ' , 

iJ 



\. 

,-

~. D. 

Q 0 

, " • 

,i 
I 

........ ~. -if' 

< '- GI 

" 

.-0 

I 

'.' ,~J 

() 

,0 ' 

"~' / ;..;l" 

r;. 

/ 

" 

o ,. 

, , 

" "'<;:.1 

~ ·0 

t,} . 

. 
• V 

, .-

--------- - -

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

.' p 

Framingham Women 
N % Recid. Rate 

Prior Arrests for Person Offenses 
;:r 

0-1 77 (69) 14%*')'( 
2 or more 35 (31) 17% 

Prior Arrests for Property Offenses . 
0-2 61 (54) 16% 
3 or more 51 (46) 14% 

Prior Arrests for Narcbtic Offenses 
" 

None 57 (51) 14% 
One or more 55 (49) 16%-;'(')'( , 

Prior Arrests for Drunkenness 
\1 

None 79 (71) 15% 
, One Qr More 33 (29) 15% 

No. of Juvenile Incarcerations --
None 
One or more 

No. of House of Correction ----
II 

None 
One or more 

No. of Stat:e IncarcJ;rations 

None 
One or more 

u 

,).,.,' , 

. .' 

91 (81) 
21 (19) 

Incarcerations 

79 (71) 
33 (29) 

67 (59) 
45 '(40) 

-'''., ',,- "PI" "; , . 
> ; • 

'p. /~; 

/. 
, . ~ 

14%-;', 
19% 

1:6% 
12%-;'(' 

12% 
20% 

" " 

Comparison Grc~ 
N %. ~~ecid. Rate 

61 
31 

49 
43 

59 : 
33 

64 
28 

81 
.11 

78 
14 

70 
22 

(66) 
(34) 

(,53) 
(47) 

(64) 
(36) 

(70) 
(30) 

(88) 
(:L2) 

C_' 

(85) 
(15) 

(76) 
(24) . 

36% 
16% 

33% 
26% 

20% 
45%** 

28io 
32% 

30%* 
27% 

27% 
43%-;'\' 

30% 
27% 
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N , -..J 

r 
, 

I 
, 

t 
I 

Y 
I 

\1 --"'-

I) 
U 

, 
~;7 

" ..... 
"d,1 -"0 



---~---~~,. 

. 
" 

" 

tJ 

(:APPENDIX C 

~} ,-. PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND RECIDIVISM 

RATES 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

~ . 
(... ;. 

~-':'" . · ... ·tt ~. . ..to" .. ',:.. •• It 

Program Participation and Recidivism Rates 

Furlough Data 

Men 
N (%) R.R. 

Total Furlough Hours 

0-100 
101-200 
201 or 
'{Tlore 

9 (20) 22% 
13 (30) 15% 

22 (50) 14% 

Women 
N . ill R.R. 

,. 
57 (51) 12% 
26 (23) 27% 

29 (26)' 10% 

Total Furlough Hours at Framingham 

0-100 
101-,200 

-201 or 
IJ10re 

15 (34) 20% 
16 (36) 12% 

13 (30) 15% 

Total NumbeE of Furlough~ 

0-6 30 
7,,· or more 14 

(68) 
(32) 

17% 
14% 

67 (60) 12% 
27 (24) 30% 

18 (16) 6% 

87 
25 

(78) 
(22) 

16% 
12% 

.' 

Total Number of Furloughs from Framingham 

'0-1 8 (18) 25% 
2-3 21 - (48) 14% 
4 or more 15 (34) 13% 

24 (22) 17% 
36 (32) 14% 
52 (46) 15% 

Total Number of Successful Furloughs 

N 

66 
39 

51 

82 
43 

31 

117 
39 

32 
57 
67 

0-6 31 (70) 16% 90 
7 or more 13 (30) 15% 22 

(80) 17% 121 
(20) 9% 35 

6'. No. of Escapes on Furlough 

No' 

128 

Total 
ill 

(42) 
(25) 

(33) 

(53) 
(28) 

(20) 

(75) 
(25) 

(21) 
(36) 
(43) 

(78) 
(22) 

+, I 

furlougbs 1 (2) 0% 10 
No 

(9) 20% '-' 11" (7) 

escapes 43 (98) 16% 96 
One 
escape 6 

.. Ii 

(86) 14% 139 (89) 

(5)' 33% 6 (4) 

R.R. -

14% 
2.3% 

12% 

13% 
23% 

10% 

16% 
13% 

18% 
14% 
15% 

17% 
11% 

18% 

14% 

33% ' 

, 
L 
j 

I 
/: 
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-51. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

'I 
~-''''~~'''''''''''---'"''''-';~--''''''''--:-O;~:,'':-~''-'<-.:''''''''''''-'''-''-'''''''~'''.' . 

(':::1 ~, 

Men Women 
N (%1 R.R. N .Gl R.R. 

No. of Times Late in Returning from Furlough --
No. 
furloughs l' (2) 0% 
Never 
late 31 (70) 13% 
Late once 
or more 12 (27) 25% 

10 (9) 20% 

64 (S7) 11% 
,. 

38 (34) 21% 

129 

Total 
N ru. 

11 

95 

50 

(7) 

(61) 

(32) 

Total: Never late vs. Late once or more- (X2 = 2.76, p 

No. of Escapes or Lates --
No 
furloughs 1 
No escapes 
or Iates 31 
Escape or 
late· 12 

(2)' 0% 

(70) 13% 

(27) 25% 

10 (9) 20% 

61 (54) 10'% 

41 (37) 22% 

11 

92 

53 

Total: lates vs. Escape or late No escapes or 
(X2 = 3.62, p .10) 

Arrests on Furlough 

'No 
arrests 44 
One 
arrest 0 

(100) 

(0) 

16% 111 

1 

(99) 

(1) 

lS% (, 

'0% 

155 

1 

(7) 

(59) 

(34) 

/(99) 
a 
''-,\, (1) 

,,18% 

12% 

22% 

.10) 

18f~ 

23% 

lS% 

0% 

B." Work Release Da ta 

10. No. of Weeks pn Work Release -_. 
None 
1-10 
11 or 
more 

4 (9) 25% 
26 (59) 19% 

14 (32) 7% 

55 (49) 
35 (31) 

22 (20) 

18% 
20% 

0% 

. ,; Total: 10 or fewer vs. 11 or more (X2. 

" ;:." * 

59 
61 

36 

5.71, p 

.\ .. 

(38) 19% 
(3~') 20% 
" 1\ II' 

(23') 3% 

.02) 

" 

'. , 

1;:""'== ........ -· .=~=~~-~~-~:-A-~1-.. ~-~-; ...... -""""--......... 1 .. ".-•• --.,---~~.~~ ~ 

~ , 

'I 
" .'. 

C. 

11. 

D. 

12. 

13. 

o 

Men Women 
N (%)- R.R. >N (%) R.R. 

Education Release Data 

Education Release Program 

Non- 39 (89) 15% 109 (97) 
participant 
Partici- , 
pant 5 (11) 20% 3 (3) 

Counseling Data 

No. of Counseling Int.erviews 

None 
One or 
more 

42 (9S) 14% 

2 (5) 50% 

91 (81) 

21 (19) 

Perceived· Condition after Treatment - .. - --.. --- -----
Improved 1 
Unchanged 1 

\) 

(50) 100% 
(SO) 0% 

10 (LJ.8) 
11 (52) 

..! 
/1 

16% 

0% 

.' 

13% . 

24% 

30% 
18% 

.. \ ~:.. '; 
.. •• '·~, ... "r ,-.....,.~,,;.l.: ... ;!..Ot' ... 1 

130 

Total 
N ~ S.R. 

148 
. 
" 

8 

133 

23 

11 
12 

(95) 

(5) 

(85) 

(15) 

(48) 
(S2) 

15% 

12% 

14% 

26% 

36% 
16% 
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APPENDIX D 

COMPAR~SON OF FRAMINGHAM .PROGRAM 

COMPLETERS AND NON-COMPLETERS 
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132 

Qomparison of Framingham Program Comp1eters 
.. and Non-Cornpleters 

Present Offense 

Variable Comp1eters 

Offense 

Person 
Six 
Property 
Dl.'l)g 
Other 

Hinimum Sentence 

Indefinite 
5 years 0:):' less 
More than 5 years 

N -
30 

1 
5 
7 
1 c 

25 
9 

10 

Institution Committed to 

Ha1po1e 
Concord 

.Crimina1 Histo;:y 

No. of Prior Arrests*** 

10t':or 'fe~er 
11 or more 

19 
25 

28 
16 

f& 
(68%) 

(Z,%) 
(11%) 
(16%)-

(2%) 

(57%) 
(20%) 
(23%) 

(43%) 
(57%) 

(64%) . 
(.36%) 

Prior Arrests for Person Offense 

0-1 
2 or more 

~ -
\ 
l:~,rior Ar.'rests -r-

I' 

0-2 
3 or mOl:'e 

* P" .10 
tc* p <: .05 

*"J"* P <,.01. 

18 (41%) 
26 (59%) 

. 
for Property Offenses 

21 (l~'8%) 
23 (52%) 

Non-Comp1eters 

. 

N 

18 
2 
4 
8 , 

14 
2 
6 

18 
14 

10 
22 

8 
24 

10 
22 

(%) 

(56%) 
(6%) 

(13%) 
(25%) 

(44%) 
(37%) 
(19%) 

(56%) 
(4L~%) 

(31%) 
(69%) 

(25%) 
(75%) 

(31%) 
(69%) 
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J) 
I' 
o 

'0 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Variable 

Prior Arrests 

None 
One or more 

Prior Arrests 

None 
One or more 

Ii 
~orn'pleters 

for Narcotics 

N (%) -
29 (66%) 
15 (34%) 

for Drunkenness 
,. 

23 (52%) 
21 (48%) 

No. of Juvenile Incarcerations --
None 
One or more 

30 
. 14 

(68%) 
(32%) 

\ 

/, 

----:- -------;:::- 1/- \1, 
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~.on-Completers 

" 

16 
16 

21 
11 

22 
10 

(50%) 
(50%) 

(66%) 
(34%) 

(69%) 
(31%) 

7. No. of House of Correction Incarcerations (County) ---
None 
One or mor~ 

29 
15 

8. No. of State Incarc,erations-/( 

9. 

--
None 
One or more 

Heroin 
Non:"Heroin 

37 
7 

10 
34 

c. Background Characteristics 

1. Race 

White 
Black 

2. Marital Status 

Married 
. Single 
Divorced 

, Ii 

1\ ~ 

30 
14" 

16 
23 

5 

(66%) 
(34%) 

(84%) 
(16%) 

(23%) 
(77%) 

(68%) 
(32%) 

(36%) 
.(52%) 
(11%) 

.. 

17 
15 

21 
11 

14 
18 

(53%), 
(47%) 

(66%) 
(34%) 

(44%) 
(56%) 

17 53%, 
15 47%' 

12 (38%) 
19 (59%) 

.1 (63%) 

" 

~, .. 
\ .. 

1"~ :.s:~::::eT~:::-;'''';,:;',;;..~''::;::::'~~:'"7'' ___ '_'';';¥ ,,' 

1~ , 

o 

a 

a 
I,,·.c' 

"0 

I ,: 

Variable Completers 

3. ~ilitary Service 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Non-Veteran 
Veteran 

~ Address 

Boston 
Other 

'Occupational 

White Collar 
Blue Collar 
Unknown 

Status 

30 
14 

20 
.24 

(68%) 
(32%) 

,. 

(45%) 
(55%) 

- 7 (16%) 
37 (84%) 

Length of Time on Most Skillful Job~';-JI" 
------- -f~ 

1 year' or less 
More than 1 year 
Unknown 

21 
19 
4 

. (1~5%) 
(45%) 

(9%) 

Longest Period on one Job* ---
1 year or less 
Nore than one year 
Unknown 

~ Grade Completed 

9th or less 
10th or more 

19 
21 
4 

(43%) 
(48%) 

(9%) 

21 (48%) 
23 (52%) 

9. Age ~ Incarceration 

21 or youriger 
22r-30 
31 or older 

13 (31%) 
16' (38%) 
13 (31%) 
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Non-Completers 

24 
8 

14 
,,18 

4 
27 

1 

22 
10 

21 . 
11 

22 
10 

11 
13 

8 

(75%) 
(25%) 

(44%) 
(56%) 

(13%) 
(84%) 

(3%) 

(69%) 
(31%) 

(65%) 
(35%) 

(69%) 
. (31%) 

(34%), 
(41:%) 
(25%) 



D. 

1. 

.~ 
i 

2 ':c 
• 

3. 

4. 

\., 

Variable pompleters 

.;.:-

Other Variables 

Months at Framingham 

0-2 months 
3-5 months 
6 or more months 

Reason for Transfer 

Institutional 
Work Release 
Furlbugh 
Eiidc. Release 
Other 

N -

Institution Transferred from 
I) 

Walpole "0' 

Concord 
Norfolk 
Unknown 

'"J 

Institution Returned to 

Wa1pol'e 
Concord 
Norfolk 
Bridge'tvater 

o 

,~ 

7 
20 
16 

1 

-,. 

. (16%) 
(48%) 
(36%) 

(2%) 

" ". -" ... -'.-~:---. -. ~'-"-""-'-----'~-"----,:-- .-':"" ...... 
~-. .'t ,0 . 

\\ 
'" 

,7;,." 
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Non-Comp1eters 

N '\'i 
'. 

10 
13 

9 

." 

11 
10 

2 
3 
6 

9 
14 

9 

4 
11 
15 

2 
Z) 

G 
. ;"" 

\ ' 

(%) 

(31%) 
(41%) 
(28%) 

(34%) 
(31%) 

(6%) 
(9%) 

(19%) 

(2870) 
(44.%)' 
(28%) 

(13%) 
(~4%) 
(47%) 

(6%) 
, I( 
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,sf 

'r-
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APPENDIX E 

CODES 

.j \"j 

(.) 

o 

o 

,. 
" 

o 

(j 

" 0 

I,' .. '''''"-""""",,.~~~~,,,,,,,===.==------.--,,\).:,.,.,--,,,---,-,-, -.-'-',,.-,---,-~~,-»--" '·----·-·.~'-'''-,.---,.~~,,~c __ , .. 
~ ?_. '-~-'~-''::-'--C.'''''''~~_ "'~,,~ ___ .'-_ •••• ~ ••• _" ._. h_ , __ • 

1,1 

~\ 
\J 

(J 

I 
Ii 

[ 
I: 
I: 



\.'::::.-: 

COLUMN 

1-4 

5-8 

9-15 

16-17 

18-19 

.20 

21 

22 

23 

24-26 

27-28 

29-31 

32 

~,FOR FURLOUGH DATA - -
CODE 

Control 
Punch 73 M F 

Name -
~irst four letters of last name 
\) 
" pommitment Institution & Id. 
Coll.lmns 9..,10 = comm. inst. 
10 = Walpole 
20 = Concord 
30 = Framingham 

Total No. of Furloughs 

No. of Successful Furloughs 

No. of "Other" Furloughs 

No. of " " Bate Under" Furlough 

No. of Escapes on Furlough 
Cf) 

~o.~of Arrests on Furlough 

No. 

~al No. of Furlough Hours 

No. of Furloughs at'Framingham 

.' 

~ No. of Furlough Hours at Framingham 

All cards punched 4 

o 

o 

D 

() . 

:; .. ::~.~ ":" ,~.~ .. ~~ 
.' ..t-
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" \ 

f> 0 

c) 

o 
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\ 

o 
, . 

,. 

, . 
• 1 
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CODE FOR FRAMINGHAM WORK/EDUCATION RELEASE DATA 

POLUMl'l 

1-4 

5-8 
::~) 

16-17 

CODE 

Cont~ol 

,Punch 73 M F 

Commitment Institu'tion &, Id. 
Columns 9-10 = comm. inst." 
10 = Walpole 
20 = Concord 
30 = Framingham 

No. 

." 

Employer: Firs t '.Jork Release Job 
00 = Never Worked 
01 = Day Work 
02 = ABCD 
03 = Albany Printing 
04 = Andros 
05 -. Andy' s Dj:~posa 1 
06 = Bancroft 
07 = Blue Hil1sServ.' Ctr. 
08 = Boyle 
09 = Boston City Hosp. 
10 = Brighams 
11 = Bustman Iron '\forks 

.,' 12 = Colonia 1 Floors 
13 = Dole Institute 
14 = Deli-Master 
15 = Dept. Community Affairs 
16 = Dept. Nat. Resources 
17 = Dept. Public Health 
18 = Dunkin"Donuts 
19 = Ebony 
20 =~Farley School 
21 = Fernald School 
22 = Fram. St. College 
2"3 = B. Ginsberg 
24 = Glass Guard 
25 = Granet Corp. 
26 = A. E. Halperin 
27.= John Hapcock. 
28 = Holliston Animal 

Hospital 
29 = Honcy~ell 

30 = 
31 = 
32 = 
33 = 
34 = 
35 -
36 = 
37 = 
38 = 
39 = 
4{) = 
41 = 
42 = 

ITT 
Jeans & Things 
Kenneth's Hair 
LaParisienne­
Marakesh Express 
Narriott 
Medfield St. Hosp. 
MIT 
Mondos 
Natick Lab. 
Natick Nursing Home 
Roxbury Defenders 
Office of Music 
Planning 

43 = OIC 
44 = Old Colony 
45 -> Pilgrim Church 
46 = Scotch & Sirloin 
47 -
4·8 = 
49 = 
50 = 
51 = 
52 = 
53 = 
54 -
55 = 
56 = 
57 == 
58 = 
59 = 

Sheraton Tara 
SMOe 
St. Eliz. Hosp. 
Stanford Foundry 
Statler Hilton 
Tara Sportswear 
Trico 
Trini ty M. R. 
Wards 
Wa tertmvn Dairy 
Web Convert;i.ng 
We:l~by 

YMCA 

i 

" , 
~ 



II 

COLUMN 

18-19 
~. 

20-21 

22-23 

24-25 

26-27 
. 

28-29 

30-31 

32-33 

34-35 

36-37 

38-39 

4·0 

41-43 

44 
45-46 

(; 47 

. " " " 

CODE 
!/ 

\I .. 

Weeks Worked: First Job ~ 

Employer: Second ~ob 
Same as columns 16-17 

Weeks Worked: Second Job 

~mployer : 'Third Job 
Same as columns ,16-17 " 

Weeks Worked: ThirdJob 

Employer: Fourth job fI 

Same' as c'olumn~ 16-17 

Weeks Worked:, Fourth Job 

Employer: .Fifth Job 
Same as columns 16-17 

vJeeks Horked: Fifth· Job .. - .. - ~ -. ., 

Employer! Sixth Job 
Same as columns 16-17 

Weeks Worked: Sixth Job, 

Total Number of Work Release 
0 

Total Number of Weeks Worked 
" 

School Attended on Education 

.' 

Jobs 

on All 

Release 

Number of Heeks Attended School 

139 

Work Releas~ Jobs 

c 

Data Card Number for Work/Education Release Data 

., 

i)' 

, , . -:--".~~~~~~~'-~. 

r ' 
I 

o 

" 

POLUMN 

o 1-4 

5-8 

9-15 

.0, 
, ,. 

, " 16 

;) 17-21 

\',\ 

22-23 
"'1/ 

.::::;; 

Jl 24 

25 

26 

27 

28-2~9 

:.' -'--".,-,. ." .. ~~-.--.. ---... 

~ODE FOR FRAMINGHAM COUNSELING ~ 

CODK 

Control 
Punch 73'M F 

Name 
First four letters of last name 

Commitment Institution & Id. 
qolumns 9-10 = connn. inst. 
10 = Walpole 
20 = Concord 

'30 = Framingham 

Source of Referral 
o = UnknoWn 
1 = Self 

No. 

140 

.' 

2 = Correction social worker/institution 
3 = Mass. Rehab. Commission '. 
4 = Salem Court 

APA Psychiatric Classification 
,Punch APA Code 

No. of Intervie'\vs, 

Type'of Treatment 
1 = Individual 
2 - Group 
3 = Individual and Gr<?up 

Condition after Treatment 
1 = Improved 
2 = Unchanged 
3 = Worse 

NB: Leave Blank 
See columns 28-29 for Disposition Data 

Data "Card No. for Co~nseling Data 
Punch 6 

0' 
~B: Add Boxes .for Columns 28-29 to Code Sheet for 
DispOsition Dc.1ta 

" ;' f 



~' 
, ' .. 
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141 

. CODE FOR FRAMINGHAM NON-COMPLETION DATA. 

NB: - Data to be punched on columns 56-66 of Booking Card .,:-

COLUNN COPE 

56-57 Institution from Which Transferred to Framingham 
10 = Wa.lpole 51 = Dept. Segregation Unit 

0 

58-61 

64· 

64-66 

20 = Concord 
2(~ = Shirley 
26 Boston State " = 
30 = Framingham 
40 = Norfolk 
50 = Bridgewater State Hosp. 

« 

Time Spent at Framingham 
Columns 58-59 = Months 
Columns 60-61 = Days 

5'2 0= Bridge\va ter BX Unit 
53 = Bridgew~ter 

Treatment Center 
',)., 

" 
\~. , 

InstitutionoTransferred to From Framingham 
Same as columns 56-57 

, . 
Reason for Tra~sfer (Summary Column) 
1 = Insti.tution Ma·tter 
2 = Work Release Ma tteJ.':'~) ''J 

3 - Furlough Ma tter ( i 

4 = Education Release Matter 
5 = Other Matter 

. ' 

Reason for Transfer. (Detailed Breakdown) 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 

117 
118 
119 

= Contraband 
t~,; Contraband: alcohol 
= Contraband: drugs 
= Drinking or drunk 
= Disciplinary 
= Verbal outburst , 0 

= Bizarre & agitated 
behavior 

= Assault on inmate 
= Attempted escape 
= Poor perf. on 

;; inst. job 
220 -(, Escape 
221, ,""", Arrested 
222 ! Using contraband 
223 Using contraband 

224 
&"drugs 

• = Using contraband '& 
alcohol 

225 =.Distribution drugs 
226 = POSSe of marijuana 

227 = Assault 
228 = Late 
229 = Late to job 
230 = Lat~ to inst. 
2~1 = Leaving early 
232 = Unsuccessful 
334 = Out of ~lace (esc.) 
335 = Arrested 
336 = Smuggling marijuana 
437 - Assault 0 

438 = POSSe of marijuana 
439 = Qui~ school 

D informing in~ t . 
5l~O = finished job 0 

541 = no apparent re~son 
54') , f 

L. = no ~n·o. 

.:~ 

,'0 

. \ 

.:.i) 

1l_ 

o 

o. 

o 
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