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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). �I�n�-�~�l�-�:�(�;�)�o�k�i�n�g� at the variable, "one 

or more prior arrests for narcotic �o�f�f�e�n�s�e�~�"�j� our �~�a�m�p�l�e� 

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. �3�0�%�~�f�o�r� 

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 

�f�o�u�n�d�~�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", 
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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 �r�e�~�u�l�t�s� 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% �r�e�c�i�c�l�i�v�i�s�~�r�a�t�e� �c�o�m�p�a�r�e�d�t�o�~�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�~�g�n�l�.� 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 �r�e�f�l�e�~�t� the most significant 
�~� 

findings when �a�n�a�~�y�z�e�d� in relation to the comparison 

�~� 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I ' , 
I 



o 

D 

o 

o 

f 
;\ 

ft I 

/ 

1.1 , . 

, . 

- . 
~ .. ., 

.' .. .' 

" 

I 

, 
o 

f) ,. 

1 
'. J 

" " '\'" 

. ---.- ------,----------.-------~----

o o o o o 
, , 

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* 
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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 

< ~,_",_,_"<_,,,,,,,,~, __ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.....,..~;,,,,,,".,-;;.;.:::,,~ •. '~ ', ___ "'~ __ ~ __ ~ __ ~,-~<.~ _."'--..------;-r-;" ,~. 

~' ~ 

--- ...,."..,..,-----

o 
\ ' 

o 

o 

o 

'0 

o 

, '" 
o 

o 

() 

o 

. . 

'." 

85 

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% 

I 

o " 

" 
" 

", 

,~ . 

o 

D 

o 

'-.: 

o 

o 
o 

----.,...-..... \:1"""t -------------~~. _____ _ 

\) 

I 
87 

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. 
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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 
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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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I 
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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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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 

o . 

.. <Xl . 

o 

(: 

o 

o 

po 

r~ 

I oj·,,· 

o 

o 
\1 

o I' 
1'" 

o 

.... o 

.. . 

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 
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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~_~~~-;_. , ~~_'_'~.~-:-
' , 
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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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The non-completer 
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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 

,GROUP MEN 

o 

o 

o 
(] 

= ., 

() 
, . 

" 

o 



I. 

... 

. ' 

'1 

" 

~ 

u 

I; 
) 

/ 

, ~') .k \ 

• i] 

"" 

. ., 

!) 

-;7 

/ 

...... ~7:'. 

" 

, . 

4, 
" 

~------,---- --~ -~---~~------

~~~~-.~"~--, -------------- _ .. 

\1 ~ 
\1 

\ 
I 

I 
l 

o o o o o 

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% . (') 

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

'" 

" 

i 
j 
11 

~ '\\ t' 
31 \\ 

i : 
~ 
" 

() 

f: 
'" ~ I \ 

Ii 
~ 

0 

I Ij 
Ii 

l! 
, 
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4!1 0 0 0 0 
...... ,-,,-~.,,;;~ 
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!JJ 
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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 
,., 

ri 

~fI 
H 

" . n 
, J~ " 

.. /' 

-1
1 
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~ .. ~ 
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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% 

1,1) 
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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% 

, 
= ~;.,.. 

C. !\ 
Ij 
Ii 
fl 
II 
'I 

~ 
!I /J 

1 ... , 
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I 
I ,I 

11 
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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, 
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, I II 
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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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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% 

o 
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, 

~ r ,I 
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(:APPENDIX C 

~} ,-. PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND RECIDIVISM 

RATES 
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!O o 
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\J I: Q 
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A~ 

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 
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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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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%) 

?~~~~----~~?--~.~~.~.~-- '---:--..,........-.""'Ti~------"-%4~~:x::;::;_;;.~_.,_ .. ~ .... _;,..""J."" .. f" ". .. .. !.k::=="r="':':" -~~ 7! 
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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%) 

134 

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( 

co 
,sf 

'r-

(,1 

II >~ (I 

0 •.. 

~() 

,J 
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APPENDIX E 

CODES 
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\.'::::.-: 

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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. 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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