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_“{ THE EFFECTS OF A COEDUCATIOVAL CORRECFIOVAL

sz-selected programs, and a completlon/non-completlon

'*A.:;‘3O 67) and the actual ret1d1v1sm rate (15. 47) revealed
‘?ga Signlf cant reductlon in rec1d1v13m for the flrst 156
";‘mén and women who were_released from Framingham since -

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

' for”women-?from‘33.9% (expected -rate) to 15.2% actual. -

EhPFRIEVCE A COVTIV”ED ANALYSIS N '_ o f

- - .

1nvest1gat10n~-a rec1d1v15m analy51s, an analy81s of

v

. Framingham program on recidivism was much more significant

.

rate-~than 1t was for men~-from 22.3% (expected rate) to
15 QA (actual rate) The Framingham,program was also
found to be espec1ally effectlve in reducing re01d1v1sm

forimen and women’who‘had histories of drug abuse.

[T . . . s

Program,Analyees

“The present study also examlned the ‘effects of four

programs offered at MCI-Framlngham (Furlough Program,

‘Work Release'Program, Education Release Program, and

Counséling Program) on the rate of recidivism. In general,

.

%
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Thls.utudy was d1v1ded 1nto three general areas of , A
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. were not expected but the results were not 51gnlf1cant

'157‘Complet10n/Non Completlon Ana1y31s

'ffA;and several p0331b111t1es explalnlng the results are 4

’i"‘Pr.esented.
. of distingul

~:knot successfully complete the Framingham program.

this group.

'shoald not be used 1n a mechanlcal waj.
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-

all of the programs except the Counseling'Program seemed to

_have a positiVe.effectuon the rate of recidivism; Only

the results of the Work Release data were statlstlcally - <

s1gn1f1cant, but_the trends of the Furlough Program and

the Education Release Program were in the positive direction.

©. These results were consistent for both men and women. IR

mThé trends indicated from the Counseline~Program data;

~ -
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Completlon/non-completlon data 1dent1f1ed a profllev
hlng characterlstlcs oF those ‘men who did

'This

ﬂi-protile could be used as an aid to decision,naking in the.

.~ -

process of screening‘men for_transfer to MCI-Framingham. -

- Those indiVlduals,within‘these high risk groups can be

Pl

:1“scrutinized‘more Carefully or programs may.be tailored

. more spec1f1cally to the 1nd1v1dual needs of men within-

It 1s 1mportant to note that thws proflle'~

It should be

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

judgment.
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fﬁk»Carney for her efforts in typing the final draft.
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REVIEW OF THE LITERA’%’@RE

Introduction

“futuristic attributes.

,‘tbward_phe furthermost reaches of the latter.

"‘,,the 1ns

'fold focus.

‘this analysis with its null Bypothesis.

Correctional institutionms in the United States today
contein in widely varying degrees anachronistic as well as

MCI-Framingham; while certainly

-.bea;ing the markings of attitudes towards crime 'and its:

- punishment that date back to medieval times, clearly leans

Its emphasis

is towards rehabilitation and reintegration of the offender

_involving optimum utilization of the community within which

itution is located. .
To besi prepare for the multi-level'analysis of;MCI-
Framingham, our review of the literature will take‘on.a five-

To begin w1th we will lock at the wrltlngs

s

and opinions of certain authors who have recently felt that

“rehabilitation or "treatment" seems to have llttle or no

effect in reduc1ng rec1d1v1sm. RObert Martinson will.serveef

as the'chlef proponent of this perspective which provides

Secondly we w1ll

discuss problems in conducting research in corrections and

k]

how these problems may affect this and s1m11ar studles.

- Thirdly, we will aim to sketch the hlstorlcal developments

63

in the field of corrections that brought us to present day

; MCI-Framingham.' Next, we will provide a descriptive picture

A9

3 3 . KL A . o . +

of Correction.

..dealt with in our research efforts.

" ‘between these twc forces,
.criminal law. .

change, so do the methods of dealing with it,

of MCI-Framingham itself and the Massachusetts Department

Lastly this review will look at the

specific programs thatvMCI—Framinghém provides, with

particular emphasis on those that will be specifically

The Effect of Correctional Treatment

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 degree of order,
continuity and structure and the other producing
change and® departures from the expected.

(Martlndale, '60)
' The deviant is defined as the individual who departs

from social norms that the society. establishes from and

Traditionally, the instrument

1

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

Interestingly,.inherent in this.description
‘is the idea tha. as the definmtions,of illegal behavior
(Kitsre, '71 .
p. 3) '

o While United States7eorrectidns represent a broad
mixture of Both'progressive and eutmoded prectices, (Dean,
*73, p. 3), tnere seems §°,be fairly universal agreement

" that what has been done up until now has not worked. - The




K

o

people convicted of crime previously.

threat of punishment in ité pure form or laced with verious
metﬁods of rehabilitaeien within the institution seems to

maintain or provoke more ok;the behavior that it had hoped
‘Ramsey Clark points out

to control. .(Zimring, '73, p. 5)

in his- Crime in America that criminal justice's most significant

statistic is that 80% of all serious crime is committed by

(Clark, '70, p. 215)

Considering this fact, it becomes readily apparent that it

is fully appropriate for research efforts to study the_

reaction of this high risk éroup who are subjected to some

5

~varia£ion of pahishment. (Zimring, "73, p..236)

Martinson states that wheq reform of‘prisone is
discussed, five traditiens emerge and that the modern
.cor;ectiohs institution contains.all of these attitudes or.
traditiens in varying degrees. These traditions are:

.{1) Prisons are designed for punishing offenders;

(2) Prisons are vicious instruments of revenge and
‘should be abolished; o '

(3) Prisons are necessary to defend civilization,
but should be less punitive and more humane; -

(&) . Prisons should be transformed into effective
instruments of rehabilitation; and,

(5) Prisons are necessary to some stages of
~ecivilization, but can be replaced. by milder
forms of control to the degree permitted by
democratic crime prevention. (Martinson; '72, p.23)

i

0

‘association. (Kassebaum, '71, p. 12)

e S
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A brief summation of Mareinson's attitude toward today's

system of corrections is his statement theé the system |
. [} ' ' .

 provides "minimum protection for the public “and maximum

harm to th F "o i |
e offender. (Martinson, '72, p. 22) McCorkle

aqe Korn tend to ag;ee,with his statement;" Although their

Position is not as extreme, they write:

- curtail crime, so the more hu i
: ] mane handling of
TWeneleth Century has equally failed to dg so he

(Korn, '59, p. 474)
Apparently, these writers and others feel thaekthe
confinementfthebry of corrections only exacerbates crime

t (] . . .
hroughllts lack of ‘self determlnation, exploitation due
to material deprivation and criminal education through

"Therapeutic punishment"

on}y transforms "bad men" into "sick children," thus

; is s ) . » -
seen by some as being identical to traditional punishment, -
N . ) ’

'Ldifferipg only in the issue of responsibi1ity'f6r the

-

offender's acts,

justifying t
ifying total controlf In fact, "therapeutic punishment"

(Smith, '74, pp. 113-114) | -
Specificelly, Martinspn in his treatﬁentuevalhatien |

i

survey,'vhich analyzed the studies made of correction.

~--treatment from 1945 to 1967, found that:

-

x

L ) The pPresent array of correctional treatments
. ave no appreciable effect--positive or negative~-
-on the rates of recidivism of convicted offenders

e e L

e A T T2 ot oo 3 A 5 e 57 3wt s



e L i N-“ ]
¢ ’ ‘L i 14
i His review of;existing research iﬁcluded studies.of_indiyidéel’
EC" and group psychotherapy‘as well as‘vocational and-classroom.
; education held within the qorrectionél institutions;
EC» Martinson points out that his fiqdings‘reveaiktﬁ;t while
% early release programs ﬁay be slightly he}pful in’ the w—f
i 1owering of recidivism rates for some‘Offenders, psychiatric
§C> treatmeqt as well as the use of'halfway hoﬁses actﬁally
§§ increased the rate of recidivism for others; (Martinsonf'72,k |
i pp. 14-15) | | | | o
« : S T e e .
2% The crux of~the Martinson‘thesis is that despite the
é% fact that,correétions appearea to have reached a high water
i , : ;
?C}; ) mérk Of'sdphistication.iﬁiwhat"he‘caiis this cehtury's-
ég YAge of Treatment," the crlﬁlﬁal contlnues to suffer .
é | Xirreparable damage to hls or her "life cycle process"‘dge to -
"%C§ the ¢ontinued deprivation of libeﬁty. (Martinson, '72,-;p:24-25)
é Glaser agreesgthat ﬁhétever rehabilitetibn techniques
§C} areused'or whatever training is cqﬁductedgwithin the
"‘ tréditionalyprison setting,_redidiyism has not been reducedr
i%’ "Community centered treatment," which means. the Simﬁlatién
:(3 - of the real worl done completely behind the walls of. the
- prlson, is doomed to failure, (Hardy, '73, p. 16)' In this_,l :
N ' A
o o arrangement the offender continues to be isolated .on two
o planeS'_.physical~isolation, (walls, bars,‘etc‘) and
i psychologlcal 1s01ation (control o£3v181ts, correspondencq,‘ :
b C7 '

'is‘understandable that our criminal justice knowledge is

I

MMM%M s, L B et . A S ORI o e e T I TR iy
"_‘ -interaction‘with fellowkinmetes andkéeneral routinization. %
Q v(Korn, '59 pp. 465- -466) Inmates heve no real life situations k

‘iln which to exercise and bulld on the beneflts they have :
Gt‘ : reeelved from‘treatment 1n general. - FKorn, '59,.pp. 535-536) é
e | , ' ' i
.Preblems in Correct10na1 Research ] %
é* - The pr0v1ng or dlsproylng of a the51s in the f1e1d of ;
‘gv' ;correctlons, for various reasons, presents some 1nterest1ng é
'challenges% especially, as Korn and McCorkle put ity "iﬁxe
G.y natioh‘where.;.;the total number of rmnicipal end county
jalls and 1ockups is not even approx1mately known."

o :f (Korn, '59, p. 459) By its very nature and de51gn, the !

o @’ A;ycrlmlnel Justlce system and its admrnlstratlon, w1th its é
powerless subJects, economlc-excuses for re31stance to '

| @“ research and’ an admlnlstratlve 1ncent1ve to avoid the testlng‘
of longheld bellefs" greatly dlscourages any type of g
.evaluatlve actlon.- ‘ ) f“ g L §
| €; ‘ : Add tq‘these obstacles the nermei-drffieult;es ef.‘l 'E
"effééégfch an&‘ittis hot“éifficdit:to:regson why criﬁinal 'é
1o 1justice research, in general;iis sparse, and eyaluative ﬁerk‘ E
' 1¢1 regardlng an 1nnovat1ve coeducatlonal 1nat1tut10n such as' f
f‘fMCI~Fram1ngham is»practlcally’nonexrstentg (Zlmrleé, 73 p. 44) |

‘ iLack of fundiﬁg is a primary factor ie this regard. It

ey

) - . "
i B s i 4 s g st o
. . .- -
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deficient when less than 1% of our total mational expenditure
for crime control has, in the past, been allocated to
research. (U. S. President's Commission on Law Enforcement

and the Administration of jhstice; ""The Challenge of

Crime in a Free

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 that has made its focus the effectiveness

of a punishment and/or treatment program, has made the B

; absence of reconpviction asﬁthe'primary criterion for success.

vConsequently, these studles have not been able to dlStlngUlSh

[ \ - . v

if the results were due to the treatment or punlshment that
A/' .

:ﬁas given. (Hovland, '53 p. 172)

Hovland, among'others, also pointS‘o&*Jthat‘the duration

ofcthe%follow-up'period for determining recidiygSmpin most

‘research projects has been unlformly short.. (Hovland 53,

. P 172) There is’ also the unknown variable of the number of

‘,orfenders that commlt crimes durlng the follow-up perlod
\\

buL do not get arrested for these actzons. '(Hoods '70,

pp 54 61) Also, most researcher/ have found that chances

of rec1d1v1sm are greatec the younger the age of the

'x),k 3

:offender 1s. Therefore it is 1mportant to reallze that the

-

T G R R PR

By L

Society, '67, p. 273). | o S

- prone age group.

. fundamental issues.

-accepts the already indicated idea that-trusting

'..and qu dlitative aspects of the restarch efforts in

can be improved.

".failure upon release of the offender (Carney,

f'emplrlcally sound research’ efforts..

Cy

"suocess stories“ of certainypuniShmentAand/or treatment
programs have merely aged and moved out of the more crime

‘ (Zimriné,"73,'p, 235) . o

This research effort endeayOrs'to come to grips with two
First of all, itdfully recognizes and
"commond
sense" or intoition in regard to correction policy and

program development is not ‘enough. The research scientist

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

despite the more than usual number of obstacles and hazards

encountered in that.effort. Secondiy, the methodological

P

Improvements can be made using two methods:

‘s'through the use of base expectancy categor1e°-~1 e., research
) tools that have been derlved from samples of inmates, to

enable accurate predlctlon of the ‘rates of success or

'69,. pp. 110-111)=-

o and by exten31on of the' scope of previously completed

(Zlmrlng, 73, pp..280~283)

almrlng puints out that the ex Lendrng of a short run,

 before and after study.not only lends credlblllty to the

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

.

Span‘increases;‘enlarges the "possibility that changes due

=
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) to fictors other than punishment policy w1ll assume
prominence. (Zimrlng, '73 pp 280~ 283) Spec1fically,
which

”this study Will extend the work of Almy,et al

focused on MCI Framingham., Thelr aim,- in brief was to

- see 1f the coeducational design and extra prison programs =
dld or..did not reduce recidivism. 'The*research efforts,ofﬂ'

:Almy et al., were directed‘in three general areas:.

].<1)

the social climate of the faCility with
* focuses on communication and 1nformation
. flow, punishment and reward, inmate
subculture, sexual ‘relationships, and
relationships with the.outside community;
~(2) 1nmate perception of programs, and
arec1d1v1sm folrow up of the former re31dents.
From this research progect emerged several 1mportant
k'concluSions abodt MCI-Framlngham s unique program., To -
begin‘w1th, while males felt that communication between
'themselves and staff members was. less than at the more

’ structured 1nst1tutions, they d1d feel that they were more

'able to part1c1pate in the dec151on making process of the.

Lpo e

‘lnstitution.

In regard "to punlshment and st ff'treatment iboth

;males and«females felt that‘lnfractiOn of the 1nst1tutions
rules would _be met with punishment &rom the staff but also

‘that punishment bfifellow 1nmates was less likely to occur.

The inmates alsosstated‘that1theDFram1ngham staff was more

A 2 L kA R

>

'_',11kely to praise their pos1t1ve actions.l

Av1ew their relationship w1th people more pos1tive1y than

- females. e, - e
-with the exception of female homosexual:ty,
o attltudes on sex roles were qu1te traditional

. - and women as being no different than what they had

~.1empir1cal ev1dence on the effectiveness or ineffectiveness
.of lehabllltatlon or treatment programs carried on out51de

Lof the correction 4nst1tution 1tse1f

SAblls DAL ks L e e TS R e e DG - S =
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From the research it was clear that Withln the fac1lity

there was 4 much less rigid subculture among the men than ‘ ?

the women. Outs1de of the 1nst1Lution males tended to

Lastly, in regard to ~Sexual functioning and - thinking,

which was’

openly acknowledged and generally accepted “the 1nmates
Sexual
relatlonships within the facility were viewed by both men .

known

“ outs1de the facility. R ‘i B A DA B

Almy, al., recidivism follow-up‘iﬁvOlvinglthe

-——

comparison of - the expected recidivism rate (17 3%) and

_ the actual recidivism rate (11.6%) revealed 1 substantial

\

: }reduction in rec1d1v1sm for the first 121 persons who

were released from Framingham since it became a coeducational

. . . . . i

. Besides the: work. of, A lmy, etral there exrsts lnttl ‘f
S

f

{

espec1ally those

3
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.to see what specific

 results with what type of individual.

. calls the

ri'to look at the hlstory of that 1nst1tut10n.
. o:hel corlectlonal);

R toward crime and punlshment

20

. Qur research -

\

emanating from a coeducational facility.

efforts will be aimed at extending the follow-up period

at Framlngham and seelng if it, with ltS work release,

~education release, furlough and counsellng programs does

reduce recidivism,

i
t

More speCLflcally, we Wlll be interested

~

‘programs;achleve the most pos1t1ve

.

’These.findings,}or

at least the direction ih.which‘they point, will be

"particularly noteworthy since so much of the evaluative

. research on these programs has been based on what Carney

"panacea frame of reference", i.e.,the feeling

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

*69, p. 115) V

. o

‘Historical Perspective on Corrections

"If one is to analyZe”MCIéFraminghamAto»see'if,Qand to

what degree, it reduces fécidivism and how, if 50, it‘

accompllshes thlS obJectlve, 1t is necessary and approprlate

We have

: already Shﬂted that MCT~Tram3n?ham, llke v1rtually all

tltut]OLo, contalnsfvarlous, often

-ujuxtaposed elements and aspects of'different attitudes

~What are these historical

: characterlstlcs and how did they get to MCI-Fram1ngham7

Ramsey Clark wrltes that "erime reflects the character of

2
3

e A i L e et s e e et

Q-
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- "theories of revenge,

~ the rece1v1ng of immediate punishment.

pp. 104-112)

.penanc% and‘fines.

'forms of dlsmemberment dlsflgurement

S i \‘;(f:}..‘.{a e LU & 2 e P S N R B A A A B
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- a people. This is a painful fact we do not want to face."
(Clark, '70, p. 15) To best understand our present

character and its attitude toward crime, punishment and

- treatment, we begin by looking at Medieval times. -

Smith.and Fried,vamong other writers, point out that
restitution and rehabilitation have
been said to characterize penal.methods‘in'the Middle Ages,
Enlightenment and Modern Period respectively." (Smith, '74,

pel)

It was not until the 8th century, when the.concept of .-
‘private jurisdietions crystalized with the church and state

N beglnnlng to shoulder the respons1b111ty of the punishment

of wrongdoers, that JallS emergcd.; However, at this t1me,

~they were used only as a place for awaltlng trlal or for

: (Sellin, '26,

Prior to this, offenders were dealt with on
a more individual basis, receiving punishment in terms of
(Krisberg, '75, pp. 137-138) In the

1atter part of the Middle Ages, corporal and capital /'a‘

punishment became muc% more the frequent-response to

misbehaviOre By. the 14th century, death was - the most common

penalty noted in continental records. Mutllatlon in the
castratlon and

blindlng, was the second most common response. Both

AT AT ST
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banishment and ‘corporal punishment were less-frequently used,’

although the latter contlnued to be used w1th ch:ldren.

Imprlsonment at thlS tlme, w1th the exceptlon of the

 _treatment of certaln categories of heretics was'not'v1ewed

awaiting trial.

- synthesized.

as a punishment. it was used chiefly for the individual
(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

. Korn and McKorkle write:

The centralization of political power 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 assault on
“heresy. (Korm, '59, p. 399)

By extending judicial rights and centralizing‘power and

authority, individuals consolidated and strengthened

 their political power.

* In England by the mid416th“century,‘two intetestingm
Jdnstitutions were dnitiated: the woxlhouse, designed .t
‘relieve the,plight of the‘"honest poor;' and the house of

’correctlon, created to take care of the dlshonest poor.‘
In a very short time, the scope of the two agencies became

,Oneand the same: puttlng the 1dle to workein tasks such

MAJ«M&MH‘« Cair wewais- L RS K b i . i o ne s ¢ a0 - v b et i BT
S e i b iy
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others and lead themselves back to society.

-Interestingly enough.

of correct:on flourished until the 1ntr0duct10n of machinery

. that penal philosophy would take.

.major crimes except homicide,
would be tempprarily repealed,

corrections., -

e et
a3 . . »a i z B N N . kit . . . - B n
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as cloth making, weav1ﬂg, milling, etc., so that they’

would meet their own needs, serve as an inspiration to
(Korn, "'59,
pp. 406-407)

. By the l7th century, houses of correction were very

“common, providing work for a motley group which' usually

included convicts, orphans, paupers and lunatics.

as. Krlsberg points out, .the houses

At this time the factory replaced.the house of correction

as a source of labor. Free labor could produce more than
prison labor. As .the value of human labor went down

and 1ess work could be found for 1nmates, a re- -examination
of the purposerf 1upr1sonmeht uas carrled out,
pondeted whether punishment meant a deprivation of 1£berty
or work for work's sake. (Ktlsberg, '75, pp.:152-156)‘

It was the "Great Law'" passed by the Quaker Assembly
of Pennsylvanla in 1682 that foreshadowed the new d1rect10n
" The '"Great Law" declared
that 1mprlsonment should supplant all punishments for
And although this act

t heralded a new age in

!

'(Korn, '59, pp. 410~ 411)

Individuals -
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By the end of the 18th century, it was clear that there
were two very formidable movements in the field of criminal

justice: the attack on antiquated methods of punishments;

- and, the attack on antiquated criminal law which grew out

- of the Enlightenment. | Undoubtedly, the writer who had

"~ the greatest impact in this regard was Cesare Bonesana

4

‘Beparria'who in 1764 wrote an éssay;QE_Qrimes and Punishments.
This essay contained.as its:core_coﬁce§ﬁ the new relation
.between man and the state, based on the theory of the

"sgéial coﬂtracf" as delineated'by-Hobbes; Locke and -

Rousseau. Voltaire added weight to'Becarria'S‘afgumeht'and'

1

soon the monarchs of Europe respbnded'by reviewing capital ‘j

| punishment, establishing juries and the rights of the - |  “

accused'and putting an end to torture..“(Korni '59, pp. 402-405)
The utilitariaﬂ philosopher, Jeremy Bentham, pefhaps.moré"
.Athén anyone else, representéd‘the Fnioﬁ of the interests
'i.of.léw.reform-énd penal reform. Thefimprisbnment trend: - -
,fmét both'df thésg needs. (Korn, '59, p. Aii)“ ’

A very significant concept that'emerged from the -

B "Rights b£'Man" period for cfiminal justice was that of

D

"fhe‘beginning 6f.ﬂifferential treatment of prisoﬁers;'
L ST L S ; . o
ranking of offenders according to the risk of escape and

:daﬁgerdﬁsness;' (Hardy, '73, p. 5) This attitude marked

‘a real differeﬁCG from earlier'pfimitiVe“ideologY that
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saw offenders as a homogeneous group that, despite indibiaéal
degrees of legal violation, forfeited -their membership in

society. 1In 1870 another que of prison emerged, the

’

reformatory, which had as its focus youthful offenders.

L4 .

(Barnes, '59, p. 329)
| At the onset of the 19th cedtury,«imprisonment had
,beédme a éoércive‘measure in itself; é means to aﬁ end,
Flgtcher'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 solitary confinement for
certain crimes and establishing of peniféntiéry’.
- houses. (Fletcher 739)

- | | I v . v" .. '.- . L
. The "penitentiary" was a new term in corrections, rooted

pd

' . " . "o 7 :
v;n the word "penitence", neaning to be sorry for sin. The

r

Qtfkeré‘hadAmuch to do‘with thi; idea of being left alone

7 and contemplating the érgor of one's deeds. Consequently,
sdlitary c0nfineﬁgnt‘was.a major component of correction;
at this time.  It %as felt that fﬁe penitentiary woﬁld
provide ? new'enQiroﬁménﬁ whichlwould ¢rééeIthe influeﬁceéh
of the old. fhe model forﬁcgrréétgoné in ﬁhe l9tﬁ’ceﬂ£€;y.
vas the Auburn Systgm of New York State which institutedrv
solitary confineﬁent at night and collective labor for

- profit during the day. Good behavior at Auburn .was measufed

by the amount of work accomplished. (Krisberg; '75, p. 158)

i
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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 mid 19th century, the gradual movement from

feudal society to a bourgeois political economy culminated

in two quite modern and progressive concepts: ‘- one, that

coercion, which was basic to the idea of punishment, was

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

exact talculable punishments were to be affixed to speeific.

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

this country's correctional philosophy:

As the 19th century faded into the 20th, it became
increasingly apparent that there existed a dilemma within

the concept of

state coercion clashed with the doctrine of the rights of

man in the liberal state. The solution t6 this problem

K couidibe found in viewing offenders'as being pSychologically,

"~

'imorally and p0551b v physloloqlcally dlfferent from the

seIf determlnlng 1nd1v1dua1 for whom the state ex1sted

Punishment and/or treatmentvwould restore the abilities to“

o

" the offender that were necessary for free' and moral action.

 (Smith, '74, pp. 22-23)
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While many proponents of the "Traditional" school

‘oontinued to advocate the 'get tough" pollcy of offender
-treatment, the feellng that the” crlmlna] suffered from a

treatable disease that prevented him or her from doing theA

correct thing increased in pooularity; As tth‘Oplnlon

grew, although often intertwined with punishment theories,

1]

the seeds of the Exra of Treatment or Rehabllltatlon had

e been sown. QKorn, '59, pp. 581-586)

With thé onset of the Era of Treatment modern

‘correctlons ideally had shifted its  emphasis to the

‘rehabllltatlon of the offender and his or her return to

soc1etv, but attempted to achieve thlS through the

trad1t10na1 system of penaltles. (Klttre, '71, P 37)

The poor success rate of the modern American prison with

‘its potpourll system of conflnement treatments and fines

makes 1t apparent that:
s The label of treatment' masks the 1nab111ty
o of American prisons ‘to fully commit themselves
to either simple unaffected punishment or genuine
‘rehabllltatlon. (Smith, '74, p. 112)

It is the correctlonal communlty“ the compromise
between punishment i.e., conflnement and treatment that

chararterlzes much of what is today s Amerlcan system of

'correctlons.u (%enton, '67, pp. -2), But, as Alper and

.

| others point out,.high recidivism rates indicate that
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‘,contrary to

& ' @
what is hoped
anti-social behavior remains untouched' frequently 1t is
strenthened." Confinement mixed with in-institution
rehabilitation only produces "sood actors, dissemblers and
hypocrltes. (Alper, '74, p. 58) Wlth this arrangement

prisoners are not only ill. prepared for re-eatry into

soc1ety in the way of employablllty and psychological skills,

~ but also the social stigma of the offender is not reduced.

" In many .instances it is increaszd.

(Shoham, '66, pp. 12-13)

Now that we have analyzed carefully‘the historical

roots of the system of corrections that we know today,

reside in the Era of Treatment. '

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

hypothesis.’ Through this‘historical sketch we have been

able to better appreciate and more clearly visualize the

varioug attributes or components of, our prisons as they

It is just this era, or

error of treatment,'as he undoubtedly would labelkit,

° . that Martinson feels has profoundly failed to demonstrate

‘.any;ability to make a betfer citizen out of the prisoner _ -

. studies done on correctional institutions'

thai - before he or she passed through the‘institution's

gatEs, ‘To reiterate: Martinson's review of all the
treatment

‘techniques between 1945 and-1967 paints the very vivid -

~ picture that confinement coupled with in-prison treatment

<k

"the convicts'motivation for o e

o
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or rehabllltatlon of any quallty or quantlty does not 1mprove’

the offender as ev1denced by rec1d1V1sm rates

Martlnson sums up his p051tlon nlcelv when he wrltes
( v

! that:

s The goal of the system of criminal Justlce
E merica is.punishment instead of rehabilitation
the creation of fear rather than respect, and ’

the deprivation of libert
y rather than th .
. of opportunities. (Martinsonm, .'72, b. 23§)Creatlon

.on 1"
‘ .Truem treatment or rehabllltatlon has not been achieved.,

TortUre, mutllatlon and death gave way to 1mprlsonment

but rec1d1v1sm StatlSthS tell us that no matter what is -

done with the offender within the walls, true change for

the
v e better has not come about. "The Era of Treatment

'»premains stalled at the thréghOIds an age still clamoring

to_be born." (Korn, '59, p. 588)

MCI -Framingham

A correction institurion of a type that was not

'included in the exten51ve rev1ew of the treatment studies

m
ade by Martlnson or in the cr1t1c1sm of many recent writers

1s Massachusetts Correctlon InstLtutlonr Framlngham

Ramsey Clark writes that the goal of modern cdfrections

l
ir’

must be rehabllltatlon, and that every other con31(erat10n

of the correctlon program must be subordlnated to it.

-

(Clark '7o p.

220) As we have already dlscussed howeyer,}"

all prev1ous attempts at rehabllltatlon, including the
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I "correctional communit‘” a’ roacﬁywith its sophisticated - ST ‘ o = S o o '
i , y PP PR %o allow certain offenders to participate in work, education
| ralnlng programs an 1ts attempts to develo more open and . L ‘ . . . .
‘ ﬁ a P P ; ‘ ~{ - - - and furlough programs in the community in which the
8 ‘ - free 1nteract10n, have generally been. w1th1n the prlson R B L e e T . SR S - .
b ‘ R B B ; o .. institution was situated. . Theécrlterla for the choosing
ﬁ : . ~walls. The result Yls~3,an art1f1c1al and overly controlled b : e - 5 o
L . ‘ ’ : SR o { ' C : ¢+ fg % .- of these participants are: the offender must have served
j facsimile of the real community: the town, city or area in. .. - .| /[ e o | | ' ' g ‘
é ; ' B Y » ol ¥ ' v o 4 e a reasonable length of time, have demonstrated that he or
i . which the institution is located ‘ (Shoham '66 152 o o >N R B B |
' N N _ ’ P ) , R v .. .. she is 'responsible and deserving', and be within'eighteen
o MCI—Framln ham wrth its coeducatlonal des1 n and rograms v jo .
g : 8 . . & PEog g : o rmonths of: hlS or her parole ellglblllty date. (Powers, '73, o
? that“allow offenders to spend a considerable number of- e D 178) :
1o . hours of the day away from the institution, working or '~ : R ' i P — o = '
%C?' ’ - , Y yf , ‘ o 8 : ' - o %%~ MCI-Framingham, in addition to offering these beyond
! ~ 7 . studying in the community perhaps has.the best chance to S : B D , e ) . ‘ | . g
| ' o - ' : - . the prison walls programs, was also designed to provide
send the offendér back to society rehabilitated because R . . L .. |
, : " . o ~a more natural environment for residents. It was to be
:C’ . he or she has been rehabilitated in it. ‘f-pf«'j,rfé HERESEE R - . o L s ) _ ]
Y S : o o o “ o -hcoeducatlonal' hou51ng men and women in separate units.
L Protectlon of society 1is c1ted as a major oal of the | ' L ' '
: A : 4 S y ] & S B R within the same walls and allowing free 1nteractlon durlng
pree ﬂ.Massachusetts Department of Correctlon accordlng to 1ts ‘ ' ' : B ‘ - '
i , : meals and recreatlon, being separate only at nlght
C§ A [ 'Ph . . . @ .
: e llOSOph of Reform 1972, Protection, however, is best . . S
o S el ’ R ‘ (Alper, '74, p. 94y
achleved according to thlS same philosophy by providing: '
& P PSOPRY BY P 8 ) Orlglnally,MCI Framingham was bullt Jin 1877 as the
BN E R .a truly.corrective experlence for sentenced . - . . e : o .
o — - offenders so that they will be better equipped DR o " nation's second exclusively female correctlonal institution. :
N - to lead productive and law abiding lives...... ' ERD R B | ‘ it ‘ ' : : B
~, 7" Our goal is to return a man to society with the - Women who were convicted and sentenced for any crime,-in - - . -
% knowledge and skills necessary to earn an R . B o : U, o
I © honest living, with a reasonable sense of social | any court in Massachusetts, unless otherwise indicated by ]
@ : .. responsibility and self value and with an . IR S . .. , | : TR L . B
. g : increased capacity for self control, judgment SR | ‘the Commissioner, were sent to Framingham.. Until 1973
and realistic sptimism., (Powers, '73, p. 181) : ‘ . )
S _ - drunkenness was the major cause for sentencing to
To best achieve these goals, the Massachusetts Department : T oo ' " . '
O : ' ; ' j : 5 : SRR SR o Framlngham. ‘Other major reasons for commltment"there
of Corvection, as of 1972, instituted the idea.of ~ . . ' ' ‘
v S ’ | ’ L » R _ I R : . were: -felonies over $100. 00 narcotic drug v1olat10ns
o community based treatment. Specifically, this program wauld , ‘
o ' 3l , : .p Ce 7> prog : oo ST and drug related crimes, prostitutlon and manslaughter.
™ ‘ : - ) . i ] . . . : ’ ) - r. ‘ | X ’ . » o . V . 2 1 P ¢ ‘-;,!"\ v; {» . B \\\\ |
o R | S R e e (Powers\,' '73, pp¢ 216-217)
. 4 g |
P f / p V = q. : o T e LI ""i“ A . < - T p b - - ' g '
SERA e i /- ; , -
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. as the decrlmlnallzatlon of drunkennessb

‘in March 1973,

. operation at MCI-Framlngham.

- .. a.correctional facility,

"_ implemented in November, 1972

In tlme the female populatlon of the Women's Reformatoryr'

at Framlngham (MCI-Frdmlngham) decreased due to the establlsh-

" ment of halfway houses and other communnty settlngs as well

It was at thlS

.time in the early 1970's. that it was dec1ded by the 3,?

Massachusetts Department of Correctlon that Framlngham s

empty spaces would be fllled by specrally ‘selected males

~ who would be transferred from other Massachusetts

Correctioannstitutions for‘an~exper1mental coeducational
program. ‘lhe first group‘of men arrived attMCI~Framingham'
'(Alper; '74,'p.:94) | s
Severalkcorrectional treatment programs are in

Four have been selected for

this study: furlougbs, work release, educatlon release

_and eounsellng.

‘~7FurlOugh~Program. A furiough ecan be defined as a. .

s purposeful, temporary, usually unsupervised, release from

Furloughs are consistent,with the
/community—oriented trend7inlcorrections in that they enable

Igradualjreintegration into the community prior to final

- discharge from. custody.

In Massachusetts, the furlough program was firstk‘

through leglslatlve actlon.

(Section 90A, Correctional Reform Act,a.k.a. Chapter 777)

oA

1o

&
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¥
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' The purposes for whlch furloughs may - be granted are:

(1) to attend relatlves funeraIS'

(2) to visit crltlcally ill relatlves:

_(B)t-to obtain medlcal and social services not
available within the fac1llty or through
\hospltallzatlon ; e

(4) to ¢ontact prospoctlve employerS'
“(5)  to obta11 post release hou51ng,

(6)4 for any other reason serv1ng a reintegrative
function; :

‘Ellglblllty is based on the amount of time served'and

'type of commltment ThlS can range from immediate

..

quallflcatlon for those w1th1n 18 months of parole

ellglblllty, to a frve yeal wal fO' “hose serv1ng life

.sentence for first degree murder. An inmate may receive

a maximum of 14 furlough days durlng the year. Emergency

srtuatlons can brlng about 1mmed1ate furloughs, under'

gtard if close supervision is deemed necessar} Furloughs

are granted through appllcatlon to a furlough coordlnator

',and are based on thc recommendatlons of a furlough
commltrec and uuthOLlfed by thD fgﬁlllty Quperlntendent .

"»\ ‘.
o

Cor in the case of | '
< n’lnbthe case of spec al orte rs (certaln sexual and

violent crimes), the Commissioner of~Correctlons.} Those
tlassified as "sexually dangerous persons'" have only

‘recently been allowed furloughs under Federal Court order.

e s ety e g 4. it e st s . 75« s R
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..b20 290 furloughs were " granted 1n Massachusetts

SR SUPVPPURHE, SN i S
e
; ;.-' v

Prisoners who fail‘to returh within two hours of their

designated- time are considered escapeées and appropriate

law enforcement action is umdertaken.(Farriﬁgton,.l975;

pp. 1-6). . - L e g
Betﬁeeh November l972 ahd‘June 28, 1975 a total'of

A total

”of 311 inmates were declared escapees, for an . overall

'.had a "favorable" outcome, and 9. 74

‘escape rate of 1.5%.

September 1975, 'p. 9)

Excluding 86 1nmates who returned

’ voluntarily within 24 hours, 225 did not return voluntarily»

(1.1%) and 52 of those remained at large;’ (FarringtOn,*‘

At MCI-Tramingham a total of 1, 715 furloughs were
granted and 18 inmates were declared escapes, for an over-

all escape rate of 1.0%. Nine inmates did not return

voluntarily within 24 hours (k5%) and four remained at
large. (Farrington, September 1975, p.’9)

Based on data from an earller survey (November 1972
to December 31, 1972) 90.3% of all Massachusetts furloughs

ad an- unfavorable

late arrival ( ess than 2 hourS}, new

outcome : escape,

arrest, etc. Framingham furloughs were 86.8% favorable
However, 10.6% oderamingham'

unfavorables were due to late arrival,kas-compared to

g

| . 7 l% of the total

C.

. prograin 1S'not»un1que.

" or no serious problems.

‘l*'98% success rate.

. 58% of non—part1c1pants.

: Almy,gg_gl,,fsurveyed inmates"

35

a 1 7% rate for all other Massachusetts fac111t1es.
(Farrlngton, September 1974 p 17)°
The apparent success of the Massachusetts: furlough

)

A recent survey of natlonW1de

.furlough programs indicated,that such programs exist in

29 states, 16 states have plans for 1mplementatlon, and

J;'only 6 states have no plans for furlough programs. Of

bthe states allowing furloughs,\23 or 82% reported mlnimaIF‘

(Markley 1973, pp. 19-26) 1In

"' the District of Columbia, during a 16 month period, 1;000

n furloughs were granted, and #here were 21 escapes for a

-

(b.C. Cltlzen S Counc11 for Crlmlnal

'.,Just1Wé{ 1971, cited in LeClair, p: 10)

//

- Studies measuring the impact of furloughs on post-

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

. Miller reported that 40% of furlough partlclpants

experlenced difficulties whlle on parole, as compared wnth

1973, pp 19~ 26)

‘ In a sectlon of thelr 1975 study of MCI- Framlngham,
perceptlons of rehabllltatlve
programs;

Ninety-two percent of the men and 627 of the

s

Framingham listed a 1'4%'escape rate‘rs;pp

b WEIRCERG N T B

(Holt et al., crted ln_Markley, 'fﬁ?tj}fo
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g} women in the sample of 50 prisoners had been on furloughs.
e _ : | |

i The administrative goals of the program were fournd to be
Q consistent with the benefits expressed by inmates; i.e., R
f%cJ furloughs enabled one to maintain or're-establish family
? and community contact. Forty-three out of 50 inmates
Q rated the program and their experiences with it as
.?C} positive. (Almy,et al., 1975, p. 125)

g . ‘ ' S
ﬁ It is hoped that the analysis of the MCI-Framingham-
sfc furlough program will shed new light on the effectiveness
B G ‘ .

f of furloughs as a rehabilitative tool. The data suggests

; that fuflougﬁ programslpose little or no threat to the
§C>‘ " community. Yet it remains to be seen whether or not
! .l : ‘ :

é furloughs ultimately effect a more positive re-integration
% into the community. .

40

 '{'.'Work Release Program. Work release (also referred to

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

defined as the temporary Telease.of an inmate from a

facility for the purpose ofvemployﬁent in public and

private industry. The inmate is réquired 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 trend in

et B g i R e .

-

Q

o

0

certain sexual and violent crimes. Failure to return to

o

-

. . B . “‘ E ’ 37
corrections toward community-based "treatment'.
In addition to rehabilitative .goals, work release

i1 .

programs are often touted by 'reformers" 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. (Ayer; 1973,

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

- such previous legislation. Any offender in a state
- facility demonstrating responéibility and deservedness

_during confinement (at _least 30 days), and within .18 months

Q

of parole eligibility‘may participate in work release,

Committees of correctional staff members in each institution

- make recommendations on applications to the Superintendent. .

t

The Commissioner of Corrections is the final authority,

especially in cases of those serving life sentences for. .

. the facility constitutes "escape' and subjects the inmate
| y P j .

to possible prosecution and further gentencing. (5-5

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

Inmates on work-;elease are required to pay the state

for room and board on a per diem basis. In .certain

circumstances a portion of their wages is deducted for

support of dependents and payment of debts.

}
i
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%
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Based on data from the October 1975 "Monthly Statistical
~Report on Massachusetts Correctlonal Programs," 82 inmates
- or 6.5% of the 1,269 total inmate populatlon (excludlng
pre-release centers), participated in work release
.programs. At MCI-Framingham, 21 out of9124 inmates or 16.9%

‘ f=)

part1c1pated During the month of October, the following

' changes occurred within its program: ‘there were eight

- admissions, three inmates paroledC;r discharged,,two

‘frEmoved for disciplinary reasons, three transferred to
pré-release centers, and four quit their jobs voluntarily.

Studies of work release programs are more nNumerous

thancother rehabilitative programs, though there is by’
no means an overabundance. 0f those evaluations'iﬁ
existence, Jeffery and Woolpert have leveled several
criticisms: | | |

(1) control groups are inadequately matched for
criminal record and social background variables;

(2) the criteria for selection of work release

é'a,c v participants favors those most likely to -

"succeed" regardless of program impact;

~

(3) work release is all too ‘often used as a reward
for good benav;or

- Each situation affects the reliability of the data in

mﬁeasuring recidivism. (Jeffery,gg_gl,, l97&,'p.'406)

A"Jeffery and Woolpert studied prisoners who were .

committed for misdemeanors in San Mateo County, California.

e i g s P B
- B - [ 3 . <
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R
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After a &4 year follow- up, there was a 347 recidivism rate

for work releasees compared with a 724 recidivism rate

-for the control group. A 31gn1f1cant finding was that

o those in so- called "high rlsk groups" (unskllled unmarried;

under 35 years of age, three or more prior convictions) ”
benefited most from work release. (Jeffery,et al., 1974,
413') \S - LT - y :

lAnother California study, based on a one year follow-

up period of persons committed for. felonies, resulted in
a 12,3% recidivism rate for work releasees vs. a 217

Sstatewide recidivism rate. (California Dept. of Corrections,

1968, cited in LeClair, p. 3) Similar results were
obtained in Pennsylvania. After 18 months post-release, .

wQO work releasees showed an 8% recidivism rate, compared

- with a 14% recidivism rate for 69vrandomly selected

controls. ' The work releasees tended to be older, non-white,
married, and skilled workers. (Newman,et al., 1968;
crted in LeClair, p. 4) |

A 1972 evaluation of the Concord Day Work proéram

‘compared 78 work release program completees with base

expectancy data derived from 152 Concord prisoners.. A
12 month~follow-up period showed no significant difference

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

i
ot e -
e g
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: " recidivism rate)., However, a 21 month follow-up of 47 | | " ,mlsdemeanors in Mlnnesota parth1 ated
d : . e BYWEVE ; ¢ . A, in
: ‘ | . _ | | - P work release,
0 completees resulted in a 31.91% recidivism rate for work Seven percent absconded 6% escaped and 82% were judged
,, | T . | ° udged -
releasees compared with a 44.73% recidivism rate for the . : Successful in terms of program completion (Minnes:t
= ‘ . - ! ’ - : 1,"‘1. . faa hd ‘ota
. ~ control group.- (LeClair, p. 1l4). o ' : - ' O DEPL~ Of Correctlons 1970"c1ted in LeClalr, p. 1)
' An interesting result bf a differential impact s . In another Minnesota Study 74 out of 154 felon part
B ) o 1c1pants
2 analysis from the above study delineated a 'negative impact - . (59%) were deflned as successes. .(Minnesota Dept. of
¢ group;' that is, those whose participation in work release ‘ Corrections, 1971; cited in~LeClair p. 1)
‘was associated with an increased recidivism rate. This: .- . o o : S The in-program failure rate in a Dlstrlct of Columbi
s ! . . : k ’ . . ! la
’ . i ‘ o - | ._stud was 37%.
) | greup cons;sted of inmates who, 3 R . o y Those who were successful tended to be
} = ) . 3 ) o .
, o (1) had serious disciplinary records;and, ‘ : S v : ‘ older (30 years of age or. older) and with either a gramm
' ’ . » M . . o 3 ar
. , .school or post thigh school education. Over represented

(2) were young and had long criminal records. '
O . ‘-, among the failures were those aged 20-30 and w1th an 8th

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

o |
5 . . . . . B . (Leclair; .

. 21% for controls with similar backgrounds. to llth grade educatlon. (District of Columbia ‘Corrections

‘Dept., 1970; cited in LeClair, p. 1)

- p. 14) L ‘ g el e e .. R : 4
‘ : ' Ho - :
I . At»MCI-Framingham, based on the data of Almy ,et al.

@ - s o rogram c e t . S - C -' | . | ( |
P Oﬂlpletlon rates . ; . ,// o e,
32% Of the 1nmates sampled had been on work release

Work release programs are tybicélly administered accoxding
Forty-eight out of 50 viewed the program as a positive

to strict rules and regulations. For example, prisoners v , )
) : ‘ - . experlence and agreed that the benefits were relntegrat;

P C:)- .
| must not drink alcohol or use drugs, not contact friends
i <ior relatives, and must return to the facility within time . In nature. The dlfflCU1tleg they cited 1nc1uded ~
10 T limits. These rules, coupled with the comparatively high ‘ ¢ °tatdt0ry restrlctLom Cdack of Job devglop cont for
A . - . ’ L P . Jey: i
degree of freedom for work releasees, can bring about ’ 'x\ women, poor communication between prison administration
‘ Q- . . . . o " ) '. _ and em 10 erS o
&<3 . .V}platlon and sqbsequent termlnathe from the pregrem,' B, p y and hev1ng to pay 15% of wages earned to
/ ' I - In 1967, 1,896 or 10.5% of persons committed for | ‘the state. '(AleaQE_QL., 1975, p. 1305
: 5 i ) “ . . |
- ]
S ,
vg G) , .
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Based on a review of the literature, it would seem

that the success of work release in reducing recidivism 18

fairly well documented. However, until such time that

recidivism is reduced to tolerable levels by community

’standards, the need for further refinement of programs ane

predictability will exist. Program completion rates,

negative impact groups, and ‘the integration of'wcrki
examples

release with other rehabilitative programs are
of problem areas.

Education Release Program. Institutional academic

‘programs have long been 1ncluded in the overall

i ' advent of" work '
rehabilitatlon pian. HoweVer, wltn the

‘release, At was recognlzed that the ccmmunity offers many

- more opportunities for education and vocational training,

partlcularly at the college and skilled labor level.‘

In Massachusetts the Correctlona1 Reform Act

authorized~temporary release for course work at local

k sis '
~academic and vocational 1nst1tut10ns on the same ba

as;work'release<for employment. The ellglblllty requlre—

£ - must
- ments are the same as work relcase, that is, one m

The

atademlc program tends to be limited to college 1evel

courses. Con51der1ng that the average 1nmate has gone

| no further than the 9th

-t

-

grade, (1n 1972 71A of prlsoner°

£

#i

&
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at Framingham had not completed high school), (Powers, 1973,

p. 187) 'a small number of inmates is ellglble. The
October 1975 Monthly Statistical’ Report lists only 47
prisoners attending 17 different educational/vocational

. lnstititutions. T |

L 3 - The effect of prison school attendance on post-
release rec1d1v1sm has been demonstrated in a Delaware
°tudy Inmates who had attended prlson‘school for at

lleast two months showed a significantly lower rate of

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

the differenCesﬁncrEasing over time. (Link, 1970,

PP. 18720) i

v_In regard to education release, a survey of nation—‘

‘ﬁide policies resulted in 38 states indicating that the .

'.program was helpful in the overall rehabilitation effort.
No respondents 1nd1cated that 1t did not help. (Smith,

et gl., 1974, PP. 357-364)

'The lack of evaluative data‘on education release
is}evident from t%e 1iterature review;

this study of Framingham can make a contribution in this

-~ area in terms of it's impact ‘on recidivism.-

k3

Counseling (Psychotherapy) Program. The existence -

. of ind1v1dual and group psychotherapy programs w1th1n a

facillty is loglcally con31stent w1th the overall aim of

i It is hoped that




‘i . ) : o . ) . o ’ : e -_1 S L ;::‘,V . B ‘ : = Bﬁ;ﬁ““Wmim’w‘; R ot ' vf“;-‘, PR G o e a1 e e i ,.L..w;r_:yﬁ:“iwm“:“?” .
- S providing treatment instead of punishment. The general - : - ‘
? : o - : , ‘ o X L ‘ rates derlved from base expect Cancy categories.. The
E:C" S . purpose is to enable a more successful reintegration into R g
| ' . o .7 . 7 recidivism rate for part1c1pants was significantly lower
i . . society upon discharge. However, some.suggest that such k N _
T ‘ _ ' ‘ : X . , g o - (53% actual vs. 68% expected) after a four year follow-up
i ‘ - . programs provide the prison administration with yet 1 . . ' :
c | S | . : : : ' . ~period. It was also found that jnmates with short- records
i : another instrument of control over inmmates during their o - - ' R : ‘ : :
: H : | : o . and older inmates (34 years of age or older) benefited
'period of confinement. (The Prison Research Project, 1974, : Coe e
A : | L s : : more from psychotherapy than younger inmates with- long
i : . ' : . ' ' i ' records. Individual therapy.was more effective for
i ... . Since 1965, psychotherapy in Massachusetts correctional ' - : _ : o
i e 1 ‘ . R E SR short-term treatment, while group therapy was more
o -~ facilities has been provided by the Division of Legal ‘ R o S .
VEG S : ' , _ 1l effective for long-term treatment. (Carney; 1971,
po Medicine of the Dept. of Mental Health. -The therapists, - L) ' s 1 .
{% : . - s _ S ' " pp. 367-370)
: : - 'in addition to providing direct services, conduct - R - _ , ) _
i o A : : In a study” of a group psychotherapy program in a
?CT " evaluations and serve on classification teams. At MCI- . . : o ‘
O i o e . | . o - - medium security prison in California, Kassebaum, et al.,
K " Framingham there are five therapists: three social ‘ B _ T
‘ 3 R . s ’ ~found that after 36 months, parole performance was not
workers, a .psychologist, and a counselor. All therapy is . k S L e e . : . .
¢ : o ‘ S | . ER | - ... significantly different for participants than for non-
[ R R, - voluntary and may be either. individual or group oriented. . o O , v ' ~
B _ - ” : A o L .. participants. (Kassebaum, et al., 1971, p. 242) Another
- " 4e ..o . - Three types of groups have been offered: short-term el S . , | o :
7 o _ g REE R . California evaluation of the PICO program -compared
- ' encounter, four hour marathon, and long term therapy. g , Vi
| C l 4 . R P ey prisoners who were '"amenable" to treatment (based on the
B .  Much of the.1nd1v1dua1 work is brief, goal orlented T Ot (R Gl
i Al o - T : S L ' L S : ‘»level and quallty of anx1ety) to’ those judged ' non-
*{° . +. .. therapy,. though some inmates are seem on a 1ong-term.basism:f
b T . | . - L | ' T -‘<‘amenable . ~Treated amenables.had'a,lower rate of R
s O R ~(A1my al., 1975, p. 81) - . - R R TS RN S | o e & =2 oF. rat )
G AT : - R {1 - - recidivism than von~treated amenabled. Treated non-
5 o - As 1s the case:with most rehabllltatlve programs, SO E W - ‘ : : rs A _ :
s . o o : . : - . Cia e
T , L | DR A : - amenableS‘wereAlESS'successrul in avoldlng reincarceration
Yoo e o0 o few evaluative.studies exist. In a study of the psycho-' . B . R = R D
e _ v : ’ k 1 _ .o . ftham non—treated non—amenables. (Adams, 1962 p. 213)
o3 ow .. therapy program at MCI-Walpole, Carney compared‘rec1d1v1sm Y N N P - :
co 1 - N R i , S SRR N DD o o Clanon et al., in evaluating the effectlveness of
T B .. rates of program participants with expected recidivism - . . '} ‘ «;.\.’ 0
‘ . B R 7 . ’ - F | T it ffﬁj* e ‘group psychotherapy 1n a Callfornla correctlonal fac111ty
4 Q e ™ @;ﬁ . |
a o ) i ! “11 o
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1

for "mentally,éll? offegders,_found that after one year, - 'therapy programs have a‘differential impact on particular

treated inmates perfofmed better on parole than inmates in , fypes of inmates. | _ I

control groups. /However, after four years, ‘the positive BRI | ~ This concludes our review of the literature. Attention
X< . effects of treatment had disappeared. (Clancn, et al., R I © -~ . will now be turned to a discussion of the methodology for
1972, p. %39) | R SRR SRR SR : -‘ '> : L this research.

; - Alwy,et al., uncovered a great deal of inmate .~ - I R o : T

ambivalence toward the Framingham counseling‘program..' : o | T o ' ‘  , : ‘ f.;’_ ; | | S E
I Sixty-two percent of those 50 inmates sampled had been
1o  v a in treatmené?‘ Eighteen inmates were ambivalent, 14
believed the program to be negative, and onlf 14 felt  Iw ‘ E | e o ' 'v> o ‘_ R T - é
the,program to be a good one. The majority éf the PR | L .:i"v R o SR : | o | ,  ‘4 N _" S . %
R . inmates believed that their négative or ambivélent attitﬁdeS' 1. @ ' | | | | |

Were'shared by other inmates. In spite of these‘attitﬁdes,""~ IS R T . o ‘;441 o o B - S ~ i

“nearly half of the sample believed that counseling  ~° . == =1 . . R A A . , R | o | ‘._g
‘afforded a chance for emotional help, self-growth and

R

knowlédge,rand;general personal development. Problems

o T © . perceived by ipmates included such issues as confidentiality, . . LN s TR ! , ,

_,

» .
Y
-l R

. lack of staff interest, and the ineffectiveness of
counseling for immates' problems. - (Almy,et al., 1975, = - . - | b L
. (/ " . . : . ! B - . ‘ ' | . ;:m O . - S ) ) o O

pp. 132-135)

- While psychotherapy has béen*sh?wn to have positive: - f-‘f; T Lo I k.,l  ‘»”V,

effects on recidivism in certain.instances, this has S L 1o . f e - o >

i.i'.ﬂ'lﬁ'“ ‘not‘been consistently eSﬁablishéd_in the literature. An - . | “Cp ot e S o . ' - 3

h!‘i’—‘l’ﬁn‘""ﬁ“ﬁ;“f**"w-: 9

.
|
fe)

important issue that has been delineated is that psycho- | R
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ach the'Alny,vggng.

_ six months was possible.-

CC0US

lAlmy.

,Methodology for Recidiviém.Analysis

A primarj thrust of our study was to deteimine

whether or not a relationship exists between the co-

educational experience at MCI-Framingham.and the recidivism

Definition of Recidivism. In order to provide .

consistency, the definition of recidivism used in our

study was eésentially the same as that employed by Almy,

t al.

St *

Any individual returned to a Federal or State
Prison or to a County House of Correction or jail for

30 days or more was considered a recidivist. At the time
study, a follow-up period of only

In our analysis, the follow-up
period was extended from six months to one year from the
date of an inmate’s release. 'We also made an attempt/fo

\\

identify the degree of serlousneSb of the offense of the

- recidivist.

”Samgle.:

ou@d of tha o 1brvﬂl men mnd women identified by

The sample for Lhe rec1d1v1sm analysis

et nl. as well as an addltlonal 35 1nd1v1duals;
The orlglnal sample was composed of 121 male and female
inmates released from MCI-Framlngham between May 1, 1973

and June,30, 1974. Through rev1ew1ng the Framlngham

e

Cepe e g - . —— e e i e
e L o Fa R - g e Gl pa @
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~ the original 121 individuals were recidivists.

T
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Release Book, 35 individuals were identified as haning
been released between 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;" s . e

Data Collection.

by ‘4lmy, 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

provided us with data on the background characteristics

and criminal history of each inmate.

To extend the follow-up period to one year, it -was
necessary to review the master'cards at the Depertment of
Correction and Paroic to determine whether or not any of
The
master cards of the additionel 37 men and women were also
‘examined.

For those 1nd1v1dualq who wene 1e1 ed . at the
exPiration of their sentence or for whom parole had ended;
anyAre-arrest‘informatlon would not have appeared on the

master cards, Therefore, it was necessary to. 1dent1fy

those 1nd1v1duals for turther investigation at the Board

of Probation.

The information previously .collected

e s e
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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 keypuhched,-

Data Analysis-~Base Expectancy Désign. As noted by

Almy, et al.,

peasie)

in any relatively innovative program such

as MCI-Framingham it is possible that those individuals

‘'selected to participate will constitute those most likely

when looking at the male inmates at MCI-Framingham since
only a small number of the total male prison population
in Massachusetts is housed at MCI-Framingham. To provide

a systematic way of separating the effects of the

.selection proéeés from the actual impact of the program

-at'MCI-Fraanﬁham,‘pred;ptive tables called Base.Expectancy

/f
il

Categories were used. (Carney,1967 & 1971) The Base
Expectancy Categories were deveiéped from those factors

that had been found to be most highly associated with

| -

. . . ‘:» .
recidivism., The relative probability of recidivism has

been identified for various categories§e£'inmates and the
g _»,') )

categories range from the lowest to the highest risk
groups. Therefore, if an overrepresentation of the lowest
risk'groupkappearsfat Framingham the expected recidivism

rate will also be low. Consequently, if a significant

fdifference is foundvbetweenathe gctual and expected rate
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ofvrecidivism for.the Framingham sample, this is a good
indicatipn'thgﬁ'the_différence‘is'related ﬁo the program
ra?her than the inmate‘population. - The ﬁasé Expécﬁ;ncy
Categories W¢fe.availabie at thelDepartﬁent of Correction
and were based on all persons relcased in 1971. -

The ex?ected recidivism rate for the Framingham sample
was determined and comparisons were made to the actual
return rate. For the males, the combined and validated
Base Expectancy Catégories of ;he male institutions,
Walpole, Concord, Norfolk énd forestry camps,%ere used to
dgtermine the expected rate of recidivism. For the
female subjects, the Base ExpectanéyvCategories of MCI--
Framingham were used. An overéll expecﬁéa 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 Alpy, et al., study our approach was

to'derive cross tabulations of background characteristics

.

and recidivism rates for men and women. In doing this

it allowed for us to examine the relationship between a

number of background variables and recidivism.

1

Recidivism rates .of Framingham releasees will be

compared with rates of men. and women released from .

Dgyartment gf-Correctién'facilities in 1971 with the

N
it

ek L s,

e et et v e
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é ) background variables held constant. These cross tabulations ; : -
T . ' - : _ : e (3) a code was developed for fur]ough daLa
. will indicate whether or not the Framingham experience o o - . ' (Appendlx), and, .
j ' , - , |
% had a differential impact on recidivism rates with various | ' : V 4y furlqugh data was coded and keypunched,
ir types of inmates. . | o | | |
N 3 : Work Release Program. The subjects for this sample
Methodologyv for Program Analyses _ ‘ i , included all inmates participating in the Work Release
%C In investigating some of the variables influencing 3 Program. These steps were followed for the subjects
i - , : e O - ' ’ ’
j recidivism, the present study undertook an.analysis of : included in the study:
! four programs in operation at MCI-Framingham. These programs - o (1) a list of names of individuals involved in
| T ; : : o : ’ the Work Release Program was obtained;
;( are: T ' ‘ . ’ _ ) o
: - . » - (2) a code for Work Release Program data was
; L (1) Furlough Program; : : - developed (Appendix), and,
] ' “ (2) Work Release Program; S e e ' - (%) Work Release data was coded and keypunched,
i : ' (3) . iducation Release Program; and : e R - SRR _ ,
; o o , ' R ' Educational Release Program. The subjects for this
' : _ (4) Counseling Program SRIRETIETR L e - .
i : . : S S ‘ ‘ - sample included all inmates participating in the Education
R The basic questions the study sought to answer are: O ) '
o ' : ) . Release Program. The following steps were followed for
(1) do certain programs have a greater (or lesser) ; . - ' '
1mpact on rec1d1v1sm than do others?,and , : ' | ‘ the subjects included in the study:
10 . ‘ (2) do some tYPPS of 1nmatea beneflt more than : e - . (1) a list of names of individuals involved
’ others from different programs in terms of | . s Q : v s v in the Educational Release Program was
recidivism reduction? . ) ‘ , ol , . obtained;
: : . o _ - : S o " (2) a code for Educational Release Program data
O Furlough Program. The sibjects used.to evaluate this R : was developed (Appendix); and,
’ ' S 10 o N v :
g ' | pLOgram were all 1nmates in the recidivism sample who , Y , ; - {3) the Educational Release data was coded and
T - ' - -~ keypunched. '
Ahad received .at least one furlough . For. the subJocts ‘ , 1,'.. RN R B S s ‘
‘ : - In gathering material on Educational Release, there
fC)- - included in the sample, the follow1ng steps were necessary: B O . s .
D Ty was the additional problem of limited information. This
(L) a llst of names and numbers of all individuals R - _ _
©  in the recidiVism sample was gathered; ' T TR ERENE ¢ was due to the small number of individuals participating
: "\, s » Y - : A . - . . . i » ‘
. . ~ . . =h | -
G - {2) a computer prnntout .of furlough hlqtorles ‘ N L ~ in the progfam.’
of all 1nd1v1du315 in the rec1d1v1sm sample 7 RN S . ' ST B
was obtained; b e b T .
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[
Counseling Program
Subjects for this sample included all inmates
participatiﬁg in the Counseling Programf. The %ollowing ‘“%/
steps were undertaken for this sample:

(1) several MCI-Framingham counselors were L .
interviewed to determine if data would 3
be available, and the extent and applicability :
.of the data; ’ Ry

(2) a list of names of individuals in the ‘ ‘
recidivism sample involved in the Counseling
Program was obtained; and, 4 :

(3) informatidn'for'éaéh‘individualWon all

TR ovailable face sheet data was collected;

(4) a codé was developed and the data Qas coded
and keypunched.- (Appendix)

' in gathering material on the Counseling Program

there was the additional problem of limited information.
This was also due to the small number of individuals
T | R
The general épproach in evaluating the impacg_of egch‘

iof these four programs was to eXaminerphg relationsh%p

between participation in the program (ag well as,the,deg;ee

of participaticm) and recldivism.

Methodology for ProgramiCompleﬁio%/ﬁoﬂecom%}etipn'Analysisw,fv

General Research Questions. A-comparativevanaly81s

of those men who successfully completed the coeducatib?al-ff

' pfogram at Framingham and those who did not successfully

. S 1 s ccientions will be
complete it andiyere returned tQ-male }@Stltﬂtkil RIS

5 e g et ,’,v._[,’/ -

i e s A a1 SN o T T

»

Q.

o

i o

o

  caf§ied outf Suchlan énalysié of the'cpmpletion/non-
completion populaéion poses cruqial‘prggrammatic-questi§nsf
A‘reséarch questigﬁ that is central¢to the'éompletién/non—
cbmplétion study is whether or'not’there are distinguishing
characteristics of the men transferréd'to MCI-Framinghémw
which will result in them being more oriless likely to
complete the program. Implicit in this appfoagh is a
questiqn of causation. What are th; reasons for which some

Gl .
men fail to complete the Framingham experience? Can

. ’/,’/ .
research into this area reveal a pattern of high, moderate,
or low success/failure.probability among certain types of

. residents? . , : Ty

The identification of variables which distinguish

men who complete the program from those who do not complete

the program is applicable and relevant in two ways. First,

it may provide indicators to correctional administrators
_ as to whether or not &n inmate has a high, moderate, or
low success/failure probability. This has implications

for the selection of men for the Framingham program. -

o~
. [

Identified high risk éndiviggals may be screemed out in

‘order. to avoid‘;be po%sibility of failure in a setting .

tﬁat is inappropriatéffof tﬁém. ‘Arsecbﬁd aﬁa péfhaps more
' _creative aspect of'théfdatakyielded in research‘bf'non-

completers could be its implication for program changes at

¢, TFramingham. Jundication of a potential resident's success/

Ry
i

hféii&réaproba%ility colild We used in the develdpment of a
AL et b e
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Identified high.
rlsk 1nd1v1duals could receive a more 1nLen51ve and
1nd1v1duallzed treatment program. Such a dlfferentlal

tleatment approach would allow for Lhe development of

programs nallored to the 1dent1f1ed need of the re81dents.

Definition of Terms and -Sample. Tt is important to

define the concepts of program COmpletlon and non- completlon

in order to clearly and pr901sely analyze the data

Comp1et10n refers to those men

+

presented in the study
in the retidivism sample released between May,19/3 to

October 31, 1974 Non completlon refers to those ‘men who o

- Were Lransferred—from Framingham bacx to-an all male

1nst1tutlon betfeen March 1973 ,and September 1975 (The

non-completion sample is comprlsed of 32 men transferred

from Framingham,between March 1973 ,and September 1975.

release book during this time period.)

Data Collection. There were two potential sources of

data' stat:stlcal data and 1ntcrv1evs with non-~completers.

‘leltatlons of tlme prohlblted us from 1nclud1ng possible.

A I
relevant data that may have been obtalned by 1nte1v1ew1ng
As a result, statistical data became our source ‘of data

collection,

1o

: '75-' G

o

QC),.

1o .

O

)

F‘.xr:x;«',v.‘;‘i&(»&;’.f.ﬂn;m i S I L i Ryt K

i.,e.,

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 1973 to September 1975;

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

‘(4) review of case folders of the 32 non- J

8 completers, and,
(5) the development of a code (Included in

Appendix).

- It is important to expound more fully on the steps
ey :
involved in the data collection. Reviewing the Framingham

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

~their-original committing numbers,.the‘length of stay at

Framingham, and the institution to which they returned--

Concord, Walpole,_Norfolk. Those included in the

~sample were incarcerated at some time between March,1973,

when MCI-Framingham became a coeducational facility and

September,1975.
background and criminal history information was collected
from booking and probation data cards.

A comparison

could then be made between those who completed successfully

.(i.e., those men in the recidivism sample) and those who
A : : -

o

o

A .
2 e e Akt e B |

" After the sample population was established,

RO




é did not complete. : s o PA
g Review of the cage_folders proyided us.with reasons
E "why non~éompleters were transferred back to all malé
q . .
‘éC} institﬁéions) From the raw data, a cpde was cdnstructed
] _indicating.the reasons of transfer. This was accomplished
5«iﬁ two steps.A First, the data was dividea into five
;G‘ categories for reason of transfer. These included:
‘ﬁinstitutionél, furlough, work release; éducational énd
‘:C‘ miscellaneous. Each category was further divided into
Lo . oL ; . ) .
3 ‘individual sub-categories to account for all possiblg
:reasons for transfer. The data was then attached to the ¥
- individual background data to yield a profile of non-
‘completérs. | | | o
? o Data Analysis., The cémPle&ion/nonrcompletiqn}daﬁa
. analysis will be approached in two ways. 'Firsﬁ; the non-
_,coﬁpletion éémpie wili be.compa;edQwith‘the¥completibn‘A
40 sample with variables such as age, type of offense, prior
f; crimin31 history3 etc.,held éonétant.~ (ihis will‘ﬁfovid? 
o | ;usyw1th some uhderstan&ing of the'éimilarities~%§?’
; differences between completergAand'nén—complete;é).'
»j‘ »f’ '»Tﬁopefuliy, an eﬁé resultyéili bevé profile of distiﬁguishiﬁg
 1€? ;f characteristics. 1f significant similarities br diffefences
A i ’ . : - ‘
i f 'eméfge, the data will then bé‘analyzéd,in,téfﬁé of its
: / . o ‘ , . i
1o ;V further implicétion:for the selection‘process‘and/or
/“ j gbfor~cﬁanges in‘pfégramming,at'MCI-Ffamihgham.
| R , e o ‘
o S S e S RN LI Lt e AR S e i
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RESULTS . . ; : - ‘ Expectod "
o ' : : “Xpected:
. , o . : bected vs. ACLua] Recidivism Rates
The results are presented in three sections. The = " R ‘ ' for Framlngham Releasees
first section is the recidivism analysis. This section ‘ , N Ex. R.R;” Actual R Ri Diff
: . o e ) : v ‘ A : . -t erence.
includes a comparison of the expected and the actual w - Total Sample 156 - 30.6% 15.49 15 .9
recidivism rates for the Framingham sample, as well as - , , ) TOtal Women 112 33.9% -
p ’ Tot' l M N . 15 02/0 18
. : | . o . o - ad en - 44 22 3% 15 97 ‘ -7
a comparison of the recidivism rates of the Framingham ; _ , : Wh Ll ‘ DA 6.4
H ’ ' | O | _ en the total sample is di .
.‘ } . vided into
- sample and of the Comparison Group with a number of , | _ relegse male and female
- { sees, the actugl rec1d1v1sm rate for women is 15, 2°
variables held constant. - The second section contains the . PR , . as com q %
| | | | SN ) B Pared to an expected rate of 33.9%, a differ .
program analyses; and the third section includes the YO 18.7 ? ence of
‘ 7 » | percentage points, (XZ = 17.56, p < o01) F. :
Framingham completion/non-completion analysis. . ' R Bt N . males -t or th?
_ ] . e in our sample, the difference was not as great. Th
B L . e
. ge s Voo i S actual rate is 15.99
Results on Recidivism Analysis B ‘ : 1s 15.9% as com
T ' =5 vala 0 S R R ° 22.3Y pared to an expected rate of
| A , . | . - 1 , 4s.3%, a dlfference of 6.4 Percentage 001nts (X2 =
Expected vs. Actual Recidivism Rates. As previously , [ : ‘ The £ = 1.03, n.s.)
' ‘ ‘ o e OllOWLng table . -
mentioned in the methodology chapter, the approach . R N | R o B of th Feaiionn in temms
: ‘ ; 1 S - the seriousness of the beha
. - vior fo
utilized in the recidivism follow~up will be to compare S . o CRRT r which the recidivists :
‘ . : ~ ro : Were reincarcerated, *
SEE ) T v 4 :
the actual recidivism rate for Framingham releasees with ' T 'ﬂ1 ; . ‘ - . D
| e . o o , e, | Framingham Keleas : e _
the expected recidivism rate. The data presented in the - S L i}_ : o e - T 283 Comparison Group f
following table indicates that the actual rate of : ' ' B T o : . . = N %
: : . ' . . : g ! Nol‘l"'rec,ldivists 132 - 859 - ' 835 . o
recidivism for our total sample of 156 releasees was 15.4%. BT R ‘ ' . ° 35 - 75% f
) ’ | ' s 1 | 0 Reaidivists ‘ 24 . 157 .
This compares to an expected rate of 30.6%, a difference EERURE o - ‘ PafOIG'Vi01ations 16 - 10; ) - 272 - 25% j
' . _ : ‘ SR B i B ' New Commitment 8 57" ‘ 2‘{?6 - 23% f
of 15.2 percentage points. (x2 = 16.96, df =1, p< .001) RN : ‘ S "A : - S 26 2% !
‘ o . : : RN T : S can be seen in the
. . o - : : above data, of the 24 Framlngham
LM recid ] .
i *ldivists, 1/3 Were relncarcerated follow1ng a commitment
: for |
q : | a new offense, Two thirds of the recidivists were
“fo [ rei}lcarcerated for a v1olat10n |
. : 4. of parole. . .
B e groip. oniy 21 . In the comparlson
' ] nly <% of the o3 dt vt v ? . ) .
- S ’ ’ | e recidivists were returned on the
. : : - st " ] " l 7 e i R e o B S~ |
e £ i poeo T e

T S e et e
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iC% baéis of a new commitment. The'vast‘majority of recidivists
in theﬁcompafiéqn group were reincércerated(following a
é violatién of parole. |
IC} In furthér'breaking down the déta; th¢ followiﬁg
wiv table shows’the type of new comﬁitment for the Framinghaﬁféz
”7 » récidivists, ’ .
! ‘Framingham Recidivism Data iﬁ}
Females Males Tota “
N % N % N %
1 Non-recidivists 95 (84.8) 37 (84.1) 132 (84.6)
Recidivists 7 17 (15.2)  .7°(15.9) 24 (15.4)
%%(; " Parole Violators 12 (10.7) . 4 ( 9.1) ;l6ﬁ(l0.3)
| New House of , o | |
Correction ‘ N
R Commitments B 0 ’;‘1 ( 213) _ l'( 0.1)
¢ New MCI C e T e e e
i - Commi tments S ‘( 4.5) A2 ( 4.5) Z ( 4.52 |
. Total 112 (100%) 44 (100%) 156 (100%)
“ Cii As can be’seeﬁ,‘the types gf new gommitmeht of the
. ‘;Fréﬁiﬁgham récidivists is s£5$téﬁ£iallyi£ﬂe‘;aﬁé fér'tﬁe;
s men and women, iParélc violatipns'abcmuntféﬁfOﬁ 10.7% Oﬁ
o  the femélés in the sampie compared with 9.1% of the males. 
L N : The percentage’;f‘igdividuals With a new MCI commitment
?x O ‘; is 4.5% éorfﬁothkthe‘malgs'and feméles; New commitments
4 'to'houéessof cqyrectiogjafcountédxfofionly'Z,B%‘of the
lo :
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J male’sampie, while no/women.ﬁere found to be in this j
o cafegory. |
Differential Effects gg Fraﬁingham Experience on
O- " Recidivism. 1In this part of tﬁe,study, recidivism rates
ovaramingham releasées were comparedbwith those of .
 compérison group releasees with a number of variables
C’ held conétant. ‘The purpose was to aﬁtempt to determine
whgt pres Qf offende;s geeméd to benefit.most (and what
'types seemed to bengfit least) from the Framigghaﬁ
© experiencé-~at least in terms of recidivism reductiqn.
The variables used in this:analySié were broken down
- . -into three‘géneral categoriés:; preseﬁt offense; Eackgrouﬁd
characteristics; éﬁd, criminal histery (see Appendices
A &B);’ C e . o _ , _
A. Présenﬁ_Offénse. In looking at the offenée
léadiﬁg to the présent incarceration for the men in our
© 'saﬁble, none of the variables provedvpb'be statistically‘
sigﬁificant. It should, howevef, Begnqtéd that thbse‘
[y maie sﬁbjects sentenced- for drué Sffenses had a recidivismr
- rate of 0% as compared with a recidivism rate of 29% for
gheirf%bﬁnterpaéﬁs in»the comparison g¥oﬁ;."Although f
(J - . froperty offenses éccountéd for only 1% of the malesqin
N our sample,-the‘rECiaivism rate .for those individuals Was. ;
® {0
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407%, whereas the comparison group was 29%.

Con31der1ng the same varlables for the female
subjects, the rec1d1v1sm rate for drug offenders was 11%
compared with a rate of 40% for drug offenders in the
comparison gfoup. This finding is statistically significant
(X2 = 6.65, p < Ol) Similarly, we flnd those convicted
of property offenses to have the hlghest recidivism rate
(28%). The comparisoh group rape of'recidivism was 24%.

When the rates of recidivism for the male and female
sugjects with respect to present offense are comhined,
two variables are idehﬁified as being statistically
‘significant. Those subjects sentenced for drug_offenses
had a recidivism rate of 9% as compared with the
kcomparison group rate of 31% (X2 = 7.89, p < .01).

in looking at age at preseht incarceration, those
sobjects Qho were 21 years or younger had a recidivismg
rafe of 127 as compared with a recidivism rate of 27%
for thei.r..counté.rpartsv in thev.compari.s_on: group

(x2 = 5.05, p <Z+05). R e

When we review the .

B. Background Characteristics.

’v‘differential effects of baokgrodhd variables on the

B
recidivism rates of our Framingham male sample vs. the

-

0

O

significance.

o

o

_ important.

1971 male comparisoh group we find no distinguishing back-
ground variables that reach the .05 level of statistical |
'0f substantive mention, those that reach

the .10 level of 51gn1f1cance, are those under the variables
occupational status, dtug usage, and milifary sexrvice,

Under occupational status the recidivism rate of the

Framingham male sample was 8% for manual laborers while

the comparison sample's rate for this group waS'é6%.

In relation to drug usage, the Framinghaﬁ Sample's'
male heroin user had a recidivism rate of lOA as opposed
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 backgrouhd variables,;found in Appendix

A, were not found to be statistically significant when

o'oomparing the two male samples.

-

"Wheﬁ'lookin 1; the- women s samples ‘the-differential S

- effects of several background variables are highly N

Again, the differential effects are seen

when we look at-the recidivism rates of our Framingham

women's sample and the 1971 women's comparison group.

* The variable, "time on most skilled job", was broken

otk AL s ke
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was found to be "9 months or less'".
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down into se&eral time periods. The most significant period
‘ Our Framiqgham
women's sample return rate was 13% while the 1971 wéﬁen'sr
control groﬁp rate'waé 37%. These percentages are very
important since they feached‘the .Olhlevel of statisticél
significance{ o = I

Also néteworthy of tﬁe women's, background characteristics
are marital status, last address, longest period on oné
job, and race. Each of these variables, Whicﬁ will be

mentioned below, reached the .05 level of statistical

O

-significance.
Under marital status, the recidivism rate for the

single Framingham releasee was 13% és”obposed to 31% for

i
{

their single female counterparts in the comparison group.
‘In relation to "last address" our Framingham sample
had a recidivism rate of 15% for those who'recoxded | = =

Boston as their last address. The 1971 comparison group

’“‘from;Boston'had‘a”recidivism‘rate of 34%s ol  f““‘“f -

v

Another meaningful background variable, "longest

' showed that the period 9 months ox

time on -one job,'
less was most significant. Our female sample in this
grouping had a recidivism rate of 15% while the comparison

P T A ' <07
group women had airecidivism rate of 37%.
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Undexr the variable,race, the recidivism rate for
black Framingham women was 11% as Opposed to a rate of
26% for the Black cbmparison.group.

The reméining background vériableé for- women were
not of statistical significance.

When we look.at the differential éffects of certain
background Qariables on the recidivism rates of the
fotal sample, we findvseveral statistically significant
resulﬁs.

Under the background variable,drug usage, we find
‘that ﬁhé combin;d male and female Framingham recidivism
rate for heroin users was 15%. The enti%e comparison
group's recidivism rate for heroin users was 39%. The
difference then was 24 percentage points. The statistical
Significance of this wvariable was to the .0L level.

The Variabls, "lpngest period on one job'", was

statistically significant to the .05 level for the

"9 months or less" group. The Framingham sample's-’

reéid%éism rate was 17% for those employed less than 9
The comparison group's return rate gas 32%.

. !
For the variable, "length of time on most skilled

months, °

job", the gfdﬁpiné '"12 months or less' had-a recidivism

" yate of 17% for the Framingﬁ%m combined sample and 29%

T
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for the comparisom group. The statistical significance

level was less than .05.

Under marital status in the backgroumﬂvarlables,

olngle Framlngham releasees had a 1e01d1v1sm rate’of 144,

while their 31ngle counterparts in the comparison group

had a recidivism rate of 25%. '

Q

Tor the race variable, the Black Framingham releasee.

had a return rate of 13% while the. Blacks in the 1971

L

comparlson group, had a return rate of 24%.

ground variable marital status, the race differentlela

effects reached the
The remaining variables having

ground characterlstlcs of the two samples were not found

to be statlstlcally 31gn1flcant.

C.M Criminal Hlstory Varlables. In looking at the

sample of Framlngbam men,

=

. when compared to recidivism rates of the comparlsom

i .

two variables‘stand out in signlflcance.f

| For
group. men, X

o . . “
he { lor arresta - narcotie ”
fhose with "one or moYe priow arrestqlﬁorb ‘

offenses', the~Eramihgham sample‘shomed a recidivism
rate of 7A vs. 32% for the compatison group

1
Fov those with “one or more

(x2 428 < .05).

Juvcnlle 1ncarcerat10ns ‘the Framlngham sample had a

As w1th.the back- |

.05 level of statistical signifrcance.

t5 dt with the back-

i

0

B

5 A s

0

%)

0

O

. group.

 sample, though not as significant,
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7% recidivism rate, compared to 33% for the comparison

(x% = 4.10, p < .05).

:hlstory typncally have a very hlgh recidivism rate, the

results-are especially noteworthy.

Other differences in the recidivism rate for our

appear in looking at

"no prior arrests for drunkenness" The Framingham men

~showed a 4% recidivism rate compared with the comparison

i

group's rate of 21%. (x2 = 3.75, p < .10). Also,

considering the variable, ''mo house of correction

©

incarcerations',

the Framingham sample again resulted

in a lowex recidivism‘rate,'7% Ve 20%."(X2
For those with "two or more prior arrests for person
offenses'", the Framingham men hadxg 12% recidivism rate
compared to a 26% rate for the comoarison group.

(x? = 2.73, p <.10).

Noysignificant‘differences‘were found between the

Framingham sample and the comparisoﬁ<group when lookingenf

at: Yage at first arrest", "aumber of court appearances'

"prior arrests £ol propelty offensevV3 and "number of
state 1ncarceratlon ‘ ” ' T
Comparing the recidivisii rates of our sample of

Framingham women With»the rates of the comparison group,

two crlminal history variables were found to be hlghly

\/
.

Slnce men W1th ths crlmlnal

3.05, p<. 10)
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Framingham women in the sample, with "fewer

o

significant.
had a- 14%

recidivism rate vs. 36% for the comparlson group.

(X2 = 8.87, p <..01). In looklng at the variable, ”one

) ) A . .
or more prior arrests for narcotic offenses', our sample

showed a 16A recidivism rate compared to. the comparison
group's rate of 45%. (X2 8.80, p < 01).U

A significant result was obtained in regard to the
' | } Our sample of

. . i . 1"
variable, '"mo juvenile incarcerations

Framingham women had a 14% recidivism rate vs. 3043fot

the comparison group. (X2 =.5.98, p < .05). Another
5 . . | : | . . S A~V,-,<; 81
7. variable, "one or more house of correction incarceration®,
e & Sy . )

is equally not eworthy, our sample again had a lower race

of fecidiﬁism——lZ% compared with 43%., (X2 5.54, p <: .05) .
Those variables in which ho signiﬁicaot differences’
were foundgér%: age at\f1rst arrest', "numher of
courthappearances", "priot arrests for property offenses",
Y"prior arrests for“drunkennesS"?~andj"numbet ofjstate
'incaxCerations”
: Whee the recidiviem rates of the Framingham sample
of men and women.were combined aad compared to the recidivism‘
rates of the coﬁparisonegroup, several criminal'histo;y S L

variablesbwere found to be highlyhsignificant. Considering

o

' . o
' ne prior : ' nay - offenses"
those with "one or more prior arresLs for narcotlc‘oft“A s

O

b O

‘comparlson group.

A
S

our sample had g 14% reCLd3v1sm rate vs. a 347 rate for the

(x2 = 10.47, p < .Ol). In regard to

the variable, "more' than 10 prlor court appearances the

'Framlncham sample showed a 144 rec1d1v1sm rate compared

with 31%. (x2 = 7.96, p < .01). For those with "no
prior 1ncarceraclons in state correctlonal facilities",
the bramlngham sample had a 127 recidivism rate vs. a

23% rate for the comparison group. (XZ = 6.94, p < .01).

Significant réesults were obtained in looking at
two other variables., The Framingham sample with "three

or more prior atrests for property'offenses” showed

a 16% recidiviesm rate compared ‘to a 30% rate for the

comparison group. (X2 = 6.07, p <. .05), Considering

those with "no prior arrests for drunkenness', the

Framingham sample had a 13% recidivism rate vs. 22% for
the comparison group. (X2 = 4.30, p <..,05).
Those variables in which no significant dlfferences

were found 1ncluded "age .at first arrest", "prior

/)

arrests for person offenses", "number of juvenile -
incarcerations", and "number of house of correction
incarcerations”

The'table on the follow1ng page° dlsplay those

characteristics of the Framlngham men, women and total

‘sample, respectlvely, thqt reflect the most 31gn1F1cant

,flndlngs when analyzed in relatlon to the comparison

T et o e,
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Variable

1. One or more prior
. arrests for
narcotic offenses

2., One or mwore
juvenile incarcerations

Occupation:
manual labor

- . , , ‘No prior arrests
E— ’i for drunkenness

Heroin user

, . . No House of Correction
e S : o ‘incarcerations

- Non-~veteran

: R 1 . Two or more prior arrests '
s ! B ; ‘ for person offenses

s ’ ’
¥ 1
' 9., Present commitment
: - for drug offenses
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Framingham

' DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISM: . MEN .

Comparison

Recid. Rate

Recid. Rate

Difference

o

Chi-Square

7%

7%

- 8%

4%

.-

7%
13%.

127

10%

0%,

32%
33%
26%

21%

39%

20%

- 27%
26%

29%

-.25
.26
-.18

-.17

-.29

-.13
-.14

- 14

-,29

4,285
4, 10%%
3.81%

3.75%

3.44%

3.05%

2.76%
2.73%

2,71%
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DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISM: WOMEN
Varigbple Framingham Comparison . ) f
~ | - Recid. Rate Recid. Rate Difference Chi-Square ;
bl. Fewer than two |
' prior arrests for . .
person offenses b, 147 36% -.22 8.87%*
2; ‘One or more prio%}f ?
arrests for narcogic ‘ . _
offenses ' Lo 16% 45% -.29 8.80%%
3. .Time on most skilled job: , ' ‘ ‘
9 mos. or less 13% 37% -.24 6 .72 % :
&. Present commitment : ,
~for drug offense C11% 40% -.29 6.65%%* :
5. No juvenile inéarceration " 147, '30% o -.16 5.98% )
6. Single 13% 31% -.18 5.77% :
7. Residence: Boston . 15% 34, R 5.56%

A
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- o R Sy o , 8. 'Longest period on one E S |
T Joon el . , job: 9 mos. or less - 15% - 37% o =22 5.55%
e ’ SR - 9. One or more House of : ﬁ

Correction incarcerations - 12% 43% -.31 5.54%

10. Black , 117 - 26% =,15 3.85%
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DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISM: TOTAL SAMPLE )
Variable Fraﬁingham' Comparisén .
Recid. Rate Recid. Rate Difference Chi~-Square
] 1. Heroin User 15% 39% -.24 10.47%%
2. One or more prior arrests
for narcotic offenses 147, 34% -.20 9.99%%
3. More than 10 prior |
) court appearances 14% 31% ~-.17 7.96%% .
. 4. Present commitment
o for drug offense - 9%. 31% -.22 7.89%%
) . AR ; - 5. No prior incarcerations
. in state correctional : '
! facilities ' 12% 23% -.11 6.94%%
' : ' 6. Three or more prior
. : arrests for property offenses 16% 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 - 127 " 27% -.15 5.05%
, vt " ) ,
- ) , 9. Time worked at most
. skilled position: 12 e . v )
’ i mos. or less 17% 29% -,12 4,89%
g 10. Single 14% 25% =11 4.58%
. : ‘ 11. No prior arrests o
. % for drunkenness 13% - 22% -.09 4,30%
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group. Inmates with these characteristics in the
Framingham sample tended to benefir mere than their
counterparts in the.cemparison_group, at least when
measured in terms of‘recidivism reduction. Thus, these Y
tables summarize the differential effects of the

Framingham experience on recidivism,

R

Results on Program Analyses . -

B

.Furlough Data. 937% of the subjects in the sample

had at least one furlough--91% of the wonen and 98% of
the men. The data indicates a slight relationship,
although net a>significant one, between the total number
of furlough hburs and the rate.of recidivism. 67% of the
men and women had fewer thanGZOO furlough hours and their‘
recidivism rate was 17%?whereasv33% of the total had 201

Oor more fhrlou;h.hours,»and'their rate of recidivism was
12%. These results were consistent forQBoth men and women.
(Abpendix C, Table 1).

The relarionship between the total furlough hours ar
Framingham and the rate‘of recidivism was- not significant,.
but the data was conelstent with the earlier table, 80%
of tne men end women had 200 or fewer furlough hours at

Framingham and their rate of recidivism was 17%. 20% of

the men and women had more than 201 furlough hours at

Q

Lo

[

o

)

O

()

)

g)<

o

Framingham and their recidivism. rate was only 10%. These

results were consistent for both mea 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 was 16%. The men and women who had 7 or more

K\n

- T\ -
furloughs had_a recidivism rate of 13%. These trends
were consistent for both the men and the women. (Table 3).

The.total number of furloughs from Framingham also

. had’ a slight relationship to the recidivism rate, although

not a significant one. 21% of the men and women had
either zero or only one furlough from Framingham, and
their rate of rec1d1v1sm was 184? whereas 43% of the men

and women had 4 or more furloughb from Framlngham and

~ their recidivism‘rate was only '15%. This relationship

was also consistent for both men and women. (Table‘4).

As in earlier tabies, the data indicated a slight
relationship between the number of successful furloughs

and the recidivism rate, but the results were not

significant. 78% of the men and wemen had 6 or fewer

&
successful furloughs and their rate of recidivism was

17%. 22% of the men and women had 7 or more successful
furloughs and had a rec1d1v1sm rate of only ]lA. Again,

.[ o
these trends were consistent for both men and women,

S
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- time or more. - Their~rate of*recidivism”was:ZZZ.O

although more so for the women. (Table 5).

The relationship between the nhm?er of escapes on
furlough and the rate of recidivism waé not significant,
but the data is ispecially noteworthy in that sokfew
individualg escaéed while on furlodgh. (0% of the men
and 5% of the women, makiﬁg a total of only 4%). The
recidivism rate of the 47% who‘didiéscépe was 33% whereas
89% of the meﬁ and women had furlogghs but did not’eggggé,
and their rate of‘;ecidiviSm was onlyylé%. (Table 6).

The relationship between the rate of recidivism and
the:number éf ﬁimes late in returning from furlough s
agproaéhed statistical significancé;‘ (x2 = 2,76, p& :10).
Gii of’thg ﬁen and women ﬁad fﬁrléughs and weré never “

late in returning. Their recidivism rate was only 12%.

- 32% of, the men and women had furlgugﬁs'and,were late. one

=

1o '
1 w

These
o i . ‘ B Q. o
results were also consistent for both men and women.
o wm G | |
(Table 7. . A
_ When the.numbel of escapes and’.times late dm =,
returning from furlough are combined, the results are
. = * V i ! - N . i

N

i P . -

(2 = 3,62, p<.10). 59% of Ehe men and women who had

o

furloughs were neither late in réturning nor- did- they

“ . 2 =z

N ) - © E : — ‘ B Q

o

. even more apparent and are almost statistically significant. .

gt

v

O

EScape. Their rate of recidivism was only 11%. 34% of
the men and women had furloughs and‘eiégzr did escape
or were late in returning. Their recidivism rate wés
23%. Again, éhese results were coﬁsistent.for both
men and women. (Table 8).

Finally, the relationship betheﬁ 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 Release Data. 62% of the men and women in the
sample participated in the work release progéam. {(91%
of the men and 51% of the women). The relationship

between 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 héd either zero or

less than eleven weeks on work release, and their

recidivism rate was 20%. The 23% of the men and women
with eleven or more weeks on work release had a recidivism
rate of only 3%. These results were consistent for both

men and women. (Table 10), ‘ ' g "

) -
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EducationalyRelease Data. Only 5% of the men and

women in the sample participated 1n the Educatlonal
Release Program.  (11% of the men and 3A of the women) .
There was a very slight, although not nearly a significant,
relationship between participation in thelprogram and

the rate of recidivism for women and.the total sample.

The rate of recidivism for the menﬁand<women who did

not participate in the Educational Release Program was

15%, and only 12% for those who did participate. This

trend was consistent for the women, but, the rate

of recidivism for the men partioipants was slightly

higher than for the nonparticipants. ”
A& . B =

Counseling Data.

Only 15% of the total sample had

at least one counseling interview. (5% of the men and

19% of the women). The relationship between the

partioipation in*the program and recidivlsm‘rate was not

81gn1flcant butmthe trend was not in the expected

dlrectlon. - The men and women who had one or more

. ; . . . ‘ o ‘,1 ;.
counseling interviews had a recidivism rate of ZoA, and

N
N

those who didonotfhave\any counseling interviews had a
recidivism rate of 14%. These'results were consistent

for both men and women.

Pz

e

In view of the above results, the expected recidivism

rates of the women who had some counsellng and the women
who had no”counsellng were determined. This was done
to see if particularly "high risk recidivists" had

'parrlclpated in the counuellng proéram. However, the

expected recidivism rate of women w1th no counseling was’

. 347%,

whlle women hav1ng some counsellng had an eypected
‘rate of recidivism of 32%.
-

lnlgher than the actual recidivism rates,

Although these lates are
they are not
51gnificantly different. (Table 12).

The. relationship between the therapist's perception

~of the condition after treatment (either improved or

,unchanged) and the rec1d1v1sm rate was not 51gn1flcant

‘ were percelved as unchanged after treatment

48% of the men and women in the counsellng program were

percelved by the counseling staff to have improved, and

their re01d1vlsm rateAwas 36%. 52% of the men and women

and their

rate of recld1v1sm was l6°' (Table 13).

Results for Proglam Completlon/Non completlon Analvsrs

The results and flndlngs of the c0mpletlon/non~

completion- varlables are broken down into four categories

present offense crlmlnal hlstory, background characterlstlcs,

;and other varlables exclusive to Tramlngham.

[
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. included under the category of present’ offense: type

Present Offense., There are three major variables

0

of offense, minimum sentence, and institution committed
to. A comparison of;completers and non-completers with
regard to type of offenses revealed no substantlal or

statistically 51gn1flcant dlfferences. (Appendlx D,

"Table A, 1) Types of offense were divided 1nto those
> ’ L]

H

" nimum’
of person, seX, property, drug, and other. The mi
sentence category, which included indefinite sentence,
5 years or less and more than a 5 year sentence, also

howed no statistically significant differences.

1(Table A, 2). - The third major varlable, 1nst1tut10n

committed to, included in our study Walpole and Concord

. N - C\
g I3 .

difference. (Table A, 3).

Y

. Criminal History. The category of criminal history

included nine different variables, some of which ploved to

. be statlstlcally and substantlally 31gn1£1cant. The only

s 1ables
statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant varlable among the var

€0

was the number of prior arrests. Thls category was
divided into those men with ten or fewer arrests and

‘ i ‘ ' : 2 P . n
-those with eleven or more arrests. A comparison betwee

k | S Yeve : sreater
completers snd non—completers;xevealed,that ag

>
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number of prior arrests is correlated with a higher
incidence of non-completion., (Table B, 1). These results
are highly significant. (X2 = 7,77, p < .01l). The

data indicated that 64% of the comﬁleters end 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 substantially significant. The drug use variable

was divided into heroin and norn-~heroin users. The data

indicated that 23% of the completers and 44% of the

s}

~non-completers were heroin users. (Table B; 9). These

~ findings are substantially significant. (x2 = 3,79, p £ ,10).

» \ﬁ o

The second variable Whlch approaches statistical
signlflcance and is snbstantlally significant is the
~umber of state 1ncarceratlons. This category was divided

into either one or more state incarcerations or none..

<

It was reported that 84% of the completers and 66% of

v

the non-completers had no state incarcerations. +(Table B, 8).

Let & f;‘::
- This“data indicates a substantial difference. -

&

(x% = 3.50, p < .10).

Those categories indicating neither statistical nor

substantial significance are the following: prior arrests

for personeogfenses, prior arrests for property.offenses,

i

prior arrests for narcotics, prior arrests for drunkenness,

S
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most skilled job for more

tﬁas available for 9% of the

number of juvenile incarcerations, and number of house of

correction incarcerations (county). However, the data

indicates for each of these variables with the exception

)

of arrests for drunkenness, number of juvenile incarcerations,

and the number of house of correction incarcerations (county)

that the non-completion sample had g higher pe%@entage of

individuals in the subgroups which revealed a more serious

criminal ‘history record.

Background Characteristics. Background characteristics

were divided into nine'variables, three of ‘which showed

substantially significant differences,

The variable indicating length of time on the most

J

skilled job showed that 45% of the completers held their
! | 7‘
most skilled job for one year or less. 45% held their

[

an’ one yeax, while no data

éompleters. Sixty-nine
- . : : ) O 3 .
pericent of the non-completers worked a year or Tess on

their most skilled job. {Table C, 6). (X2 = 4.07,,p < .05)

(o3

Significant was length of tifme on one job. Forty-three

percent of tbe completers spernt a year or less on'one

job. 48% spent more than one year oﬁyénekjob, whilék9%’

. = B
A ] @

The second variable which proved to°be substantially -

A

level of education or last grade completed.

‘ - .87

of the completers' length of time on one job was not

- recorded on any Department of Correction statistics.

Sixty-five percent of’the non-completers spent a yeér or
le;s’on one job, (Téble C," 7). (X% = 3.74, p < 10).

The third substantially significant variable was
| ‘The data
indicated that’52% of the comﬁletérs;,while only 31% of
the non-completers, had a 10£h 8radé or high;r levél of
educétionf (Table C, 8). - (X2 = 3.33,’p <{ ,10). The data
suggests that those men with a higher educational level
are more 1ikel§ to complete the Framingham program.

The remaining six variables Within the category of

background characteristics were not substantially or

_statistically significant. These six 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:

N | ;
lengtﬁ“of time spent at Framingham, reason for transfer,’

institution transferred from, and institution returned to. -

Thirty-one percent of theﬂﬁon—ﬁompleters spent 0-2 months
at Framingham. 41% spent 3-5 months, and 28% spent 6

mionths or more. (Table bé 1).”,Ihé averaée,length of

R RN A
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k ’ stay at Framingham for non-completers was 5.2 months, "

o ' - The second variable which is exclusive to non- O .

g o completers invol¥es the reason for transfer from o °

3 Framingham. (Table D, 2). Thirty-four percent of the

»/ }(:x . , N @

i non-completers were transferred from Framingham due to N :

; : : ;

i . . . B . T .

f institutional infractions, Thirty-one percent were - ; .

o transferred due to work release difficulties. Six pexcent ST O : ’
were transferred for reasons related to furlough. Nine ' ‘ -

o » ‘ , ‘ £, . ,

é percent were transferred.for reasons related to : | SRR T ’ o = , N

e ) | . : o | e | c -

e educational release and finally, nineteen peércent of - o , HAPTER TFIVE

%i . the ‘non~completers were transferred from Framingham dae N DT

= | ; | ) . | ) DISCUSSION
0y to other miscellaneous reasons. SR S LI o ' . '

e ° . An examination of thie variable indicating the s

.‘Jk“ 1 !

& % ; : . . .
i institution men were transferred from to Framingham e T - ' :
N : . . f :

o revealed no statistical or substantial significant R R .

H g . c ‘.’,,il"v} N . T e ‘

L . B . fi .

ol difference. (Table D, 3). ' ‘ ; : , ’ .

4 ~ The last variable which relates specifically to
': C) LT “ . - . . : . . ) - . . . . - ] . C:: G

e e non~-completers indicates the institution where men were
X . B ’ G ’
T ' " returned to upon transfer from Framingham. (Table D, 4).
: ’ o : 5
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DISCUSSION

Recidivism Analysis | .

In looking at the'actual versus tpe expected reijdivism
rates, the results sﬁowed a signifieantly lower rate of
recidivism for those in the Framingham sample. Although
this trend was noted by Almy, et al., it did not prove
statistically significant at tﬁatfpoint. The'expanéion
of the sample size and extension of the follow-up period
have ﬁade.our results more conclusive. The actual
recidivisﬁ rate for the Framingham sample 1s 15.4% as
compared with an expected ratéAof 30.6%,-a difference of

ot 0
15.2 percentage points. |

When the'tOtal sample is broken down on the basis of
sex, we find that tﬁe results are less significgét for the
men in our sample. As in the Almy, et 2},, Etudy,.our
results point o;t that the coeducational expérience at
Framingham tends to have greater impact on the reduction

of recidivism for the feﬁale.inmates. This finding is of
particulér interest since the entire stéte female populat?on
is exposed to the Framingham fﬁstitutiog,while only p;e-
screcned males are included. ) L

| For the’men in the sample, the actual and expected

recidivism rates were higher for those subjects originally

o

O

O

0

O

| \\ . * 91
)

4
5

committed to Concord. As pointed out by Alym, et al., this
may‘be thé result of more stringent sc;eening procedures
for Walpole transfers since they reprééént a population

of more serious 6ffenders. It a%so may reflect the fact
that Concord men tenq to be youngerkthan Walpole men, and
higher recidivism rates have cbnsisggntly been found to:

be associated with younger offenders.

»
af

"A. Present Offense. In relation to the present
offense, few variables proved significant in determining
the success rate for those individuals in our sample.

" The Framingham releasees with the greatest chance for

success tended to be those committed on a drug violation.

| This proved true for both the males and females in our

study.. In addition, those individuals who were 21 or
younger at the time of their incarceration at Framingham
showed a significantly lower rate of recidivism than their
counterparts in the comparison group. Thesé findings are
noteworthy because drug offenders and young offenders are
two subgroups of ihmates that typically have high o
recidivism rates. Also, few éorrectional programs have

been demonstrated to be effective 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 the Framingham sample, we can see what

£

type of individual benefited most from the Framingham

<
experience.

For males, the more successful ‘candidate as evidenced
by lower recidivism rates was a non-veéteran who had .been

a manual laborer. Again, consistent with the other findings

on drug usage, the male releasee who had former heroin

involvement had a significantly decreased recidivism-

&l

rate.

For women in our Framingham sample, the successful

;releasee was Black, single, andﬁhad‘preViously resided in

Boston. Also,‘this more successful candidate had less
than 9 months on one job, as well as less than 9 months
on any skilled jcb.

) For ouf entire Framingham Sample, males ahd females,
it is very apparent: the Framingham experience was Very
beneficial,fof those releaseeskwith a history of heroin -
use;_,Othexrsignificant gackground characteristics of
~successfuikfeleasees included'employment of less than 9 .

months énééne job and less than 12 months on any skilled

job. As was mentioned in relation the the women's

93

variable, those most likely to be non-recidivists were

~

single and black., ‘

C. Criminal History. By looking at the criminal
history variables in the recidivism portion of our study,

we can clearly see what type of individual ‘succeeded most

4

in terms of a lower rate of recidivism after completing

the Framingham program. In general, the conclusions that
can be drawn are significent énd in accord with the
findings and conclusions of Almy, et. al.

_'For men, indi&iduals with a histbrylof ﬁarcotie
offenses, as well aﬁ]at least one incarceration as. a
juveniletfared 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 tested in the recidivism study, the

above three crimiﬁal history variables (narcotic arrests,
at least one juvegile'incarceration, and no arfes;s for
drunkepness) were among the most importane factors in
spotlighting the types of men who were likely to benefit‘
from tﬁe Framingham experience.

Forqwomen in the Fr%minghem sample, a somewhat
similar portrait of the successful iematevis peinted.

Women possessing a more limited record of prior arrests

T R T e
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-record, A record of one or more House o

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

MCI-Framingham tended to have no juvenile iq;arceration“

P
;vCorrection

7
f

—
~.

incarcerations also characterized the 1o%frecidivist

/

female at Framingham. -+ ‘ H

i

In looking at the total sample, in/
' {

| .
regard to criminal

 history, it becomes clear that the individual, male or

female, who was most positively affected by the.Frémingham
experience had a history of drug involvement and arrests

for that involvement.. The successful releasee of
< : '

Framingham also had ‘behind him or her a long list of

were serving their first correctional commitment tended

to be more successful upon release than others. Other

at least .

7

important characteristics included a history of .

three prior arrests for property offenses and no arrests
for “drunkenness. This is consistent with the’findiﬁgx
that individuals with histories of drug abuse were very -

likely to benefit from the Framingham experiéﬁce.

E4

G

o
/ @3

;”offeﬁge.‘
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D. Summary. One generalization that clearly emerges

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 heroin use, one or more prior arrests for

narcotic offenses, and present commitment for-drug

i
i
A\

This finding is similar to that of Almy, et al.,
who alsovnoted a lower recidivism rate for drug users
in the 1975 study of Framingham. Therefore, the

Framingham experience 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 intefpersonal
relationships are possible in that setting.

Other factors’ which were significantly related to

recidivism reduction for the Framingham sample are

consistent with the characteristics of the typical drug

user--i.e., one who is young, single, has a poor work

NG

e
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record and a large number of prior arrests, particularly

(O b

I

-

j v
' . arrests for property offenses.

e PRI
| Overall, the Framingham experience had a significant

' impact in reducing recidivism for both men and women.

as Almy, et al., also noted, women tended to

G C However,
This

benefit more from Framingham than did the men.

difference may be partially explained by referring back

to the findings on recidivism reduction for drug offenders.

There was a substantially higher proportion of women than
" men in each of the three drug r elated categories

x C} ‘ :
mentioned above. For example, the percentage of women
L Dy

psés_(33£) was more

who were sentenced for drug offepn
: s

, : i |
= © . than twice as high as that qg/men (16%) . Similarly,

| 38% of the women had histori§§§é% heroin use, compared

to 24% of the men, and almost half of the wcilen (49%)

VO
had prior arrests for: narcotlc offenses, compared to

AN

‘abouL a thlrd of the men (34%).

R A An 1nterest1ng f£indi ng, related to the serlousness
of recidivism, is obtained when the reason for' re-lncar-

ceratlon is broken down 1nto three categorleS' parplea

& ’
' . wviolations, new House of Correctlon commi tments, and

-pnew MCI commitments.

S . -Thig)13'peycent8gE'POint reduction in

"rate vs. 23%.

~Compared to compa;ison groupgratesﬁ

for parole violators, our sample showed a 10% recidivism

: @ 8 oo B R e i

N

P
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recidivism for parole violatots could be due to changes

in procedures for v1olatlo1s--e g better legal

protection for those accused of parole v1olat10ns. - This

reduction in the number of:barole~violators being

re-incarcerated could account for some of the overall

decrease in recidivism that we found, regardless of the

’thact of the Framingham 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 participaticn in furlough programs and lower

rates of recidivism., This trend was consistent for men

~ and women on all variables.
i Although not statlstlcally 31gn1flcant this

con51stent pattern 1nd1cates a p051t1ve effect of 1nmates

In all cases, the recidivism rate was

§ having furloughsv

lower for men and women who had more 1nv01vement 1n the

' Furlough Program than for men and women who had less

I involvement.,

| | .
The relationship between the rate of recidivism and

number of times late in returning from furloughs

approaches statlstical significance., In addition, when

B AR v
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the number of escapes a

" “who did not.

ad times late returning from

d, the results were very near

-

furloughs were combine

statistical significance.

gince virtudlly everyone in the sample had furleughs,

iri ] idivism
it was not feasible to do a compdrison of recidiv

.~

Rather, our focus was On those with a large

. et o £
number of . furloughs and those with few. This type o

) » » . . . . s tes.
comparison did not differentiate recidivism ra

A noteworthy finding rrom the furlough data was the

| rested
small numbers of inmates who escaped or were ar

hlle on furlough out of all those who had furloughs,
W

i ough, In
no men and onlv six women escaped while on furlough.

e w d while
addition no men and Onl one Oman was arreste
. Sila Y

port the positive efiectsv

on furlough. This seems to sup

that
of the furlough program. Tt is important to note

‘ i ough.
only women escaped or were arrested while on furloug

ere
This possibly reflects the fact that most of the men W

carefully screened before coming to‘MCI-Framlnghao for

participation in pre-release.

‘ se
Wofk Release Program. The results of the Work Releei

| iti ionshi
data were highly significant. A positive relar P

: v release and
Wae found between eleven or mMOre weeks on work re ,
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- work release jobs for them.
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a lower rate of recidiviem.
for both men and women, indicating that 1onger 1nvolvement
in this program has significant effect in reduc1ng

recidivism for the total sample.

It is noteworthy that 91% of the men in the sample

participated in work reiease, and only 51% of the women
did. In view of the apparegﬁlacceptance of the program
by men, the question is raised whether or nof'ﬂork release
programs meet the needs of women inmates, or are readily

accessible to them. This may be a statement of women's

, v1ews towards work ref ected from soc1etal values.

It is also possiblerthat the relatively low number
of women participating in work release may reflect the fact
that an increasing number of women are being committed. to

Framingham to.serve short sentences. The high turnover

rate of these women may pose difficulties in sacuring

Further, it should be-

remembered that most of the men were transferred to

(’\/

Framingham specifically to participate in pre-release

- programs.

Education Release Program.. The number of men and

women participating in the Education Release. Program

comprised only 5% of the total sample. With such a small

=

This relationship was consiste
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sample, it is difficult to obtain statistically significant

results. The relationship between participation in the

program and the rate of recidivism %aglnot statistically
sifnificaqp, but seemed to indicate a slight positive
effect beé&een pérticipation and recidivism rate. This
aspect of the study may have prbducéd significant‘results
if more subjects had been involved in the program;

ﬁIt is important to note that although the Education
Release Program is available to all inmates, few took

adﬁantage of the program. (Only 3% of the women, compared

to 11% of the men were invelved in the Education Release

'?rogram.) This raises the question of whether or not

the program meets the needs of the inmates, particularly
the women.

. Counseling Program. None of the data on counseling

wasrsfagiéticaliy‘significant. 'Thié finding and the fact
thatlbnly 15% of the total sample participated in the/
counéeling proéramvindicatedi%hat'the relationship bétween
participating in theqprogr;;;:;&*xecidivism rate'wasr
inconcLusive. What was found was éﬁat those who partic-
ipated in the counseliﬁg program had a higherygécidivism‘
rate than those who did not. These results were
consistent for both men and women., ‘These results may

be due to the,varidus kinds of factors which méy have

NEF
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motiVated some inmates to seek counseling, as discussed
in the Almy, et al., study. Also, Almy, et al., found
that there was a great deal of ambivalence surrounding

the inmates feelings toward the counseling program. These

findings 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
participated in the counseling program than did men. The
fact that 91% of the men were involved in work release

may have affected their access to the counseling program.

Completion/Non-Completion Analysis

What are the distinguishing.characteristics of the

men transferred to MCI-Framingham which result in them

S

being more or less likely to complete the program? What
aré the reasons for which some men fail to complete the
Framingham experience? Can research into this area reveal
a patterndof high, moderate, or low failuré probability
among certain types of residents? These questions provide
the framework for a discussion éndlanalysis of the data
results and findings. |

The completion/non-complefion data was divided into

four categories: present offense, criminal history, back-

groundicharacteristics, and other variables pertaining to

. the Framingham experience,

Tk e e a g KL
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and non-completers. This suggests that whether or not

- 102

Reviewing the variables applicable to present offense
revééled insignificant differencef ?etween completers and
non~completers. It had been antig¥pated that the variables
defined in this category“would have an impact on whether

or not a person completed the Framingham program. Conve:sely,

the data indicates strong similarities between compléters

'a person completes the Framingham program is not closely

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 Walpolek

men and Concord men is noteworthy, especially since -

Concord men somefi:imes have the image of being more

“disruptive than Walpole men in pre-release facilities.

Criminal histoty iﬁdicatesAa number of substantially
and ;tatisticéily significant diffefenees.;ﬂThe resﬁl;s
re§e31 that’the éréater fhe numbef of.pfior arrests, the
gréater the chance of non-completion: Speculatioﬁﬁip
this aréa'provides interesting;and.thpught-provoking isSues
relevant to theoFraminghamHeiﬁerieﬁce. Since this group
is staéistiéally defined as a high risk group, the data

-

can be used to identify those individuals in the selection
process, and appropriate programmatic changes may need .
to be made to ensure the successful completion of this

group. It may be possible that men with a greater number

st
il
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of prior arrests may be vieﬁgd by prison staff as hard-
core criminals and with either conscﬂbus or unconscious
expectations that these 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 méy be rno attitudinal
prejudices. Howeve%} individuals mé& be stuck in a

self-defeating pattern of criminal offense and punishment

.
O

Thus, these individuals are unlikely to complete the
Framingham expefience. 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 with prior arrests for

offenses related to the person, property, and/or narcotics
use ghow higher'likelihood'of‘failure within the Framingham
program. This data further supports the significance

of the numbe£ of prior arrésts within fhe study.

The number of state incarcerations and tﬁe prévalence
of drug use aiéo identifies those men with a higher rate
of non-compleﬁion. The ﬁrofile that eme?ges is that the 
non*compléter is an individual who is more likely to
have had numerous prior arrests due to offenses related *
to the person, property, and/or na;cotics use-~one who
probably has had a nupber of state‘incarcerations, and/or

one who is more likely to be a heroin user.

7
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A numbex of statg7;n¢arcerations may be a relevant,
distinguishing characteristic of the non-completer, due to

possibly the absence of rehabilitatiwve programs within

prior institutions and also the likelihood of reinforcing

negative behavioxr. The use of drugs and the need to

support an expensive, add}étive habit on the streets may

’

be a contributing factor to the number of incarcerations;
and the reason why certain individuals continte crime
as a lifestyle. This data indicates. that the heroin user

is unlikely to complete the Framingham prograﬁ¢as it

Howeveér, it would be worthwhile to invest

0

presently exists.

more in the effort of retaining more heroin users at

Framingham because +hose who do complete the Framingham

program tended to benefit significantly in terms of

recidivism;reduction.

Background characteristics genera}ly reveal little

- difference between completers and non-completers. However,

closer examination of the results and findings reveal
that educational and occupational factors distinguish
fhe completer from the nbn—completer. | 'Q o

" The data identifies the non—cémpleter as a person
with a lower level of educational achievement and Qho

is less.emp&oyable and skilled. Societal emphasis on

et e b g L g e
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education and skilled labor excludes the individual who
-has not had these opportunities for‘advgncement.‘ Therefore,
it can be speculated ghat these individuals have a low
self-esteem and due to a lack of educational opportunities
fail to secure for themselves jobslthat are meaningful and
fulfilling. It seems that this cycle might be reinforced
at Framingham w@th relation to.the‘nbn—completers, if
.speciél p;ogramming is not implemenﬁed to meéé the épecific
needs of the non-completer regarding educational and
occupational opportunities.,

Examining the data within the categories of present
offense, criminal history, and background characteristics
reveals a patfern of success/failure probability which
can be helpful in tﬁe screening process and in program
change at MCI~Framingham.

fA more complete profile emerges ffom the totai data
on the non—completér that may be useful- to program
‘administrators at Framiﬁgham in the identification of
those individuglsﬂw?th a high’probabiliﬁy of failure. The
‘profiI% identifieé the non-completer as an iﬁdividual whé
has a greater chance of having-a number of prior arrests;
one who is more likely to have committed crimes re].at:ed.{S
to the person, property, and/or drug ﬁse; one who is h

i .

more likely to have a history of one or more state

I R R T R, = SENN. .
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incarcerations; She who has a greater chance of being a
heroin user; and.one who has probably experienced limited
edﬁcational and/or occupational opﬁértunities.

The indicators of success/failure probgbility taken

from the profile of the non-completer can be used in.<he

development of a screening process. . Program administrators

may utilize the screening process to more carefully

v

- scrutinize those individuals who have-a high failure

probability and thus need special programming and attention.
VAR :

A more creative use of the screening process would be

N

to eall attention to the iﬁdividualized needs of high

risk groups. This would involve the adjustment of
Framinghamoprograms to meet specialized needs of the

individual. This point is particularly important inasmuch

N

as there 1is evidence to sugges

5 that the types of men who

S
Framingham program--e.g.,

AV

are less Iikely to complete‘the

drug offenders and thoséiwithvhistories"qf-drug abuge--

‘are the very types who are more likely to benefit from

completing the program in terms of recidivism reduction.
Thus, the utilization of a screening éroéess geared
toward program change méy Be more beneficial in ensuring
e “ .
Qomﬁiétion for high risk groups. It sgem57§mporfant to. .

stress non-completion may have detrimental effects on

the inmate's future within the correctional system.
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B LeClair postulates that the damage that results from a
‘ resident failing in a pre-release envirvomment is far more
0 ' . -
extensive than the simple removal of an individual from
the program. He states that an individual is not only
O returned to a walled institution, but he is probably to
remain in that institution for a longer period of' time
) .than hé"ﬁould have had he not entered the pre-release
‘::} ,"/’ - . " o -" '
program. (LeClair, p. 3).
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second was an analysis of selected

“third was a completion/non-completion analysis.

z

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSTONS .

This study was divided into three general areas of
investigation. The first was a recidivism analysis. The

programs; and, the
v g

on The

-

first'step was a review of the literature.

Review of the Literature o -

‘The review of ‘the literature took a five fold focus:
recent research on the effectiveness of the corrqgtionél

"treatment' model, problems in conducting correctional

‘research, historical developments in corrections, a

descript;bn of MCI-Framingham and the Massachusetts

b

Department of Correction, ané’final}y,'a descriptioﬁ of

MCI~Framinghém progréms and}reCeh; evaluative research

regarding'such programs.

Recidivism Analysis 3

The difference betweén the expected recidivism rate

(30.6%) and the actual return rate of the Framingham

sample (15.4%) showed a statisticaily significant
(X2;=’ib.96, p'<::001)ireduction in recidivism “for our

sample of 156 Framingham releaSeés. -

i}

\ The,impacﬁkof the Framingham experience was highly

E

el

‘noticeable, in that the recidivism rate for Framingham women

S

&

-
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was substantially lower tha expected. The actual rate

for Framingham women was 15.2% as compared to the expected

P N

recidivism rate of 33.9%. These findings reached the

001 level of statistical Signlflcance. (X2 = 17 56 p< .001).
The analysis of the oata in relation .to the Framingham

men's experiences were not as noteworthy. There wap a

reduction in recidivism for those men involved in-the
‘Framingham program (a reduction of 6.4 percentage p01nts)
o
but this did not reach astatistically significant level.
An analysis of the relationship of background
characteristics and recidivism was also carried out for

" the total samplekas well as for the males and females.

The major findings in relation to background"
pa k ’

[

characteristics was that those men and women who had a
previods'history of -drug ihvolvement fared exceedingly

iﬂbetter than their counterparts in the comparison group.

7
—y

i

For the entire sample threﬁ of the top four variables
(her01n user, one or more “jjrior arrests for narcotic

offenses and present commi ment for drug offenses) had

T

the most substantial reduction in rec1d1Vism and the

ThlS finding

N—.___v:\

a5

highest levels of statistical significance.'
is'unlike the findings of prévious studies of'correctional
\\Lprograms. This data shows the Frami%gham experienCevwas

extremely beneflcial for men and women with prior drug

ol

5

S

‘ ' EREETY]
involvement. : :

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
hegative 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 MCIEFramingham. The programs which were

analyzed in the. study arve:

(1) The Furlough Program;

(2) Work Release Program;

(3) Education Release Program; and
“(4), Counseling Program.

The programs were each evaluated to determine whether or

not they had an 1mpact on recidivism. The general
approach in evaluating the impact of each of these four
progra@s was to examine the relationship between partic-
ipation in the program (as well as the degree of partic-

ipation) and recidivism,

" The results indicated that all of the programs,

»except the Counseling program had a positive effect on
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recidivism although not necessarily a significant o

. , ..
The program analyses can be summarized as follows:

L4

Furlongh Programo‘ 93% of the subjects in the sample

had at least one furlough and participation in the Furlough
program seemed to have a positive, although not significant,
-effect on recidivism rate (Gor both men and women. In
particular, the relationship between successtpl fur}oughs
(i.el, no-record of escapes ot late returns) and recrdivism
approached statlstrcal srgnlrrcance. 'A;so noteworthy was
the extremely ssmall number of lnmates‘whovescaped or were
arrested while on furlough and that all of those were

. o .
| women. In general, the furlough program seems to have

positive effect on reduciﬂg‘rec1d1v1sm.

" Work Release Program.‘ The results!of this analysrs,

‘  bositive eff = the
were significant and indicated a positive effect of
’ . | ing ti idivism
Work Release program on reducipg the rate onrec1d1 ie

fi

Qfor both menqand women. Although the program seemed to

te- /
have p031t1ve effects on both men arnd women, 1t was no v,

ticipated ln/
worth] that 91% of the men in the sample particip /

the program, whereas only 51% of the women did. //

) . “ = .N‘ ‘ ohy Of
Education Release Program. Alttodg. the numbcr |

e
T -

\\\ -
m . wa
'inmates in the sample partlcrpatlng in this program. wa:

S
7

6

/
/
reless seened to have a~
“extremely small (54),3lt nevelLle Rhae & -
= o e
e 'l
\‘l.:\\\ef,""”‘ . .
w N fx e
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- programs were COnSlS‘_e1

;‘ who were unsuccessful in completing  the Framingham program, C

A comparative analysis was carried out between those men

) i -
Ee R oM n et ok S Rt
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slight, positive (although not nearly significant) effect

on the rate of recidivism, A questlon is raised as to why

such a small percentage of Anmates, and a disproportionate

percentage of men (ll% of the men vs. 3% of the women) ,

took advantage of the program,

Counseling Program,

None of the data on the effects

of thlS program on the recidivism rate was significant,

and only a small percentage (15%) of the sample'participated

in the program. The trend was in the opposite direction

as that expected; those who particpated in the Program

had a higher rate-of recidivism than those who did not,

Several explanations for chose‘gesults are presented.

In generalﬂall of thefprograms,

except the Counseling
Program,had a positive relationship between Participation

and rate'of recidivism. The results for all of the A 3

*t for both ‘men and women.

Completion/Non-Completion

Initially, we began by collectlng data on those men

who completed the Framingham ekpellence and those who

d1d not. Our research indicates a general profile of

d stlngu1sh1ng characterlstlcs of those men who were

returned to an all male inerLutlpn.

/
» .

//
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J
Joo

The non-completer

i




=L

e

I

TRy

! [

i 1
e 14
e is more likely to be an individual with a greater number

kenr 2]

o

of prior arrests and‘previoué state incarcerations with
prior crimes related to the person, property, and drug use,
We also found thét heroin users seemed to be less likely

to complete the Ffamingham program. The non-completer

is also identified by a lower edﬁcational level, and less
successful occupational record in terms of skilled positions

held and length of time spent on any one job.

Our results and findings led us to the conclusion

"that some types of men are much less likely to complete

i
a

the Framingham program than other types. Théjéatahcan
f

. be used in the development of a screening pro@ess which

/
Cle o . PRI G
carefully scrutinizes those individuals with a high

failure probability. It can also be utilized in the

~ development of special programs individuglized to the

specific needs of those men in the high risk group. This

would involve the creation of indicators that would reveal

. a high,moderate,or 1ow probabfl{fy of'success/failure.
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APPENDIX A

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTECS AND RECIDIVISM
RATES OF FRAMINGHAM MENVAND COMPARISON

.GROUP MEN

e

T T Wy S T v e s
T v,

TR



Ty

[
H
G
TERT
-
g
w
.
&
7 ,,;
-
o
.
- )
Fo
-
” - -
-
&
o
* -
. .
e -
o g
e .
&
T
i
foa
Lo
L
i

i -
RO, d A

Voo O 0 0 0 0 o 0 @ >
x £
- ’ i i
o {
: . 2
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM RATES OF ) il
FRAMINGHAM MEN AND COMPARISON GROUP MEN
It Framingham Men Comparison Group . .
/ | Variable N (%) Recid. Rate N (%) Recid. Rate )
B / | Total 44 (100) 16% 1015  (00) 247, !
A
o A. Present Offense e
1. Institution Committed to
‘Walpole 19 (43) 11% 484 (48) . 19% .
i - Concord 25 (57) 20% 531 (52) 29% 1
2. Offense ‘
Person 30 (68) 17% 501 (49) 21%
, Sex 1 (2) 0% Y (6) 8% .y
. Property 5 (11) 407, 347 (34) 29 ?
Drug 7 (16) 0% 77 (8) -~ 29%
c, Other 1 (2) 0% 29 (3) 34%
- 3. Minimum Sentence
PR : Indefinite 25  (57) - - 20% 489 (48) 30%
p 5 years or less 9 (20) 22% 367 (36) 19%
L More than 5 years 10 (23) Lo 0% 159 (16) 19% ER
‘ -
-4 L . %= Statisrt:ically significant difference in recidivism rates: p ~<>.05 '
o ' |
| - ’ﬁ Fa - u . - ﬂ \ - *, .“f . e _..-”“, BPR
4 R B . - |
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. Frimingham Men Comparison Group
Variable %) Recid. Rate N (%) Recid. Rate
. i
4. Age at Incarceration ;
. : |
21 or younger 13 (31) 8% 410 (40) 27% !
22-30 ° 16 (38) 25% 414 (41) 25% o
= 31 or older 13 (31) 15% 191 (19) 17% i
' g
5. Length of Incarceration é
i
2. years or less 22 (50) 147 - - - g
More than 2 years 20 (45) 20% - - - 2
Unknown 2 . (5) 0% - - - ‘
6., Type of Release f
Parole 42 (95) 17% - - - ‘
Discharge 2 (5) 0% - - - T
7. Age at Release
24 or younger' 18 (41) 6% - - -
25 or older 26 (59) 23% - - -
E B.,.géékground Characteristics
1. Race |
White 30 . (68) 13% 710 “(69) 25%
Black 14 1 (32) 21% 302 (31) 247,
Other - - - -3 (0) 33% .
2, Marital Status E
Single 26 (52) 17% 614 - (60) 27
Married 16 (36) 12% 215 (21) 207 '
Div., Wid., Sep. 5 (1) 20% 186 (18) 22%
vy G ;»
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- ) Framingham Men Comparison Group ?
Variable N %  Recid. Rate N % ~Recid. Rate ¢ £
R 4 . "{1‘ . *;} (i )
3. Military Service : ! -
Non-Veteran 30 (68) 1.3% 741 (73) 27% ;
Veteran 14 (32) 21% 274 (27) 18% ;
4, Last Address !
Boston 20 (45) 10% 373 (37) 20% |
Other 24 (55) 21% 642 (63) . 27%
5. Occupstional :Status é .
Professional 1 (2) 0% 13 (1) 23% J
Business 3 (7) 0% 8 (1) 0% !
Clerical 3 (7) 0% 63 (6) 14% ;
Manual 24 (55) 8% 674 (66) 26% '
&>  Seryice Workers 13 (30) .38% " 171 (17) 27% |
Other _ - - - 86 (8) 15% {
6. Length of Time on Most Skilled Job . |
6 mos. or less 11 (25) 27% 419 (41) 30%
7-12 mos. 10 - (23) 0% 133 (13) « 21%
1 up to 2 yrs. 6 (14) 33% 143 . (14) 19% P
2 up to 5 yrs. 10 (23) 10% 125 v (12) 23% , N -
, 5 yrs. or more 3 (7) 33% 60 (6) 3% | \
§ Unknown 4 (9) 0% 142 (14) 25% o
SR ’ : i
7+ Longest Period on One Job E d
. 6 mos. or less/) 9 (20) 33% 389 (38) 33% |
~ 7-12 mos. 10 (23) 0% 137 (13) 229, g
1 up to 2 yrs. 8 . (18) 25% 156 glsg 17% T
2 up to 5 yrs. > (20) - 11% 131 13 247, -
5 yrs. or more 4 (9) 25% 64 (6) - 5% 1 /
Unknown 4 (9 0% 138 (14) 23% B 2
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. Framingham Mén , Comparison Group )
Variable N A Recid. Rate N % Recid. Rate T/
8. iast Grade Completed
0-6 -5 (11) . 20% 92 (9) 18%
: 7-9 16 (36) 13% 521 (51) 26%
10-11 “ 6 (14) 17% 213 (21) 269,
12 or higher 17 (39) 18% 160 (16) 18%
Unknown - - -t 29 (3) 21%
9. Drug Use .
None Reported 26 (57) 217, 638 (63) 20%
Yes (not spec.) 3 (7N 0% 69 (7 14%
Heroin 10 (24) 10% - 189 -(19) 39%
Other than Heroin 2 (5) 0% . 56 (6) 32%
Marijuana only 3 (7) 33% 37 (4) 14%,
Unknown 2 (5) 0% 26 (3) 27%
‘C. Criminal Histor§
1. Age at First Arrest i -
15 or younger 17 (39) '1.8% 495 (49) 29%
16-21 21 (48) 147, 407 (40) 22%
22 or older ) (14) - 17% 113 (1) 12%
2. No. of Court Appeéréﬁcéé v
1-5 14 (32) 147 239 (24) 13% .
6-10 14 (32) 217 313 . (3D) 23% '
11 or more 16 (36) 129 463 (46) 31% ‘ E
o
|
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}
,ﬁ Framingham Men .
Variable N A Recid. Rate
= ; ' 3. Prior Arrests for Person Offenses
0-1 18 (41) 227,
& 2 or more 26 (59) . 12%
1% A :
i 4. Prior Arrests for Property Offenses
0-2 21 T (48) 10%
3 or more 23 (52) 22%
’ \ 5. Prior Arrests for Narcotic Offenses
3
. None 29 (66) 217
. One or more " 15 (34) 7%%
6. Prior Arrests for Drunkenness .
o : None , 23 . (52) - 4%,
‘ 4 : One. or more 21 - (48) 29%
i ¢ 7. No. of Juvenile Incarcerations .
, ‘o 7 ; None 30 (68) 20%
, ; One or more 14 (32) T%%
: : ‘
_ Lk 8. No. of House of Corr. Incarcerations
o 1 B :
e ‘ > é None 29 (66) 7%
- ‘ g One or more 15 (34) 33%
» + . E
- - o
SR - i
- ' :
? ”, i b r - “ ) ‘ b___ S :,;.M . /f///
; 2 . ; i > Rl T .r.g!\ ,/.;""' ' .
i LT ’ \ : = b s
o ’ i )J ‘ X ® e ~
.If/ . . . . - { : . 2 :
' -~ o ' - S
N 7oL

) 4
o
P

O D D
Coﬁpérison Crodp
N % Recid. Rate
472 (47) 247,
543 (53) - 26%
333 (33) 137%
682 - (67) 30%”
765 (75) 22%
250 (25) 32%%
502 (49) 21%
513' (51) 28%
659 (65) 20%
- 356 (35) 33%*
488 (48) 20%
527 (52) 29%
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“: Framingham Men Comparison Group ! .
Variable N ~ % Recid. Rate N % Recid. Rate
9. No. of State Incarcerations ' ‘
None 37 (84) 119 575 (57) o229
One or more C 7 (16) 43% 440 (43) . 28%
. *
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APPENDIX B

- BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM
RATES OF FRAMINGHAM WOMEN AND.

COMPARISON GROUP WOMEN
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM RATES OF FRAMINGHAM

Variable
f
Total )

My

A. Present Offense

“1., Institution Committed

Framingham
2. Offense . N
Person
Property
Drug
Other |

3. Minimum Sentence

Indefinite
Definitg

L. Age at Incarceration

21 or younger
22-30

31 or older
Unknown

<R

WOMEN AND COMPARISON GROUP WOMEN

Framingham Women

N

112

112

29
29
37
17

105

30
45
28
11

%
(100)

(100)

(26)

(26)
(33)
(15)

(94)
(6)

(27

(40)

(25)

(10)-

Recid. Rate

15%%

15%%*

10%
28%
11 %%
12%

16%
- 0%

13%

18%
7%

27%

= Statistically significant difference in recidivism rates:
%% = Statistically significant difference in recidivism rates:

N

92

92

22
29
20
21

36
35
21

P
P

D 3
Comparison Group
% Recid. Rate
(100) 29%%
(100) 29%%
(24) 187,
(32) 249,
(22) LO%%%
(23) 38%
(97) 30%
(3> 0%
(39) 33% -
(38) 29%
(23) 24%
.05
.01

1 XA

4

it
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. Framingham Women Comparisom Group . *
Variable N % Reécid.-Rate N " A Recid. Rate
5. Length of Incarceration ' ;
2 years or less 74 (66) 9% - - -
More than 2 years 32 (29) 22% - - -
Unknown v 6 (5) 50% - - -
6. Type of Release
Parole 86 (77) 15% - - -
Discharge 26 (23) \15% ' - - -
7. Age at Release h
24 or younger 47 (42) 26% - - -
25 or older 62 (55) 8% - - -
Unknown 3 (3) 0% - - -
B. Background Characteristiés
1. Race
White 51 (46) 22% 50 (54) 32%
Black 55 (49) AL 42 (46) 26%%
Other 3 (3) - 0% - - -
Unknown 3 (3) 0% - - -
2. Marital Status
Single 67  (60) 13%% 54 (59) 31%% 5
Married 13 (12) 23% 17 (18) 35% +
Divorced 10 (9) 10% 3 (3) 33%
Widowed 3 (3) v 33% 4 (4) 0%
Separated 12 . (11) Y 25% ¢ 14 (15) . 21%
Unknown 7 (6) 0% - - -
d . \~ o i i -
[ e

=
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a Framinghém Women Cdmparison Group ‘ .
Variable N % Recid. Rate N A Recid. Rate . - |
' 3. Last Address
Boston 60 (54) 15%% 53 (58) 34%%
Other 42 (37) 19% 39 (42) 23% |
- Unknown .10 (9) . 0% - - - %
4. Occupational Status f
Professional 11 (10) O%’ 5 (5) 0%
Business 7 (6) . 0% 0 (0) -
Clerical 35 (31) 17% 12 (13) 42%
Manual . .17 (15) 24%, - 47 (46) 31%
. Service Worker 37 (33) 16% 23 ! (25) - 35%
Other 5 (4) 20% 10 (11) 10%
| 5. Length of Time on Most Skilled Job
5 6 mos. or less 37 (33) 16% | 41 (45) 32% 0w
o 7-12 mos. 20 (18) 20% 7 (7) 57%
1 up to 2 yrs. 18 (16) 22% 19 (21) 26%
2 up to 5 yrs. 12 (11) - 8% 11 . (12) 18%
5 yrs. or more 5 (4) 20% 3 (3) 33%
B Unknown S 24 (21) 4% 11 (12) 18%
6. Longest Period on One Job
6 mos. or less 34 (30) 18% 4L (45) 32%
g 7-12 mos. 19 (17) 21% ’ 7 (7) 57% -
1 up to 2 y=xs. 20 {18) 20% // 19 (21) 26% N
| 2 up to 5 yrs. 13 (12) 8% ' 11 (12) 18% ¥
: ; 5 yrs. or more 6 (5) 17% 3 (3) 33% S
- = e Unknown ‘ 24 21) 4% 11 (12) 18%. g
- ° L ‘ .N . S : . o
b L 3 ' ;A zs‘, : :O, » o 0 ’
ﬁ 75 Q - é%3 o - ';L . 5 e
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= Framingham Womzn Comparison Group
Variable N WA Recid. Rate N YA Recid. Rate
‘7. Last Grade Completed .
- 0-6 10 (9) 20% 5 (5) 0%
. 7-9 39 (35) 15% 28 (30) 32%
- 10-11 31 (28) . 19% 31 (34) 42%
12 or higher 28 (25) 7% 21 (23) 19%
Unknown 5 (&) 20% 7 (8) 14%
" 8. Drug Use
‘X None Reported 45 (40) 11% 69 (75) 26%
\ Yes (not spec.) > 8 (7 13% 11 (12) 36%
B Heroin 43 (38) 16% 7 (8) 29%
/ Other than Heroin 9 (8) 11% 3 (3) - 67%
| Marijuana Only 1 (D 100% 0- (0) Co-
Unknown 8 (7) 25% 2 (2) 50%
' €. Criminal History
. 1. Age at First Arrest
" - 15 or younger 26 (23) 19% 16 (17) 19%
16-21 48 (43) 17% 55 (60) 38%
22 or older 35 (31) 11% 21 (23) 147
R 2. No. 9£ Court Aﬁpeéféncéé' | -
,, 1-5 42 (37) 17% 39 (42) 21% "
i 6-10 22 (20) 14% - 24 - (26) 42% Ky
i 11 or more 48 (43) 15% 29 - (82) - 31% ‘
o e - |
- : : \ .
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N Framingham Women Comparison Group

3.

‘Variaﬁle

Prior Arrests

N

%
o
Kl

for Perspn Offenses

0-1

2 or more

Prior Arrests

P :;3!

77
35

(69)
(31)

0-2
3 or more

Prior Arrests

for,Propertj Offensesv

61
51

(54)
(46)

for Narcotic Offenses

None

" One or more

Prior Arrests

"~

57
55

for Drunkenness

None

“One or More

No. of Juvenile Incarcerations

79
33

None
Cne or more

" 91
21

(51)
(49)

(71)
(29)

(81)
(19)

Recid. Rate

3

No. of House of Correction Incarcerations

I\
None
One or more

79
33

‘No. of State Incarcgrations

None

. One or more

67
45

(71)

(29) -

(59)

(40)

S
e
A
e
0 .
L

149 %%
17%

16%
147

147

16%%% -

15%
15%

147.%

- 19%

5%
12%%

12%
20%

=

61

31

49
43

.59

33

64
28

8l

.11

78
14

70
22

7

- (66)
(34)

(33)

(47)

(64)
(36)

(70)

(30)

(88)
(12)

,Recid. Rate

36%
167

33%

26%

20%
b5 e

28%
32%

- 30%*

27%

27% .
4 3%%

30%
27%

Lt
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';ﬂﬁ} . ," ' ¢ o S : , o ﬁg; - Program Participation and Recidivism Rates - o

A: Furlough Data
[N ' .
Men ' Women Total

. . o
(%) e

a | ' N (%) R.R. N (% R.R. N (%) R.R.

1. Total Furlough Hours

| i - s A e 7 0-100 9 (20) 22% 57 (51) 129 66 (42) 147
. . | | 1 101-200 13 (30) 15% 26 (23) 27% 39 (25) 239
ik : SO ; S 201 or -

| | < . | : | | more 22 (50) 14% 29 (26) 10% 51 (33) 129

!. . | N _ 2. [Total Furlough Hours at Framingham

le ~ S | R -g,,%ﬂl 0-100 15 (34) 20% 67 (60) 12% 82  (53) 13%
, D -APPENDIX C < 101-200 16 (36) 12% 27 (24) 30% 43 . (28) 239
- -201 or

o o 1 i L | : 13 (30) 15% 18 (16) 6% 1 (20)  10%
i PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND RECIDIVISM : | ] “ more (30) (16) 6% 3L (20) /
e ' | AT ' 1o 3. Total Number of Furloughs

0-6 30 (68) 17% 87 (78) 16% 117 (75) 16%
 7-0xr more 14 (32) 147 25 (22) 12% 39 (25)  13%

o ’ - o o ) o , : ' A 1f 16 . 4. Total Number of Furloughs from Framingham

0-1 8 (18) 257 24 (22) 17% 32 (21)  18%
o | | | L Lo : 2-3 21° (48) 14% . 36 (32) 14% 57 (36)  14%
[ e : : A e N B ' : 1. | | | 4 or more 15 (34) 13% 52 (46) 15% 67 (43) 15%

5. Total Number of Successful Furloughs

S ey | | . . _ | | , 0-6 31 (70) 16% 90 (80) 17% 121 (78)  17%
R e ‘ o | : R " L 7 or more 13 (30) 15% 22 (20) 9% 35  (22) 11%

6. No. of Escapes on Furlough

s e T . YNo | B o ey
' | furloughs 1 (2) 0% 10 (9) 20% ., 11 - (7) 18%
L9 | S | o a SR - 9 escapes 43 (98) 16% 96 (86) 14% 139  (89)  14%

L S S B L  escape - - - 6 (5 33% 6 (&) 33%.
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| o
4 Men Women Total
& !: _N_ % R-Ru . .I-\_I- % R'Rn _N_ (%) R'RO
: 7. Nb. of Times Late in Returning from Furlough’
3@ furloughs 1 (2) 0% 10 (9 20% 11 (7) 18%
W Never :
| late 31 (70) 13% 64 (57) 11% 95 = (61) 12%
! Late once - | |
g or more 12 (27) 25% 38 (34) 21% . 50 (32) 22%
%ﬁ} Total: WNever late vs. Late once or moref(X2 = 2;76, P .10)
8. No. of Escapes or Lates
i No .
(& furloughs 1 (2) 0% 10 (9) 20% 11 (7) 18%
0o No escapes g I
i - or lates 31  (70) 13% , 61 (54) 10% 92  (59) 11%-
| Escape or o
i late - 12 (27) 25% 41 (37) 22% 53  (34) 23%
i Total: No escapes or lates vs. Escape or late
3 (x2 = 3.62, p .10)
h
) '% 9. Arrests on Furlough .
o | P,
' "No _ ' , e
i ~arrests 44 (100) 16% 11l (99) 15%~ 155 f{99) 15%
’ One ) : .
I arrest 0 (0) - 1 (L) 0% 1 (1) 0%
?“_Y - | |
EARE B. Work Release Data
10. No. of Weeks on Work Release
S None 4 (9) 25% 55 (49) 18% 59  (38) 19%
SR 1-10 26 (59) 19% . 35 (31) 20% 61 (}%) 20%
| 11 or S .
S more 14 (32) 7% 22 (20) 0% 36 (23) 3%
L Total: 10 or fewer vs. ll oxr more (Xz:; 5.71, 9] .02)
{;f%?~‘CE .
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Men Women
Men Tot
N () R.R. N (%) R.R. N O%al
Q. Education Release Data
11. Education Release Program
Non- 39 (89) 15% 109 7
Domcicipany ‘(97) 167% 148 (95)
Partici- - T
ggnt 5 (1) 20% 3 (3) 0% 8 (5)
D. Counseling Data
12, No. of Counseling Interviews
 Nome 42 (95) 147 . (81) 13%-
oo : (95) 7 91 (81) 13% 133 (85)
more 2 (5) 50% 21 (19) 24% 23 (15)
) ) 13. Perceived Condition after Treatment |
’ Improved 1 (50) 100% 10 (48) 307
A : 30% 11
Unchanged 1 (50) 0% 11 (52) 18% 12 Eggg

.

15%

127

147

26%

36%
16%

SO v N
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APPENDIX D

COMPARISON OF FRAMINGHAM PROGRAM

COMPLETERS AND NON-COMPLETERS
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132
Comparison of FraminghaQ'Program Cbmpleters
" and Non-Completers
A. Present Offense
Va?iable Completers Non-Completers
1. Offense N A N %
Person ' 30 (68%) 18 (56%)
Six ; 1 (27 2 (6%)
Property 5 (11%) 4 (13%)
Drug 7 (16%) 8 (25%)
Other 1- (2%) Y- -
2. Minimum Sentence
Indefinite 25 (57%) 14 (44%)
5 years or less 9 (20%) 2 (37%)
More than 5 years 10 (23%) 6 (19%)
3. Institution Committed to
Walpole = 19 (43%) 18 (56%)
Concord 25 (57%) 14 (44%)
B. Lriminal History '
1. No. of Prior Arrestsg¥#%
10/ or fewer . 28 (64%) 10 (31%)
11 or more < 16 (36%) 22 (69%)
2. Prior Arrests for Person Offense s
0-~-1 ; 18 (41%) 8 (25%)
.2 or more i 26  (59%) 24 (75%)
"3, Qﬁxidr Arrests for Property Offenses 7
=5 ' _ — :
-2 21 (48%) 10 (31%)
3 or more : 23 (52%) 22 (69%)
*¥% p< .05
ek p‘ég.Q1. “
) 5:\)__ . o
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: Variable . Completers Non-Completers , Vari ‘ -
...___j.__.._ 53 | _ : ] - Variable Completers Non-Completers
le. 4, Prior Arrests for Narcotics . - 3 ’ 3. Military Service o
X L " % N 7 N v/
None 20 (66%) 16 (50%) Non-Veteran ' -
: o, o, ; 30 (6870) 24 9
: On e 15 34% 16 50% - ! (75%)
le e or mor | (34%) (50%) g‘@* Veteran 14 (32%) 3 (25%)
’5 5. Prior Arrests for Drunkenness " 4. Last Address
0 None 23 (52%) 21 (66%) Boston 2
1 o o 0 (45%) 14 v
One or more 21 (48%) 11 (34%) . K (44%)
| { c . G Other 24 (55%) 18 (56%)
6. No. of Juvenile Incarcerations 5. ‘Occupational Status
? ' |
None 30 (68%) 22 (69%) White Collar o
i One or more 14 (32%) 10 (31%) ° Blue Collar 37 <16f) 4 (13%)
| | 7 (84%) 27 (84%)
e L Unknown - - 1 o
7. No. of House of Correction Incarcerations (County) _ (3%)
f\‘ : 60 Length Of Ti i F P ‘
None 29 (66%) 17 (53%), == =8¢ on Host Skillful Jobi« |
{; One or more 15 (34%) 15 (47%) 1 yﬁnar or less 21 (45%}’( 29 (697)
e ’ . More than 1 year 19 .(45%) 10 31°°
;’ 8. No. of State Incarcerations* Unknown 4 (9%) (31%)
i: [~/ [~/ '
j None ; 37 (84%) 21 (66%) 7. L : "
! : . ongest Period ,
‘ _ One or more 7  (16%) 11 (34%) 5 on one Job
. . . , " 1 1 o
f i) . year or less 19 (43% 21 -  £o,
9. Drug Use* More than one year 21 g48%§ 11 gggé;
_ ‘ . o Unknown 4 (9%) ~ °
o Heroin 10 (23%) 14 (44%) ' o -
Non-Heroin 34 (77%) 18 (56%) 1A 8. Last Grade Completed
1o C. Background Characteristics 9th or less 21 (48%) 99 (69%)
10th or e o faqe
S 1. Race ‘ . more 23 (52%) 10 (31%)
' ‘ | 9. Age at In ti )
e White 30 (68%) 17 53%. |o 7 SA% 8% ‘ncarceration
1 Black M (32%) | 15 4% 51 or youriger 13 (31%) 11 (34%)
) el - 2-30 16 = (38%) 13 (41%)
« Marital Status ' : 31 or older 13 (31%) 3 - (25%)
Married 16 (36%) 12 (38%)
0 “Single 23 (52%) 19 (59%)
i Divorced ) . - 5 (11%) 1 (63%)
y
1 ’ Q
0 g - & ’
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oo = ) , A .
g Variable " Completers Non-Completers )
\ i i .
e D. Other Variables ‘ »
; 1. Months at Framingham oy . ' 3
- ‘ ) ; , ’
| nom oy o« v
& ' - | :
: 0-2 months - - 1 10 (31%) :
3-5 months - - 13 (41%) g - R
6 or more months L. - 9 (28%) o . g : e
é(: ) 2 Reason for Transfer : “ . e LD
Institutional - . - 11 © (34%) . K | s ,
Work Release - - 10 (31%) ; R : ,
S Furlough ; - - 2 (6%) ) 1 s R " : -
e Edidc. Release - O - 3. (9%) : : o o
i : Other - - 6 . (19%) T ‘ ,
i C ’ . ' I . APPENDIX E
! 3. Institution Transferred from i
,;’ X . N . 7 & ’ / ) . ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ . ) i &
é?@ 1\ -+ Walpole v 7 (16%) 9 (28%3 e e R - CODES :
“ Concord | 20 (48%) 1 (447 | |
i Norfolk Lo 16 (36%) Yo 9 (287%) : . A ' ’
% Unknewn . 1 2% - \_ - - I
. .; . ’ ) ﬂ" ' | o i . o .
s D?c’j; " 4. Institution Returned %9_ | | | '» o | ‘ | E
o1 . Valpole - o & N B D R - |
S - Concord R - - .11 (34%) B o o -
A o Bridgewater - - 2 6%) - e e
o idg T R (6%) 1 e |
! p ' S Ly
T oA \f = [ ‘\\(F{ N // R : g
® | h : ‘ ‘ o /’/ .
| ! ° ) E | ’ S ' © . 4 (Y(‘ :
g 5 2 , . e k D
° : v O ° <
' = ° 3 i ‘
b3 ) < o |
. ! 2 : ) v
@ = - - ’ .‘ \\\{\ A - »
s: \:L ‘ o s ;“ T;‘ "',} o ) - {‘}4- ‘ R - . M

AT I S et e




RS

Cagd i S - : ’ . : s . - Ak
‘Q‘ , ¢ A e o it s et b 0 Y T e T i e e e N e ~.~" et Pe ¥ ¥ IR SN
e , :
2B 137 138
\ CODE FOR FURLOUGH DATA o
R : . . CODE FOR FRAMINGHAM WORK/EDUCATION RELEASE DATA
le ‘COLUMN CODE oo | §
i : COLUMN CODE
g 1-4 Control o . - | e
%% ' ‘Punch 73 M F - S ; M 1-4 . . Control
ﬁ, , - o B ‘ ,Punch /73 M F
‘“F 5-8 Name “ .
;{”‘ First four letters of 1ast name 5"8;§ Hﬂms/ﬂ~-
I o ;, R % . ; Tl g First four Lettels of last name
H 9-15 Commitment Institution & Id. No. & - 7 - ‘ '
B . . /
! Columns 9-10 = comm. inst. 9 15 Commitment Institution &.Id. No. )
b 10 = Walpole H¢//// Columns 9-10 = comm. inst. -
(@ 20 = Concord - 10 = Walpole '
: 30 = Framingham “ | 20 = Concord ,,
: ¢ 30 = Framingham ‘%
16-17 Total No. of Furloughs : ' : R J
’ o 16-17 Emplover: First Work Release Jpb
Q. 18-19 No. of Successful Furloughs 00 = Never Worked 30 = ITT
‘}.v ' ‘ | o ’ . o 01 = Day Work 31 = Jeans & Things
% .20 - - No. of "Other'" Furloughs ) 02 = ABCD 32 = Kenneth's Hair
! = . ‘ ' 03 = Albany Printing 33 = LaParisienne
} 21 No. of "Bate Under" Furloush e 04 = Andros: 34 = Marakesh Express
He E ) ' ~ _ _ . 7 N - 05 =-Andy's Disposal 35 = Marriott
g 22 No. of Escapes on Furlough ' 06 = Bancroft 36 = Medfield St. Hosp.
! | @ 07 = Blue Hills Serv. Ctr. 37 = MIT .
. 23 s . No, .of Arrests on Furlough 08 = Boyle 38 = Mondos
. ‘ ' 09 = Boston City Hosp. 39 = Natick Lab,
iy 24-26 Total No. of Furlough Hours 10 = Brighams 40 = Natick Nursing Home
| , _ ' : . 11 = Bustman Iron Works : 41 = Roxbury Defenders
k2 27-28 - No. of Furloughs at Framingham 12 = Colonial Floors . 42 = Office of Music
‘ ‘ 3 S ; T 13 = Dole Institute Planning
29-31 .+ No. of Furlough Hours at Framingham 14 = Deli-~-Master ‘ 43 = 0IC
Ao b ' 15 = Dept. Community Affalrs 44 = 01ld Colony
3 32 All cards punched 4 16 = Dept. Nat. Resources 45 = Pilgrim Church
' . 17 = Dept. Public Health 46 = Scotch & Sirloin
. . 18 = Dunkin.Donuts 47 = Sheraton Tara
- . 19 = Ebony 48 = SMOC -
1o : 20 = Farley School v 49 = St. Eliz. Hosp.
. ' ‘ 21 = Fernald School 50 = Stanford Foundry
° 7 22 = Fram. St. College 51 = Statler Hilton
) ' N Z3 = B. Ginsberg ' 52 = Tara Sportswear
1 @ S 24 = Glass Guard . 53 = Trico
g » 25 = Granet Corp. . 54 = Trinity M.H.
R . 5 . 26 = A, E. Halperin - 55 = Wards '
L - 27 .= John Hancock R’ " 56 = Watertown Dairy -
k. - 28 = Holliston Animal - 57 = Web Converting
& * o &2 Hospital o 58 = Werby
L o 29 = Honeywell o 59 = YMCA
LA o : 5
’ : = o
. -
"« o e R R & K
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%i s g :

B 3 )

i - COLUMN CODE !
- 'f : ) ‘ : I .

& 18 19 Weeks Worked: First Job i

:% 20 21 Empioyer: Second Job

i / Same as columns 16-17

5;@ ” 22-23 Weeks Worked: Second Job . -

& -

i 2425 Employer: Third Job

H ' Same as columns 16-17

& \, : g

Pﬁay; 26-27 Weeks Worked: Third Job

o= ;

{ . ,

‘5 28-29 Employer: Fourth Job |

f Same as columns 16-17

éﬁg 30-31 Weeks Worked: Fourth Job

T - E v

b 32-33 Employer: Fifth Job
o \Same as columns 16-17

£i§ 34-35 Weeks Workea hlfth~d0£

‘%% (i 36-37 Employerf Sixth Job

2 ' Same as columns 16-17

i ; ' : L ;

Lﬂk '38-39 Weeks Worked: Sixth Job

' 40 Total Numbér.of Work Release Jobs
41-43 Total Numbérﬂof,Weeks Worksd on All Work Release Jobs
e 44 School Attended on Education‘ReleaseIV
o 45-46 Numbex of Weeks AtféndedHSchOOl R
. 47 Data Card Number for Work/tducatlon ReLease Data
® ; Punch 5 - . ) .
’1{9

¢ _ gl
140
| CODE FOR FRAMINGHAM COUNSELING DATA
COLUMN  © copE ~ o
1-4 " Control
. Punch‘73'M F
5-8 - Name
: First four 1etters of last name
9-15 Commitment Institution & Id. No.
Columns 9-10 = comm, lnst
10 = Walpole
20 = Concord
‘30 = Framingham K
: 1§; A Source of Referral
: 0 = Unknown
1 = Self
g‘? Correction social. worker/lnstltutlon
3 = Mass. Rehab. Comm1531on A
4 = Salem Court '

17-21 | APA Psvohiatric Classification
+Punch APA Code

22-23 No. of Interviewss

U

24 Type of Treatment

I = Individual

2= Group

3 Individual and_Group‘
25 Condition after Treatment

o A Improved

2 = Unchanged

Worse-

3

[

o

26 © NB: Leave Blank B
See columns 28-29 for Disposition Data

27 | Data .Card No. for Counsellng Data
.- Punch 6

C Ry

(),

o ﬂ??’zgv S NB: Add Boxes . for Columns 28-29 to Code Sheet for i

DLSpOSlLlon Data

i ottt

Ty L
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% . CODE_FOR FRAMINGHAM NON-COMPLETION DATA .
1@ " NB: Data to be punched on columns 56-66 of Booklng Card
l COLUMN CODE
f 56~57 Institution from Which Transferred to Framingham
';g : 10 = Walpole . 51 = Dept. Segregation Unit
i 20 = Concord v 52 ‘=" Bridgewater BX Unit
o 25 = Shirley 53 = Bridgewater '
g 26 = Boston State ’ T;eatment Center
F 30 = Framingham
i - 40 = Norfolk , e N
ic 50 = Bridgewater Staté Hosp. ‘ “ :
! 58-61 Time Spent at Framingham
§ ; ‘ Columns 58-59 = Months
;gm Columns 60-61 = Days
- 62-63 Institution.Transferred to From Framingham
- ' Same as columns 56-57
| ' . .
5 64 Reason for Transfer (Summary Column)
zj}ﬁ> 1 = Institution Matter
S 2 = Work Release Matter//’ ?
o 3 = Furlough Matter - ™~
S 4 = Education Release Matter
i 5 = Other Matter
O . .
*é, 64~66 Reason for Transfer. (Detailed Breakdown)
N ' 110 = Contraband i 227 = Assault
L 111 = Contraband: alcohol 228 = Late
'F§ ‘112 = Contraband: drugs 229 = Late to job
ey 113 = Drinking or drunk 230 = Late to inst.
. 114 = Disciplinary 231 = Leaving early
: 115 = Verbal outburst N 232 = Unsuccessful
I 116 = Bizarre & agitated 334 = Out of place (esc.)
o behavior 335 = Arrested
;QB 117 = Assault on inmate 336 = Smuggling marljuana
i 118 = Attempted escape 437 = Assault &
” ‘119 = Poor perf. on 438 = Poss. of marijuana
;inst. job 439 = Quit. school
220 = Escape "informing inst.
221 = Arrested 540 = finished job. . B
222 = Using contraband 541 = no.apparent reason . &
223 = Using contraband 542 = no info.
' i &.drugs , e
224 = Using contraband &
" alcohol : &
225 = Distribution drugs
226 = Poss. of mayijuana -
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