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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%
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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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Comparison
Recid. Rate
249,
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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
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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
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. even more apparent and are almost statistically significant. .
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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.
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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
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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 ,

-E

PERCTIE -4

- 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
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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.
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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
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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
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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




Qs

»

112

‘ ~d . T ik - ne‘
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
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/
/
reless seened to have a~
“extremely small (54),3lt nevelLle Rhae & -
= o 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
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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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The non-completer
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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
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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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O ib'
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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
. . . Y YO . f" s .
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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
|
, - ’ \’ i - ;f‘* - . o g Lo
At » B \ T
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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
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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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E ’ |
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%
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APPENDIX D

COMPARISON OF FRAMINGHAM PROGRAM

COMPLETERS AND NON-COMPLETERS
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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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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
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\ 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
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| 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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i,
% . 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 -

Q
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