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' ABSTRACT
A STUDY IN A COEDUCATIONAL CORRECTIONAL ,
FACILITY DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF :

PSYCHOTHERAPY AND OTHER PROGRAMS

" This study of:MCI-Framingham was divided into four

general areas for‘investigation: a recidivism.follow-up,

,:including an‘analysis of background chafacteristlcs and
,recidivism; an analysis_of the effect of selected programs

 on rec1d1v1sm, an anely51s of data collected by conducting
1nmate and staff 1nterv1ews, and, an analysis of differ;
ential effects of selected programs on recidivism., A

- focus of this study was on the Division of Legal Medicine

Counsellng Program at MCI- Framanham

Recidivism Follow-up

Overall, the Framingham experience had a 51gn1f1cant

impact in reduc1ng recidivism for the 255 men and women

who were followed up for one year subsequent to their

- release to the community. The actual recidivism rate

for these lndividuals (16.5%) wae significantly lower
than their expected recidivism rate (28;2%), which was
derived from base expectancy categories. The impact on
recidivism tended to be greater for women, who had an

expected recidivism rate of 32.0% and an actual recid-

ivism rate of 17.1%, than it was for men, who had an

g r‘recem page blark
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Our ;nalysis of the furiough program revealed that
participation ir furlough program was associaéed with
significantly 1ower recidivism rates. The inmates whé
seemed tb Bengfit most 'from this program were élder, white,
from non-urban a?eas, with a highe;Alevéi of education
and with extensive criminai'histories. Most of these’
characteristics were'generall§‘associafed with a higher
‘éocio-écoﬁomic backéround.

As in the fu:lough prograﬁ, participation in the
work release program was shown to relate positively to
lower recidivism rates. The'inmétes who seemedito'
benefit most from work release were older, less educatéd,
frbm urban areas, with less stable work histories and
ﬁofe previous adult incarcerations. Some of these
ﬁharacteristics are associated with a lower socio~economic
background which is in direct contrast with the findings
for.the furlough program.

Overall, participation in the DILM counseling program
was found to be associated with higher recidivism rates. |
Also, no one type of offender was found to have benefited
significantly from participation in DLM counseling. A
major finding for this section was that younger inmates
and inmates with a lower level of education who partici-

pated in the DLM counseling program wers found to have
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J.that time (Almy et al, 1975).

INTRODUCTION

In 1975 a group of graduate students from Boston

" Uniwversity School of Social Work undertook a study of the

Massachusetts_Correctional Institution:at:Framingham (MCI-F),

one of the two coeducational prisons in the United States at

The numbers of men and women

inmates at MCI-F were aproximately equal then, making the

research a valuable exploratory contribution describing the

prison environment, inmate culture, and recidivism rate as

reflecting the special characteristics of the coeducational
situation. Last year, the study was ehpanded by extending
the recidivism -analysis by 6 months; resultin° in a full one
year follow-up and by evaluating in more detail the various
treatment programs available at MCI-F (specifically the
furlough, work-release, education-release, and Division.of
Legal Medicine Counseling programs). (Benedict, et al, 1976).
The relationship between participation in these programs and
recidivism was examined, along with identifying the types of
individuals who were successful and unsuccessful in completing
the total program. The literature review concentrated on
the historical framework of various correctional approaches

and MCI-F's position within this framework.

-,

1

¢

.

o

:'the'differential effects of treatment,

- review will trace the roots of both the."idealistic"

of treatment programs will be assessed,

programs,

This year, 1977, we are again expanding the recidivism
analysis in order to examine the differential effects of the

. .

four diiferent programs on different types of 1nmates. The

hlstorical trend in corrections first espoused the idealistic
"treatment works" attitude, while a prevailing "null hypothe31s"

now says that nothing works. We are 1nterested in exploring

thus modifying both .
of these rather simplistic, extreme attitudes. The literature
.and

the "cynical" viewpoints towards correctional treatment as

now practiced. Some of the ethical issues regarding
treatment mill also be discussed. lhen the current state
of the research which does emphasize differential evaluatiOns
along with the-
various types of classification schemes being proposed for
implementing the differential treatment approach.

While looking at the differential effects of treatment
we want to pay particular attention to the
Division of Legal Medicine (DLM) Counseling Program at'MCI—F.
The previous two theses raised additional questions

regarding this program as a result of their research findings.

The first thesis (1975) revealed ambivalent, vague perceptions
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by the 1nmates towards the program, while the second thesis
(1976) resulted in data that actually indicated a highgg“
‘recidivism rate for those who had participated in the
,counselingiprogram. We shall apply the differential
pr1nc1ple espec1ally carefully to the DLM counsellng program,
evaluatlné it in depth as .to type of inmates part1c1pat1ng,
~type of counseling given, pornts'during‘the‘course of
incarceration when counseling appears to be especiall?

'helpful or appropriate, and other areas of.concern.
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

' Introduction

. The fundamtntal theorles and praotlces of the correc—

tional system in the U. S. are now underg01n° a period of

intense,.critical reappraisal, "Cyn1c13m and public

mistrust permeate the criminal justice system; "L the rlslng
crime rate, the recent 1nc1dents of v1olence and riots in

our priéons and an exposure of the reallties of the

correctional situation by civil riOhts research, and

evaluation groups have all provoked the changlnc attitudes.
American prlsons are described as being 'mere warehouses

that degrade and brutalize their human baggage . . and

the conditions of confinement coupled with unrealistic
expectations of rehabilitation”2 have contributed to the

general air of chaos and rutility

programs as specifically practiced at MCI—F Part of the
Prevailing attitude towards American correctional rehabil-
itation practices stems from being initially introduced to
the criminal justice system as Eﬁé answer to all our

correctional problems. The "panacea frame of reference'3

. s T e S 1o
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thus fostered has simply not lived up to its stated goals -

or expectations.* Now, in reaction to this perceived failure

of treatment in rehabilitating all criminals, a new attitude

has’ arisen which states the opposite viewpoint. Robert Martinson

serves as the major spokesman for the position that 'nothing

]

works."
'The majqr fecus of all eoffeeéieeel evaluati&e research‘,'~

in'resp0nse to the "banacea frame of feference,”,has been

to regard the verious treatmeﬁt pfoérams.és'being of equal

| The Value'of the program itself

value to all participants.

is emphasized, without taking into account the eharacteristicé

" of the individual inmates who participated in the program.

‘In other words, the prevailing view has been that all inmates

benefit equally from all programs, iﬁus,'for example, a
perticular institutional group therapy program may be found»

Fe ;edgce reeidivism by 30% during ﬁhe first year. Nething

ie said of particular inmates who may have found it eepecialiy,

helpful--or of those whose likelihood of recidivism may

Mt

"have actually increased as a result of participation in that

group therapy program. In summary, little consideration is

" made for differential effects of different programs on .

different types of inmates.

The literature review will first take a historical

look at the initial philosophies and optimism regarding the

“introduction of contemporary rehabilitation techniques to

" . the ‘American correctional system. Examplesfof the traditiomal

type of correctional research.(undiffe;enfial) will be given.
Then, the opposite viewpoint, represented particularly by

Robert Martinson, will -be. reviewed. “In qonsidering the

subject of correctional rehabiliﬁétion‘treatment, it is also -

.t

~important to note some of the more fundamental conflicts

which are now being raised. For instance, aspects of

mandatory treatment and the question of the viability of any

treatment at all within the prison environment, where the

goals of custody and rehabilitation are seen to cbnflict,‘are

both issues being seriously discussed at this time. Finally,

the current state of the research which does consider

differential effects of treatment will be explored, along

with the various types of classification schemes being

developed.

.1"Era of Treatment"

The basic philosophy of our present correctional
system was laid down more than 100 years ago, at the First

Congress of the National Prison Association in 1870. An

‘explicit declaration stated that the goals of the criminal

justice system were to stress treatment and rehabilitation

rather than retribution and punishment. The techniques

- g o e
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of treatment have changed over the century, becoming increas-
ingly gbpﬁisticated as our kﬂowledge of béhavior, sécioyogy,
and péycho%ogy hés.incféagéd: The.;930's were esPécialiy‘..
influential; as the studies of Freud and subsequeﬁg othérs
regolutionizéd the view of the individdal,Apathology, and
'treat;eﬁt methods. By 1939, this new sciéntific approach
fo.éreatment was déscribed as ”the new benbl?gy:"~.

Today there is much discussion of what is
commonly called the '"mew penology.' The basic
underlying concept in the new penology is that
men are sent to prison as punishment rather

~than for punishment. Security is still of first

- importance: the prison is a place wherein
convicted criminals are incarcerated in order
that society may be protected from their
continued depredations, as well as a place
wherein criminals may be protected from them-

. selves. But such incarceration is only a means
to an end. That end is the final protection
of society through a change of the attitudes and
behavior of prisoners. Thus, incarceration

- becomes classification and segregation for treat-
ment. Treatment takes the form of casework.

" Penologists are confronted with the problem of
what to do for individual prisoners in contrast
with the old problem of what to do with them.

This introduces a new approach in caring for the
inmates of penal institutions which is characterized
by an attempt to use ''sciemtific techniques." 1In
application, these techniques involve the services
of such specialists as psychiatrist, psychologist,
sociologist, physician, and educator as well as
administrative officers, parole officers, guards,
and others. There is a diagnosis of "treatment
needs' after thorough study of the life history

and personality of each prisoner. A treatment
prescription results. What happens to the convict
is to be in terms of some kind of therapy which
aims to reconstruct him in order that he may live

a properly adjusted life, at least free from further
criminal activity, after his release into the free
community.4 ’

(.

The California prison system has been widely praised as
one of the moét progressive and innovative correctional systems
in tbe U.'S. and the.Wprld."The goyernofship of Eari~w5rrén
in 1944 and the qorrectignai adﬁinistratioh'of Richa?d McGee;.
provided the impétus for the changes in théf sgate. _Tge
fo;lowing list of services foefgd'give.an ideé of the scope

~and activity of the'treatment_progfams as now pfacticed;iﬁ
the "new penologyf"} | | |

L. The professionalization of adult correctional
work as a career in California, through the
introduction of the civil service and the
improvement of salaries, hours, and other
conditions of work. ' ‘

2. A well-planned program of in-service training
for all employees in the prisons and parole
division considered administratively as part
of their regular work.

3. An increase in number and kinds of clinical
and other diagnostic and treatment personnel,
including medical, dietetical, vocational,
psychiatric, psychological, social service,
religious, recreational, and educational.

4. The expansion of correctional industries and
maintenance operations together with the
recruitment of skilled supervisors and fore-
men and the payment of inmate workers.

5. The establishment of reception-guidance
centers staffed by clinical specialists.

6. The development of individual and group
counseling and psychotherapy.5

| | et i
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i In addition to the above, Mr. Fenton (then deputy director in : gameén a;glefig coach will help him choose his
T : : . . e librar
; ' _ . . e, . . O . . and magazines, . v y has all the current books
e charoe of treatment in' the state of Calif!.) was responSLble . ; , - o the olumes of fine books are available
e . . : _ men. HlS living quarte
= _ ) - r's are equipped W
for a new treatment program which orlented and counseled the =~ - - 'i fwo channel radio receiving headset. ng ieh
. D T 1e evision Programs are the best. The latest.
I . ‘families~of inmates and parolees. He wrote a booklet for the 'f . . . HOgles are screened and members of his famil
, , | . , | £ ~.and friends are urged to visit re°ular1y y .
;C . ~ families entitled Treatment in Prison: How the Family Can In add . ) N
oL ‘ . : ' —— - | .1 1on Menninger talks about ga prooram set up to b 1
’ Help, -which gives a glowing endorsement of the treatment = - . u th , reak-
, ' : : S p the eXlSt1n° CO?Vlct structure thus allowing the‘
: programs 1n the California correctlonal system. : ' ' . . e teconst .
e N " : : : , : ruc ion of :
O : x the lndlvldual s personallty, so that
! - The treatment program for the inmate in the instead - >
: prison is planned in terms of an understanding ead of blamlno the prlsoner for his fallure thes .
p of him as a person . . . human kindness pervades o ‘ : to l' y tried
. the things that are done in attempting to help | . enlist his cooperation in maklng a SClentlflc stud
O him in the prison . . . with understanding help what y of
(. in an atmosphere of kindness this purpose can at went wrong in his llfe and what was needed to ch s 18
best be accomplished. Wher a person goes to a ' ™ ange it.
hospital, he expects treatment. Unfortunately, e above historical and contemporary sources
‘ most men who are sent to prison still expect - th reveal
e punishment . . . Nothing which the families can L ¢ optimistic attitude towards the varieties of new t |
! do is more important than to try to change their roo reatment }
loved~one's attitudes toward the prisons and to Programs that have reigned for the past four decades ;
try to accept them as places for treatment not ' : Preat 3
unlike hospitals. - : ' - catment was and often still is seen as 2 cure- all with E
{ i
. 4 , 1
(O ‘ Karl Menninger provides another recommendation of the progressive . the only problem being to line up the 1nmate with the most é
q o . . s !
. system as practiced in Calif. In his book The Crime of appropriate vocational skill for him. Education and therapy |
: .Punishment, he describes the 1ife at the state prison at . ) and employment are all beneficigl for all inmates in order to
.- er to ~
dCr= . L : e ‘ )
B . . R . - ., . IUIR . . reh
; . Chino: : : ' abilitate them to a non- Cllmlnal way of llLe after 1elease'
o : The days of men in penal institutes like Chino from prisonm.
; are filled with creative work, the evenings with 1o o N
L study and diversion. Each man is assigned to a ‘ A Three research studies will be cited here which sh
1 job for which he is best fitted, or he is trained - cf show the
in vocational work for which he shows an aptitude. o etfects of this '"panacea frame of reference" on the tvpi
He is assigned toanindustry where he learns good e . ypilcal
work habits and for which he is paid. €Sign of evaluative resear i ; . .
} _ . r , paic | e, earch. Again, inmates participate
¢ Men in prison are addressed and referred to as , o and are evaluated regardless of an individual characteristi ]
inmates instead of convicts; the guards are correc- n acteristic, |
tional officers. A well staffed and equipped k - : ‘ . |
hospital is provided. i . , ) |
<
< . ;
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In 1974, Thomas Graf did a study entitled "The Relatlve
.Effects -of a Pre ~Release Group Counsellng Experlence on the
TRecidivist Rates of a Sanple of Unconditionally Released

Inmates from the Mississippi State Penltentlary.. .The purpose
of thlS study was to compare the relatlve effects of an
intensive group counseling experrence on the rec1drv;st
rates of unconditionallj released.lnnates; using a sample
group of 50 inmates who were to be releaSed.within a3
month time span, They were selected and. divided randomly
into twolgroups. The experimental group'participated in a
counseling program that met~for five weeks, two times each
| Recidivism was the

week, for three hours per session.

measure for evaluating success. Inmates in both groups were

followed up for one year. Significant differences (p< .05)
were found in the following areas: recidivist rates between
the experimental group and the control group differed ‘
significantly and recidivist rates between the experimental
group and the prison population differed~significantlyl He
concluded that those inmates from the Miss., Corr. Inst. who
participate in positive group experiences will be less likely
to hecome recidivists. |

A similar study was done by Man Keung Ho who used a

TR R TR

|

)
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:act1v1t1es as 1nd1cators of success

Lparolt.

therapeutic technique known as'fishbowl therapy” with prison

-1nmates as a form of  group therapy sultable for appllcatlon
o, _

in a prlson environment. He descrlbes the therapeutlc

Atechnlque and 1ength of part1c1pat10n and then uses voluntary

part1c1pat10n and 1nterest in vocatlonal and educatlon

The inmates were seen

- as hav1ng improved their soc1al and. 1nterpersonal skllls,

f'thelr understandlng, and acceptance of themselves. Thls

experlmental group reallzed 31gn1f1cant galns in obtalnlno

He concluded that 1nmates who part1c1pate in

‘proorams obtaln more paroles as well as hav1n0 a pos1t1ve,

benef1c1al experience.
Finally, Ernest Shelly and Walter Johnson researched

'the_effects of a combination of individual counseling and

, group work, publishing their results in an article entitled

"EvaluatlnO an Oroanlzed Counsellnc Serv1ce for Youthful
Offenders." U51n° the Thematlc Apperceptlon Test (TAT) to
measure antl social attitudes, they found some decrease in
'negatiVe attitudes in the experimental group. Those w1th
the greatest decrease in attltudes had the best success‘
rate-regarding parole. They concluded that the study
provides direct evidence that casework and groupwork are

associated with parole success and that treatment lowers

anti-social attitudes,

T I LI R e
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"ERA OF DISILLUSIONMENT"

The llterature now abounds with cr1t1c1sm and doubLs n

regardlno the effectlveness of the current correctlonal

treatment situation. These criticisms range from;(i) some

programs don't work;and (2) not enough time{ money, and
energf has been ekpended to glve treatment a falr chance;
‘to (3) no treatment proorama work :(4) the forced treatment
method is immoral and 1llegala and (5) it 1s absolutely

41mp0851ble to conduct any sort of positive rehabilitation

treatment in the custodlal conflnes of a prison. Korn and

McCorckle summarize the overall observatlon when they say

If one were to draw graphs charting the
rise in prison improvement, the increase and
liberalization of parole, the extension of
freedom and conditions of dignity within the

“walls, and if one were to. compare these
graphs with the rise in recidivism and‘ the
increase in riots and prisoner violence, the
factual conclusion would be 1nescapable.

' Side by side with the slow fulfillment of the
dreams of the reformers there has rapidly
grown up a penological nightmare.

Robert Martinson has provided the most support and

evidence for the "null hypothesis" which states that, at

least given the present state of research, nothing works.
He, along with Douglas Lipton and‘Judith Wilks researched.
all studies of correction treatment programs publiahed since
1945, resulting in approximately 230 accepted studies and
285 findings. Their conclusions were published in 1975

in an 800-page volume entitled The Effectiveness of

O
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:quallty of correc_tlona1 research and some,

.and approach of treatment itself,

Correctional Treatment' A Survey of Treatment Evaluation

.In an article entitled ! "The Paradox of Prloon

a

conclu51ons by saylng

Some of Martlnson s conclu51ons address the poor
the phllosophy

Flrst of all he crltl-

Q;lees the quality of the research evaluating correctlonal

treatment programs. He says that the design, constructlon

For instance, deflnltlons

of terms such as recidivism vary among the studles- Alqn
- 1" -

some pr001ams have ‘been tested only on undlfferentlated

offenders or on a restrlcted number of offender types, in

.
varlety of noncomparable settings measuring changes on

only a few dimensions of behavior, Even the best studies
often employed fey subjects for llmlted lengths of time and
followed up their performance for variable, noncomparable,
and generally short lengths of time if there was any follow-
up at all

In many treatment pPrograms, problems of organiz-
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ation, the training of new personnel, and the like could
have been sufficient to cancel any gains.broduoed'by.the
streatments,"11

In his discussion of specific research studies;

Martinson does recognize some-studies which take into account

differential effects of treatment on differeﬁt types of
iudates and he notes the differential rates'of sucoess“or'
drailure.‘ But; as.Ted Palmer»points out‘inihis article,'
"Martinson Revisited," Martinson ignores these clues |
provided_by these differential.studies and their results
and instead emphasizes the. indisputable fact that uo

sure way of reducing recidivism has been found in connec-

tion with any of the treatment categories under consideration,

He, in effect, omitted these patterﬁs from his conclusions.
-Martinson categorizes his conclusions according to

type of treatment and recidivism. _The following list

summarizes some of his'results:

1. 1Individual psychotherapy. Although Martinson,.on'the

one hand, discounts any positive effects from psychdtherapy

when he ooncludes, "From an overall perspective, no

clearly positive or negative general statement can be made

as to the effectiveness of individual psychotherapy in

reducing recidivism,"12 he then proceeds to mention some
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positive differential treatment.effects ln hlS book. For
1ustance a study by Adams (1961) differentiates between
amenable and nonamenable offenders, w1th amenability £6
treatment being a significant factor in the success rate. 13 ;
He concluded that amenable boys who received treatmeht did

-

t better than non- treated boys On the other ‘hand, -"non-
amenable boys who were treated actually did worse than
ithey would have done if they had received‘uo treatment at
all. Martinson also differentiates betWeen individual
insight-oriented psychotherapy ahd.oasework which provides
cohcrete guidance and help or advice-in problems with daily
living. He says that caseworkbis mbre beneficial than
_psychodynamically oriented therapy especially if it is
specifically designed for different offender types, based
on knowledge of deviant subcultures, criminal behavior
oatterns and the daily problems encountered‘by each type.

;2. Group psychotherapy. Martinson notes that ooly'those

. programs that involve exceptionally skilled and.empathetic
group leaders showed any Signlficant success in terms 0r.‘
the rec1d1v1sm rate. As a result, he felt that benef1c1al
group psychotherapy could not be generalized to every prison

because that sort of staff person is not usually available.

3. Work release. Martinson found no convincing evidence
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that work release programs have any 51°n1ficant impact on

the rec1d1v1sm rate yocatlonal adJustment or community

adJustment of its participants. Nor was there any eVidence

to 1nd1cate that work release contrlbutes to the preservation

of famlly unity, .change in attitudes, or ‘the identificatibn_

ot'offenders:with'the free community. )

| . Some positive aspects or mork‘release programs and
‘some differential effeets were indicated, however, in the
following statements:

a. earnings of inmates on‘work.release may offset
some of the welfare costs of their dependents
and operating costs of the program.

b. where on-the~-job training isrprovided and where
men are suitably placed, success increasest

c. employers are likely to be favorably.impressed
by half of the inmates and may hire one-third
arter release. |

d. differential effects are seen.in the hiOher
success rate of older inmates (25 and older)

4, Total therapeutic environment. Although this term was
never clearly defined, the results showed no significant
improvement in recidivism rates.

5. ALength of sentences. Martinson cited a study by
Donald L. Garrity,14 who divided a'éroup of male inmates
prosocial,

into three personality types: antisocial, and
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- criticisms regarding the philosophy and structure of the

. orated by other critics as well.
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He found that prosocial men HhHad lowest

manipulative.

rec1d1v1sm rates regardless of length of sentence.

‘-

soc1al men had lower recidivism rates w1th shorter sentenccs'

Antl-'.

and manlpulative men had lower rec1d1v1sm rates With longer
sentenees. Martinson suggests from thlS study’ that perhaps
personallty types rather than treatment arfected reCllelsm
.rates. |
6. Community based treatment There was no ev1dencevthat
thls form of treatment produced any better results than.
traditional incarceration. However, Martinson also noted
that community—based treatment  often cost mueh less to
administer so' that "if we can't do more for (and to)
offenders, at least we can safely do less,"l5

In addition to the above conciusions regarding - X
specific types of treatment and the quality of correctional
eualuative research, Martinson makes some more general
.entire treatment approach. These attitudes are corrobrv
One argument accounting
for the failureiof the existing treatment program is that :
"the field of corrections has relied too heavily on treatment i
programs designed to help persons suffering from medical E

or mental illness and therefore has not developed programs

based on knowledge of the correctional process . . . The




custodial and punishment-oriented Prisonsystem.

attrlbqtes associated w1th medical or mental 1llness may
ot be" the same ‘as those a35001ated w1th crlmlnal behavror ”16
The bases of correctlonal treatment are s1mply not connected
to any theoretlcal ratlonale from the fleld of crlmlnolovy
and social work. |

~An even broader-based argument aoalnst treatment_‘
concerns the present mixture of punltlveness and treatment
For decades doubt has persisted concerning the realistic
possibility of.superimposing: effective treatment over a
| A - As Lloyd

Ohlin states, "a rhetorical and superficial overlay of

: allegiance to the rehabilitative ideal masks the basic

organization of corrections around custodial and punishment
objectives. The result is a system especially vulnerable
to charges of hypocrisy in-its attachment to treatment goals."l7
Martinson holds that "favorable attitude‘change cannot
take place in a'context of general punitiveness.'"18

Another problem with the individualized treatment
model ls'the resulting enormous discretionary power now‘
invested in.corrections officials, Ohlin describes this
inherent contradiction when he says that "the administration
of punishment relies for its‘acceptance and effectiveness
on the fairness with which it implements the principles of .

equal treatment and "just deserts." In contrast the
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goals.

achievement of treatment goals relies on a flexible adaptatlon

of rehabllltatlon resourcesand opportunltles to 1nd1v1dual
needs ‘and pProblems, "19 The aroument is’ now being advanced
for a sepalatlon of these two goals--punlshment and

rehabllltatlon-—ln favor of a system where fixed penaltles

are admlnlstered to fit the crime rather than the crlmlnal

' Perhaps somc of the above arouments (the percelved

hypocritical ex1stence of treatment in addltlon to punlshment,

the dlscretlonary power over release in the form of in-
determlnate sentences and parole recommendatlons and the
forced treatment model) have contrlbuted to the cynicism
expressed by the Jnmates themselves in regard to the

treatment programs that they experience. Jessica Mitford

says that, "from the convict's point of view, "treatment"

is a humlllatlno game, the rules of Wthh he must try to

learn in order to placate his keepers and manlpulate the

parole board at his annual hearing: 'I have gained much

insight into my problems during the past year,"18 John

Irw1n an ex-convict from San Quentin Prison in Calif.,

says that the coercion of inmates into treatment only fosters

resentment susp1c1on and lack of commitment to treatment

Inmates have the attitudes that treatment programs

must ‘be attended (at least tokenly) in order to be paroled
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and that the programs are phony and ineffectual. Some of

the.phrases thrown around are~-"I'm g01ng ‘to get a prooram.

. ‘ . ll .
(‘. ’ M'Get a prooram and you '11 get a parole next time. Look
- t'- he' s procrammlng "21 Irw1n describes a technlque
- e, a s .
E(' i ; used by inmates to reduce the.length of sentence. At the

R A - e . +
classification stage -of imprisonment, the inmates manifes

rather serious behavior problems; they continue these

'throu0h the first phase oflimprisonment, and then,.ahout
o N ]

aix months before the estimated minimum release time,

reveal a drastic improvement in behavior. In group therapy,

; the inmates are fearful that if they reveal anything truly
i | ‘

significant about themselves, they will damage their

P ‘chanceS for parole. So, the discussions rarely move beyond

.- » llds
the "bland and trivial."22 Alliln all,.resentment bui

] . 3 t O
up because ''the offender must not only pay his debt .

—
~

. . . 1"
society in the old-fashioned way of ”d01ngthls time," but
in addition he must prove that the modern treatment method

and ready for

* | has worked, that he is cured, rehabilitated,

I

The above moral dilemmas regarding the applicability
K¢ ) of any treatment at all are important to note and recognize.

. 4 s, . " "
This thesis, realizing both the optimistic, "panacea
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viewpoint and the resulting cynlcal

nothlng works" view-

p01nt is more- reallstlcally 1nvest1gat1ng the dlfferentlal

effects of treatment on dlfferent types of 1nmates Whether

’treatment is voluntary or no, it is V1tal to try to learn

what klnds of treatment are benef1c1al .and what types are

harmful to- what klnds of inmates, S ‘ B

"Differential Treatm

ent Studies and C1a581f1catlon _jpoIOOiee

treatment. This type of research would

"lead away from g
panacea approach to g prescriptive approach within which
‘an inmate could be guided into Programs that have been found

to benefit other inmates with hig characterlstlca and

steered away from those proorams that have had hno impact,

or even a detrlmental impact, on other inmates- llke hlm n24

Along with these studies, 1t is 1mportant to discuss some

of the classification typologies whlch have been developed
in order to apply treatment proorams dlfferentlally

One of the earliest research projects in the area of
differential treatment has been of the Community Treatment

Program (CTP) in Calif., yun by Marguerite Q. Warren. She

applied an Interpersonal Maturity Level,

or I-level, system

in order ‘to assign types of juvenile delinquents to certain

fu;-,mv TRIR P e teaat o e g 0.
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types of 1nst1tut10nal or communlty—based programs. This
ClaSSlflcathn typology will be descrlbed 1n more detall
later, ‘but sufflce 1t to say ‘here that the appllcatlon of
this system-to the CTP has resulted 'in findings which show
"loner recidivism rates, lower unfavorable discharge rates,
,higher favorable discharge rates, ahdiimproved.pre-post
fpsychologieal test'Soores compared to the institutionalized:
subjects."25 |
;vAnother important-differential treatﬁent;researeh study

A ls.the “PICO Project," which looked at the effects of
~‘hintensive counseling on older juvenile offenders.in a

medium seeurity setting. (This study is briefly mentioned
in the section discussing Martinson's conclusions.) Stuart Adams
classified'the offenders into‘amenables (corrlgibles) and
Amenables

nonamenables (incorrigibles) at the time of intake.

~ were described as 'bright, verbal, anxious, showing an

':awareness of problems, insight, desire to change and
taeceptance‘of treatment. n26 Control groups were used w1th
‘both categories and offenders were randomly as51gned into
treatment or 1o treatment-groups. Adams states three
'_concldsions: (1) treated amenables were decidedly superlor
to control amenables in avoiding return to custody; (2)

control non-treated amenables and control nonamenables had

oM LRI P el s e e e 6 e N el T
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identical rates of lock-up after parole; and (3) there
was no 51gn1f1cant dlfference between lock- ~up rates ror
treated and non- treated nonamenables.27 In questlonlng
whether 'wrong treatment" perhaps was given to nonamenable
offenders, Adams quotes from‘R. L. Jenkins (1960) when he
o says, If one attempts to treat the unsocialized aggressive .
Chlld by the methods sultable for the overlnhlblted neurotic,
withdraWn child, his behavior will typically get»worse.”28
| A work-furlough program was.the treatment program -
inyestlgated by Jeffrey and Woolpert for its differential
effects on different types of lnmatesl This study used
a control group and an experimentalrgroup, matched atcording
vto age, race, narital status, type of occupation, number of
prior conyictions, current offense-and length of sentence.
Although they did find a ”nonditferential" result that the
work furlough (experimental) group did significantly
. better after release than the control group, there. were
;also several interesting results indicating differential
effects.
1. The work furlough program clearly reduced recid-
ivism for offenders convicted of assault, disturbing the
peace and petty theft.

2. Work furlough clearly reduced recidivism among

men with moderate (2-5 prior convictions) and extensive
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(6 or more prior convictions) criminal records, but it had
no reliable effect on those sentenced for first or second
3. W-£ prograﬁ'cleariy reduced recidivism among men

sentenced for 0-30 days. W-f men senpenqed for 91 or more
days also'héd significant1§ fewer convictions after release.
‘ 4, W;f clearlj reduced arrests and-coﬁvictibﬁs aftér_
iélease for men in the 19-25’ége group. There was né
significant findinglfor oldér iﬁmatéé.

5.1.W-f.redu¢ed recidivism ambqé unmarried men.

6. W-f reduced recidivism among men who had no
specific job training or skills.

7. Minority inmates did substantially better in w-f
than Caucasian inmates. | |

Finally, after four years, the recidivism rate of the

experimental group was nearly half that of the control group

and w-f seemed to be most effective within one year of

release, when the risk of recidivism is highest.
Two studies noting differential treatment effects have

been done under the auspices of the Massachusetts Department of

Correction. The psychotherapy program at Walpole State Prison and
the Fellowship Program at MCI-Norfolk were evaluated in 1968
and 1969, respectively. TFirst of all, the psychotherapy

evaluation did show a generally decreased recidivism rate for
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the psychoéherapy sample

( ‘ . .
. .

. . o
p yc@otherapyn-they were referred to as- th
. . e

T .
| | - no impact"
group. Two ot W . .
??r subgroups, vho did benefit‘from hl'.
ene pPsycho~

~therapy were combined to form ap "4 " _
: tMpact™ group which .

for both the "
. i 1" °
mpact" and No impact" groups, Rather

striki ' :
kingly, "the recidivism rate of the

1] .
nOo Impact” .
as the length of 't . pact group‘iﬂEEEgigg

ime in therapy increased."29 This fing
‘ inding

has ir i i '
mportant implications for "the referral
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The second study, that of the Fellowshlp Program at

MCI=Norfolk, contalned some, other’ dlfferentlal treatment
» * . .

For instance, black inmates seemed-tq benefit-

more from the program than white 1nmates. Married, or.formerly

'marrled inmates benefited more than 31ng1e inmates and
'serv1ce in the military had a favorable effect. Inmates

who were 1ncarcerated for a crlmlnal offense did better

than those incarcerated for a parole violation--in fact,

those in prison for a parole violation may have been adversely.

affected by the Fellowship Program. Finally, older inmates

‘(30 years and above when incarcerated) bemefited more than

ybunger inmates (29 and under).

While this thesis is not restricting itself to any
particular classification typolegy, it is important to
mention a couple of the leading systems now in use. These
suggest ways to amnalyze and interpret the data collected,
either leading to further support of the eiisting typologies
or to possible new directions for claasification'categories.
As mentioned above, the Interpersonal Maturity Level, or
I-level system, has been Wwidely used as a basis for differ-
ehtial.programming in community settings. Marguerite Q.
Warren pioneered the application of this system and describes

it thusly: "According to the theory, seven successive stages

I
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personal, nondifferentiated reactions of a newborn infant,

s rwny

of interpersonal maturity characterize’:.: ego development.

They range from the least mature, which resembles the inter-

.

to an ideal of social maturity which is seldom or never

reachéd., Each of the seven stages, or levels, is defined

by a‘crueial interpersonal problem which must be solved

'before further breoress toward maturity can oecur n30
'Additional research has been able to apply spe01f1c typoe
of treatment appropriate to the partrcular I- level place-
ment of'an foender.

Don C. Gibbons has deveioped a classification system
based on type of offense alone rather than character

personality types which are based on interpersonal styles

of relating. He suggests 15 types of adult offenses, ranging

from professional to naive, and from varieties of property

offenses to varieties of personal violence crimes. He

. then links up type of treatment to type of offender.

Clarence Schrag attempts to combine interpersonal

. characteristics with offense types (and many other variablee)

to form four major.role confrgurations which deal primarily
with issues involving social relations. He deecribee his
categories (in prison language) below:
Briefly; inmates who fall within the "'square
John" configuration consistently define role

requirements in terms of the prison's official
social system. By contrast, 'right guys' just

—
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as regularly perceive requirements according
to the norms of prisoner society. '"Con

» politicians" shift their frame of. reference
from staff norms to inmate norms with great
alacrity. "Outlaws," deficient in aptitude
for identification, are iri‘'a perpetual

- anarchistic rebellion against both normative
> systems and against affectlve involvements in
" general. 3 ‘ . :

He labels the above types as prosocial, antisocial, pseudo-

social, and asocial, respectively.

" Schrag then applies career characteristics to each

"social type. Prosocial inmates, for example, are most

often oonvicted for a violent‘crime against the person or

for naive property4offenses? sqch as forgery. Their

offenses are situational and reflect stfong environmental
pressures of some sort. Antisocial inmates are recidivistic
with long criminal careers which often pass through juvenile
stages of truancy, group membership, etc. They come chiefly
from families with other delinquent members; living. in
underprivileged urban areas. Pseudosocial inmates are
primarilybinvolved in sophisticated, subtle,vprofitmoriented

crime such as embezzlement or fraud. They are facile role-

~players, having learned young, and often come from positions

of respectability in the community. Asocial inmates, again
quite recidivistic, exhibit more behavioral disorders
in a variety of offenses, often bizarre and apparently

committed for no reason. They come from a background,

G
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'agaln often poor, of reJectlon and 1nstab111ty

) . : atmeht programs to”different degrees. . The’

1o ‘ e
prosocial type part1c1pates more than the others follow d
>

by the pseudosocial, antisocial‘ and asoc1al groups P
. . ro-

soc1al inmates galn more from psychotherapy whlle pseudo-

or other expressive act1v1t1es Cartoll Mlller ha |
S

o
Pc thesized the follow1n° types of treatment as being most
e

ffective and approprlate for the particular social role:

. For prosocial 1nmates rec1d1v1sm rates are
asgrfisig bydpgychgtherapy and graduated release,
ased by education, OLtSlde 1
groups, and self-hel ntisecisl

P oroups For antisocial
:nLates recidivism rates gre decreased by
ho;catlon outside volunteers groups and self-
ngfp %Eoupsd éncreased by psychotherapy, but
affecte Y graduated relea ’
se., For pseudo-
social inmates, recidivi ; g
1Vlsm rates are decreased
§¥ gszcgotherapy and self-help groups, but not
fected by other procram types. For asocial

In su
mmary= the current system of correctlonal treat-

me |
nt as practiced in the United States has provoked wide-

S .
pread ct1t1c1sm, questioning, and doubt, These attitudes

ha 1 si
ve put increasing Pressure on the system, calling for

fund in i
amental change in its theory and practice. Treatment

philosophy b i = A
Py began in the 1880's under the assumption that

all treatment offered is helpful and appropriate to all

T ——— L
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inmates, regardless of individual characteristics or need.

Although the treatment model became more elaborate in.the.' ... S E ' co

A

. 1930's ‘with the introduction-of the medical‘ﬁodel,ascribing

all criminal behavior to individual pathology, the "panacea _ j O-

frame. of mind" prevailed, Now, in response ‘to the increasing

crime rate and recidivism rate which are seen.as observable
~failures of our present correctional system,:an opposite -
viewpoint has arisen stating that all treatment is a

¢

failure. Research studies.reflectiﬁg both positions were
then cited. | - o | | o ‘ |  CHAPTER THREE

The philosophical basis of this thesis rests on the ' \
L METHODOLOGY
céncept of differential treatment. In other‘words, some &
treatment ;s seen to be helpful‘and appropriate for some
kinds of inmates. In order to discbver.the proper alliances
"y
between type of inmate and type of treatment? it is necessary ‘
té reéearch the.differential effects of pést treatment
efforts on the various inmates who participated. In | O
attempting to accomplish this, we have used the two years
of previous study at MCI;Framingham to expand our sample
and to provide greater validity and evaluative experience; O
Thus, the litefature review has'provided fheoretical
and historical background in addition to a diséussion of
the various'types of research studies already published.
Now, we shali méve into the methodological chapter of this U”:

thesis. : A ‘ ‘ ()
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METHODOLOGY

The methodology Chapter is diyided into three generali

.sections. The first section is concerned with the recid

i-' R : ‘_ 1. e I
vism follow up. This section includes the operational

d
eflnitions, sampllng procedures, data collectlon methods
) 2

'and analytical techniques.

‘The second sectlon describes the approach for the
analy31s of differentlal program effects, The third
section describes the approach used in de31gn1ng and

conducting the interviews with the Framingham 1nmates and

staff,.

Recidivism Follow-up

Definition of Recidivism. As this study is a

continuation of Almy, et gl. and Benedict, et. 1;

— 2

our

definition of recidivism was the same on as was used
in tnese earlier studies. "Any individual returned to a
Eederal or State prison or to a County House of Correction
or jail for thirty days or more was considered a recidivist."
In accord with Benedict, éE al., our follow~up period was
one year from the date of an inmate's release.

Sample, The sample for recidivism analysis consisted
of 181 women and 74 men who were released from MCI-Framingham

between May 1, 1973 and November 1, 1975,

(£
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. investigate their records a

l

Data Collection. The information from Almy, et al.

and Benedict e

....—._..—-«

 }

- of Correction s pre- punched data cards on background

characteristics and;criminal'history for each inmate
prov1ded us w1th essentlal data. Master cards on all

1nd1v1duals in our sample were rev1ewed to determine if

. thé individuals were recid1v1sts. For a smallpnumber of.

individuals who elther, (l) served their entire sentence

and were not subject to parole follow-up or, (2) had ended
their parole follow-up and, consequently, had no avallable

rearrest 1nformatlon it was necessary to attempt to

t the Board of Probatlon.
Unfortunately, the Board of Probation could not respond

to our informational requests.

After the available data mentioned above had been

assembled for the entire sample population, a code was

-developed and the information was coded and keypunched.

Data Analysis--Base Expectanqx»Design.

Almy, et al. and Benedict, t ;l,, in any relatively

——

jnnovative program such as MCI-Framingham, it 1is possible

that those individuals selected to participate will

constitute those most likely to succeed. This factor is

of particular importance when looking at the male inmates

at MCI-Framingham since only a small number of the total

A}
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al. was available for our use. Department5

As mnoted by_p¢‘{_
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' Categories were used.

)]

male prison population is housed at MCI-Franingham. To
provide a systematic way of separating the effects of the
selection process from the actual 1mpact of the program at
MCI- Framlngham, predictive tables called Base Expectancy
(Carney,'l967 &1971)°

The Base Expectancy_Categories uere deyeloped fron

those factors that had been found to be most highly

associated With recidivism, The relative probability of

rec1d1v1sm has been 1dent1f1ed for various categorles of

inmates and the categories range from the lowest to the

 highest risk groups. Therefore, if an oyerrepresentation

of the lowest risk group appears at Framingham, the..
expected recidivism rate will also be low. Consequently,

'if a significant difference is found between the actual and

expected rate of recidivism for the Framingham sample, this

is a‘good indication that the difference is related to the
program rather than the inmate population. -The Base
Expectancy Categories were available at the Department of
Correction and were based on all persons released in 1971.
The expected 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 Categories of the male institu-

tions, Walpole, Concord, Norfolk and forestry camps, were

R b e
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used to determine the expected rate of recidivism. For the

female subjects, the Base Expectancy Categories of MCI-

-

Framingham were used.  In overall expected rate of rec1d1V1Sm ‘

was then calculated by combinlng the expected rates From

each of the categorles in our sample.

Background Characteristics and Recidivism. In_accord.'

w1th Almy, et al. and Benedict SE.ﬂl?; our approach‘Was
to obtain cross tabulations on backoround characteristics

cand recidivism rates for Framingham men and women. This

allowed us to examine the relationshrp between.a number of
background characteristics and recidivism,
With the background characteristics held constant,.

we compared recidivism rates of our sample population with

the recidivism rates of men and women released from Department

of Correction facilities in 1971. The 1971 figures reflect
recidivism rates before pre-release programs and the coed-

ucational aspect were introduced to Framingham. The 1nd1v1d-

uals in the 1971 study will from here on be referred to

as the comparison group.

Methodology for Progran Aﬁéiysié. One of the mainl."
thrusts of our study was to analyze the effects of four |
MCI-Framingham programs on recidivism. These programs
are the Furlough Program Work Release Program, Education

Release Program and the DLM (Division of Legal Medicine)

‘Counseling Program. While we did look at all four programs,

r——-
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our main focus was the DLM Counseling Program..
Again, coinciding with Benedict, et al., we attempted

.

to examine the following-qqestions:_

" (1) Do certain programs have a greater/
lesser " 1mpact on recidivism than others?

(2) Do different immates benefit more/
less from certain programs in terms of” rec1d1v1sm
‘ reductlon7 . -

In order to evaluate this program,

Furlough Program{

we examined the furlough records of all inmates in the

sample population. The following steps were necessary to
carry this out:

(1) A list of names and numbers of all
individuals in our sample waslobtaineq;

‘(2)' A computer printout of furlough histories
of all individuals in the recidivism sample was
obtained;

(3) A code was developed for furlouOh data
. (Appendix) ; and, .

(4) Furlough data was coded and keypuneﬁed.

Work Release Program. In accord with Bemedict, et

al., the subjects in this sample included all inmates who'

had participated in work release. The following steps were
taken to obtain the necessary information:

(1) A list of names of individuals in work
release was obtained;

(2) A code for work release data was developed
(Appendix) ; and,
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» Educatlon Release Prooram.

(3) Work release dat '
bunchod a was.coded and key-

I

) Ihe subJects in thlS

sample 1ncluded all’ 1nmates part1c1pat1ng in educatlon

release As will be noted in the results section,. the.

' number of 1n01v1duals partn.c:.patlncr in thlS procram was

-very small Because of thlS factor we had dlfflculty

gatherlng necessary 1nformat10n. However,.the follow1ng

~steps were taken in our attempt to examlne thls program-

(1) ‘A list of names of |
1nd1v1duals
release was Obtalned, in educatlon

(2) A code for educatio ‘
developed: oo n release data was.

(3) The education relea d
keyptnohed. se data was coded and

'DIM Counseliﬁg Prograﬁ.

Subjects for this sample‘
included all individuals who had part1c1pated in the DLM

Counsellng Program Part1c1pat10n was defined as- hav1ng

had one or more interviews with a DLM counselor. The

following steps were taken to gather information:

(1) A list of names of n |
ames of indi 1d
involved in DLM counseling was obtained ;: viduats

(2) All avallable informati
ion o
individuals was collected; and, n each of these

(3) A code was developed and
coded and keypunched. ped and the data Wa§




2

Gi

41~

In accord with Benedict, et al. an approach was to
examine the relationship between prbgfam participation agd

recidivism: Degree of participation in a program was also

. considered to be an important variable.

Differential Progam Effects R

'~ In order to analyze the differential pfogram effects

at Framingham, the relatioﬁship between Fhree treatmept

ﬁrograms--counseling, furlough, and work release--and

reciaivism was gxamined with foﬁrteén baékground and
criminél ﬁistory variables held consténf. These included:
present offense, age at incarceration, race, marital stgtus,
address prior to incarceration, level of education, drug
use; age at first arrest, total number of court appear-
ances, number of narcotic offenses, number of juvenile
incarcerations, number of state and federal incarcerations,

number of furloughs, number of weeks on work release, and

‘for work release only, time at most skilled positiom.

The method used was to cross tabulate participation
vs. non-participation in each of these programs, with the
inmate variables. Significant relationships (p  .05) -

were noted and analyzed.
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Inmate and Staff Interviews

- The interview schedule was constructed by all members

..6f.the ﬁhesis group.” Each of the group members drew -up

7hfa'1ist'of questions he or she thought would be important

© to the study. The questions were then reviewed and

sorted into categories by the group. _ ‘ 0
The interview échedule: was comfosedAof four parts:
(1) general questions; (2). questions specifically for -

Subgroups within the institution, including correctional’

staff, DLM staff, DLM counseling'pafticipants, and DLM

counseling non-participants; (3) Likert-type questions on
the counseling program; and, (4) several background

questions for both staff and inmates. The general
questions section was divided into four sub-parts. All

respondents were asked questions dealing with: (1) the

furlough program; (2) the work release progfam; (3) the

education release program; and, (&) the DLM counseling

program,
The questionnaire was pretested on 3 inmates and
revisions were made., Initially, staff and inmates were

to be selected by means of a random sampling technique.

However, this turned out to be unfeasible due to the

problems involved in scheduling interviews within the

institution, Therefore, quotas were set up to insure

RS
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that an approximately equal number of counseling and
non~counse11ng 1nmates would partlclpate and to secure
3. cross sectlon of the staff (by JOb tltlE)

" to alleviate the schedullng dlfflcultles, ah inmate was

In order.

ot , hired with the help of the Dlrector of Soc1al Serv1ces

to schedule interviews.

. Staff interviews were held for the most part, in-
staff members mork areas. Inmate-interviews were held
_in private offices in the counseling area of the main |

prison building, The‘breakdown‘of respondents was as
follows: | |

Staff Interviews

C ' ‘ Administrators 4

Correction Officers 9

Correction Social Workers 4

DLM Staff 3

Clerical Staff 6

Total Staff 31

Inmate Interviews

’r_ Counseling Participants (Female) - 18
Counseling Participants (Male) 3
» ) Counseling Non-Participants (Female) 11
- Counseling Non-Participants (Male) 8
¢ ' ‘ Total Inmates 40

In analyzing the results of the interviews, responses
of inmates and staff were compared. Within the staff
interview data, the responses of DLM staff and other staff

were compared. Within the inmate interview data, responses

rmx»»w.mm»-u-..mhm O R
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~,20 Or mote counsellng sessrons vs. 19 or fewer.
an effort was made to examine male vs.

on many questions,

of DIM counsellng program participants and non- Participants

were compared Data on participants was further broken

-

down accordlng to the length of time in counsellng--l e
"

Finally,

female responses

Likert—Type Items.

Included in the 1nterv1ew schedulé
were 15 Likert- ~type questlons on the DLM counsellng

program. These 1tems generally reflected questlons
Wthh have been ralsed by the literature (especially by
the previous Framlngham studles) towards psychotherapeutic

1nterventlon 1n a prlson setting.

The 1tems were read to the subgects who were then
asked to respond by choosing one of- flve categorles'

Strongly Agree
Agree

Disagree

Strongly Dlsagree,
Don't Know
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS
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. the overall data on the relationship between the Framingham .

by comparing the consistently lower "actual recidivism

correctional experience on recidivism. This can be seen

RESULTS
fThe~resu1t§ are'présented.in three geneiai barté:
experience and recidivism;- the differential prograﬁ effects
of furloughs, work_felease;.and counseling;'énd, the data

from the interviews with Framinghamiinmates and staff.

Overall Recidivism Resuifé..

This section has two main objectives. The first.

objective deals with the overall impact of the coeducational

rate" with the "expected recidivism rate."

Expected vs. Actual Rates for Fréﬁingham Releasees

~ N Ex. RR Actual ER Difference
Total Sample ' 255 28.2% 16.5% -11.7

Total Women 181 32.0% 17.1% . 214.9

Total Men 5 7% 19.7% 14.9% - 4.8

4

Total Sample: X2 = 17.32, p¢ .001L - R | |

Men : X2L= 1.11, n;s,

Women : X2 = 17.55, p < .001
'SEQOndly, an indication will be given of the types
of inmates who are more (or less) likely to benefit from

the Framingham experience in terms of recidivism reduction.

This can be described as the basic differential treatment
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effects of the overall Framingham treatment program. The

reéidiyism rafes of Framinghaﬁ men and women were compared -
with the céméariéqn gréﬁp}hen and women witﬁ.ﬁ n&mbef.of
'variables. held conétght. | |

.Q " The most general finding was that 84% of the .

~Framingham releasees were non-recidivists.

.Ngn;fecidivists - ~1§3 L 8%%
.,ﬁééidivists - ; 40 | iGZ

Pardle Violators | 22 - é%
© New Commifments 18 7%

As already noted in the methodology chapter‘our

- findings are being compared with the 1971 Department of

Correction study. This study includes recidivism rates

of those individuals released from étate correctional

institutions in 1971 prior to the implementation of co-

educational facilities and community based programs such
as work release, education release, and furlough. The

results of this comparison are presented in Appendix A

and B;

A. Present Offense (Refer Eé Appendix A). The

category of present offense includes seven variables:

institution committed to, offense, minimum sentence, age

¢

at incarceration, length of incarceration, type of release,

-

‘and age at release. .

':Looking at these variables for the men in our sémplé,

one variable proved to be statistically significant. Those

male inmates who Wwere twenty-one or  younger at incarceration

‘had.a.recidivism rate of 0% as compared to 27% from ﬁhe
'qomparison group (X2“='4.54,jp<: .05). Though not statist-
i ically signifiéant, due to small samp’e size, those men .

who were sentenced for a drug offense had a recidivism.

rate of 0% as compared with the 29% ia the comparison

group (X2 = 3,15, p<€ .10). Men who were sentenced for

more than five years had a recidivism rate of 5% as compared

“to 19% in the comparison group.

Considering the same variables for women there were

two significant findings. The recidivism rate for drug

”offenders was 127 as compared with 40% in the c0mpariéon

group (X2 = 6.77, p< .0l). As with the men, those female

-subjects who were twenty-one or younger at incarceration

had a lower

-33%, in the

Those

insqitution

recidivism rate, 13%,than their counterpérts,
comparison group (x2 = 4.96, p< .05).
variables which were not significant included

committed to, minimum sentence, length of

incarceration, type of release, and age at release.

B TE TR AL - - -
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B. Background Chalacter15t1cs (Refex to Appendix A).

.Elght backorouna characterlstlcs were 1ooked at in. this

sectlon They 1nc1uded race, marltal status, 1ast

illed
address, occupatlonal status, length of tlme on most skll

n one JOb last grade completed and

-

job, longest perlod o

drug'use. ‘ |
| :Severalhstatistically significant variables became
apparent when we examined the relationship‘betwéen.backf

ground variables and the rec1d1v1sm rates for the male

-Framingham‘sample and the comparison group.

-veterans had a recidivism rate of 13% as
compared to 27% in the comparison group
(x2 = 4,09, p& .05).

st address as Boston
~had a rvecidivism rate of 67 as compared
" with a recidivism rate of 20% for their
counterparts in the comparison group

(x2 = 4.11, p< .05).

Non

Men who listed their la

Men who reported using drugsohad a 81gn1f1c§nziz
jower recidivism rate, 8%, than those 102)
comparison group, 25% (X% = 6.12, dp¢< [02)-
Men who reported use of heroin ha a/r "

jvism rate of 7% as compared with 39% in

comparison group (x2 = 5.73, p< .02).

There were also several statistically signiflcant

] i ] . 0 E ]

omen had a recidivism rate of 14% as

u1ngiim‘;ared with 31% for women in the comparison
group (X2 7. 03 pg .0L).

<

: %
R RNt o et ooyt

(Y

W

N o ;' group (x

Women who reported their last address as Boston
had a recidivism rate of 14% as compared,
with 34/ rec1d1v1sm rate in the comparlson .

= 8.25, p< .01),

Women whose last. grade completed in school was |

between seventh and eleventh had a recidivism

rate of 197 as compared with a recidivism ,

raEe of 37% in the comparisom group

(X% =6.24, pL .02).
_Women who reported no drugruse'had a-recidivism‘

. rate of 137 as compared with a recidivism

rate of 267 in the comparison group

(X *420 p<L 05) e
Those background characterlstlcs for the men which
were not statlstlcally s10n1f1cant 1ncluded race, marital
status, length of t1me on most skilled job, longest period
on one job, and 1ast grade completed.

For women the non-significant categories included

race, occupational status, length of time on most skilled

job, and longest period on one job.

C. Criminal History (Refer to Appendix A). The

nine variables that comprise the criminal history category
included: age at first arrest; number of court appearances;
prlor arrests for person offenses, property offenses,
narcotlc offenses, and drunkenness; number of Juvenlle-

incarcerations: House of Correction incarcerations: and

State incarcerations.

i
{
!
3
&
i
|
®
3
IS




s

R “«
~

f R Bl e LT CIRLLLITLr Z'L....‘L._‘..’u‘iu&_:a&-a.s,;*m-

)

O

O

O

O

O

T R R e e S e S 2

For both men and women there are many significant

..

characteristics.

" The most significant finding was that men with’
©~ One or more arrests for narcotic offenses

" had a recidivism rate of 4%, compared with
32% in‘the,compgrison group (X2 = 9.86, p < .01).

* Men who were twenty-one orfyounger when first . .
arrested had a recidivism rate of 147 compared

. with 267 for the c¢ mparison group

(x2 = 4,27, p< .05).

Men who had six or more court appearances had a
- recidivism rate of 159 compared with 27% in
the comparison group (X4 = 4.34, p .05).

Men with no prior arrests for drunkenness had
a recidivism rate of 5% comgargd with 21%
in the comparison group. (X4 = 6.64, pe .02),

Men with one or more juvenile incarcerations
had a recidivism rate of 10% compared with
33% in the comparison group (X2 = 5.00, p< .05).

Men with no Prior incarcerations in a House of
Correction had a1 recidivism rate of 7% compared
with 20% in the comparison group
(X% = 4.62, pg .05). :

- Many variables in the women's criminal history also
proved to be significant.

Women who were between the ages of sixteen and
twenty-one at their first arrest had g '
recidivism rate of 20% compared with 38%
in the comparison group (X2 = 5.82, pc .02).

Women who had six or more court appearances had
a recidivism rate of 18% compared with 29%
in the comparison group (X2 = 5.98, p< .02),
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DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISM:

WOMEN

Framingham Women Comparison Group

. Variable
Total
1. Drug offense5

2. 21 or younger at
i incarceration

i 3. Marital status:

; single
- fg 4. Residence:
& Boston
‘ -~ 5. Past grade.
‘ . ¥ completed: 7-11
- ! 6. No reported -
: drug use
“ ' ' © 7. Age 16-21.at
: .lst arrest
' 4., 8. 6 or more court
- B appearances
;i 9. 0-1 prior arrests
(R for person’ .
- §i offenses
b
i
1
- . i%

£ . . .
: S S
Yoo L E
- ' B
- bad
, .

Y
-

N

49
82 _;fﬁkﬁii
108
94
05

T2

82

109

112

181 -

R
17%

-127%

149,

14%

o 20%

187

“197,

13% "

coten

i il1sy

.;"N‘

92 K
20 .+

53

55

. 53 -

6L “

{36QQ3=5-“

san L

v

. 29%

40%
33y

o 31% -

34%

37%,

IR . T T L TN
w : 3 D oo
. . : o S
269 e
. LN . > .
< : .

38%

. 29% S

-36%1 j

»Differénce

) Level

-12

oy

Q
@ .

i

P

Pp<

p<

'...:“ p <

.pfi

e p g .02

of Significance %
o ;
. .Ol I
.05
.01
.01 ;
a E
{
02 . |
-
4
.05 5
¢ {

p <

p<

P <

.02

.02

.02
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- : . Framingham Women Comparison Group Difference ' Level of’
“10. 0-2 prior arrests - v nneanes LT e ‘ : Vo

for property @ IR
offenses _— 95 . ...~
1 or more prier
arrests for EEERD:
narcotic 'offenses 77 "l

No juvenile

incarcerations - : .139 | -13 -
1 or more house :
cf correction N
incarcérations’ ' 42 6.
No state - = 1 REE R
incarcerations .- . 114. - . : 18

T o '
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* A} a -
‘ . . ’

p <

p<L

P <

et

Significance

L[] 02
.05,
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Women who had zero or one prior arrest for person
offenses had .a recidivism rate of 197 compared
w1th 36% in the compar1s0n group : .

(X = 6,34, p < .02)..

Women who had zero, one oOr two prior arrests for
property offenses had a recidivism rate of

e 15/ compared with 33% in the comparison group

| (x 6.29, p< .02). . . -

Women who had one or more prior arrests for .
narcotic offenses had a recidivism rate of
197 compared with 457 in the comparison group
(X = 7.86, p< .01). : . '

Women who had no juvenile incarcerations had a
recidivism rate of 17% compared with 30% in the
comparison group (x2 = 4.59 ‘p~< .05).

Women who had one or more previous incarcerations

in a House of Correction had a recidivism
rate of 107 compared with 43% in the comparison

group (x2 = 7.95, p< .01).
Women who had no previous State incarcerations
had a recidivism rate of 12% compared with
30% in the comparison .group (X2 = 8.84, p £ .05).
Those categories of criminal history that did not
prove statistically significant for the men included prior
arrests for both person and property offenses and prior
State incarcerations.

For the women prior arrests for drunkenness was the

only category not significant.

?urlodgh Data

A statistically significant relationship was found.
between the total number of furloughs and recidivism. Men "

Ny

and women who had one or more furloughs (88.2% of the sample)
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PN T e e gy o SR e ey e g

Y]

G

(1

O

o

T LN et L s PR L hr b i niad TR T2 e ey e bt e

had a significantly lower recidivism rate (16%) than those
who had no furlounhs (29%). Even more significant (atAthe
'Ol 1eve1) was the flndlng that those men and women w1th
tmo or more furlouOhs had a 51gn1ficantly lower tec1d1v18m <
rdate (13 49 ) than those with zero or one furloughs (27%)
(% = 6.81, p< .0L). SR e
| Another. statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant flndlng was that
vthose men and women who had one or more successful furloughs
(84 7% of sample) had a 51°n1f1cantly 1ower rec1d1v1sm rate"
(15%) than those who had no furlouahs (257)
Also 51gn1f1cant at the Ol level was the f1nd1ng
that men and women with one or more furloughs from'
Framingham (89.7%) had a lower recidivism rate than men
and women with no furloughs from Framingham.
Although not significant, a relationship existed
hetween total number of furlough hours and'recidivism
rate. Inmates who had 200 or more furlough hours (39.6%)
had a recidivism rate of 11.9% which was considerably
lower than the recidivism rate (19.4%) for men and momenl

mith less than 200 furlough hours (60.4% of the sample).

Work Réléaéé

Although not statistically significant, an interesting

relationship existed between the number of weeks on work

release and recidivism. Men and women who worked 12 or

IR @ o et "
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17.9% (x2 = 3.56,.
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more weeks on work release (41.3%) had a lower rec1d1v1sm

-rate.(8%) than those men and women who worked 11 weeks or

less (58 7% of the sample) and had a rec1d1v1sm rate of

p<.10.).' ST o

Counseling Data
".iOnly 19% of,the total'sample of men and women:had'.
had at least one counseling interview (23% of the women and
11% of the men) Our flndinos show that men and momen who
had 20 or more counseling 1nterv1ews had a 31gn1ficantly
higher recidivism rate (39%) than those with 19 or.fewer

interviews (15%) (X2 = 4,72, p < .05).

Although not statistically significant it was
interesting to note that men and women who were perceived
by their therapists to be-improVed after treatment (49% of
the counseling participants) had a much higher recidivism

rate (35%) than men and women who were perceived to be

unchanged by their therapists after treatment (51%) who

.had a recidivism rate of 13%.

Differential Program Effects

Counseling Program. As previously stated, the overall

relationship between counseling and recidivism was an inverse
one in that those inmates who had twenty or more counseling

sessions had a significantly higher recidivism rate than

.

e

O

O

M

those who had nineteen sessions or less.

When we cross- tabulated part1c1pation in counsellng

‘(l or: more ses31ons) vs. non- part1c1pation (no sess1ons)

the’ reClle1sm rateS'of participants was higher than

that of the non- partic1pants. There Was no instance in

Wthh partic1pat10n in counseling was assoc1ated With a

'statistically 510nif1cant reductlon in rec1d1v15m. “In fact,

certain variables vere related to a.statistically s1gn1f1cant
increase in rec1d1v1sm rates. |

Inmates who were 21 years of age Or- younger at
incarceration and who participated in counselin0 showed a
significantly higher recidivism rate, .27.3%,as combared to
2.2% for the non-participants (X2 = 7, 62, p< .01) |

Those inmates who participated in counseling and who
had 9 years or less of education had'a recidivism rate of
37.5% in comparison to 12.8% for non-participants with the
same level of education (X2 = 4,28, p*( .05)

The only other statistically significant.finding in
the counseling program related to participants who had .°
gone on 2 or more furloughs. Their recidivism rate was
17.1% as:compared to 1.1% for the non-participants
x? = 15.39, p,< .01)

Although not statistically significant, there were

3 inmate:variables which when related to participation in

T st e s et am s PR e © pegem s gk
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COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATEQ .OF NON COUNSELING AND
- COUNSELING -INI INMATEu
' a . T ; : Non-Counsellng ..... Counsellng . Differences
Variable o . . N K RR H RR
Offense , ' - . ' | ' .
Person S i 83 10.8% . 19 v 21.47% +10.2
Property C ‘ ' 40 : 37.5% 17 - 23.5Y% -14.0
Narcotic . c . 50 8.0% 11 - 18.2% +8.2
Prostitution o 21 - 4.8% 1 100.07%
Other ' " .12 16.7% 1 0.0%
..Age at
Incarceration ' S : :
21 or younger - S 46 - 2.2% 22 27.3% +25.1%
22 and older - - ' . 151 17.2% 26 19.2% +2.0
Race S ' . .
Black o » o 98 18.47% : 32 25.07% . +6.6
White L e 99 13.1% 15 13.3% +0.2
. Marital Sﬁétdé S i . '
" Married SR ' - 43 14.0% 7 42.9% +32.9
. Single : , _ . 110 12.7% 33 . 21.2% . " +9.4
Div., Sep.,.Wid. T ' 44 20.5% 8 12.5% -8.0
E Address prior to ' ‘ ‘
‘Incarceratlon - B ' ' : ~
Boston e - 105 . 10.5% 23 17.47% +6.9
Other ‘ . ' ' - 101 19.8% 26 26.9% +7.1
Educatigé' o : ‘
9th grade or less ' . 86 , 12.8% : 16 37.5% +24 7%
10th or more o 103 _ 16.5% 30 16.7% . - +0.2
6 wsgﬂtlstlcallg 51gn1f1%gnt difference in rec1d1vism rates p & ,05,
- : . ) (\' (“’ [ 0 @
| ) e o T A ¢ I . O
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~ariable

rug Use
- None
Heroin

. Other

:ge at

~irst Arrest -
21 or younger-
1. 22 or older

3

otal of o
- ourt Appearances .
«5 and less '
6 or more

‘rior Arrests for
larcotic Offense
10 -
:1 or more

0. of Juvenile
‘ncarcerations
0

'-;}.or more
>t

i 2
;0. of State and’ -
federal Incarcerations

0 |
1 or more .

s

iR
f]
£
Yig

o N b

N

e e e
i -
P .

Oy

o IR

‘Non=Counseling Counseling .
N " RR N RR Differences
94 12.7% . 22 27.3% - +14.6
60 21.6% 15 20.0% -1.6
27 7.4, 7 14.3% +6.9
135 © 16.3% 38 18.4% +2.1
57 14,09 9 33,39 . +19.3
62 "13.0% 17 29,49, +16.4 o
132 16.7% 31 19.4% 2.7 ;
120 15.87% 30 23.3% +7.5
86 14.0% 19 21.1% +7.5
168 14.99%, 37 24 3%, +9.4
38 15.8% 12 16.7% +.9
. 138 10.1% 30 20,07 +9.9
" 68’ 25,07, 19 26.3% +1.3 .
N
. ' !
o 0 o ® 0 e
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~.Variable

7ANO. of Furloughs
¢ 0-1
2 or more

No. of Weeks-Workea
0-3 .
4 or more

Non=Counseling

N

39
167

109

97

sl

=

——

25.6%
1.1%

17.47,
12.47

.. ."Counseling’

N

—

14
35

28 -
21

RR

35.7%
17.1%

28.6%
38.1%

Differences

+10.1
+16.0

+11.2
+15.7

_'[9-

;',
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:rate of 23 5% as compared to 37 5%,

program (2 or more furloughs) vs.

the counseling program showed a reduction in recidivism.

inmates who were 'counseling participants and

First,
who were conﬁicted of a property offense had a recidivism -

»

for their counterparts.

Second,.part1c1pants in counseling whose marital status

was divorced, widowed or separated showed a recidivism rate

-of 112.5% compared'tg the non-participants who 'had a 20.5%

recidivism,

Finally, counseling participants who were heroin users

.had a recidivism rate of 20.0% as compared to 21.6% for the

non-participating heroin users,

In contrast to the results of the

Furlough Program.

counseling program we recall that there was a positive

relationship between furloughs and recidivism. That is,

. there was a significant reduction in recidivism for inmates

who participated in the furlough program.
When we cross-tabulated participation in the furlough
“"non~participation'

(0-1 furloughs) with each of the variables, there was no

instance in which recidivism increased significantly.

Conversely, there were many instances in which participation
in the furlough program related to a statistically signif-
icant reduction in recidivism. |

Inmates who were within the age group of 22-30 who

had not been on furloughs had a recidivism rate of 30.8%
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compared to 18 2% for the part1c1pants (X2

- -

7.03, p< .01)
- When the age of rhe inmate was 31 or. over,.. non- o

part1c1pants showed a ret1d1v1sm rate of 42 9% and for

3

part1c1pat1ng counterparts it was 7.2% (X2 4, 83 p<( .05)

It was statistlcally 31gn1f1cant that Whltes who had .

not been on, furlouchs had a 38 SA rec1d1v1sm rate and

- those who had part1c1pated recidivated at 15.4% (kz = 6.92,
p< Ol)

Another significant findino was that peOple who had

an address other than Boston and who were not part1c1pants

had a 42.97 rec1d1v15m rate as compared to 17. OZ for their

counterparts who had been on furloughs (X2 = 5.55,‘§<: .02)
Inmates who had a 10th grade education or higher

and who did not participate in the furlough program had a

recidivism rate of 31. O%. Recidivism decreased signiflcantly

to 12,67 for the part1c1pants with the same level of

education (X2 ='4.38, p< .05)

It was statistically significant that non-participants
with 6 Oor more court appearances had a 30.3% recidivism
rate as compared to their participant counterparts whose
recidivism rate was 13.8% (Xz = 5.01, p<L .05)

Non—participants who had no prior narcotic offenses

had a recidivism rate of 27.5% as compared to a significantly

lower 13.6% for the participants (X2 = 3.93, p< .05)

their,
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the counseling program showed a reduction in recidivism.

First, inmates who were counseling partieipants and

'Who.were convicted of -a- property offense had a recidivism -

Second,‘partiéipants in counseligg'whoée marital stafus
wés divorced, widowed.or gé?é;atéd'showea a recidiviég rate '
of 12;5% comparedhto;the non-partiéipants who had.a'ZO.é%
Afecidivisﬁ. | |

Finally, counseling participants who were heroin users

. had a recidivism rate of 20.0% as compared to 21.6% for the

non-participating heroin users.

Furlough Program. In contrast to the results of the

counseling program we recall that there was a positive

relationship between furloughs and recidivism. That 1is,
there was a significant reduction in recidivism for inmates
who participated in the furlough program.

When we cross-tabulated participation in the furlough

program (2 or more furloughs) vs. 'mon-participation'
oA P P

(0-1 furloughs) with each of the variables, there was n&
instance in which recidivism increased significantly.
Conversely, there were many instances in which participation
in the furlough program related to a statistically signif-
icaﬂt reduction in recidivism,

Inmates who were within the age group of 22-30 who

had not been on furloughs had a recidivism rate of 30.8%

:ratelof 23.5% as édmpared to‘37.5Z_for théir-cdunterparts, g“.
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Variable

Offense

. Person

Property
Narcotic’
Prostitution
Other

Age at Incarceration
21 or younger '
22-30 - '

31 or over ..

Race
Black
White

Marital Status
Married
Single :
Div., Wid., Sep.

Address Prior to Incarceration

'é~COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES OF FURLOUGH

Boston
Other

. -
Education . e :
9th Grade or Less
10th Gradg or More

AND ""NON-FURLOUGH' INMATES

*Statistically significant .dif
. &8 (-

oo {‘ > 'w«("rsan- 19 E ke -xo«—-'«(“’_,o.:.-- B

-

A

b-l Furloughs k 2 or More Furloughs Differences
N RR N RR
12 33.3% 54 16.7% -16.6

15 40.0% 42 31.0% -9.0

6 . 16.8% 55 1 9.1% 7.7
13 9.,0% 9 0%

7 28.6% 6 0% :
19 15.8% 49 8.2% -7.6 o
26 30.8% 88 18.2% -12.6% @
7 42.9% 56 7.2% -35.7% g
26 18.5% 104 11.5%  -7.0
27 38.5% 87 15.4% -23.1% |

.8 25.0% 42 16.7% -8.3 =
34 26.5% 109 11.0% ~15.5 -

10 30.0% 42 16.7% -13.3 P
32 18.8% 96 9.4% -9.4 |
21 42 .9% 106 17.0% 25, 9% F

‘ ?
13 30.8% 89 14. 6% -16.2 ?
10 31.0% 104 12.6% -18.4%
ference in recidivism rates p < .05. ) ;
A 8 9 0 o o -
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_ 0-1 Furloughs - 2 or More Furloughs =~ Differences
:»Variable N ' RR N RR o
| Drug Use o
. None 22 22.7% 95 13.7% -9.0
i Heroin 16 37.5% 59 16.9% -20.6
' Other~ 1 0% 31 9.7% +9.7
‘?Age at First Arfestf C , ' :
. 21 or younger 36 33.3% 136 13.2% +7.6
¢ 22 and older. 11 27.3% 55 14.5% -12.8
};Total No. of Court Appearances | :
" 5 or less ‘ T 14 35.7% 65 - 12.3% -23.4
"6 or more 33 .30.3% 130 13.8% -16.5%
‘' Narcotics Offense N T
-0 o 40 - 0 °27.5% 110 13.6% -13.9%
. 1 or more 13 . 30.8% 92 13.0% -17.8
é;Né. of Juveﬁile Incarcerations . -
0 ' 42 26.2% - 163 14.1% -12.2
1 1 or more 11 - 36.4% 39 10.3% -26.1
! ; -‘
No. of State and Federal
{Incarcerations
i 0 33 12,1% 135 11.9% -.2
4. 1 or more 20 55.0% 73 23.2% -31.8%
'No. of Weeks Worked =~ - | | |
1 0-3 - ' 47 29.8% 90 14.4% =15.4%
! 4 or more- . "6 16.7% 112 12,5% -4.,2
I ' ‘
{Q; : .#Statispically'significaﬁt difference in recidivism rates p< .05,
) b ) () .(,\)'. . i ' @ e e 0 )
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Inmates not in the furlough program who had worked 3
.weeks or less on work -release had a recidivism rate of S

29.8%. In compariépﬁ,Hfurioﬁgh participaﬁté witﬁ:B-Wéeks

M . - . .« S e e w = . . - Ch et e merani 8
[ T b S SR o, . . . N Lo e o A

t ; foiess récidivaped at 14.41'(X2 = 4.59,'ii<: .QS). . c
A The only oéhef.statistically signffiqéntgieducﬁion in
. recidivism 6ccur£ed with inmates.Who had one or‘more.statef.
or federal iﬁcaréérations. Those with'priof incarcéfatiodé
:tC: ‘who were non-farticipén£s ;n thé furlbugh;brogfgm ﬁad a
' recidivism rate of 55.0% as compared to 16.47% for ihe pértic-
ibants~who had priof iﬁcarcerétiohs (Xz =-"7‘.50,13.<_:>.O‘].)

One finding whiéh approached statistical sigﬁificance
reléted to inmates whose marital status was single:LFSingle
people who were not participants in the fprlough program
‘had a recidivism rate of 26.5% as comparéd to 15.5% for
those in the program-(X2 = 3.79,-I><: .10) |

"f@' .. Another near significant relationship existed between
furloughs and number of juvenile incarcerapions. _Non-
. participants who had a0 juvenile incarcerations recidivated i
€ .aﬁ 26.2% compared to 14.1% for the participants (X2 = 3.52,.
) p < .10) )
O Work Release. As stéted previously, participation in
the work release program was associated with low recidivism.
e e
e S '
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When we cross-tabulated partiqipatiop in. the work
. release program (A_or-mofe\weékg w;rked)'énd ”néﬁFpartici-
:ﬁationh‘(o-é‘wéeks worked) &ith eécﬁ_of theiiﬁmate Vafiables;
.thére was no instancé_in whiéh féCidivisﬁ inc:eésed giénifr
icantly; HoweQer,.there‘we;e instances in which parﬁicipatioq
in the‘wqfk rélé%se:pfogram reléted;to 5 séatisticaily
significapt reduction.in recidiﬁism;:

| Those non-participants'in wofk releaée whoée'address
'prior to incarceration was Boston hadva)recidivism rate of
17.5% compared.to 4.,3% for participants ffo; Bostoﬁ,

(x2 = 4.56, p .05)

People who had not participated in work releégé and
whose age was 22 or older recidivated at 24.1% as compared
toAll.7%kfor their counterparts (X2 = 4,69, ) .05)

A statistically significant relationship.also existed
between work release and time spent at most ékilled position
prior to incarce;ation. Non-participants who épent 12
months or less at their most skilled position had.

a recidivism rate of 25.4% compared to 11.1% for the
particip;n;s with 12 months or less, (X2 = 3.89, p .055
Although not statistically significant, people

convicted of offenses against the person and who had not

participated in work release had a recidivism rate of 20.0%

K ST A =~ e s s e o 8 v s
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o
Race

[2cE RN

AND "NON-WORK RELEASE" INMATES

- 0-3 Weeks on -
Work Release

1 I A COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES OF WORK RELFASE

4 or More Weeks
on Work Release

Variable S ' N RR ' N
!Offense ‘ -

§ Person oL . 4o

i Property . 35
-Narcotics - . .30

i Prostitution o 21

| Other ) . 11

3

20.0% 62
31.47% 22
13.3% - 31
9.5% 1
18.2% : 2

.Age at Incarceration ' ,

.21 or less . , . 46
122 or more - : T . 83
i

10.9% 22
24.19, 9%

«Black Ce ‘; ' .72

| - 15.3% 42
. White T sg

10.4% 72

larital Status ‘ ‘

Married . . : 24
‘Single . . . 79
Div., Wid., Sep. - N Y 5

25.0% - 25
16.5% 64
26.09% .25

'fddress Priof'td‘Incafceration ~ , ‘
Boston S o 80 . 17.5% | 46
Other S . 55 .- 25,5 g9

5

,fbucation . , ‘ :
9th Grade or Less ' . . o 53
10th Grade or Higher ' .65

20.87% . 49
20.0% : 68

H

s s

: *Statistically”significant_difference in recidivism yates

RR

8.06%
36.4%
6.4%
0%
0%

9.0%
11.7%

9.8%
13.9%

12,07
12.5%
12,0%

- 4.3%

18.1

12.29%
13.3%

p<@05.

Differences

-11.4
+5.0
-6.0
-9.5

-18.2

-1.9
=12 .4%

~13,2%
-7.4

-6.7

-.89-
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0-3 Weeks on -
f S o : . Work Release
%Variable L ' . N RR

iDrug Use - S ‘ ,

* None o ' ' 57 15.8%
" 'Heroin " o L - 49 24 .,5%
! Other S . 10 ' 10.0%

iAge at First Arrest o . , ‘
. 21 or Less e 95 - 21.0%
- 22 or More ) ’ _ ‘ .26 . . 23.0%
?Total of Codrt'AppearanceS‘ e . .
'5 or Less ; S 39 20.6%
i 6 or More - . ‘ 85 . 21.1%
' gNarcotic Offenses S . ‘ ’
L0 S . - 85 . 18.9%
. L or More . - p 52 - 21.2%

~§N6. of Juvenile Incarcerations : ’
;0 . . 110 18.2%
1 or More h R . 27 . 26.0%

No. of State and Federal
Incarcerations.

’,7,‘ 0 . 85 C11.7%

‘11 or More .5 - _ . 52 32.9%

No. of Furloughs ' S
0-1 ) A L 47 29.,8%
2 or More . - N .90 - 14.5%

T S e et i i

*Statistically significant difference

4 or‘More Weeks .

on Work Release . Differences

N RR

60 15.0%
26 15.4%
21 4, 8%

77 13.0%
40 12.5%

40 12.5%
68 14.9%

65 15.4%
53 9.5%

95 14.8%
23 33.3%

83 12.,0%
35 14.3%

6 16.7%
112 . 12.59%

in recidivism rates pg .0S5.

4] @

-.8
-9.1
-5.2

-11.7

-.69-
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in comparison to 8.06% for person offenders who were partici-

7

'.pants'_. » (x2 = 3.11, p':.‘ .10)

. -'Aéain approachlng 31gn1flcance, 1nmates who' were
'not on'work release and who had one or more‘state or
federal incarcerations; had a recidivism~rate of 32.&%,
compared to lé.3%:for participants with the.same number of‘”

incarcerations. ’(X2- =.3,75, p <L .'10) :

" Results of Inmate and Staff Interviews

.

Furlough Program. When innates were asked generally

what they thought of the furlough program at Framlngham
-approx1mately two-thirds of those inmates who said they
. knew something about the program felt favorably towards it.
‘The remaining one~third thought that the program was either
bad or unfair in somelway or that it had other nnfavorab}e
aspects. Of the total number of inmates interviewed 40),
approximately one-fourth stated that they either knew nothing
_about the furlough program or had no opinion about it. Half
of the inmates had participated in the program and half had
never been on a furlough at Framingham.
In contrast to inmate reaction, all but four of the
total staff.members intervieWed (31) clearly felt that the
| Of the remaining

furlough program was a-very good program.

four, three staff members said they did not have an opinion

L e g 0. im0 ¥ L N - s o e mas A v SemaE oLy e o e L teearee
A e o e ——E s AT A s et

%
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* main categorles.

about the program.

Responses to the question of what inmates v1ewed as

the maln beneflts of the furlough program fell 1nto three

3

These 1ncluded an opportunity to 'maintain

contact with family, a chance.to maintain social contacts

. institution for a while.

in the community, and the oppbrtunity to get‘away from the

Elght inmate respondents saw no

: beneflts or couldn't thlnk of any beneflts to the. program.

- of the program.

A majority of staff members thought 1nmate contacts
w1th family and the outside community were the maln

benefits of the furlough program. some staff

In addition,
members cited the use of the fnrlough progran as axéanage—
ment tool for controlling inmates as an important benefit
A few also felt that furloughs were useful
in reducing tension in some inmates, thereby contributing
to the maintenance of peace in the institution, Finally,
two staff members cited a reduction in recidivism'as a
benefit of the furlough program.

In response to the question of what they saw as the
main problems with the furlough program, a majority of
both inmates and staff members interviewed felt that problems
with the program at Framingham were the result of admin-

istrative practices and unfair rules and regulations. Most

often cited by inmates were complaints concerning the

A e T T e T ¥ e = TR TR SRR B T
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furloughs, and the reqnirement that men, who have'been

;furlough permission.

arbitrary nature of the selection process, unfair rules and

regulations such as the. prohibition against drinking on

»

) transferred from other institutions, must reapply for

Some 1nmates also mentioned the length

4

of time between application and . approval or denial of

'furloughs, "rigged"}urinaly51s tests, "and no second chances

' for escapes as problems.

A_approyal or denial of furloughs.

; .
@f%mlwm Bt AR I

Problems with the furlough program most often

‘mentioned by staff members 1ncluded the lack of uniform

eligibility criteria for furlough approval and the resultant
arbitrary selection of inmates, poor 1nmate screening.
procedures, a lack of adequate supervision, unrealistic
rules and regulatioms, such as no drlnklng on furlouOhs,

and the length of time between application and eventual

"In addition, several
staff members mentioned negative public opinion regarding

the‘furlough program as a problem.

Work Release. When asked what they. thought of the

work release program, a large majority of the inmates
interviewed felt it was a good program. The few inmates
who did not have a positive opinion of the work release

program either said they didn't know anything about the

? R s

-

3

1o

L

»

program or felt negatiyely about it.

: Only five, of the.inmates interviewed had:actnally"
participated in this-program.. For these flve part1c1pants
there was a con81derable turnover in Jobs, w1th most JObS

lasting only a few months. R

The main benefits of the work release program most

_often Clted by’ non—part1c1pants 1ncluded the chance to -

-reintegrate Into the communlty, the chance to earn and save
money, thus enabling'inmates to support families and bay
back fines, and the chance to obtaingvocational training
and to develop good nork habits for future jbbs after
release. Some non-part1c1pants felt that part1c1p\tion
in work release would afford a chance to feel responsible
and independent, and the remairing few felt either that

participation would'favorably affect an inmate's parole

status or that it would give an inmate a chance to get out

of the institution for a while.

When those inmates who had participated im the work
release program were asked what they thought were the main

benefits of the program, however; four out of five said it

gave them a chance to get out of the institution and to

improve their status with the parole board.
Inmates cited mainly administrative issues when asked

what they saw as the main problems with the work release

.
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job supervision of inmates.

program. Most often mentioned were the arbitrary selection

of participants, the 1ong waiting'list -the dlfficulty of

. finding a job, the lag time in being approved for ‘work .

release and actually starting work and the 15% 'slice the

state took from their paycheck. R

As with the inmates interviewed, a large majority of

the‘staff members interviewed expressed a'positive opinion -

of the work release program. In addition, many staff

members mentioned benefits of the program 51mllar to those -

s,

mentioned by non-participant inmates.’ These 1ncluded the

chance for gradual community reintegration and the chance

to get job training and experience as well as the'bpportunity‘

to save money and to develop good work habits for future
employment., Several staff members also said they saw the
work release program as a good management tool to control
inmates. Specifically cited in this regard'was its use-
fulness as a reward system to motivate acceptable behavior.
| A wide range of problems with the work release program
was mentioned by staff members. Those most often mentioned
included poor screening procedures, a lack of preparation of
inmates prior to job placement, and the need for more on-the-~
In addition, another problem
often mentioned concerned the fact that inmates don't

remain in jobs long enough to gain a credible work history.
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program.

,professed no knowledge of the program those thHat dld
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Education Release. Thirty-seven of the forty inmates

interviewed were not involved in the education release
‘ Only three'had personal experience with the program.

Although about one half of the inmates surveyed

respond overwhelmingly felt that the program was a good one.

-Many felt that it gave 1nmates a chance for .an education

for which they may not have otherwise had an opportunity.

Comments{included'feelings-that this program was "a way out"

and an opportunity to readjust to the outside community:

The few criticisms included feelings that: there

-

;should be time flexibility for inmates who return late

_ program,

P e TN

trom class; some inmates enter the program to get out
of prison work; and, there is not enough staff and
administrative support for the program.

Although a‘surprising one~-fourth of the staff expressed
a”lack of_knowledge‘of the program, the staff'who did offer
comments regarding it overwhelmingly viewed it as.a good.
Generally, they too felt the program helped‘to
further their education, reintegrate with society, set upe
non-criminal patterns and lower their chances of returning'

to prison.
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On the negative side,.however, some staff members felt

?£-~ .1. . | tnat appllcants to the prooram should be. scre@ned better,
.} R M ¢
T
i

.and that often educatlon release has been looked upon

erroneously as a panacea 'approach, when actually it does -

%C : i not work for eyeryone. In-addition? some staff members
mentioned that inmateé who bere seleoted should be better
prepared by the institution to make,nse'of‘the experlenee.
Finally, many staff members felt that~inmatea oould nae

- more supervision and more structure so that they would"

spend their time outside advantageously.

DLM Counseling Program. In response to the qnestion

asking what they thought of the DLM counseling program, a
majority of inmates who had an opinion felt positively about.
the program and a slight minority thought lt.was not helpful
C ' or felt negatively about it. This,mas true for both men and
It should be noted that of the respondents who had

women,

not participated-in‘the DLM program, seven out of eight

~§(V' of the men and seven out of eleven of the women said they

f : did not know enough about the program to give an opinion.

}KW Wheh staff members were asked the same question, twenty

1 out of twenty-eight respondents'felt the DLM program was a

g good program. The other eight people had no opinion about
| gcﬁ the program,

\ <

LT - T ey

When asked what they saw as the main benefits of the

DLM program, many of the inmates who had p_rt1c1p ted in the

Y. : counsellnc

program sald that it was a place where they could

: talk about their problems get to kHOW'themselves better,.
i ’

and-have someone. to t . . S
o 4 talk to. In addltlon, several of the

participants felt that it would look good for parole board

IEVleW.

- A Of the non-partlcrpants in the DLM program, all of the

men and half of the women indicated that they had no opinions

about the beneflts of the program The remalnder of the non- -

participant women said that they thought counsellng 1n the

DIM program mlght be a place to talk aboutr problems and to .
. release anger and frustration.
A majority of staff members interviewed included such

benefits as support with problems, a chance to relieve

and an opportunity for personal growth. Others

O : . tensions,
suggested that it was a chance to be introduced to therapy
’ >

that it reduced'isolation, and that it was an opportunity to

build a healthy relationship,
The opinions of the DLM staff relative to the benefits

;. : of the DLM program were similar to other staff members except

for one dlstlngulshlng comment. Because the DLM program is

separate from the Department of Correction, there was the

s
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perceptioh that inmates felt more freedom to talk without
punitive consequences. .
s When asked to cite the méin'problems with the DLM -

"counSeiing ptogram, half of;thé'femaie'and"all~three'of.

the male DLM counseling participants respondga. Generally,

their criticisms fell into three cétegoriesﬂ"First;
sgteral inmates felt 'that often iﬁplied in.staff preésure
to partitipaté in counseliﬁg-Was the suggéétion thétitheir
‘ ﬁarole status was dependent upon their participation.:
Secoﬁd, various dbjections Were'voice& céhtérninglthe
counseling method used by the DLM staff; The most frequent
complaints were that it was too personal, that.it‘déélt

too much on the pasc, that the counselors were not verbally
active, and that sessions were time-~limited. Third, a few
inmates had complaints about the counselors which involvéd
such things as a lack of empathy and personal respect for
inmates, and the lack of minority representation on tﬁé
DLM staff.

Of the inmates who had not pafticipatéd in thé‘progfam

all of the men and most of the women said they didn't know
about problems in the DLM program. Those women who did
respond to this question expressed concerns about confi-

dentiality, fears of dealing with "heavy problems", and the

)

¢

‘

Vs . whi
in prison, hile

- There was' a var S | -
regarding . " - , N : qugstlon

Staff

" . and difficulties

Soclated wi i i i . .

| w1th motivating lnmates to work seriousl I

.. - ) ' y On

their problems, Tp general :
. 3

C 1 ae ' '
Oorrectionagl officerg were the
- 0nes most co | | |
nce :
rned about the need to exchange info t
' . g rmatio;
about lnmates, . n

unanimousl i
Y mentioned as g problem the fact that terminatg
: Nation
of counseling j
. & 1s determined b i
Y an inmate's rele
ase date

3

the same- D1y staff member who Saw separation of DLM from
‘the Department of'Correction @5 a benefit, also identified
this as 3 partial disadvantage, resulting in a phy;icél
and administrative isolation of DIM from the rest of the

staff of the institution.
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unqualified positive responses about the counselors, five

\

inmates felt they didn't like them, and one didn't answer.
The.femaining 12 inmates indicated some ambivalence towards

the c6unseIing staff, statihg:thét while some‘counSelors

were "helpful', others "were out of touch' or '"don't care".

O Ce Among the non-counseling inmates, most either gave no

- .

answer. or said they were not familiar with thé counseling
staff when asked the same question.
In contrast to -inmate reaction, Staff”response'to the

question of what they thought of the DLM‘coﬁnselofs was

" - - almost unanimously favorable. Such descriptions as "honest',

"professional" and "dedicated" were often mentioned.
When asked why they thought inmates participated in the

DIM counseling program, counseling participants' responses

fell into two categories. These included internal reasons,
~ such as the desire to work on problems or the need to talk
to someone, -and external reasons, such as "it looks good

for parole", "I get good time'", or "I was told by the

“}§Ck parole board that I couldn't get paroled without it."

Out of the 18 non-counseling inmates interviewed, 12°

didn't answer when asked the same question about reasons
inmates go for counseling. The answers of the remaining

six respondents were similar to the internal and external

S N . - . - [N . o e s - . . e e e v L ——
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C reasons giVen by the counseling participants.

In contrast to the inmates who gave unilateral responses
to thig.qﬁegpion, staff membefs intervieﬁéd‘generéliy
pe?beiYed inmate.partiq&p§tion to bé.the'reéqlt 6f'B§th‘
intérnai'and>external factors;

o When asked how they-thoﬁght the staff viewed the DLM ’
g o : i .

. cqunséling program, inmates whq'had E§rticpated in
Téo&ﬁseling generaily'felf that most of the staff iooked
O ‘ ' ldpon thg program favorabl?.: bne notable excépfionito this,
| 'howe&er, was'inmate'pefception of.how the:chstodiai staff
views the DLM program. Such stafements‘as "thére'é.a
léck of commgnicatibn between the custodial staff and the

DLM counselors; "

the custodial staff feels that couﬁseling

O . aggravates inmates so that they act out;" and, "there's-
_jealousy between the custodial and DLM staff;" were typical
responses. Several inmates felt, however, that the newer

custodial staff members looked more favorably on the DLM

program than those who had been in custodial positions for

a long time.

Most of the inmates who had not pafticiﬁated in the

counseling program offered no response to this question.

(o Eight of the 31 staff respondents also gave no reply. Of

the staff members who did answer, however, responses were
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staff members generally supported the program. ,AS with the.

emistm M SeEA
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" that many of the veteran custodial officers didn't 'under

. : i idn' or
stand counseling, felt that counsellng dldn.t uork,

thought that the 1dea was too 11beral Several staff members

‘felt that the newer custodlal offlcers had a. more open view.

" of the DLM program.

and the work of the correctional social workers,

All but three counseling participants, when asked if

they.saw any difference in the work of the\DLM‘counselors
‘ _answered
affirmatively. Generally, thef perceived the social-
workers as proViding concrete,practical services, ano the
DLM counselors as providing seruices of a‘ﬁore psychological
nature. There seemed to be a small change in an inmate's
perceptions of these two departments as.he/she progressed
through counseling. One half of those inmates who had
Been in counseling for less than 20 'sessions felt that
.the correctional social workers did more for the inmateés
than the DLM staff, However; among those inmates who had
been in counseling for more than 20 sessions, there was a

slightly more positive feeling towards the DLM counselors

than the correctional social workers.
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or d1d not offer a response The remalm.ncr few cited

dlfferences similar to’ those, of the counsellng part1c1pants.

and the DLM counselors

Most staff members however

'generally saw the DLM counselors as deallng with 1nter—

personal and 1ntrapsych1c issues w1th1n a psychotherapeutlc

setting, and the correctlonal soc1al workers as belng

responsible for case manaoement.‘The correctionagl soc1al

workers were seen as the inmates' liaison with the system

helping inmates with such task-oriented problems as fllllng

out the necessary paper work, getting into programs, and

making phone calls,

One dlfference mentioned by a small number of both

vtaff members_and 1nmates was the recognition that the

social workers were not necessarily bound by confidentiality, .

" whereas the DLM counselors were.

DLM Counseling Program Participants.

A total of 21

DLM counseling pParticipants were interviewed. When asked
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how they heard about the DLM counseling program, participants

'1ndtcated that they learned about it through both formal

Half of the part1c1pants Sald

'they had learned about the program flom thelr 800131 workers.

The femaining half of the responses were equally ‘divided
among the calssification board, the doctor, other inmates,
and varlous othev staff members.

There was a w1de variety of responses to. the questlon

0of how 1ong each inmate had been in prison before partici-

In comparison to the rest of the

sample, the three male counseling participants had spent

the longest amount of time (5 years, 2 years, 8 months) in

prison before participating in the DLM program. Four of

the six female inmates interviewed who had had 20 or more

counseling'sessions, had been in prison fot about six
months prlor to their entry into counseling.’ The remaining
two female inmates in this group had been in prison for

one month or less before engaging in counseling.

Those inmates interviewed who had been in prison for
the shortest amount of time before participating in the DLM°
program were the female inmates who had been in counseling
for less than 20 sessions. About half of the women in this

group entered therapy about two or three months after their

arrival at Framingham, and the other half entered counseling
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' - they had been motivated to enter oounSeling for external

within a month after being incarcerated.

In response to .the questiou, "Why did you decide to
try it.at:this time?”,,ll‘out-of the. 21 participants said

reasons such as'Staff pressure or earlyhparole.~

Seven
part1c1pants sald they were motlvated by personal problems';'
to seek counsellng, c1t1ng the need for someone to talk to
"to stralghten thlngs out'", or the need for a place to
ventilate emotions. Of the remaining resnonses,’one innate
cited curiosity as a reason for enteringfconnselingJ one
-chose individual counseling instead of a drug group, and

one inmate did not answer the question.

When asked what kinds of things they talked about with

their counselors, participants cited such topics as family,
spouse, self, life in prison, and life on the street after

release.

The amount of time that inmates had participated in

counseling varied greatly.

pants had been in counseling for more than one and a half

years. Four others had been in counseling for a period

of six months to a year. The remaining 13 participants

had been in counseling less than six months.

Nine inmates had between 20 and 400 counseling sessions

and 12 inmates had 16 or less sessions. There was some

L2t

Four of the 21 counseling partici-
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~was ''cured;" and

variation in the frequency of these sessions. 14 of the 2

partiCipants were seen on a weekly basis, two were seen .

stwice ‘a week, .one was seen bi- weekly, and two were' seen

" on an irregular basis. _ ‘ o : '

The question, "If you st0pped why did-you, stop?"

applied to five counseling partiCipants who had been seen

for more than 20 sessions. Two stated that they left

because counseling was not.helpfulg one Was'paroled;.one
,‘one'gave no reason for terminating
counseling. | | |

Four of the six counseling particpants'who had
participated in feuer than 20 sessions and had termfnated

counseling, stated that they had stopped going because

it was not helping them. These inmates gave a lack of

communication and a lack of understanding between them

and their counselor as reasons for termination. Of the

two remaining inmates in this group, one had terminated
upon release from Framingham, and the other had been

admitted to a hospital.

When participants were asked how other inmates had
reacted to their participation in counseling, approximately
half of the respondents felt that there had been no

reaction by other inmates. The remaining responses varied

o i b e TS
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from feeling that other inmates "thought I was sick" to

feeling that other inmates viewed their partiCipation in

counseling positively

In response to the question of how the staff had

reacted to their partiCipation in counseling,,nine inmates

felt the staff had had no reaction eight felt that the '

staff had reacted pOSitively, and four eaid that they did "
‘not know how the staff had reacted,

Eleven of the 21 counseling participants said thef
had friends who were also in‘counseling and all but-three
of these 11 had six or more friends in counseling hiOht
partiCipants said they did not have friends who were in
counseling (six of these were inmates who had been in
counseling for less than 20 sessions) and two participants‘
said they didn't know if their.triends were in counseling.
Those inmates who had been in counseling for.more than 20
sessions seemed more likely to have friends who were also

in counseling.

When asked if there was any staff pressure to

participate in counseling, about half (11) of the counseling
participants felt that there was pressure to participate,

and about half (10) felt there was no pressure either way.
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é Slmllarly, of those who had had less than 20 se551ons (ll),
{
::half felt there was stafr pressure to part1c1pate and the
.other half felt there was no. staff pressure elther way.
i : ‘ T of those who had been in counsellng for more than 20
. " se551ons, six felt there was staff pressure to part1c1pate
and .three felt there was no‘pressure elther way. )
| The. three male 1nmates all felt that there ‘was staff'
pressure to partlclpate in counsellng {

When asked if there was any inmate pressure to
participate.or not to partieipate in eounseling, ail but
two counseling participants interpiewed-felt.there;was
no inmate pressure either wap. One felt that thereﬂhas

T - inmate pressure not to get involved with counseling and

one did not know.-

(3

In response to the question asking if counseling had
made a difterence in their lives at Framingham, 13 of the
| 21 counseling participants said no. Of those inmates who
. had more than 20 sessions, however, more than half (5 out of
9) felt that counseling hud made a positive difference in
; . their lives, whereas a large majority (10 out of 12) of

T C those inmates who had less than 20 sessions felt that

counseling had made no difference in their lives at

i at Framingham, Of the remaining four inmates who had had
G

. v .
s s T o T

PG MM AL A v AR
¥

O

DA P B s < -

AN A R8s R St b oo Zailade,
s

-had had less than 20 sessions felt that counsellng had made

AN $y1 e A e e

more than 20 sessions, three felt that counseling had made

‘no dlfference in_their lives in prison and one: felt counsellng

had had a negatlve effect The two remalnlng 1nmates who

a dlfference in thelr lives at Framlngham Thus there
seemed to be a sllghtly p051t1ve correlatlon between the
number of counsellna sessions an. 1nmate had had and the'
feellng that counsellno had made a dlfference 1n.the1r
llves in prison. | | |

When participants were asked if they‘thought

-counseling would make a difference in their lives back on

the street, 14 felt it would not make a difference, "4
felt it would and 3 said they didn't know. When the
responses of inmates who had been in counseling for less
than 20 sessions were compared nith those who had been
in counseling for 20 sessions or more, there was a
slrghtly ﬁore positive feeling among those who had been
in counseling for a longer period of time that counseling : -
would make a difference in their lives on the street.
s

In response to the question of whether they intended

to continue counseling when they were back on the street,

10 of the 21 counseling participants felt they would not,

nine felt they would, and two said they did not know. When
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responses of inmates who had had more than 20 sessions were

compared with those who,had less than 20 séssions?two of the

mine cohnseling participants with more than 20 sessions and

'"7 of'the 12 counseling'particibants with -less than 20 sessions

felt that they would continue with counselino'after release.

However, three of the. seven who. expressed an 1nterest in

cont1nu1ng, spec1f1ed that they would be seen in prlvate
agencies_other than DLM.

When participants were asked if they had ever been

in any other counseling program, seven of. the 12 Counsellng

participants.who had participated in‘DLM counseling'for
less than 20 sessions.had had previous counseling eiperience.-
Three of the seven felt that their prior experience had been
better than at Framingham, one felt it was not as good,
and three declined to make a comparison. ‘

Three of the nine inmates who had been in DLM
counseling for 20 sessions or more had.had previous
counseling experience. One said that the prior experience
had not been helpful, one said it hadqbeen as good as DLM,
and‘one‘did not offer = comparison.

A nariety of suggestions were made by counseling
participants when they were asked if there were ways in
Several

which the DLM counseling program could be improved.

inmates made suggestions concerning the counselors. Typical
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comments indicated that many participants felt that counselors

-should beAmore "real") shoulq participate more in counseling
.sessipns,‘shoula-be'more caring{jor shonld reneel more.of
their own bersonalities; 'cher snggestionsnwere nore'progrem
oriented and included the desire for'uSe of a more"se1f~he1p"
tredtment model more groups- and more mlnorlty counselors

in the program. Two inmates felt that the whole DLM program

should be eliminated.’

DLM Counseling Program Non part1c1pants A total of

19 tnmates who had not part1c1pated in the DLM counseling
program were'lnterVLewed. When asked how they had(heard about
the DLM counseling program, a large majority of both men
and women in this group said they had heard about it
through either the correctional_social workers or other

staff members. In response to the question of whether they

had ever considered trying the DLM connseling program them-
selves, half of the men and women said yes and half said
no. Most of the women seid they thought participation in
the DLM program would be negative in some way, giving such
reasons as "It's a big game to look good;'

', "I can deal

with my own problems;'", and, "It's a waste of time." A

few women said they did not know what it would be like

and two said they thought it would be helpful. Most of the

S et
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'fcounsellna at Framlngham and three men though it mlght be

'helpful

men said they did not know what it would be like to be in

MoSt of the women, who were not DLM program participants, ’ -

said; "No,"-when'asked if there was any waypthey”thought
thehprogram.couldabe helpful'to them, while a majority of
theAmen who had not'participated said "Yes,'" when asked
the same questlon. | |

In response to the questlon of whether they had
any friends who were part1c1pants in the DLM program,
'about half of the women said "Yes,' while a maJorlty of
the men said, "No'. Most of those who did have friends
in DLM said either that they didn't think it was helping
them or that they didn't know if it had helped them.

A clear majority of both men and women non-participants
felt there was no staff or inmate pressure.to participate
or not to participate in the DLM counseling program.

ﬁhen asked how they felt the DLM'counselingiprogram
could be changed, a majority of the women interviewed

said‘they didn't know how or felt that there was no need

for any changes in the DLM program. The one woman who did

make a suggestion said that the counselors should make
more of an effort to view each client as unique. Nearly

all of the men made suggestions for changes, mentioning

L e e v e v ~ e r—

(5
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2

e

the i
_ need for such things as more drug counselors more

group experiences, and more -of a self help treatment model

as well as the wish to, talk more about thelr prpblems

LA

rather than the reasons for being in prison. Theé remainder

of the men Sald that there were no changes needed or that

they didn't know what changes were needed,

When asked 1f they had ever part1c1pated in other /

counsellng programs, a sllght majority of the women sald

"No". Tho '
s se women who sald "Yes," mentioned drug’

co ' »
counseling, Alcoholics Anonymous and marriage counseling
n b

but all but one person felt these were not helpful to

them., Most of the men 1nterv1ewed however said they

had partlclpated in other counseling proorams such as

other prlson‘programs, drug programs, family counseling
5 3

and a state hospital program. Most felt that these

programs had been helpful. Two men and six women had

_never part1c1pated in any counsellng program.

DLM Counseling Prooram Results of Staff Interv1ews

When asked what they thought were the main goals of the

counseli
1ng program, staff members gave a variety of responses

Approximately half of the staff members interviewed
suggested that main goals of the counseling program were

to promote personal growth and self-understanding, and to
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provide a place to talk about problems. Other responses
indicated variously that counseling should help an inmate

te adjust to prison life, to build a'trusting relationship,

\o

. and to -prepare an inmate for reintegration into society.

. Goals mentioned by the DLM.staff members were similar
to other staff respnnses, although one DLM staff member
'.added that another goal of the tounseling program was to
‘help inmates to take respon51b111ty for their own. lives..
. In response to a question asking how they thought
'inmates learned about the DLM cqunseling"prbgram, most .
staff members mentioned the classification process.as the
main source of knowledge about DLM. Other sources méntioned
included word of mouth, and furlough and parole boaros
who exert pressure on inmates to participate in counselingQ
About two-thirds of the staff members interviewed |
said they'had referred inmates to the DLM Counseling Program.
'Reasons they cited for referral of inmates to counseling
included adjustment to prison, suicidal tendencies, gross
dysfunctioning, marital; familial, drug, and alcohol
problems, and preparation for return to the street.
When asked if they felt there was staff pressure to
participate or not to participate in the DLM Counseling

Program, two-thirds of the staff members interviewed

stated that they thought there was staff pressure on
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often a precondition fOr paroleS'and furloughs. DLM :

.not to participate in counselincr

was oriented equally towards both men and women.
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inmates to participate in counseling, although many added

" that such pressure was strongest -on those 1nmates who act

Most staff members .also mentionedAthat counseling was
staff members interviemed aiso.recogniaed the tarious
forms of pressure as a reality for their clients.

Most staff members . 1nterv1ewed felt thaL there was
little peer pressure on inmates either to participate or'
One DLM staff member
felt that inmate pressure either to part1c1pate or not to
participate in counseling tended to go in cycles where
there were periods‘of pressure or lack of.pressurereither
way.

When asked if they thought the DLM Counseling Program
was geared more towards one sexpthan the other, the staff
responded in several ways. o : - | | P

About one-third of the staff members interviewed
1nc1ud1ng the DLM staff, felt that the DLM Counseling Program
Another
thiru of the staff members recognized that there were e
more women inmates in the program and attributed this to |
the fact that the DLM staff is all female and that there i

are more women inmates than men inmates at Framingham,
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Some also attrlbuted the 1arger female part1c1pat10n in

' counsellng to basic dlfferences in the 1ntrapsychlc make-up

>

‘:of men and women, statlng that women .are more emotlonal

than, men.

Staff member's perceﬁtions of what -kinds of topics

were discussed in counseling sessions were similar to

those mentioned by the DLM.staff, These included family,

self, life in prison, sexuai issues, end‘poSt-refease.
problems. | | |

When asked Whether.or not they felt, that counseling
makes a difference in’ the iiyes of inmates at framfngham,\
about half the staff members interviewed including- the DLM
staff members felt it dld make a dlfference in thelr lives
in prison. About a third of the staff members felt that
the effectiveness of counseling depended on both the
couhselor and inmate. One staff member said that counseling
made inmates act out or makes them moody, and the remaining
staff members said they didn't know, |

AWhen asked whether or not they thought counseling
made a difference in the lives of inmates after release,
staff members generally felt that it depended on the
individual inmate whether or not they benefited from
One DLM staff member felt that the effective-

counseling.

ness of counseling was somewhat proportional to the length

. .
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of time ah inmate was in the DLM counseling program. Most
staff members did not . feel that inmates would contlnue.
counsellng once they.were released

.Staff members' answers were d1v1dee in response to
the questlon asklno how they thought most 1nmates v1ewed

the DLM Counsellng Program. Some felt that inmates 1ike

others felt tha

1nmates elther dlstrusted the procram

'or felt they didn' t need it,

and some staff members had

‘no opinion. Comments ranged from, them someone

fIt gives
to talk to", to "They see it as‘a process to get out", or
"They view it with suspicion--they feel that someone is

just trying to mess with them."

Staff members were asked if they thought there were

certain

"types" of inmates for whom counseling was

particularly helpful or mot helpful. A wide spectrum of

"types' were mentioned as most likely to be'helped by
counseling. These included short-termers, long-termers,

disturbed females, young, straight females, murderers,
introverts, sexual deviants, suicidal inmates, character

disordered inmates, depressed inmates, and inmates who act
out. Most staff members mentioned repeat offenders,

gangster-types, and unmotivated inmates as those least

[
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likely to benefit from counseling. A few staff members

- felt, however, that everyone.could benefit somewhat from“

-counseling

.

When asked whether they thought there was any partlcular
périod during an inmate's incarceration when counseling
’ wouid:be most, beneficial,.statf.opinions were equally‘
divided betmeen.prefrelease counselingkand counseling .
offered immediately u;on an inmate's‘entrahce into-the
institution. |

Staff members interyiewed'oyermhelmingly.feit.that
.theiDLM staff members closely abided by their commitment~
to worker-client confidentiality. However, opinionvmas
divided on whether.or not the issue of confidentiality .
was a barrier tolinmates' participation in counseling,

Finally, staff members were asked if there were any
changes they would like to see in the DLM Gounseling
Program. Suggestions for change included the need for
.more communication between the DLM staff and other staff
members, the need for.more of an investment on the part of
the DILM staff in the day?tOiday routine’of the institution,
the need for male counselors, the need for more’of a
focus on severely disturbed inmates, the need for groups

{perhaps as facilitators of cottage meetings), and the need

to reach a broader spectrum of the inmate population.

o R T e e s
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Two additional questions were asked of the DLM staff
members specifically. First they were asked what klnd of

counseling they did. - All three DLM counselors 1nterv1ewed

'S

. 1ndicated a psychoanalytic orientatlon. One counselor"

added that in reality‘counseling is mostiy supportiveand
confr ntatlve, and another counselor added that while her
orlentation was psychoanalytic, her approachywas eclectic
and she did "whatever works." | | |
The DLM staff members were also asked what recommend-
ations they would make for changes 1n .the, DLM Counsellng
Program. - All counselors interviewed aLatEd that they
would like to see some form of group work. 1In addition,
two felt the need for more family involvement. One also
suggested the need for more money to hire additional
staff members which would allow -for closer work with the

correctional social workers.
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Two additional questions were asked of the DLM staff

" members specifically. ‘First,' they were asked what kind of

All three DLM counselors intervieWed

indicated a psychoanalytio orientation. One counselor

added that,in reality ,counseling is mostly supportive and

confrontative; and another counselor added that while her

orientation was psychoanalytic, her approach was eolectic'

and she did "whatever works."

The DLM statf memhers.were also askéd'what recommend -
ations they would make for ehanges in;the DLM Counseling.
Program. All.connselors'interviewed stated that they
would like to see some form of group work. 1In addition,
tno felt the need for more family involvement. One also
suggested the need for more money to hire additional

staff members which would allow for closer work with the

correctional social workers.

Likert-Type Questions, Responses to the Likert-type

items were collected and compared in two categories:

(1) staff responses; and, (2) inmate resoonses. Each
of the 40 inmates and 30 of the 31 staff members inter-
yiewed'also completed the Likert items. One staff member
declined to answer, feeling that she did not know enough
about the program to intelligently answer. For the

purpose of simplicity, the "Don't Know" responses were
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to only 42%
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‘respect to inmates'

N 1)

combined with the "Did Not Answer" responses in the table.

A table 1nclud1ng the Likert 1tems and a bleakdown
of 1nmate and staff responses is presented on a follow1ng

Here, we will brlefly mention some of the highlights

of these’ responses.

Item #1. Eighty percent of the 1nmates respondéd .

' negatlvely (elther dlsagreelng orstrongly dlsagreelng) to

thelr prop031t10n that all 1nmates should be 1nvolved 1n

~the DLM program. Only 6OA of 'the staff felt 51m11arly.

Item #2., Both staff and 1nmates responded in the

negatlve that going to counsellng is a sign of weakness.'
the staff felt more strongly about it (80%
'expressing strong disagreement) than‘did the inmates
(SOZ‘expressing strong disagreement).

Item #3. Inmate responses showed a slight trend

towards a greater feeling that adjustment to. prison was

the goal of counseling than the staff did.., 32% of inmates

were in agreement as opposed'to 19% of the staff,.

Item #4. A significant difference was seen with

vs. staff's perceptions of confji-

dentiality in counseling. 737 of the staff felt that

everything in counseling is kept confidential as opposed

of the inmates holding this view.
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Item #5.

—————

Seventy-two percent of the inmates agreed

with the statement,'The main reason for going to counseling

‘ is that it looks good for the parole -board." Only 33%- )
'of the staff agreed w1th this statement however, which
was a 51gn1f1cant dlfference and consistent with 1nterv1ew'

findings.
'Item #6. Twenty-seven percent of the .inmates saw’
.counseling as a waste of time as opposed to 0% of the

staff, - Twenty percent

~ This difference was significant.
of the inmates strongly disagreed with this,‘while 73%
" of the staff strongly disagreed Qith thevstatement.
Item #7. There was agreement by two-thirds of
both inmates and staff that counseling is used to reduce
tensions in the prison.
Item #8. Both staff and inmates saw counseling as
a means by whlch inmates cohld gain a better understanding
of hlmself/herself (77% inmates, 89% staff). This was
also cited in the interview data.
lgém #9. Both inmate and staff respondents were
divided in their opinions around the issue of whether
counseling at Framingham was set up more: for women than
for men. Those in agreement with the statement that

counseling was set up more for women than for men

approximately equaled those not in agreement with a large
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 .the inmates agreed.

" control,

response from the staff.
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number of "No Answers' or '"Don't. Know" responses.

_Item #10.  Seventy percent of the staff agreed that .

codnseling helps'to'reque recfdiVism, while only 22% of .

" ably absent (1 inmate and 1 staff member); 40% of. the.

inmates strongly disaoreediith thfs statement.
Item #11 Thlrty seven perceht of the 1nmates
aoreed that counsellng was used to keep 1nmates under
'Only 10% of the staff agreed to thlS.
iggm.ﬁlg, This item ellclted‘the strongest opinion

from the staff and the widest difference between the

two groups. 90% of the staff felt that inmates can trust

the counselors. Only BDiﬁbf the inmates felt similarly

and none of the inmates expressed strong agreement,

compared to 56% of the staff

| Item #13. Both groups generally disagreed with the

statement that counseling is for people with mental problems.
lfgg_flg.‘ This question also elicited a.large positive

90% felt that counseling will

help an inmate to readjust to the outside world (43%

'strongly agreeing). 50% of the inmates felt similarly,

althoﬁgh only ohe inmate expressed strong agreement.

| _ltgﬁ_ﬁli. Forty percent of the inmates saw no

difference between the DLM counselors and the correction

]
1
<
F]
1

‘However, strong agreement was notice- . ..
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| social workers, Only one staff" member (3%) felt there
’ P j'was no dlfferencé Responses to this 1t°m were notable.
Py
) vln the relatlvely large number of "Don t Know reSponses
| (207, of the 1nmates and 167 of the staff) - This response
. i *
;€€ was also similar to data gathered in the interviews,
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RESPONSES TO LIKERT-TYPE QUESTIONS

Don't Know

f% Item # Strongly Agree Agree -_Disagréé ' .Stfbngly Disagree " or No Answerg
ﬁ 1. All inmates in Framingham should be involved in the DLM counseling program. _ . ?
! Tnmates 0 0) o 7oan 22 (55) .10 @25 1 2) -
4 Staff 3 -(10) : 7 (23) 15 - (50) 3 (10) 2 (6) i
| | S
', 2. Going to counseling is a sign of weakness. . g
! Inmates -~ - 1 (2) 0 (0) 18 (45) 20 " (50) 1 (2)
) Staff 0 (0) 0 . (0) 4 - (13) 24 (80) 2 (6) " i,
R 3. The goal of counseling should be to help an inmate adjust to the prison. ,ff
. (@)
v o
" Inmates 2 (5) 11 - (27) 13 (32) 12, (30" . 2 (33
+ Staff 1 (3) 5 (16) 16 (53) - 7 (23) . 1 (3) 1
 ‘4. Everything discussed in counseling is kept'confidential.' E
! : v |
o . Inmates 7 (17) 10 (25) 10 (25) 9 (22) 4 (10)
@ - Staff 13 (43) 9 (30) 4 (13) 2 (6) 2 (6) i
3%5. The main reason for going to counseling is that it looks good fof:the,parole board;‘. '
1? Inmates 13 (32) 16 (40) 8 (20) 2 (5) 1 (2)
{ Staff "2 (6) v 8 (26) 13 (43) 6 (20). 1 (3)
é§6; Counseling is a waste of time. A :
! Inmates. 4 (10) 7@ 20 (50)- 8 (20) .- 1 @ |
i Staff 0 (0) : 0 (0) 7 (23) 22 (73) 1 (3) !
. B ) » | :.
- ¢ ¢ € 0 {0 @ Q- O 0 @ -
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Item # Strongly Agree: Agree - Disagree Strongly Disagree ~° or No Answ¢ /|

7. Counseling is used to reduce tension in the prison. .

. . : . L -

: S ' I
Inmates 4 - (10) 20 (50) 8  (20) 3 (7) 5 (12 |
Staff 4 - (13) 14 (46) 10 (33) 0 (0) - 2 (6 I

8. Counseling can help an inmate gain a better understanding of himself/herselﬁ. . f é
Inmates 14 (35) 17 (42) -8 - (20) 0 (0) 1 2) |
Staff 19 - (63) 8 (26) 0 (0) 2 (6) 1 (3)

9. Counseling at Framingham is set up more for women tﬁan.for men. .‘ﬁa i
Inmates 5 (12) 13 (32) 13 (32) 3 (7) 6 15y
Staff 2 (6) 10 (33) 10 (33) 5 (16) . 3 (10),: |

10. Counseling helps keep an inmate from coming back to prison. ,éﬁzl
o | . o i
Inmates: 1 (2) 8 (20) 13 (32) 16 . (40) 2 (5xy, |
Staff 1 (3) 20 (67) 5  (16) - 2 ~(6) - 2 (6)
11. Counseling is used to keep inmates under control. _ . i%
Tnmates 2 (5) 13 (32) 16 ° (40) 8 20y -+ 1 (2)t
Staff 0 (0) 3 (10) 21 (70) 3 . (10) .3 (10)}-
'12. Inmates can trust the counselors. . N
Inmates 0 (0) 12 (30) - 13 (3 11 @n . 4 (10)!
Staff 17 - (56) 10 (33) 2 (6) 0 : (0). 1 (3):
o c o o o 0O o &) ) |

it
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[3. Counseling is for people with mental problems,

' TInmates | 1 2) 6 (15) . 23 (57)

Staff 0 (0) 6 (20) 15 - (50)

Staff 13 (43) 14 (46) 1 (3)

s e A 07 Vbt s 8o reerom e

Strongly Disagree

N

o

14. Counseling will help an inmate to make the édjustment when he/she'is back on the

;5. DLM counselors and correctional social workers do pretty much the same fhing.'

Inmates 2 (5) 14 (35) 11 27)
Staff 1 (3) | 0 (0) 16 (53)

[~/

(12)

(26) -

Don't Know -
or_No Answer -

f 7

—

(2) .
(3)

)

2 |
6)
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8 (28) S
5 (16)
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DISCUSSION

‘Overall findings from the recidivism follow-up .

. T, : . v L
indicated that : (1) -the total correctional: experience
at'MCI—Framingham rélates positively to a significant

reduction in recidivism (a2s noted by the comparison between

the:lower'aCtual recidivism rate (16.5% for the total sample)

and the higher expected recidivism rate (28.2% for the total

sample); and, (2) when programs are looked at indi&idually,

‘ thelcdmmunity-orieﬁted programs. (furlough and work reléése)v

relate positively to a lower recidivism rate as oﬁpo;éd'to
the institutionally-oriented program * (the DLM couné%iing).
The analysis of differential pfogrém effects resuiﬁédhin a
wide varigty.of additional correlations between the-types

of inmates who seemed to benefit from a particular program

(and, conversely, those inmates who were mnegatively

affected by participation in a particular program). The

JAinterview responses provided data on inmate and staff

' perceptions (subjective impressions) of the quality, purpose,

and success of the individual treatment programs.
The discussion section of this thesis will present -
significant results of 'this research., attempt to draw

together some of those findings into a broader set of

conclusions, and suggest possible explanations for some
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of those conclusions. Recommendations for alternative
1. treatment methods.which might help'improve‘someiof the areas
C'. ¢ to., S . t. L. .

wﬁerq ﬁegative‘results.OCCurfed will also be given. - "The
discussion section outiine_will follow ﬁhé ﬁhfee'basié | )
. : .resea;chCSECtiohs‘of this thesis: (1) . overall recidivism
rates of Fraﬁiﬁghamiiﬁmates-and prqgrgms; kZ) differential
~effects of prgg:ams oﬁ diffefent fypes of inmates; énd,.(?)

perceptions of the four treatment ﬁrograms,-obtained by .

.interviewing present inmates and staff.

Overall Reéidiviém-Rates

This secﬁion summarizes theirecidivism‘raﬁes of inmates
incarcerated at MCI-F, regardless of any particular pfogram
participation. Three categories of characteristics were
explored: present offense, demographic background charac-

teristics, and criminal history.

- Present Offense. In relationm to present offense

‘there were only two areas that either approached signifi-
cance or were significant. Those individuals that were

 twenty-one or younger at incarceration (287 of the sample)

had a lower recidivism rate than their counterparts in the
comparison study. This held true for both men and women.
L Commitment to Framingham on a drug offense was the

€
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other'sigﬁificant area. The women in our study with a drug
boffense.(27z of.the pop.) had a lower recidivism rate thén
tﬁbse in thélcomp§risoﬁ'group. Although not significant;
.men'coﬁmitteé for a dfué offense‘(léiblalso h;a a'lbwef'
. L ;reéidivism rate than.their Equﬁterparts in the comparison
study;‘ | . |
. The'Ffaminghai.Program.se;ms.to-be'succéésful Qith
'ypung men and women and drug-éffenders. These findings

are in accord with Benedict et al.

€ Background Characteristics. This category gives a-

picture'of those individuals who benefited most from tﬁeir
incarceration at Fraﬁingham.

The successful male was a non-veteran, whose last
address was Boston and who reported using drugs, particulafly-
heroin.

| '.The successful female was the single wéman whose

last.grade completed was between seventh and eleventh.

& She too reported Boston as her last address and reported
. some drug use.

One of the trends tﬂat emerged in Beneaict gﬁ gl.,.
and which was confirmed by our own findings was that‘the
successful male was a non-veteran involved with drugs,

o : especially heroin. In both studies the successful female

was single and previously resided in Boston.
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: : more extensive criminal histories, as indicated by number
Criminal History. In the ‘category of criminal history, o . , : :
_ ‘ . ) : v : ~-of court appearances, age at First arrest, and prior -
Lo : . “there were a number of significant findings for both men . .. Lo - . . , T o e , ' o
. e S . S s ' .Yuvenile incarcerations; and a history of drug invelvement,
- and women, some of which are in accord with the findings: ; o A : L IR CoL
‘ L . ' e o _ a ~ T | as indicated by prior and present drug offenses and self-
. _ ‘of Benedict et al. ~ S : : o A ) _ . | : N s A . .
; ' , o . ' (v *  reported drug use. These findings were in agreement with
P : i ' Significant findings for men which agreed. with ‘the _ : S o ot ) , - ;
L ' ‘ - o ' ; S ; ‘ . the Benedict study.
T : findings of Benedict et ak., included those who had -one - . - ' L I : . ,
‘ : : . _ . : ) ) The most important trend to note in'this section is
z or more arrests for narcotics, one or more juvenile incar- - ‘ - - Co ‘ o S
| Co ' o ‘ : T . ' that, traditionally, in corrections literature and research,
e cerations and no-arrests for drunkeness., In addition to ' : ‘ : :
? ‘ o ' R ‘ : ‘ these individuals are considered to be among the highest
i these findings our study showed that the successful male. . - o L . T
% o . ‘ ' : - ' : . recidivism risks. However, these were the individuals in
: was twenty-one or younger at first arrest, had six or more : L A | , . -
o o ‘ . . our study who benefited most from the Framingham experience,
/ .court appearances, and had no House of Correction incarcer- . . !
; ' L ' at least in terms of recidivism reduction. We shall try to
: ations. o
; ~ _ : £ keep in mind special, 'montraditional" aspects of the MCI-F
E( For the women there were also several findings oo ‘
P , S incarceration experience which may help account for this
i consistent with those of Benedict et al. These findings
: e . ' : o unusual recidivism rate finding.
; included those women who had one or more arrests for ' . ' ‘
‘}(‘ _narcotics, one or more House of Correction incarcerations, Framingham Programs and Recidivism
zero or one prior arrests for person offenses, and no .
i . : P e | In this section the recidivism rates of inmates who
b juvenile incarcerations. In addition, the successful women - : . - T
S ' ' ‘ ' R participated in the various treatment programs offered at
: in our sample were between sixteen and twenty-one at first - ‘ . .
: : ‘ MCI-F were examined and compared to the rates of their non-
o arrest, had six or more court appearances, zeéro to two o ) ‘
a8 ' ‘ : ) s participant counterparts. The four programs studied were
e arrests for property offenses, and no state incarcerations. - . . | |
§ ‘ ' the furlough program, work-release program, education-
; Consistently, the successful individuals were those
release program, and the DLM counseling program.
who were young, as indicated by age at incarceration; had , ¢ '
; ’ ’ (3
; ;..,T’:’"::;._—W,,“mum U :,.,:::,:m;j.;_.._fm«..:.mr,_tz,.?m_:; . 3 o et , B s
4 * : L
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el o ‘ - . " to recidivate than those inmates with shorter work-release

Furlough. In reviewing the furlough data, we found
N . ' .records. Those 1nmates who had partlclpated 12 weeks or

.-

that a significant relationship existed between furloughs _ :
' : ' . mare - represented 41 3% of the total sample populatlon.b

and recidivism reduction. In the furlough ‘categories of ‘
o . : S " Agaln, seemlngly the greater the 1nmates contact w1th the

’ .

'number of furloughs, numter of furloughs from Framingham,' S :

. _ o _ 1o ‘ community outéide'Framingham, the less likely he/she is to
and number of successful furloughs, the greater the part1c1- , : : . ‘ o
] : “ ' recidivate. - .
) pation in the furlough program, the lower the rec1d1v1sm L P I o o . " R
rate. These three findings were statisticatly significant . 4o | o Education-ReleaseQ. Statistics from the eduCation-
. and held true for men, women, and the total sample population. ' ' & . : releaselprogram were also analyzed. However, due to the
It should be noted that 88.27% of the sample population had . = g - "small sample size (N =18: 7% of total sample populatlon),
o _ | | _ : | i .
‘at least one furlough so our results reflect a large number : 3 no conc1u31ons and/or trends COUld be determlned Thg
e | of inmates. These.results indicate that the furlough : R " recidivism rate for program participants was 17%, and for

b L e

program, a program‘which permits inmates to keep in touch ‘the nonparticipants (N=237), the recidivism rate was 16%.

: : with the community, is ‘effective in reducing recidivism. : 3 i ' ) ~ :
T : o , - : DLM Counseling. The analysis results of the DLM

Not only is the furlough program successful in lowering

-counsellng program are not similar to the furlough or work—

recidivism rates, but. the small percentage of escapes on
' release findings. However, it should be noted that the

é, : ' furlough (1.7%) suggests that the program itself is effi- : :
- - ‘ : ; - 3 percentage of men and women who part1c1pated in the DLM

ciently and successfully administered. 4 :
‘ : ' o counseling program (only 197% of the total sample population

- had one or more interviews) was considerably lower than the

Wérk4Reiéééé.‘ The statistica for the work-release g
. - orogram,,which also provides inmates nith coﬁmunity contact, 'g . ' participation in either furlough or work-release. The
B - . g" .
" reflect findings similar to those of the furlough data. a%o findings from the DLM counseling program do indicate that
He | Although it was not a statistically significant finding, N . 2; those inmates who had the greatest contact with DLM
the results indicated that men and women who had participated counseling (20 or more interviews) ‘rere more likely to
; in work-release longer (12 weeks or more) were less likely recidivate than inmates with less DLM contact or with no
?C\ contact at all.
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- (N=23: 497 of sample populatlon) had a hlgher rec1d1v1sm ‘ '

‘ male inmates at MCI~F

DLM counselors to be unchanged after treatnent (N 24 51%,

AlthouOh it was not a statistically significant

flndlng, 1t was noted that those lnmates percelved by

thelr DLM counselors to .be 1mproved after treatment o o |
rate (35%) than those inmates who were percelved by thelr

rec1d1v15m rate = 13%) ..

A spec1a1 note should be made in reoards to the
They were all oriOinally‘lncarcer-
ated at anothex MCI fac1llty, and most were transferred to
Framingham in order to participate in the pre-release
programs there, such as furlough, work-release, and education~
release. Our statistics indicate that in work-release -
(93% of Framingham men and 47% of Framingham women partic-
ipated), education-release (15% of Framingham men and 4% of
Framingham women participated) and'furlongh pfogram (96%
of Framingham men and 85% of Framingham»wonen participated),
there is a con51stently greater part1c1pat10n of men than
We could speculate

women in these pre-release programs.

that the pre-release programs are geared more towards men

than women. The DLM counseling program statistics are

reversed, however. Twenty-three percent of the sample‘

women participated in DLM counseling as compared with'only
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11% of the males in the sample.
| ,;n genera%i the teSultsjfron‘this:séction.indicate.
‘%hat,.for both men and wOmen, patticipation tn the‘communitye
based programs (furlongh and wotk-release)‘was more effective
in lowering reoidivismvrates than partieipation in the
.institntionaliyebaSed program (the DLM'eounseling ptogram)L
The next section's results‘enable specnlation as to ?th
such snccess or nonsuccess rates nay occur, as we analyze
the types of inmates who seem to benetit.from particination
in particulat.programs (the differential effects of treat-

ment programs).

Differential Program Effects on Recidivism

This section discusses the differential effectshof
three treatment programs on the different types of inmates
who participated. As indicated in the literature review:
section, this type of analysis has not been pursued much in
This lack of oifferentiation has
resnited in two basic, opposing viewpoints--either “all

treatment works for everyone' or '"treatment doesn't work
] y

for anyone." We are investigating a middle grouno of

differential application of treatment prog;ams. Also .

-

important to remember is the fact that community-oriented,

'pre-release programs are relatively recent in corrections

B |
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history These programs, differina from the more traditional
parole _programs which do not fully bridge the gap between
';ncarceratlon and release offer various types of trans-
itional experience between these two emtremes, lSo; not

as much eyaiuative‘research_has Been done_on'these
~community-orientedJprograms as on the more.traditional
treatment programs, which are 1nst1tutionally oriented

This sectlon is oroanlzed around three of the four

Framingham treatment programs analyzeq above (the educa-.

tion-reléase program conclusions were-hindered by the

small sample size).

.Eurlougn. As stated previously, the overall results
of the furlough program data indicated that participation

in the furlough program was related to a significantly

lower recidivism rate. Some inmates, however, benefited

to a greater degreekthan other inmates.

'Those inmates uho benefited most significantly from
the furlough program were older, white, from non.urban
areas, with a higher level of education, and with extensive
criminal histories, as reflected by the number of court

appearances and state and federal incarcerations. It is

interesting to note that these inmates appear to have

characteristics associated with a higher socio-economic

Pac
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backgroundl In looking at the influence of previous
environment on partlclpatlon 1n prison treatment programs,
one might speculate that inmates who- return on their
furloughs to thelr homes in non-urban areas may return to
a more stable, "less tempting",eOmmunity structure‘than. |

those‘who return to urban areas. An urban environment may

: present greater opportunities and .perhaps, more 1ntense

peer Pressure to commit crimes and to return to a pre-

incarceration life style. The significance of intensive

criminal histories for these people remains unclear.

Work-Release;. As in the furlough program, partic-
ipation in the work~release program.has been shown to
reiate positiyely to a lower recidiuism rate. Again,
some inmates benefited more than others.

The type of offender who seemed to benefit most
signiticantly from work-release was one who was older,

less educated, from an urban area, with a less stable

work history, and who had previous adult incarcerationst

We can observe that the person who benefited most

from work-release appeared to be from a lower socioeconomic

background. This directly contrasted with those who
benefited most from the furlough program, whose back-

ground characteristics suggested a higher socioeconomic

- status,.
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Two tentative suggestions'will be offered to explain

' these results, whlch 1nd1cated _that dlfferent types of
,1nmates benef1ted most from each COmEunlty orlented program.

'First of all, .the work release program can~be viewed as an

attempt to affect the environment by proﬁiding a full-time

job and job skills;'which'in turn can create a new lifestyle -

and structure. The hlgher socioeconomic characterlstlcs
that seemed to be reflected in the backorounds of the

inmates who beneflted most from the furlough program may’

offer better education and more opportunltles for JObS and

careers that are more fulfilling and skilled than those
typical of the lower socioeconomic -environment. The inmate
from the urban environment, who may not have had much

successful previous work or education history, may benefit

more from a basic job experience and the steadier lifestyle

that can result. 1In effect, the work-release program can

manipulate an environment which has been detrimental to

job success; the non-urban environments, in already

providing more educational and career opportunities, do

not create a similar need. And, as stated above, the non-
urban environment is ''less temptlnc" to inmates returning
home for short periods of time on a furlough, while those
fron the poorer, urban environment who go back only briefly

to their old neighborhood face stronger peer pressure and
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conditions with fewer resources which could counterbalance
the pull to commit more crimes.
A second explanatlon results more 31mply from the

observatlon that the inmates who beneflt most from the

hlstorles and a lower level of educatlon For'those inmates
with a stable work history and a hlgher level of educatlon
the work—release experlence does not have as 31°n1f1cant

an 1mpact. It seems that the work-release program does

"benefit those inmates who, glven thelr pre-lncarceratlon

histories, characterlstlcally have high recidivism rates.

1The experience of working at a stable job, perhaps for the

first time, makes a significant difference for that type

of inmate in terms of reducing recidivism. Those inmates

who have already demonstrated scme success in the job

market are not as affected by the work-release experience

as a deterrent to committing more crimes after release

from prison.

DLM Cocnseling. A review of the differential effects

of the DLM counseling program on recidivism revealed
séveral distinct trends..

There were no identifiable characteristics
associated with a significant reduction in recidivism.

{

That is, no one type of offender was found to have

D ST S Ll s s e =

o e b —— - S ———————— B R tnca i 2o e e o e S e SEE LS Yy TR TIAT LTI TR R He T IO Emas e moeTree
Sv— - - E— . S— !




insight, and understanding.
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benefited significantly from participation in the counseling

prooram. Further, two backorohnd characteristics--age and

.

_ievel of educatlon-~reflected a 51°n1f1cant increase in

recidivism when related tohpart1c1patlon 'in the COunseling

program. ' | T

For the first characteristic,. age, the results showed

that inmates 21 years of age or younger at incarceration

were more likely to recidivate with some counseiing than

- with none.

The orientation of the counseiiné program at Framingham
is based on the psychoanalytic model of psychiatryg
according to the responses by inmates and DLM counseiors.
This. ‘approach tends ‘to emphasize client introspection,
Clients are urged to remember
their childhood and relive the feelings associated‘with
early. experiences. 'The understanding thus gained of the
past enables clients then to understand present attitudes,
¥Which in turn prompts change in.present behaviort The
therapist tries to remain as objective and non-crdtical as
possible when relating to the client.

A great deal has been written about the type of
therapyappropriate to younger people, who exhibit acting

out, nonintrospective, exploitative type of behavior.
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The young inmates at Framingham who seem to be
adversely effected by counsellng tend to be typical of

o

SO ) thlS cllent group.

L

thls type of impulsive acting out behavlor, Whlch can be
exacerbated by the adolescent and late adolescent struggle

between 1ndependente and dependence, separatlon and

O acted out as a part of thlS Strugole Also, a certain

level of maturlty generally not achleved by adolescents
is important in the psychotherapeutlc process. These
considerations mayxhelp to explain why the psychothera-.
peutic counseling process at Framingham did not benefrt
the young inmates. |

Perhaps'a more appropriate mode.of therapy’for
younger, acting out inmates, might be "reality therapy”
G as described by William Glasser.

In this type of therapy,

present behavior is the prime focus--past history-taking

only 1eads’to excuses for behavior Or, even more detrimental,
to an opening up of painful anxieties Which are usually

) | handled by more acting out behavior (the accustomed defense
mechanlsm) rather than less. The relationship between
therapist and client is more open and personal--the therapist

mu - L )
st invest more energy in motlvatlng, guiding, advising,
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Thelr age and crlmlnal records rerlect'

1nd1v1duation. Rebelllon against authorlty is dramatlcally :
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.than in conventiopnal psychotherany.

..types of psychotherapy.
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praising, encouraging, reaching .out, and shaxing of self

A sense of personal

1nvestment and carlng on the part of the therapist is”

.1mportant for the cllent to be able to respond to the .

ultimate goal of self respon51bility ‘It is possible that
a reallty oriented .counseling approach Wlth its enpha51s on

the ‘"here and now,' might be more effectlve 1n reducing

rec1d1v1sm for the youncr inmates.

These tesults and explanations can also be supported

by studies discussed in the llterature review section.

Adams's study in 1960 differentiated between amenable and

neonamenable offenders, with amenability to treatment
(conventional psychotherapy) being a significant factor
in the success rate. Amenables, described again as being
"bright, verbal, anxious,‘showing an awareness of problems,

insight, desire to change and acceptance of treatment,"

are significantly different from the type of inmate

. described above, and are more appropriate for conventional

The psychotherapy program
evaluation done at Walpole State Prison also reveals
similar findings--the "no impact' group of inmates (younger,

with longer records) experienced an increase in the recid-

ivism rate as the length of time in therapy increased.
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The second characteristic related to a significant

increase in recidivism, when coupled with»participation in

the counseling program, was a low level of educatlon. Tmo

p0381ble explanations will be offered here. First a low

level of education may be assoc1ated with a lack of skill-
and ease_in~verbalizing‘thoughts and feelings. Since the -
'ability to articulate objective and'subjectire material
is very important in most‘forms oprsychotherapy, those -
with inadequateverbal skills‘may enperience a sense of
frustration and defeat. This may result in even more‘
‘overt behavior problems,. as well as'a:failure to receive
much benefit‘from'the verbal psychotherapy process. Second,
" a lower level of educational experience may suggest less
exposure and receptivity to new ideas and thoughts. A

lack of awareness in thinking about behavior psychologically,

for example, may inhibit a person's thinking in terms of

his/her own psychological processes, causes and effects.

Interviews with Inmates and Staff

This section deals with the subjective responses of
present inmates and staff at Framingham to questions about
each of the four treatment programs. Some of the responses

suggest possible explanations or guidelines for future

exploration with regard to the data presented in the previous
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the sectlon on the DLM counsellng program rece1v1no the most

'attentlon)

‘large maJorlty of the staff members interviewed expressed

~-126-
The interview material follows the same

two sections.

order of programs as presented in -the above sectlons (w1th

-

Furlough Program. -In summary, many 1nmates and a

positive - -feelings about the fprlongh program. This
subjective response coincides with the objective data of
previous sections in its overall praise of the program.
Both groups c1ted as a main beneflt the opportunlty
furloughs provide for family and community contact As
an additional benefit, inmates included the chance to get
out of the institution, while staff members mentioned

the program's usefulness as a management tool for
controlllnghlnmates (by motlvatlno positive behav1or with
a reward).

On the negative side, both inmates and staff members
felt that various administrative practices and unfair |
rules and regulations were the main problems with the
furlough program. Specifically mentioned by both inmates
and staff was the perceived lack of uniform eligibility
criteria and therefore arbitrary selection of.inmates for

furlough approval.

Of the three community based programs, inmates seemed
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'Work—Release Prooram

In general most of the 1nmates
and staff members 1nterv1ewed eXpressed p031t1ve opinions

of -
the work release program again reflectlncr the pos:tive

data presented in earller sectlons Major benefitg cited

by both inmates and staff included the chance for graoual

reintegration into. the community, the OPportunity to earn

and save money, and thé chance to obtain job tralnlng and

to develop good work habits for future employment

Main problems with the work- -release program cited

by b
Y both inmates and staff, centered around admlnlstratlve

issues, 1f]
Spec1f1cally, inmates mentloned arbltrary selectlon

of participants, while staff members mentioned poor

Screening Procedures,

Of the 1nmates 1nterv1ewed there was a strlklng.

' d1f
ference between Participants and non-partlcipants in

work-release with regard to their bPérceptions of the

Program. Whereas the non-participants tended to view

the work-relegse prooram as a means of obtaining job
skills and sav1ng money, four of the five Participants

int
nterviewed saw the work-relegse program a5 a chance to
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-account for these differences.

get away from the prison grounds and to improve their status

w1th the parole. board
There are several poss1ble explanatlons that could

First, the small number of

work4release participants interyiewed may be a reSult of
the fact that no interviews‘were conducted at.the work-
release cottages outside the prison walls, ahd that all

interuiews were'conducted during the day when work-reiease
part1c1pants were 1ikety to be at their jobs. Those -
participants who were interviewed.may have been available

because they had terminated from the work-release program

Hence, these

.and therefore had negative perceptions of it.
five participants may have been a biased sample.
Other possible explanations might be that perhaps

the program does not meet inmates' expectations of work-

release, such as good jobs, good pay, and good training.
Or, since they must be within 18 months of their release

dates in order to qualify for the program, inmates may

simply be looking forward to their release to the exclusion

of other considerations.

Education-Reiease Program. The most notable finding

concerning the education release program was that a large

percentage of both inmates (50%) and staff members (25%)

expressed a lack of knowledge about the program. The low
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-number of part1c1pants in the ObJeCthE data samples may

. suggest one reason for thlS ignorance about the program

Those who - dld respond to questions about the prooram
generally felt that ‘the program was helpful to inmates
Beneflts mentloned included the opportunlty for some 1noates

to get an educatlon they mlght not have otherw1se had’ the-

ch &
ance to. ob_aln, the chance to develop non- crlmlnal

patterns, ‘and the opportunlty to readJust to the out91de

communlty

Several suggestlons for chanoes in the education
‘release program were proposed by both inmates and staff
members. Inmates felt that there should be more flex-
ibility with respect to the time allowed for return to-the‘

1nst1tut1on from class, since occasionally it may be

- necessary for a student to stay late at school and program

rules were not viewed as permiting thlS In addition
’

both lnmates and staff members 1nterv1ewed expressed the

~need for better Screening procedures of candidates for

and better preparation of those inmates
Vho are chosen, Specifically, respondents felt that some
participants were either not suff1c1ent1y motlvated to

adquately make use of an educational opportunity, or were

not academlcally prepared for such an experience.
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] | DLM Counseling Program. The discussion of the DLM:

counseling program is d1v1ded 1nto three sectlons-—the
tesults of those questldns that were asked of all 1nter-
’v1ewees (sta;f members, 1nmate_counsellhg part1c1pants and
% ' nons partlclpants), those questlons a"“ed specifically of

.each of the above three~subgroups,‘and the Likert-style

" questions asked of all interview ﬁartieipants.

kaﬁ Results of questidns asked of all respondents.

in generdl, inmates expressed @ixed feelings abdut the DLM
;C . counseling prbgrem, while ; majority ef the staff members
interviewed thought it was a good program. Both inmates
S : h and staff members.felt that the opportunity it offered
L f for help with problems end fdr self-understanding were main
E L .benefits.

- Program particinants tended to express concerns about
the counseling method used by DhM'counselors and the

: implication associated with staff pressure to participate
;C?- : o that parole stetus was dependeht‘on participatioﬁ in

- counseling. Non-participants tended to be concermed about
such issues as confidentiality, fears of dealing with
heevy prdblems, and the time factors~involyed in being

counseled while incarcerated.

Main problems with the DLM counseling program cited
by staff members were the lack of communication betyeen

wd DILM and other staff members, the adverse effects on the
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counseliné relationship when inmates ate pressured to
participate, and, paradox1cally, the dlfflculty of
motlvatlna inmates to part1c1pate in counsellng .The .
blggest problem c1ted by the DLM staff members was thelr
lack of control over the time of termination of counseling.
Qverwhelmlngly p031tive.feelings Were expressed by
staff'members"ehout.the'DLM codhseiors. Such descfiptions
as hhonest", "profeSSiohai", and "dedicated”'were'common,

Inmate counseling participants, on the other hand, were

'divided in their opinions of the counselors. Some partic-

ipants felt that the DLM counselors were 'very helpful",
while others seemed to feel that the experience depended
on '"who you get", since some counselors were perceived as
"out of touch" or persons who "don't care",

Both inmates and staff members'felt that inmates
entered the counseling program either to get help with
thelr problems and have someone to talk to, or because

they were pressured to participate by parole or furlough

~boards or by staff members.

With the exeeﬁtion of several of the eustodial
officers, both staff members and inmates v1ewed the DLM .
counseling program favorably. The negative reactions of
some custodial officers may have been the result of a

general lack of understanding about counseling, a feeling
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that counseling doesn't work, or the lack of information
exchange between them and the DLM staff members, - Also
offlcers reported that they often saw 1nmates come out of .
a counseling session appeaiino more upset than when they
,entered |
Most of the inmates who wére participants in the
counseling program and two thirds of the staff members
':1nterv1ewed dlfferentiated between the correctlonal
.soc1a1 workers and the DILM- counselors by saying that the
'soc1al workers prov1ded concrete _practical serv1ces while
the DLM counselors provided services of a more psychological
‘nature. Non-counseling participants, however, were less
able to perceive such differences in the functions of the
“two departments. Among the counseling participants who
‘had been in counseling- for more "than 20 sessions there
was a slightly more pOSltlve feeling about the helpfulness

of the DLM counselors in comparison to the correctional

social workers.,

(b) Results of specific questions asked of each sub-

roup. In the analysis of the responses to specific
Questions asked of staff, inmate counseling participants
and inmate nonrparticipants, respondents were further
divided into categories of‘staff, female participants,

female non-participants, male participants, male non-
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participants, part1c1pants who had more than 20 counseling

sessions, and participants who had less than 20 counseling

sessions.

inmates learned about the DLM counseling program mainly
from their social workers the c1ass1ficat10n board, or
from other staff members. However 51nce male inmates do
not go through the c1a551fication process, a lack of formal
‘verbal 1ntroduction to the counseling prooram may be a'
contrlbuting factor to the seemingly small number of male
counseling part1c1pants. |

Those 1nmates interviewed who chose to engage in
counseling did so for a variety of Teasons. About half
of the inmates interviewed said they had been motivated
to enter counseling by staff Preéssure and hopes for an
earlier parole., Only one-third said they were motivated
by personal problems. As with the inmates, the staff
recognized that various levels of staff pressure do exist.
They felt that both the parole and furlouOh boards use
counsellng 45 a precondition for release and that staff
pressure to participate is focused mainly on those 1nmates
who exhibit dlsruptive behavior. The 1arge number of
inmates motivated by external factors may contribute to

the lack of success of the DIM counseling program, at

least as indicated by the high recidivism rate results

) Both staff and 1nmates were generally in agreement that‘
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presented earlier. Although the counseling non-participants

lenterv1ewed differed w1th the staff and. c#unsellng parth1-

it had been 'a positive experience.

inmates interviewed,

’pants in that they felt there was no staff pressule to

'partlclpate.or not -to participate in counsel;ng, almost

all staff and inmate interviewed were in ‘agreemerit that

thére was no inmate pressure ‘either way.

felt that inmate pressure to participate or not to partici-

pate in counseling goes in cycles--sometimes for and

“sometimes against.

Another factor that may have an impact on an inmate's

‘attitude toward counseling was his or her prior experience

with counseling. Although most of the counseling partici-

pants had had no previous experience with counseling, those
who had previously been in counseling generally felt that

a slight majority of the wemen had
never part1c1pated 1n any other counseling prograﬁ, whereas
most of the men had participated in some other counsellnc
program. The men felt more positively towards these.
counseling experiences than the women, who latgely felt
that they had not been helped. Interestingly, most of.the
men generally thought participation in the DIM counseling

-

program might be helpful for them, while the women

generally thought that the program could never be of any

Some staff membetsi

Among the non-counseling -
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assistance.

From this data, one could assume that the

inmates' present‘attitddes towafds.the DLM counseling

‘»grogrem are influenced by tﬁeir pest_experienbe«with
- counseling. | | | |
Of those inmates 1nterv1ewed who-dld partltlpate in
.the DLM counsellng program, more than half felt that
counseling had not made a dlfference in their lives at-.

Framingham. However, there'seemed to be a slight positive

correlatlon between time spent in counsellng and the amount .

of impact that ‘counseling had on life in prison. Most of

the staff felt that counsellng did make a difference in
inmates'

lives in prison. Counseling non-part1c1pants '

felt either that counseling did not make a difference in
their friends' lives at Framingham or that they did not

know if it had made a difference.

- Many of the ceunseling partieipants felt that
counseling woul§ make no difference in their lives back
on the street. Again, there was a slightly more positive
feeling among those who had been in codnseling for ;
longer period of time that counseling would make a
difference in their lives after release. Inmates inter-
Qiewed who had not participated in the counseling program

generally felt that ¢ounseling would not make a difference

in the lives of their counseling participant friends
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after release. Staff members interviewed tended to feel

that the impact of counseling on an inmate's life after
rélease.depenaed.upon the\individual; Inmates generallf
felt that eounseling would make more of a difference in.
their 1ives.at.Framingham than.their lives back on the

This seems to indicatenthat‘inmateé tended to

perceive DIM counseling as an institutionally-oriented

- program rather than a community-<oriented program.

While staff.members and non-counseling inmates tended.
to doubt that DIM counseling participants would continue
with codnseiing when back on the street, half of the
counseling particinants said they intended to continge.
Three of the nine participants who felt'they would continue
with counseling, stated that they would be seen in private
agencies other than DLM. |

One of the issues we were trying to assesS'in our
interviews was the existence of factors that might oeter
inmates from entering the counseling program. A negative
prior experience with counseling by non-participants
seemed to havean effect on their present attitudes regarding
whether or not they thought counseling might.be helpful
to them, Those who had negative counseling experiences
tended to feel that counseling could‘not be helpful,
whereas those who had positive prior counseling experiences

*

tended to feel that counseling might be helpful to them.
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Peer reaction i 's i
ion to an inmate's involvement in counseling

.‘dld not appear to play a maJor role in ‘the decision to

partlcpate. Half of tne 1nmates -who part1c1pated 1n the

DLM prooran felt there was no reaction to their part1c1-

pation by other inmates, and the negative reactions among

the other half were ne011°ible

-

" Other questione included when and with whom counselino
. . ! ' ©

.could'be_moat effective. The staff in general felt that
3most inmates could make use of a counseling erperience

However, various individual staff members mentioned

‘repeat offenders, "gangsters", professional criminals
and unmotivated inmates (those who were pressured into
counseling) as inappropriate candidates for counseling;

Generally, staff members felt that the two most critical

times for 1nmates to enter counsellno were upon entering

prlson and just prior to release. This was supported by

the fact that all female inmates 1nterv1ewed who had

participated in the DLM counseling program said they had

" entered therapy within six months of their incarceration
v . >

with the majority entering counseling within three months

of their arrival at FraminOham. Responses of male partic-

ipants 1nterv1ewed indicated that they tended to wait a
longer period of time before seeking counseling. It is
possible, however, that their responses included their

total time in prison rather than their time spent at
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i be e enteri counseling . ) : ] o ,
Framingham for_ e ing ¢ ) Most of the counsellng participants' suggestions for

Staff members generally saw the DLM program as bene-

. e : 1mprov1nb the DLM program related spec1f1cally to *he
icia "4 . to instituti , and to.society.’ - '
flClél to 1n@ates, to the institution, a 03 =y gounselors.u They suggested- that the theraplsts should be

ey - it as an opportunity for. inmates to participate - . ' ' A -
.They saw as n opp y o pat p. | IRt L ‘more "real", more "down to earth", and more caring;- they
i : 1 rthH experience which would help them . - ‘ :
in a - personal g P ) P : . ‘ . . . wantéd the therapists to demonstrate more personal 1nLerest,
' learn to deal w1th their problems, adJust to prison and o . - g - -

and to be more actlve.and self-r@vealing.

readJust to soc1ety. ém?ng 1nmates, howeyg;, thgre was Such suggestlons may reflect a general lack of
greater-amblyale§ce’?bout the hélpfulness‘énd éffeptiVenéss 1< trust felt by $nma tes rather than a lack of carlné onn tﬁe
of the DIM counseling Program? although cértainly'some part of the counselors. However, these suggestlons may
‘individuals found counseling helpful. . o  also indicate a real need for a tvﬂatment approach that

Both staff and inmates offered several suggestions would include more therapist activity.and involvement;

' . DLM counseling program could be improved. ] ' o . . _ .
as to how the DM & Pros P The differential treatment section discusses the use of

bers and.inmates expressed the need for R e . . . .
_Severa; staff member . P t "reality therapy'" in connection with the young age of

i i unselors; male counselors, and grou ) ] .
moTe minority counse ’ ’ grORP the inmates who didn't benefit from the DIM counseling

i . inmates suggested that use of the self- . '
experiences. Some 1 g8 ) process. The interview results suggest that most of the

ould be more effective. Some L )
help model of treatment w : . inmates, not just the younger ones; felt the need for a

: ' i i ut off from the DLM : ’
staff members mentioned feeling c more personal,involved, present-oriented type of counseling

p;ogram and suggested Fhat the DLM staff Sh9uld have more 'i ’ . | ‘This is supported by the literature which disqusses the
'day~to-day inyolvement wiFh the rest of the staff. How- appropriaté type of therapy for those individuals.in-
ever, the separation of tbe DLM program from the Department ‘ génefal who exhibit impulsive acting out behavior (clinic-
_of Correction was mentioned as an advantage by some staff _ - - 1 ally desc;ibed as ''character disorders" and usually
members, who felt thét this.sepératen@ss.allowed inmates identified as being predominant in‘prison populations).
to talk freely without the fear of punitive consequences. Otto Pollak is one author who has written on this subject.

— in summafy, this thesis makes a major recommendation
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regarding the type of counseling that might be more

effective with the prison population at Framingham. Our
fesults indicate that present-oriénted therapy which

emphasizes an active relationship between the therapist and

clieht would be a beneficial addition to the DLM counseling

program as practiced at MCI-Framingham.{

_Responses to Likert-Type Items. The overall trend.

elicited by the 15 Likert—tYpe questions indicated sub-

stantial differences of opinion. between staff and inmates.

The staff generally felt positively towards the DLM program
andlcounselors, while. the inmates'expreased‘a much ‘higher
degree of skeptieism and cynicism,

 For example, the statement "Inmates can trust the
counselors' elicited the strongest opinions and widest
difference between staff and inmates. Ninety percent of
the staff agreed that inmates can trust the eounselors,
whlle only 30% of the inmates agreed (with 0% of the
1nmates indicating strong agreement,

as opposed to 56% of

the staff). A significant difference was also seen W1th

'respect,tp inmates vs. staff perceptions of confidentiality

in counseling. Seventy-three percent of the staff agreed .
that everything in counseling is kept confidential, as
opposed to only 427 of the inmates. 'The staff also
responded quite positively (90% in agreement, with 43% of

those strongly agreeing) to the statement that ''counseling

B e PO i

v sowrw
v

-

1o

()

O

P

.

T T S T I A R~

R U RN INEL N X R UL,

. l141-

will help an inmate to make the adjustment when he/she
is back on the street " while only 39% of the inmates

(with only one inmaté feellng stron°ly) agreed w1th thlS.
. .

Another 31gn1f1cant dlfference emerged in answer ‘to
the statement, "The main reason for g01n° to counsellng

is that 1t looks good for the parole board Seventy-

"two percent of the inmates agreed with thlS statement

whlle only 337 'of the sLaff agreed The interview

responses revealed the same attltudes; Finally, a

perceived ineffectiveness in regards to recidivism rate

reduction emerged in response to the atatement,
“"Counseling helps keep an inmate from coming back to
prison." Whiie 70% of the staff agreed with the statement
(in accordance with the mahifest goals of the couaseling
program, perhaps), only 227 of the inmates felt that
couaseliﬁg helped reduce recidivism.

| " Some agreement between staff and inmates did occur
around statements concerning counseling's benefits inside
of prison.

About two-thirds of both staff and 1nmates

agreed that connsellng helped reduce tensions in prlson,

- and both groups saw counseling as a means by which an

inmate could gain a better understanding of him/her self.

Thus, while counseling did not ultimately reduce recidivism,

it was perceived as being some help to an inmate's
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adjustment to the prison experience and as providing some

self-awareness,
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

'This .study was divided into four general areas for:
» B 8 . .. ‘

" investigation. The first area was a recidivism follow-up

including a coﬁparisonlof'equctgd vs.‘éctual‘recidiviSm
rates and an analysis of'the.relatibnship'between inmate
'badkground characteristics and rediﬁivigm."The second
area was an ahélysis of tﬁe gffect,bf selected programé '
on recidivism. Thebthird séction was aﬁ anélysis of

the results of interviews about the Framingham experience
which wefe conducted with inmates and staff, The
fourth area wés an’anélysis of the diffefential'effecté

of treatment programs on recidivism. Our study began

with a review of the literature.

Review of the Literature

The literature :eview section of this thesis presented
‘the historical and éonceptual framework for our research.
Differential treatment, which implies the use of particular
kinds of treatment for appropriate kinds of inmates was |
presented as a modification of the treatment philosophies
which ﬁave been uppermost for the last 100 years. |
Correétional use of treatment began in the 1880's under

the assumption that all treatment offered was helpful

and appropriate for all inmates. The type of treatmént

G
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has changed over the yeafs, from the simple provision of

[jobs_to the use of individual and group therapy, but the.

!'panacea" frame of reference has tended to persist, -
An bpposing'viewPoint has arisen in the past twenty

years. The panacea treatment apprcach has not "worked",

Recidivism rates and crime rates have generally been

increasing instead of decreasing. So, in reaction to
this failure, treatment is now seen by some critics as

a waste of time, energy,.and money. In essence, ''No

“treatment works."

Differential treatment bridées the gap between
these two ext?emes and offers a more realistic, limited
approach. Along with exaﬁples of the more usual type of
research, the few stuqies which have indicated differential
results were présented. Some of those results were used

in the interpretation of this research data.

Recidivism Folléw-up,

The sample p0pu1a£ioﬂ for this part of the study
consisted of 255 inmates, 181 women and 74 men, who were
released from MCI-Framingham Eetweem May 1, 1973 and
November 1, 1975,

| Overall, the Framingham experience had a significant

impact in reducing recidivism for the 255 men and women
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who were followed up for one year subsequent to their
'lrelease to the cOmmunity- The actual rec1d1v13m rate
for these'lnd1v1duals (16 5%) was 31gn1f1cantly 1ower
“than their expected rec1d1v1sm rate (28 2%), whlch was
derlved from base expectancy categorles.‘ The 1mpact_on
recidivism tended.to.be greater for women, who had an-* |
expected recidivism rate of 32.0% and an actual recidivism
rate of 17 l%, than it was for men, who had an, expected.
rate of 19 7L and an actual rate of 14.9%..

One of the major findings of this section was that

‘men: and women with a history of some drug involvement

seemed to benefit more from the Framingham experience

than their counterparts in the comparison group. Men.'l

and women with the following three background characteristics
"had lowervrecidivism rates than their counterparts in

the comparison group: present commitment .for drug
offense; self-reported drug use; and one or more prior
‘arrests for narcotics offenses.

Another major finding in this area was that both
men and women who were 21 or younger at first arrest
had a lower recidivism.rate than their counterparts in
the‘comparison group,

The final major finding was that men and women in

our sample who had a more extensive history of court
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involvement had a lower rec1d1v1sm rate than their counter-

parts in the comparlson .group.

In conclusion

have the greatest impact,in térms of recidivism reduction,
" on the, 1nd1v1duals who were tradltlonally con51dered to

~'be. the greatest re01d1v1sm risks--i.e., men and women who

were young and who had a hlstory of drug 1nvolvement and

more frequent court appearances

the Framlngham experiencé seemed to S
Program Analysis

Another aspect of this study was an analysis of the

effects of treatment Programs on rec1d1v1sm The

following programs were examined:

(1) the furlough program

(2) the work release program

(3) the education release program
(4) and the DIM counseling program.

The approach used 1n evaluatlng the 1mpact of these programs

was to examlne the relatlonshlp between part1c1pat10n

(and degree of part1c1pat10n) in each program and recidiv- 5

i - . . . ' ‘ A - ;

‘ Furlough Program. Eighty- elght percent of the

a4

inmates in our sample had at least one furlough. 1In

the furlough categories of number of furloughs, number

of furloughs from Framingham and number of successful
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furloughs, the findings indicate that the greater the

participation in,the.furlough7program, the lower]the.

 %ecidivism rate. These ‘findings were statistically signif-

icant for the entire sémpLe'population; It was also

-

noted that the escape rate on‘furlqughg'wésbvery low, only

1.7%. - Tﬁé'furlough program appeared to have a very

positive impact on reducing recidivism.

Wérk Release Program.n The findings‘from the ahalysié
of this progrém indicated that men and womén who had
participéted iﬁ work reléase longer Wére less likely to
recidivate. ‘Tﬁis-finding’approached étatistical signif-
jcance, and it was concluded that work release seemed

to have a positive impact on reducing recidivism,

Education Release Program. Statistics from the

edﬁcation release prbgram were analyéed.. However, due
to the small sample size (N= 18: 7% of sample population),
no trends and/éf conclusions could be aetermined. The
recidivism rate for participants was 17%, and for non-

participants, the recidivism rate was 16%.

bLM Counseling,Progrém. In our analysis of DLM
counéeling program statistics it was noted that only
19% of the sample population had participated in

counseling. The findings indicated that those inmates

1o

-

Q

 higher recidivism rate than those inmates who were

who had the greatest contact with DLM counseling (20 or

.more. interviews) were moré likely to recidivate than

inmates with less DLM cbntact,A’Although npt~stétisticall§

significant, it was noted that those inmates perceived

>by'their counselors to be improved after treatment had a

-

perceived'byvfheir.cpﬁnseiors to be ﬁnchanged aftef treatmént:
Oﬁé.baﬁte;n which emerged from this data was that

éommunity oriented programs (é.g.,»furl§ughs and work

release) were much more effective in reduéing recidivism

than the institutionally oriented program (DLM counseling).

Differential Effects of Treatment Programs

In this section we analyzed the different effects of
three treatment programs--furlough, work reiease and

counseling~--on recidivism,

Furldugh Pfogrém. The overall results of the

‘furlough program analysis indicated that participation in

the furlough program was related to a significantlf lowef
recidivism raté. The differential analysis revealed

that some inmates benefited to an even greater degree
fhan others, The inmates who benefited most signifi-
cantly from the furlough program were older, white, from

non-urban areas, with a higher level of education and
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with extensive criminal histories, as reflected by the
number of court appearances and state and federal incar-

Most*of these characteristios are~uSdally

cerationsu

‘assoc1ated w1th a hlgher soc1o economlc background

O

Apa ot O Y

ThlS pattern seems to suggest that there may be a
relationship between the type of environment to which a
.person returns on furlough and eSpecially low recidivism

rates.

Work Release Program. As in the furlough program,

participetion'ln the work releese'program has also been
shown to relate positively to a lower recidivism rate.
Again, the differentinl study revealed that some inmates
benefited even more than others.

The type of offender who seemed to benefit most
significantly from work release-was on who was older,
less educated, from an urban area, with a less stable f
work history and who had previous adult incarcerations.
Most of these characteristics are usually associated with
a lower socio-economic background. Thisldirectl§ contrasts
with the inmates who benefited most from furloughs‘
whose chdracteristics were associated with a higher

ocio-economic level.
We also observed that the work release program does

benefit those inmates who, given their less stable job
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histories and lower level of education, traditionally
-have had hlgh rec1d1v1sm rates,

_atlons for these results were glven.

.DLM Counseling Program. Overall part1c1pat10n 1n

the counsellng program was found to have an inverse

-

effect on recxd1v1sm.. Further in the dlfferentlal study.

séveral dlstlnct ‘trends became apparent. There were no
ldentlfiable characteristics associated with.a‘slgnif-

icant reduction in recidivism; That is, no one type of
offender was found to have beneflted 51gn1f1cantly from
participation in the counseling program, Further, two
charecteristies, age and level of education reflected
a significant 1ncrease in recidivism when related to
participation in the counsellnO program.

From this last trend are presented particular
theories and problems to be considered for those inmates

in the DLM counseling program who were younger and had

.'lower level of education.

" Inmate and Staff Interviews

An interview schedule was drawn up by the research

group to solicit opinions concerning the furlough, work

release, education release and DLM counseling programs.
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Interviews were conducted with inmate counseling partici-

:pants and non-participants, and representatives of all

Addltlonally, leert type 1tems,.

'measurlng attltudes toward the DLM program were, admini-

stered to all‘interviewees. The main foous.of these -
interviews was on the DLM~counse1ing program, .

Most staff and'lnmates interviewed expressed positive
feelings about the furlough program. However, they felt
that the'percelved arbltrary selectlon of 1nmates for

furlough approval was unfalr. The work release program

'was also viewed favorably by most staff members and

inmates.A The main problem with this program, cited by
both inmates and staff centered around screening procedures.

A notable finding concerning the education release
program was the large number of both inmates and staff
members who expressed a lack of knowledge about.the
program.

Staff members interviewed tended to have positive
opinions about the DLM counseling program, whereas
inmates.expressed a much higher degree of skepticism and
cynicism., These findings were also confirmed by the
Likert results. While staff members overwhelmingly

described the DIM counselors as "honest", ‘professional®,

-
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-counseling did so for a variety of reasons.
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1A} .
and "dedicated," inmates were divided in thelr opinions,

The leert results suggested that the lack of trust and

, confldentlallty in relatlon to DLM counselors'was a major

issue for inmates.

Those ihmates interviewed who chosée to engage in
About half
of the inmates 1nterv1ewed sald they had been motivated
to ehter counseling by both staff'pressure and hopes
for:ah earlier parole. The Likert results confirmed
this finding. Only one-third said they were motivated

by personal problems. ~As with the inmates, the staff

- recognized that various levels of staff pressure do

exist. They felt that both the parole and furlough
boards used counseling as a pre-condition for release,
and that staff pressure to participate was focused mainly
on those inmates who exhibited disruptive behavior.'

Inmates' reaction to their fellow imnmates' partici-

pation in counseling did not appear to play a major role

in one's decision to participate in the DLM eounseling
program. However, a negative prior experience with
counseling might be one factor that would inhibit inmates
from entering the DLM program.

Inmates felt that counseling would make more of a
difference in their lives at MCI-Framingham than their

lives back on the street. This seemed to indicate that
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inmates tended to perce;ve DLM counseling as an institutionally
.oriented program‘rather than a éOmmunity oriented program.
W1th a few exceptlons, the staff felt that most
.1nmates could make use of the counsellng experlence
espec1a11y when enterln prison and Just-prlor to release.
These opinions were con31stent w1th the Likert Lesults
which 1ndlcated that 31°n1f1cantly.more staff members
than inmates‘felt that the DLM counseling.program reduced
recidivism rates. | .
According to the DLM coﬁnselqrs, their counseling
tended to be based on the traditional psychotherapeutic

approach. Results of inmate responses indicated that

other. therapeutic models might be more helpful.
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"BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM RATES

OF FRAMINGHAM RELEASEES AND COMPARISON GROUP RELEASEES

APPENDIX A
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. BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM RATES OF FRAMINGHAM e st
o MEN AND COMPARISON GROUP MEN ‘ -
Lo o _ : _ P
L , Framingham Men : Comparison Group . : '§?
- Variable N % Recid. Rate N yA Recid. Rate o
. . Total 74 (100) 15% 1015 (100) 2% -
L' A. Present Offense Pl
1. Institution Committed to oy f
“ . Walpole 45 (61) 11% 484 . (48) 199 q
. Concord 29 (39) 21% 531 (52) 29% ¥
4 : : !
f 2. Offense o |
i —_— _ ~p
i ' % : Vi
E Person 438 (65) 17% 501 (49) 21% - ot
E Sex 7 9) 14% . 61 (6) 8% ‘ ‘
- Property 7 (9) 29% 347 (34) . 29% £
| Drug 12 (16) 0% 77 (8) - 297 I
L Q Other 29 (3) 347% i
f;i "3. Minimum Sentence ' %
| Indefinite 29 - " (39) 21% 489;  (48) 30% g
: 5 years or less 23 (31) 17% 367 (36) 19% i
More than 5 years 22 (30) 5% 159 . (16) ;9% 1
A 4, (Age at Incarceration 3
SN 21 or younger 16 (22) 0%% . 410 (40) 27%% . -
. \TK 22-30 ' 31 (42) 23% 414 (41) 25% . . &
Vo 31 or older 26 (36)- 12% 191 (19) 17% @ ’
PR fi * %'Statistically gignificmnt difference in recidivism rates. o ?'
. [E — N / - — B
. / ‘/// ‘ - 5

it
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0 Framingham Men . = .+ . Comparison Group §
. Variable , N %  Recid. Rate N % Recid, Rate |

i 5. Length of Incarceration

5_. " 2 years or less - 34 47) 18% - - : -
More than 2 years = 39 . (53) 10% - ‘ - S

g 6. Type of Release

! Parole g | 72 (97) . 15% : - .- Co- ' .
i Discharge : 2 3 0% - R

7. Age at Release , ' ' Coe S '”_. e
24 or younger ‘ 20 (27) ' 5% - SRS -

25-30 19 (26) 329, - - -
31 or older 35 47) 11% - - -

g STy N
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B, Background Characteristics
1. Race
White 48 (67) 17% 710 (69) 259,
Black 24 - (33) 13% - 302 - (31) S 249
Other - - - 3 ,(Q) : 33%

Marital Sfétﬁs

£
N
L

Single ' 35 47 179 614. . (60) 279

B R T T i e T T Ty AT T I e

i Married 24 (32) 8% 215 (21); T 20%:
i Div., Wid., Sep. 15  (21) 20% ‘186 (18) 229
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b Framingham Men.
- Variable N YA Recid. Rate
% 3., Military Service
ﬁ Non-Veteraﬁ 45 (61) 13%%
" Veteran 29 (39) 17%
i 4. Last Address
g Boston % (46) 6%
5 Other 40 (54) 23%
g 5. Occupational Status
§ Professional 1 (1) - 0%
: Business 3 (4) 0%
Clerical 2 (3) 0%
‘ Manual 45 (61) 9%
| Service Workers 19 (26) 37%
i Other 4 (5) 0%
) 6. vength of Time on Most Skilled Job
i 6 mos. or less 24 (35) - 21%
0 7-12 mos. _ 11 (14) 0%
1 up to 2 yrs. 9 (13) 33%
' 2 up to 5 yrs. 20 (29) - 10%
; 5 yrs. or more 5 (7) 20%
f Unknown - - -
Q 7. Longest Period éﬁ One Job
@ 6 mos. or less 22 (32) 23%
‘ 7-12 mos, 10 (14) 0%
R 1 up to 2 yrs.. 11 (16) 27% .
I 2 up to 5 yrs. 19 (28) 11% -
I 5 yrs. or more 7 (10) 14%
Unlmoun - - -

5 o T
Cdmpéfison Group .
N "~ % -Recid. Rate
| S
741 (73) Co27g
274 (27) 18% -
' 373 (37) 20%%
642 (63) 27%
13 (1) 23%
8 1) . 0%
63 - (6) 149,
674 (66) 269,
171 (17) - 27%
86 (8. 15%
419 (a1 30%
133 - (13), 21%
143 (14) . 19% - -
125 (12) 23%

60 (6) 39 .
142 (14) . 25% -
389 (38) 33%
137 (13) | 22%
156  .(15) 17% . .
131 -(13) 247 -

64 (6) 5% .
138 (14) 23%
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% Framingham Men - o Comparison Group
é;Variable o | % Recid. Rate N % . Recid., Rate .
I , ‘ o
4 8. Last Grade Completed
0-6 8 @y 1% 92 - (9  18%
b 7-9. 26 (35) 15% 521 (51) - 26% -
b "10-11 14 - (19) B YA 213 (21) 26%
i 12 or higher: 26  (35) 15% 160 . (16) . - 18%
;f Unknown - - . - T 29 (3) L 21%
ﬁ_ 9. Drug Use
None Reported 45 (63) 20% 638" (63) - 20%
i Yes (not spec.) 4 (6) 0% - 69 (7 14%:
i Heroin 14 (20) WAL 189 (19) 39%%
i Other than Heroin 4 (6) 0% : 56 . (6) . 32% -
I Marijuana only 4 (6) 25% .37 4. 14%
| Unknown - ) - 26 (3) 27%
C. Criminal History '
1. Age at First Arrest
15 or younger 30 . (41) 17% % ‘ 495 - (49) S 29% *"
16-21 28 (38) 11% 407 (40) 1 22%
22 or older 16 (22) 19% 113, (1) 12% .
2. No, of Court Appeafanééé | |
1-5 20 (27)  15% 239 . (26) - 13%
6 or more . 54 (73) . 15%% 776 (76) 28%%*
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3 Fféminghéﬁ Men A  Comparison Group .
i Variable ‘ N % Recid. Rate N % Recid. Rate

3. Prior Arrests for Person Of fenses | '
0-1 28 (38) 4% 412 (47 - 249,
2 or more 46 (62) 15% 543 . (53) - 26%
4. Prior Arrests for Probefty'dffénseé
0-2 32 (43) 19, 333 (33) . 13%
3 or more _ 42 (57) 197 682 (67) 30%..
5. Prior Arrésts for Narcotic Offénseé .
None 46 (62) 22% 765 1 (75)" 227,
One or more 28 (38) 4% 250 (25) . 329%%"
6. Prior ArrestéAfdr Druﬁkenheéé .
None 43 (58) YA 502 (49) 21%*'
One or more " 31 42y - 29%- 513 (5;) ' 287
7. No. of Juvenile Incaréeratiéns,
None 53 (72) - 179% 659  (65) .- 20%
~One or more 21 (28) - 10%% 356 (35) . 33%3
8. No. of House of Corr. Incarcerations _
None 44 (60) 7 7% - 488 (48) 20%%-.
One or more + 29 (40) 28% 527 (52) 297
9. No. of State Incarcerations .
None 53 (73) 11% © 575 (57) 227,
i One or more 20 (27) 25% . : 440 -(43) 287%
;
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM RATES OF FRAMINGHAM _
WOMEN AND COMPARISON CROUP WOMEN :

Framingham Women

N

1381

112

47
50
49
22
13

132
12

52
83
37

%

(100)

(100)

(26)
(28)
(27)
(12)

(7)

(92)
. (8)

(30)
(48)
(22)

Recid. Rate %
17%% 92 (100)
15%% 92 (100)

9% 22 (24)
34% 29 (32)
129% 20 (22)

97 o e
15% .21 (23)
18% 89 (97)

0% 3 (3)
1300"‘- 36 : . (39)
20% 35 (38)
11% (23)

= Statistically significant difference

[ ¢ ( @
i
.
.
Ly
.
Pl
1
EVariable
i
!
iTotal
fA. Present Offense
| .
I 1. Institution Committed to
|
: Framingham
i
2. Offense
1
s
5 Person
! " Property
3 Drug
P Prostitution
% Other
3., Minimum Sentence
Lii Indefinite
g,ﬁ Definite
i 4. Age at Incarceration
4 21 or younger
§ 22-29
! 30 or older
i
% ! in recidivism rates.
i
-

1=

21

Comparison Group

" Recid. Rate .

29%%*

" 297x%

187 -
249

LO0%se

38% -

" 30%
0%

33%%

29% -
24%

291~
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5 Variable
5. Length of Incarceration
Less than one year
1 up to 2 years
2 years oY more
Unknown
6. Type gg_Reléase
. Parole
& Discharge
7. Age at Release
- , S 2 24 or youngexr

25 or older

QB. Background Characteristics

P , %% 1. ' Race
A :
i White
HE Black
v Other
ko Unknown
: T S ‘
e 2. Marital Status
" ; E‘ ; Single
e Married
o Divorced
’ e Widowed
. b Separated
' - Unknown
; |
] i
<

o

Ezézﬁgua__,
87 (51)
34 (20)
50 (29)
6 (5)
133 (73)
48 (27
82 (46)
96 (54)
g2 (46)
90 (51)
6 (3)
3 (3)
108 (63)
26 (15)
16 (9)
4 - (2)
17 (10)
7 (6)

.(j,”"mwww”;

ham Women

Recid. Rate

11%
15%
20%
50%

17%
17%

21%
15%

22%
13% .
17%
0%

14%%
15%
18%
25%
24%
0%

1=

50

42

.
e

Comparlson
yA

—

L(54)
(46)

. (59>,

(18) -

(15)

ReC1d Rate . -

3y :
@

" 329

26%

3 1 (’/O"c
35%
33%
" 0% .
21%
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o | Framingham Women ' . Cémﬁarison Group '
Variable N % Recid. Rate N - % ° Recid. Rate
‘ 3. Last Address _ v
Boston A 94 . (52) 145+ 53 (58) 347
Other : . 87 (48) 217% 39 (42) 23% -
Unknown e 10 (9) 0% - - - :
4. Occupational Status
Professional Sl () 0% 5 (5) 0%
Business 7 (4) . 14% 0 (0) . -
Clerical 52 (29) 23%, 12 (13) 429,
Manual - 30 (17) 23% 42 (46) 31%
Service Worker - 52 (29) 137 .. 23 (25) . 35%
Other/Unknown 39 (22) . 10% 10 (11) . (10%
5. Length of Time on Most Skilled Job
6 mos. or less 59 (43) 229, 41 . (45) - 329
7-12 mos. 25 (18) 16%, 7 - 51%c
‘1 up to 2 yrs, 27 (20) 227 - 19 ‘ 21 ., 26%
2 up to 5 yrs, .17 (13) 127 : 11 (12) - -, 18%
5 yrs. or more 8 (6) 13% 3 (3) . 33%
Unknown 24 (21) 4% 11 - (12) 18%
*. 6. Longest Period on One Job . .
2 s, or less . 52 (38) 23% - 41 (45) . 32% -
< mos. 28 (20) 18% ° 7 (D) - 57%
- up to 2 yrs. 31 (23) 19% 19 = (21) . 26%.
2 up to 5 yrs. 17 (12) 6% 11 " (12) 18%
5 yrs. or more ‘ 10 (7) 20% - 3 (3) 33%
: Unknown ‘ ' 24 (21) 4% 11" . (12) | - 18%,
g o '
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! 1 .

Variable

Last Grade Completed

0-6

7

-9

10-11
12 or higher
Unknown

Drug Use .

None Reported

Yes (not spec.)
Heroin

Other than Heroin
Marijuana Only
Unknown

Criminal History -

Age gg First Arrest

15 or younger
16-21
22 or older

1
6
1

1 C
i
.
+ : :
i
; i
|
v B
R
1 v
Lo
! 1
1
;
t
i
;
H
:
b]
;
i
C.
3
1
p
r
Vi
I3
S
¥
}
[S
f‘ Y
t .
iy ,i
] '
i
+
i
}i
G
CE
S
E\“u 1
o1
S
.
i
i1
At
i’:
i
8
i
4

0
-5
1

1

of Court.Appearances

0
or more

N

13
55
48
45

72
11
61
15
15

32

82.
50

59
109

109

Framingham Women

%

(8)
(34)
(30)
(28)

(4)

(45)
(7)
(38)
(9)
(9
(7)

(20)
(50)

(30)

(35)

(65)
(65)

Recid. Rate

23%
16%
23%
11%
20%

13%%*
9%
25%
13%
13%
25%

19%
20%
16%

17%
18%
18%

e

N

5

28"
31

21,

69

. ' —
NO W+

55
21",

39
24
29

Comparison Group

%

- (5)

(30)
(34)
(23)

(8)

| k75)

(12)
L (8)
(3)
. (0)
(2)

(17) "
. (60)
(23)

(42) -

(26)
(32)

Recid. Rate

. 0%
32%

. 4279 .
19%
14%

1]

26%%

36%
29%
677,

- 50%

199
389
14%

$21%
427,
"31%
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K . . { ;
f_f Framingham Women -+ Comparison Gfoup . ? '
. Variable : - N % Recid. Rate N - % Recid. Rate’ -
o "3. Prior Arresﬁs for Porson Offenses
0-1 112 (67) 19%% 6l (66) . 36%%*
2 or more 56 (33) 16% . 31 (34y . - 16%
4. Prior Arrests for Property Offenses = - o ' . -_.' . %,?
0-2 - 95  (57) 157k 49 (53).  33%% 1
3 or more 73 (43) 22% 43 (47) 26% .
5. Prior Arrests for Narcotic Offenses | ?j
None , Il (54) . 147 59 - (64) 20% , ?
One or more 77 (46) 19%%* 33 - (36) _ 45%h z:g
) : . . . . L
6. Prior Arrests for Drunkenness '
None 121 (72) 17% 64 (70) 287, ; |
One or more 47 (28 - - 19% 28 (30) 32% - i
o o . "'}‘ 7. No. of Juvenile Incarcexations %

S None 139 (83) 7% 81 (88) 30%% - b
: - One or more 29 (17) - 21% 11 “(12) 27% : L

g o
8. No. of House of Correction Incarcerations ‘ ‘ ‘ . ?
None 126 ' (75) 21% . 78 (85  27% ;-
. One or more . 42 (25) S 10%% 14 (15) 43%% r*
i e ' o B b
X i 9. No. of State Incarcerations s

-
Tawian

None 116 (63) 12%% 70 (76) 30%% -
One or more 67 (37) 25% . 22 . (24) 27%
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DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS ON RECIDIVISM: MEN

Framingham Men . Com@ariéon‘Group N

=3 —

Age at

incarceration: = = o ,
21 or younger, ~. 16 .. 0% 410 27%
Non-veteran | - 45 : f 13% 741 . 27%
Residence: Boston 34 - 6% . 373 20%

Heroin user 14 "'L % ‘fiSQ 39%
Some drug use 26 8% 351 25%

Drug offense 2 - . 0% .. 77 x ©29%

21 or youngér o " ;”:*.:'Q o
at lst arrest - 58 = 4% 902 . - - 26%

6 or more court N o T '
appearances 54 .0 .. 15% ~-776.-. .7 - " 27%
One or more prior - | |

arrests for narcotic .. = :

offenses ‘ - 28 y 4% - 250 © 32%
No prior arrests :

for drunkenness 43 . . 5%. .502 21%

One or more juvénile R . _ ;
incarcerations 21 . 10% :356 - - 33%

.+ No previous

incarcerations in a
house of ' : . . _ . :
correction 44 - 7% 488 . - 20%

o O ') o0 o

Difference: -~

-.27

.14

.32
.17
.29

-.23;

: -h13

S

1§

A

; Level

of Significance.

p< .05
p< .05
p< .05

p< .02
p< .02
p< .10

p< .05

pL .05

p< .01
p<L .02

p € .05

p < .05
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( ) : SR BOSTON UNIVERSITY SURVEY OF MCI-FRAMINGHAM
: y : .. . . ‘- . :

c . ) My name is .- I am one of a.group of )
P A ] . .

. ' ) graduate students from Boston University who are doing-a
i - research project on corrections.  I'd like to ask your help
le. 'in learning about some programs here at Framinghaﬁ. . ;
I~ Cr - : : i ‘
I have some questions about the furlough program, wérk release,
c APPENDIX B - a education release, and the DLM counseling progréﬁ. I am
1 ' 3 : C ,
. interested in your opinions about these programs, and anything
W SCHEDULE - : : : L
IRTERVIE ¢ ] that you say will remain confidential.

; (:,; O )

’ Thank you.
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I. Furlough Proqram

I'd like to begin by asking you soma questionsiébout the

furlough program here- at Framingham. . .
» ¢ . . ‘ .. . . .

1 What do you think of the furlough prog;am at Framingham?.
. (If no answer, clarify with guestions #3 & 4.)

*2. Have you been on any furloughs? T
*2{a) About how many? '

3. What are thé main benefits of the furlough program?

1

4 What are the main problems with the furlough program?

¥ Inmates Only
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II. Work Relcase Program

1. Wwhat do you think of the work

release

-

¥2." 'Have you been on work release?

:If yes:

*2(a) About how leng have yoﬁ.been on work release?
" %2 (b) How many jobs have you had on work release?

3. What are the main benefits of the work Telease program?

4. What are the main probleme with the work release pProgram?

* ‘Inmates Only
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III. Education Release Program
-1. What do you think of the education release program at
" Framingham? ‘
*¥2, Have you beén on education release?
If yes:
*2(a) About how long have you been on education release?
#2(b) What school(s) have ycu attended on education release?
3. What are the main benefits of the education release
program?
4. What are the main problems with the education release
program?
- % Inmates Only ' . ' ;
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IV. DLM Counseiing Program ‘
) Now I'd like to talk with you about the DLM Counseling '
1y Program here at Framlngham. By the DLM Counseling Program,
I mean-the program that is run by Ann Kirkman, Barbara Vlcholson,
_Cathy Treece, and Paula -Bass, and is located on the DLM corridor.
. " Are you familiar with'this program?' i
& If yes, proceed with questions beloﬁﬂ C ‘v.' . ot
N If né, give more details:on the DLM pfdgram.
If still no, the questions on the DLM Counsellng
B progrmnw1ll not be asked. '
e
. A. General Perceptions (All Respondents) °
1. What do you think of the DLM Counseling Proéram?
{:} . . N - .
- - -
s
2. What are the main benefits of the DIM Counseling Program?
I
i
. 3. What are the main problems with the DLM Counseling Program?
&)
) .
. 4. What do you think of the counselors?
v .
;:’“"’NM“'—:"»'" e gy —————— 3 . - _ = }','-' -
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Why do you think inmates

are in this program?

How do you think the staff views this program? -

Admlnlstratlon
Custodial Staff
Treatment Staff

DLM Counselors

* Probe for how program is v1ewed by:

Do you see any dlfference in the work of the DLM
counselors and the work of the correctlon social workers°

Have you been involved in the DLM Counseling Program?

If yes, proceed with questions in Sect%on B.
proceed with questions in $ect10n'c.
" For staff, proceed with guestions in Section

If no,

111

o
>
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Counseling Program Rarticipants

I'd like to ask

you about your experience in the DLM
Counseling Progr

1. 'How.did you hear about this program? -

.

- How long were you 1n prlson before g01ng to counce

iing?

' 3. Why did‘you decide to try it at that time?

'4. .What kinds of things do

your counselor? you (did you) talk about with

For example, issues concerning:

Family

Spouse (girlfriend/boyfriend)
Self :

Life in prison
Life on.street after release

.~How long have you been (were you) in counsellng’

About how many sessions?

Do youj(did you) go on a regular basis?

Weekly( ) Bi-weekly( ) Monthly ( )

If you stopped, why did you stop?

How have other inmates reacted to your being in counseling?
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; 6. How has the staff rcacted to your being in counseling?
; C% ’ . - )
i
o 7. Do you have any friends in counseling?
j " If yes, about how many? .
;C“ g. Is there any staff pressure to part1c1pate or not
; to participate in counseling?
%
i C )
9. 1Is there any inmate pressure. to participate or not
" to participate in counseling? :
C
'X0. Has counseling made a difference in your life here at
Framingham?
Elal '
jcj 11. Do you think that this counseling will make a
‘ difference in your life back on street?
e
12. Do you intend to continue counseling when you are back
on the street?
1 K
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 Counseling Program Barticipants

‘I'd like to ask you about your experience in the DLM
Counseling Program

1. How did you hear about this program?

»

2. How long were you in prison before'going to counseling? .

3. Why did you decide to try it at that time?

4. What kinds of things do you (dia you) talk about w1th
your counselor?

For example, issues concerning:

Family

Spouse (glrlfrlend/boyfrlend)
Self

Life in prison

Life on street after release

 How long have you been (were you) in counseling?

About how many sessions?

Do you (did you) go on a regular basis?

Weekly( ) Bi-weekly( ) Monthly( )

If you stopped, why did you stop?

5. How have other inmates reacted to your being in counseling?

e T S Y R W a T T i
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13. Have you ever been in any other counseling program?
ir~ If yes, where? ) ! )
How would you combafé your prévioué cdunseiihg
experience(s) with your experience in counseling
here at Framingham? '
L '
161 14. Overall, how would -you rate your experience‘in
: counseling here at Framingham? .
P very helpful R
e helpful
I .not very helpful
not helpful at all.
. - L
15. Are there ways in which the pregram could be improved?
C ’ ‘ e
Proceed to Section E
O ' '
(i
e
Q

.
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C. Non-Participants in Counseling Program

1.

How did you hear about the counseling program here at
Framingham? S Co - . :

.
.

Have you ever thought of trying couﬁéeiing here at
Framingham? ‘ e '

What do you think it would be like to be in counseling
here? - _ .

Do you think there may be any ways in which the counseling
program here may be helpful to .you? '

Do you have any friends in the counseling program here?

If yes, about how many?

If yes:

(a) Do you think counseling has made a difference
in their lives here at Framingham?

(b) Do yéu think that counseling will make a
difference in their lives back on the street?

o
L 2]

- T

AT T




r~

. I - S e g . 2 o . b T e . IO
gy e R S L e et e e £

e . VSR SRR T S AP/

g (c) Do you think that they intend to continue
counseling when they are back on the street?

?[:‘” . .t . ..
i . .6;"Is there any: staff pressure to partlclpate or not .
;f‘ to part1c1pate in counseling? '
LT .
§Ch 7. 1Is there any 1nmate pressure to part1c1pate or not to
: . : part1c1pate in counseling? .
!
§
fc} 8. Are there any changes that you would like to see in
the counseling program?
4 .
3 ° <
C"
9. Have you every been in any other counseling program?
1O N
If yes, where?
If‘yes( oyeréll; how would you.rate vour past counseling
s experience?
. }Cg"
e
, Proceed to Section E
@ ’
4 | ’ :
C}' >
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E. Opinions About DLM Counseling
o Now. I'd like to read you some statements about the .Counseling
", Program. Please tell me whether or not you agree or
disagree with these statements according to the follow1ng
categorles. T o _ o,
1. Strongly Agree ‘ . .
o 2. Agree : ‘ : . .
3. Disagree ‘ ' '
4. . Strongly Dlsagree
-1, 'All 1nmates in Framlngham should be 1nvolved in the
) T DLM Counseling Program
o 2. Gorng to counsellng is a sign of weakness.
5. The goal of: counsellng should be to help an 1nmate
’ adjust to the prison.
I . C
4. Everythrng discussed in counseling is kept confidential.
Explain
5. The main reason for going to counseling is that it
looks good for the Parole Board. ' .
. - . . ) ° hg
< 6. Counseling is a waste of time.
7. Counseing is used to reduce tensions in the prison.
8. Counsellng can help an inmate gain a better under-
“ standing of himszelf/herself. .
. 1 .
9. Counseling at Framingham is set up more for.women
. - than for men. : o
10. Counseling®helps keep an inmate from- coming back to prison.
Q 11l. Counseling is used to keep inmates under contrcl. .
12. Inmates can trust the counselors.
13. Counseling is for people with mental problems. ' .
« 14. Counseling will help an inmate to make the adjustment
when he/she is back on the street.
15. DLM couriselors and correctional social workers do
pretty much the same thing.
]
] 5
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F. Background Characteristics

o For Inmates:

wa, I'd like to ask you some questions about yourself,
if you don't mind. : N

1.. About HOW long have you been at Framingham?

2. (For men) about how long'have you been in-prison on

e ' this incarceration?
L ’ . - e s . :
% 3. - Is this your first time in prison?
» - i !
4. About how long do you have to go to your release date?
C ‘ :
5. How old are you?
6. What is your marital status?
. . Single
C" R ‘Married
Divorced
Separated
Widowed '
7. Do you have any children?
. ;
8. How far in:school did you go?
GED?
9. Have you ever had problems with drugs?
ile
10. Have you ever had problems with alcohol?
IFal® . ‘ .
11. Check:
Race
‘ _ White -’
o ______Black
Other; specify
Sex: Female; Male
Cadre: Yes; | No
THANKS A LOT FOR YOUR HELP ON THIS RESEARCH PROJECT.
DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS ON THIS RESEARCH?
]
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