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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 

genera 1 areas for investiga t'ion: a recidiv"ism follow-up, 

, ,including an analysis of background characteristics and 

recidivism; an analysis of the ff t f e ec 0 selected programs 

on recidivism; an analysis of d t 11 d a a co ecte by conducting 

inmate and staff interviews; and, an analysi~ of differ-" 

ential effects of selected programs on recidivism. A 

focus ~f this study was on the Division of Legal Medicine 

Counseling Program at MCI-Framingham. 

Recidivism Follow-up' 

Overall, the Framingham experience had a significant 

impact in reducing recidivism for the 255 men and women 

,.;rho \.;rere followed up for one year subsequent to their 

release to the community. The actual recidivism rate 

for these individuals (16.5%) was significantly lmver 

than their expected recidivism rate (28 2%) hO h • 0, ,.;r ~c wa s 

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 ra te of 17.1%, than ';t T"'as f 
• >V or .men, who had an 

Preceding page b\a~~ .. 
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Our analysis of the furlo~gh program revealed that 

('" participation irr furlough program Has associated with 

significantly lower recidivism rates. The inmates who 

• .. • seemed to ben!=fit most 'from this program ''lere older, white, 

~n I • 

J 

~ • 

from non-urban areas, ''lith a highe;t" levei of education 
• 

and 'wi.th extensive criminal' histories. Most of these" 
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characteristics were generally associated ''lith a higher 
c 

" ~> 

'socio-economic background. 

As in the furlough program, participation in the 

work release program was shown to relate positively to c 

lower recidivism rates. The inmates who seemed to 

benefit most from work release were older, less educated, 

from urban areas, 'vith less stable work histories and 

more previous adult incarcerations. Some of these 

~ 
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f 

characteristics are associated with a lower socio-economic 

background which is in direct contrast tvith the findings 
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for the furlough program. 

Overall, participation in the DLM 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 
Ie 

major finding for this section was that younger inmates 

J 
and inmates with a lower level of education 'vho partici-

pated in the DLM counseling program wer."e found to have 
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INTRODUCTION 

In 1975 a group of ~raduate students from Boston 
, , 

Univer~ity School 6f S6cial Work ~nd~rtook a study of the 

Ma s sac hus e tts, C or'rec tiona 1 Ins ti tu t ion :: at:: Framingham (NCI -F) , 

one of the two coeducational prisons in the 'United States at 

, tha t time (Almy et aI, 1975). The numbers of men and "tli'omen 

, inmates at MCI-F "tli'ere aproxi~ately 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 expanded by extending 

the recidivism·analysis by 6 months, resulting in a full one 

year follo~-up and by evaluating in more detail the various 

treatment programs available at NCI-F (specif'ically 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 "tli'ho "t1ere 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 \vithin this frame"tvork. 
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This year, 1977, we are again expanding the recidivism 

analysi~ in order ,to examine the differential effects of the 
... .1 • • .. 

four diffe~ent program~ Oft different types of inma'tes. The 

hi~torical trend in corrections first espouse~ the idealistic 

"treatment works" attitude, while a prevailing "nUll hypothesis" 
, -

now says that nothing wqrks. We are interested in exploring 

the'differential effects of treatment, thus modifying both, 

6f these rather simpListic, extreme attitudes. The literature 

" review will trace the roots of both the, "idea lis tic" ,and 

the "cynical" vie\vpoints tOtvards correctional treatme~t as 

now practiced. So~e of the ethical issues regarding 

treatment will also be discussed. Then the current state 

of the research which does emphasize differential evaluations 

of treatment programs will be assessed, along Hith.the 

various types of classification schemes being proposed for 

implementing the differential treatment approach. 

While looking at the differential effects of treatment 

programs, we want to pay particular attention to the 

Division of Legal Medicine (DLN) 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 inmates towards the program, while the second thesis 

(1976) resulted in data that actually indicated a higher 

recidivism 1"a te for those ~vho had partic ipa' te~ in. th~ 

.couns·elirig progral!l. We shall apply the differential 

princip'le e.specia·lly carefully to the DLM counseling program, 

evaluating it in depth as :tq type of inmates participating, 

type of coun~eling given, points during the course of 

incarceration when c'ounseling appears to be esp~ciaily 

h~lpful or appropriate, and other areas of concern. 
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B,EVIm-;r OF THE LITERAWRE 
- - --:;;;......;;:..;;;,;;;=::;.::,:,;=. 

Introduction - . 

," The fundamental .theories 'and practices of t;he correc­

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

intense, .critical reappraisal. "Cynicism a~d public 

mistrust permeate the criminal' t' "1 
JUS ~ce sys.tem; ·the rising 

.c~~me ra te, the recent in'cidents of violence and riots in 

our prisons, and an exposure of the realities of the 

correctional situation by civ~l r' ht h 
~ ~g s, researc , and 

evaluation groups have all provoked the changing attitudes. 

Amer.ican prisons are described as being "mere warehouses 

that degrade and brutalize their human baggage ..• and 

the cdnditions of confinement coupled with unrealistic . 

expectations of rehabilitation,,2 have contributed to the 

general air of chaos and fu~ility.· 

The goal of this thesis is to address' some of this 

despair over the American cor~ectional sis tern through the 

medium of evaluative research of the correctional treatment 

programs as specifically practiced at NCI-F. Part:: of the . 

prevailing attitude to'tvards American correctional rehabil­

itation ~ractices stems from bei~g initially introduced to 

the criminal justice system as the answer to all our 

correctional problems. The "panacea frame of reference"3 
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thus fostered has simply not lived up to its sta~ed goals 

or expectations.- Now;' in reaction to this perceived ~ailure 

of treatment in rehabilitating all crimina'ls, a new' attitude 
'" 

has' arisen Hh~ch states the opposite vie\vpoint. Robert .Martinson 

serves as the major. spokesI'!1an for ~he position that "nothing 

Horks~" 
. , 

~ ; 

The major focus of all correctional eval~ative research} 

in'response to the "panacea frame of reference," has been 

to regard the various treatme~t programs ~s being of equal 

value to all participants. The value of the program itself 

is emphasized, without taking into ~ccount the characteristics 

of the individual inmates who participated in the program. 

'In other words, the prevailing vie~v has been that all inmates 

benefit equally from all program~. Thus, for example, a 

particular institutional group therapy program may be found 

to reduce recidivism by 30% during the first year. Nothing 

is said of particular inmat:es who may have found it especially 

helpful--or of those whose likelihood of- recidivism may 
'.' 

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 revieH '\vill first take a historical 

look at the initial philosophies and optimism regarding the 

• 

,. ,;::. 

-,-~,_ .... o=<......,."..".~~<~f--'--~''' •• , • .,.",~...,.....~'''' ......... =-..~''~~:-­

" 

! .. T----=-~"===--==~~ 
I , 

• 
(\ -, 

, , ' 

('I 

() 

r~'"'' , 
l/~'~'-: -'"-. 

,'introduction of contemporary rehabil~tation techniques to , 

.. , the Ameiican correctional syst,em. ,Examples, of the traditional 

type of correctional resea~ch, (undifier,ent'ial) will be given. 

Th~n, the opposite viewpoint, represented particularly by 

Robert Nartinson, w,i~l ,be, revie'tved. I,n c:onsideri~g the 
, .'. 

subject ofcorrect{onal rehab{li~~tio~ treatment,. it is'also , 
•. J '. t 

, .. ' 

important to note some of the mo~e fundamental conflicts 

which are now being raised. For instance, a~p~cts ~£ 

mandatory treatment and the question of the viability of any 

treatment at all \"ithin the prison environment, \vhere the 

goals of custody and rehabilitation are seen to conflict, are 

both issues being seriously discussed at this time. Finally, 

the current sta te of the research 'tvhich does consider 

differential effects of treatment,will be explored, along 

Hith th~ various types of classification schemes b~ing 

developed. 

'''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 
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of treatruent have changed over the century, becoming increas-

ingly sophis tica ted a sour knmvledge of behavior, sociol.ogy ~ 

and psycho19gy has incr~a~ed: The 1930's were especially 

influential; as the studies of Freud and subsequent others 

revolutionized the view of the individual, pathology, and 

'trea tment methods. By 1"939, this riew sC.ientific approach 

to. treatment wa s described a s "the new peno~ogy:" . , 

Today thers is much discussion of what is 
commonly ca lIed the "ne\V penology." The ba sic 
underlying concept in the ne'tv 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 incarcera tion 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, incarcer~tion 
becomes c la ssifica tion and segrega tion for t~eat,­
mente Treatment takes the form of ca?ework. 
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 "scientific techniques. 1I In 
application, these techniques involve the services 
of such specialists a~ 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. Hhat 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 
communit.y.4 
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The California prison system has been widely praised as 

one of the ~ost progr.essive and i_nnovative cor.rectional systems 

in the U. S. and the Horld.· The gO'-,7ertlOrship of Earl, Harren 

in 1944 ~nd the correctional administration of Richard McGee 

provided the impetus for the changes in '1,:hat state. The 

foJ.lotving list of ?ervice::> ?ffe'r~d' give an idea. of tr:e scope 

and activity' of the treatment programs as now practiced' iIi 

the "ne'tv penology: II, 
. :.. 

1. The professionalization of adu~t 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, p'sychological, social service, 
religious, recreational, and educational. 

4. The expansion of correctional 1ndustries 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.S 
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In addition to the above, Mr. Fenton (then deputy director in 

charge of, tl:;'eatmant in'the state of CaliL) ~·;ras responsible 

for' a netl7 treatment prqgram ~vhich oriented a'nd counseled the 

famities ,of inmates and parolees. He wrote a booklet for' the. 

families entitled Treatment in Prison: fl.mv the Family Can 

Help, '\vhich gives a glmviI').g' endorsement of the trea tm~nt 

programs in the California correctional system. 

, The t'r!;:a tment program for the inma te in the 
prison is planned in terms of an understanding 
of him as a person . . . hum~n kindness pervades 
the things that are done in attempting to help 
him in the prison ... ~vith understanding help 
in an atmosphere of kindness 'this purpose can 
best be accomplished. Hhert a person goes to a 
hospital, he expects treatment. Unfortunately, 
most men who are sent to prison still expect 
punishment • . . Nothing which the families can 
do is more important than to try to change their 
loved-one's attitudes toward the prisons and to 
try to accept them as places for treatment not 
unlike hospitals. 6 

Karl Menning~r provides another recommendation of the progressive 

system as practiced in Calif. In his book The Crime of 
, , 

,Punishment, he describes the life at the state prison at 

. Chino: .. ' 

The days of men in penal institutes like Chino 
are filled with creative work, the evenings with 
study and diversion. Each man is assigned to a 
job for tl7hich he is best fitted, or he is trained 
in vocational work for which he ,shows an aptitude. 
He is assigned toanindustry where he learns good 
work habits and for which he is paid. 

Men in prison are addressed and referred to as 
inmates instead of convicts; the guards are correc­
tional officers. A well staffed and equipped 
hospital is provided. 
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An h at letic coach will help him choose his 
games. The library has all th 
and ~agazines. " Volume £' _, e cu~rent books 
to' the men H;s I' ',s 0 f~ne books a~e available " ..... 1v~no qL t - , ' 

,a two-channel radio reo, l~r ehIs are eqU1pped ~ith 
television 0 Ce1v~ng eadset. The, ' 

, proorams a re the be s t Th 1 ' 
movies are screened d . . e atest , an memoers of hi f 'I 
and friend~ are urged to vis't 1 s ?o/~ y 

~ regu arly. 

In addition, Menninger talks ab6u~ 
a program set up to break, 

up~the exis~ing convict t s ruc~ure; thus allowino the 
" " ° "r " " econstruction of the individual's 

personality, so that 
, ) 

instead of blaminoo the ' pr1soner for his fa;lur_'e', .... they t,ried 
to enlist his cooperation in maki,ng 

a scientific study ~f 
wha t went wrong in h' I' f ' , 

1S ~ e and what was needed to ch ' ange it."B 
The above l' t ' 1 l~S or~ca and contemporary sources reveal 

the optimistic attitude towards th " 
e var~et1es of ne\V treatment 

programs that have reigned for the past four decades. 

Treatment was and often still is seen 
as a cure-all, with 

the only problem being t I' 
o 1ne up the inmate w~th the most 

appropriate yocational skill for him. 
EdUcation and therapy 

and employment are all beneficial for 
all inmates in order to 

rehabilitate them ~ 
~o a non-criminal way of life after release 

from prison. 

Three research studies will b 
e cited here which show the 

effects of this "panacea frame of 
reference" on the typical 

deSign of evaluative research. 
Again, inmates participate 

and are evaluated regardless of an 
individual characteristic. 
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In 1974, Thomas Graf did a study entit;Led liThe Relative 

Effects"ot a Pre·Rele~se Group c~unse~ing E~per{e~ce dn the 

. Recidivist Rs:rtes of a Sam:pl~ of uncondi~ional.ly .Release~ 

Inmates from the Mississippi State Penitentiary." The purpos~ 

of this s~udy ,was to compar.e the rela'tive eff"ects of an 

intensive group counseling "experien~e on the' recidivist 

rates of unconditionally released inmates, using a sampl~ 

group of 50 inmates who were to be relea~ed within a 3 

mont& time sp~n. They were selected and. divided rand6mly 

into t't\10 groups. The experimental group participated in a 

counseling program tha t met .for five weeks, two times each 

week, for three hours per session. Recidivism was the 

measure for evaluating success. Inmates in both groups were 

follo~"ed up for one year. Significant differences (p < . OS) 

were found in the follO'iving areas: recidivist rates bet'tveen 

the ~xperimental group and the control group differe~ 

significantly and recidivist rates between the experimental 

group and the prison popUlation differed significantly. He 

concluded that those inmates from the Miss. Corr. lnst. \l7ho 

participate in positive group experiences \l7ill be less likely 

to become recidivists •. 

A similar study 'l7as done by Man Keung Ho Hho used a 
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therapeutic technique knmvn as IIfishbO'il7l therapy" 'tvith prison 

" ~m~a t'e~ as a ~07m of, group tl~e~ap'y. sui tabl~ for a"ppl~ca tion 

in a prison .environment. He describes the .therapeutic 

tec~nique and length of participation and th~n uses 'voluntary 
" - . 

participation and interest in vocatioRal and education 

activities as indica tors o.f succe~s. The inma tes ~ere seen 

as having improved thei'r social and interpersonal skills, 

. .' 

their understanding, and ac'ceptance of themselves. This 

experimental group realized significant gains in obtainino . ~ 

. . 
-. parole. He concluded that inmates who participate in 

programs obtain m~re paroles as well as having a ,positive, 

beneficial experience. 

Finally, Ernest Shelly and Halter Johnson researched 

the effects of a combination of. individual counseling and 

group work, publishing their results in an article entitled 

"Eva"luating an Organized Counseling Service for youthful 

O£fenders." U~ing the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) to 

measure a~ti-social attitudes, they found some decrease in 

negative attitudes in the experimental group. Those with 

the greatest decrease in attitudes had the best success 

rate· regarding pa~ole. They concluded that the study 
.' 

provides direct evidence that casework and groupwork are 

associated with parole success and that treatment lowers 

anti-social attitudes. I'· 
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"ERA OF DISILLUSIONMENT" 

now a bounds with cri~icism and 'doubts The li,terature 

t 'he effec ti venes's of the ~urrent cqrrec tiona 1 regard:i,.ng 

treatment' situation., These c.r;i.ticisms range from:(l) Some 

d ,' 1 d (2) Rot enouooh time, mopey, and programs on t wor <. ;an. 

·eI).ergy' ha s been expen e ~ 0 .J.. . ddt g';ve trea. t men. t a fa ir chance; 

, k (4) ~he forced treatment to ,(3) no treatment programs wor~; ~ 

method is immoral and: illegal~ and, (5) it is absolutely 

. impo?sible to con uc any d t sO,rt of positive rehabilitation 

treatment in the custodial c~nfines of a ~rison. Korn and 

McCorckle summ~rize the overal~ observation when they say: 

If one were to draw graphs charting the 
rise in prison improvement, the incr~ase and 
liberal'ization of parole, the :xten~lo~ of 
freedom- and conditions of dignlty ~VJ.thln the 
walls and if one were tO,compare these 
graph~ with the rise in recidivism and' the 
increase in riots and prisoner violence, the 
factual conclusion would be ine~capab~e . 
Side by side '\vith the slow fulf:Lllmen:: of the 
dreams of the reformers there has

9
ra pldly 

grown up a penological nightmare. 

Robert Martinson has provided the most support and 

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

present S tate 6f ~esearch, nothing works. least given the 

a nd Judith Wilks researched He, along with Douglas Lipton 

all studies of correction treatment programs published since 

1945, resulting in approximately 230 accepted studies and 

285 findings. Their conclusions were published in 1975 

.' 
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Correctiona~ Treatment: A Survey of Treatment Evaluatio~ 

Studies. In an ~rticle entitled !lThe Paradox of Prison 

Reform: II, Can Corrections Correct?" he sumrnari.zes his 

ccinclusions b~ saying: 

On the whole, the evidence from' the survey 
indicated that the pr~sent'array of correctional 
'treatments ha~ no appreciable effect--positive • 
or negative--on the rates of recidivism of 
convicted offenders .10 '. 

, . 

Some of Martinson's conclusions address the poor 

4u
ality of correctional research and some, the philosop~ 

and approach of treatment itself. First of all, he criti-

'. ~iz~s the quality of the researc~ ~valuating correctional 

treatment programs. He says that the design, construction, 

and results of the studies have not been replic.able and 

. that they do not consider enough variables affecting the 

success or failure of programs. For instance, definitions 

of terms such as recidivism vary among the studies. Also, 

Some programs "have b~en tested only on undifferentiated 

offenders or on a restricted number of offender types, in 

'a variety of noncomparable settings measuring changes on 

only a few dimensions of behavior. Even the best studies 

often employed few subjects for limited lengths of time and 

followed up their performance for' variable, noncomparable, 

and genera 11y short lengths, of time if there iVa s any follO\v-

up at all. 
In many treatment programs, problems of organiz-
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ation, the training of new personnel, and the like could 

have ~een sufficient to pancel any ~3in~ ~rodu~ed 'bY,the 

.. i:r~at~~nts."l~ . 

In his discussion of Spe~ific re~ear6~ studies~ 

Martin,son does recognize some ,studies 'Nhich ,take into account 

differentia i effec'ts of trea tl.1\ent on diffe'rent type'S of 

inmates and he notes the differential rates of success or 

'failure. But, as Ted Palmer·~oints out ~n ,his article, 

"Hartinson Revisited," Martinson ignores these clues 

provided by th~se differential studies and their results 

and instead emphasize.s the, indisputable fact that no 

sure ~vay of reducing recidivism has been found in connec-

tion with any of the treatment categories under consideration'. 

He, in effect, omitted these patterns from his conclusions. 

'Martinson categorizes his conclusions according to 

type of treatment and recidivism. The following list 

summarizes some of his results: 

l~ Individual psychotherapy. Although Martinson, on the 

one hand, discounts any positive effects from psychotherapy 

when he concludes, "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 

'1." • -", ... 'O. 
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positive differential treatment effects in his book. For 
, .. 

ins'tan,ce; a study by Adams ,( 1961) different~a tes bet~:;eeri. 

a,m~n~ble, and nonamenable of'fender,s, \'l~th a~enabili,ty to , 
treatment beihg a significant factor in ~he su~cess rate. 13 

H'e concluded that amenable boys '\vho received treatment did 
.. 

better than non-t'rea ted boys. On the ,other ,hand, . "non-

amenable" boys tvho ~vere trea ted actually did worse than 

they would have done if they had received 'no treatment at 

all. Martinson also differentiates between individual 

insight-oriented psyc~otherapy a~d casework which p:ovides 

concrete guidance and help or advice in problems with daily 

living. He says that casetvork is more beneficial than 

psychodynamically oriented therapy especially if it is 

specifically designed for different offender types, based 

on knmvledge of deviant subcultu;res, criminal behavior 

patterns and the daily problems encountered by each type • 

. 2. Group psychotherapy. Martinson notes that only those 

~rograms that involve'exception~lly skilled and empathetic 

group leaders showed any significant success in terms of 
. , 

the recidivism rate. As a result, he felt that beneficial 

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 significant impact on 

the recidivism rate, ~ocational adjustment, or con:munity 

adjustment of its participant,~. Nor was there any 'evidence 

to indic~te that ~ork release con~ributes ~o, the preservatio~ 

of family u'nity, . change in attitud~s, or the ide'~tificat:ton 

of offenders' "''lith' the free community. 

"Some positive aspects of Hork release programs and 

some diff~re'ntial effects ",'lere indicated, hmvever, 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 o 

b'. ",vhere on-the-j ob training is provided and where 

men are suitably placed, success increases. ' 

c. employers are likely to be favorably impressed 

,by half of the inmates and may hire one-third 

after release. 

d. differential effects are seen in the higher 

success rate of older inmates (25 and older). 

4. Total therapeutic environment. Although this term ",vas 

~ever clearly defined, the results showed no significant 

improvement in recidivism rates . 

5. Length of sentences. Martinson cited a study by 

Donald L. Garrity,14 ",vho divided a group of male inmates 

into three personality types: prosocial, antisocial, and 
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manipula ti ve. He found tha t, prosocia I men nad lmves t 

r~cidivism' ra tes rega rdless of length of sentence. ,Anti-' 

.' 

social men' had l~wer recidivism'rat€s ",l7ith sbort(;lr sen~ences 

and manipUlative men had lower recidivism rates with 10nO'er 
, b 

sentences. Nartinson: sugge~ts from ,this study' tha t perhaps 
. 

p,~r,sona lity type~ ra ther than trea'tment affected recidivism 

rates. 

6. ,Co:m:ro.unity based treatment. There' '\'las no evide:nce that 

th~s f,orm of treatment produced, any better results than' 

traditional incarceration. However, Martinson a-Iso noted 

that community-pased treatment' often cost much less to 

administer so' ,tha t "-if 't d' f ( d ) ~ we can 0 more or an to 

offenders, at least we c.an safely do less." IS 

In addition tc the above ~on~lusions regarding 

specific types of treatment and the quality of correctional 

evaluative research, Martinson makes some more general 

criticisms regarding the philosophy and structure of the 

.entire treatment approach. These attitudes are corrob-

~rated by ot~er critics as well. One argument accounting 

for the fai.1ure of the existing treatment program is that 

'Ithe field of corrections has relied too heavily on treatment 

programs designed to help persons suffering from medical 

or mental illness and therefore has not developed programs 

based on knowledge of the correctional process Th . .. e , 
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~ttributes associated ,\lith me~ical br'ment'al ill1~ess may 

: " b h' ,,' ,,16 . not' be"the same 'as thos~ associated ,,\lith crim'inal ,e av~or. ~ , 

• ,I,' 1 t t" tare' s;mply not connected The bases of correct~ona; rea men .... 

to any theoretical rationale ~rom the field of criminology 

and social work. 

An even broader-based argument agai-q.st treatment 

concerns 'the present mixture of punitiveness and treatment. 

For decades dO!J.bt has persisted concerning the realistic 
, , 

possibility of superimposing) effective treatment over a 

custodial and punishm~nt~o~iented prison~st~m .. As Lloyd 

Ohlin states) "a rhetorical and, superficial overlay of 

the rehabl'litative ideal masks the basic allegiance to 

of C'orrections around custodial and punishment organization 

obj ectlves. .... , The ~-esult is a system especially vulnerable 

l'n'l'ts attachment to treatment goals."17 to charges of hypocrisy 

Martinson holds that "favorable attitude change cannot 

1 't' ,,18 take place in a context of genera punl lveness. 

bl 'th the l'ndl'v, idualized treatment Another pro em ~l L 

model is the resulting enormous discretionary pm'ler nOtv 

invested in corrections 0 lCla s. , ff' . 1 Oillin describes this 

i,nherent contradiction ... ·]hen he says tha t "the administra tion 

of punishment relies for its acceptance and effectiveness 

on the fairness with which it implements the principles of 

d ", t d ' ts II In contrast the equal treatment an JUS eser . 

achi~vement of treatment goals ~elie~ ,on a flexible adaptation 

0, of rehab~litati(Hl resources and opport:;unities to individual , . 
, , 

'needs 'and problems. "lQ 'The: argument is' nO\\I being advanced 
, , 

for a separation .of these t'\<lO goals--punishment and .~ . 

rehabilitat;:ion--in favor of a system ... "here fixed penalties, 
, . 

are administered to fit the'crime rather than the criminal. 

Perhaps some of the a hove' argument's (the perceived 
" 

hypocritical existence'of treatment in addition, to punishment) 

the discretionary pm"er over release in the form of in-

determinate sentences and parole'recommendations and the 

forced treatment model) have contributed to the cynicism 

expressed by the inmates themselves in regard to the 

n treatment programs ~hat they experience. Jessica Mitford 

says that, "from 'the convict's point of viet\!) "treatment" 

(. 
is a humiliating game, the rules of ... "hich he must try to 

learn in order to placate his keepers and ~~nipu1a te the 
, , 

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

(, insight into my problems during the past year.,,18 John 

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

says that the coercion of inmates into treatment only fosters 
(., 

resentment, suspicion, and lack of commitment to treatment 

goals. Inmates have the attitudes that treatment programs 

o must'be attended (at least tokenly) in order to be paroled 

" \ 
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and programs a that the re Phony and ineffectual. Some of 

, , II, 
the p~ra ses thrm'm aroun~. are,--"I' m' goir:.g, to get ,a' px:ogram • 

~nd you'll get ~'p~~ole next time.". "Look' ~iGet a prograIl) 

at' , he' s progra~ing. 1121 ',Irwi~ describes a technique ---
. used by inmates to reduce the ,~ength of sentence. At the 

sta'ooe ,of imp' risonmen,t, '. the in"ma tes manifest cIa ssiiiea tion 

r~t4er serious behavior pro~lems; t~eycontinue these 

'through the first phase of' ~mprisonment, and then)a~out 

six months before ~ the estotm'ated minimum release }:ime, . 

reveal a drasttc improvement in beh~vior. In group therapy, 

f 1 ' h t otf they reveal anything truly the inmates are fear uta ~ 

about themselves, they 1;vill damage their significant 

chances for parole. So, the discussioI}-s rarely move beyond 

d "" 1 ,,22 All, ,in all., resentment builds the' "bland an trl. Vl.a • . 

"the offender must not only pay his debt to up because 

society in ~ the old -fash';oned way of "doing, his time," but 

in addition he must prove that' the modern treatment meth~d 

has worked, thai he is cured, rehabilitated, and ready for 

parole."23 

The above moral dilemmas regarding the applicability 

, '11 l."mportant to note and recognize. of any treatment at a are 

. . "ea" This thesis, rea lizing both the optiml.'s tl.C, panac 
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vie\vpoint and the resul ting cynica I, "nothing works II vietv-

P?int is more'teali~~ically investigati~g the differential 

ef:Eects of treatment· ond:f-fferent 'types 'of inmate's ~ Hhether 

treatment is voluntar~ or no, it is vital to try to learn 

.what kinds of treatment ~ bene~icial,~nd what' types are 

harmful to' w'hat kinds of inmates., 

'Differentiai Treatment Studies ~ Classificati~n' Typ~logie's 
" , 

I.t is no'\v time to inve,stiga te current resea'rch studies 

which take into account differ~ntial aspects of co~reciional 

trea tment. This type of research Ivould "lead a\vay from a 

panac;ea approach to a prescriptive approach within which 

an inmate could be gUided into programs that have been found 

to benefit other inmates with his characteristics and 

steered away from those programs that have had no impact, 

or even a detrimenta I impact, on other inmates' like him. 1124 

Along with these studies, it is important to discuss Some 

of the classification typologies which have been developed 

in order to apply treatment programs differentially. 

One of the earliest research projects in 'the area of 

differential treatment has been of the Community Treat~ent 

Program (CTP) in Calif., run by Narguerite Q. Harren. She 

applied an Interpersonal Naturity Level, or I-level, system 

in order ,to assign types of juvenile delinquents to certain 

f"'~""""'·""··!'I'PI--'.-'-""'''~- .. ___ ... _ ...... 
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types of institutional or community-based programs. This 
. . 

c~assificatipn typology will be described -in more detaiL 
.. 

lat"er, but ·suffice it to sayher~ th.at the application of 

this syst'em ,to the C.TP has resulted' 'in findings which show 
. . 

"lower recidivism rate.s, lower: unfavorable ~ischarge rates, 

higher favorable discharge rates, and improved pre-post 

~sychological test Scores compared to the institutionalized' 

. subjects.,,25 

Another important. diff.erential trea tment' research s'tudy 

is, the "PICO Project," ';\7hich looked at the effects of 

intensive counseling on older juvenile offenders in a 

medium security setting. (This study is briefly mentioned 

in the section discussing Nartinson's conclusions.) Stuart Adams 

classified the offenders into amenables (corrigibles) and 

nonamenables (incorrigibles) at the time of intake. Amenables 

were d'escribed a s "bright, verba 1) anxious) showing 'an 

"awar~ness of problems, insight, desire to change and 

acceptance of trea tment. ,,26 Control groups \\7ere 'used ';\7ith 

both categories and offender~ were randomly assigned into 

treatment or no treatment groups. Adams states three 

conclusions: (1) treated amenables were decidedly superior 

to control amenables in avoiding return to custody; (2) 

control non-treated amenables and control nonamenables had 
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identical rates of lock-up after parole; and (3) there 

w~ s no ,sign~ficant difference bet1;veen lode-up' ra tes' for ' . 
trea ted, and non-trea tedn6namenabl~s. 27 In Q~es'ti"oning 

whether "\vrong treat;:ment" perhaps was given to nonamenable 

offenders, Adams quot~s from.R. L. Jenkins (196.0) when he 
, . 

-' 

" 'says, '''If one attempts 1:0 treat the unsocialized aggressive, 
, . 

ch~ld by t::he meth?d~ suitable for the oyerinhibited, neurotic, 

withdrawn child, his 'behavior will typically get worse."28 

A wor~-furlo~gh program was the ~~eatme~t program ' 

i~vestigated by Jeffrey and Woolpert for its differential 

effects on different types of inmates. This stu6y used 

a' control group and an experimental, group, matched according 

to age, race, mar~tal status, type of occupation, number of 
, . 

prior convictions, current offeIlse.arid length of sentence. 

Although they did find a "nondifferential" result that the 

'work furlough (experimental) group did significantl.y 

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 ~i second ....... 
'bffense. 

3. W-f program cle~rly r~duced ;e6idi~iS~ amorig meri 

sentenced for 0-30 days. ,W-f 'men sent.enced for 91 or more 

days also had significantly fewer c.onvictions after'release. 

,'4. W-f clearly reduced arrest,s and'convictions after 

release for men in the 19-25 age iroup. There was no 

significant finding for older inmates. 

50, \\I"-f reduced recidivism amor:g unmarried men. 

6. W-f reduced recidivism among men "\vho 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 

expe~imental 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. 

~vo 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 Fel1mvship Program at MCr-Norfolk were evaluated in 1968 

and 1969, respectively. First of all, the psychotherapy 

evaluation did show a generally decreased rec,idivism rate for 
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the Psychotherapy sample. 
But the dOff 

~ - erential effects are 

here, in that th~ 
mor~ ~mportant to discu~s 

to dei·.i'ne~te t~e' g~ne'ral 
ch~rac'te~i'stics of 

a~thO.r "t\7a,s ~lble 

inma tes., 'ivho 
'tended to be~efit 

from Psychot~erapy f ' 
rom th6se Who tended 

not to benefit.' . 
Younger inrna tes' (33 d' 

, ' ' ',or un er) with longer 
records (6 or 'more ' 0 . ' 

,prl0r arrests) 
~ere not'a!fected 'much by 

~syc~otherapy-_they were 
referred to as, the" 0 ' 

,': no ~mpact" 
group. Two other SUbooroups', T.;ho do' , 

.. ~d ben f 0 t ~ ',' 
: ~ 1 rrom psycho­

therapy were c b o 
om 1.ned to form an II· " 

, l.m~act group which 
consisted of those with h ' , 

" Sorter records (5 
or fewer prior 

arrests) and of those with I ' , ' 
. onger records but Who were older 

(:34 or above). Another 
issue explored 

was the relationship 
the length of to 

~me spent in therapy 
~or both the "impact" 

and No impact" g roups. 

between recidivism and 

Rather 
strikingly, "the 

reCidivism ra te of the "0 " 
1.mpact gro 

decreased as the I ' up 
ength of time in 

, Psychotherapy increased 
while the recidiv' ) 

, lsm rate of the "no 0 " 

l.mpact group ~~~ased 
as the length of' 't' 0 

lme 1.n therapy 

has important impli'cations 
increased."29 

. This finding 
for ~the referra I of . o . younoer 

~runa tes I'lith long records to 0 

" I., 
shown that'ext~nded . exposure 

Psychotherapy When it has been 

to that ty f pe 0 treatment may 

likelihood of rec 4 d o 
0 "- ~Vlsm. 

actually increase the 
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The second study; that ,of the Fellowship Program at 

NCT-Norfo'lk, carita'ined some, other' differential treatment· . ':. . . 

effects. For instance, black inmates seemed· to benefit· 

more- from the program than ~vhite inmates. Married, or .. form~rly 

married.inmates benefited more tha~ singie.inmates and . . . ~ , , 

, . 
service in the military had a favorable effect. Inmates 

~ho were'inca~cerated for a criminal offense did better 

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

those in prison fo'r a parole viqlation may have been adversely" 

affected by the Fellmvship Program. Finally, older inmates 

'(3~ years and abov'e when incarcerated) benefited more than 

younger inmates (29 and under). 

Hhile this thesis is not restricting itself to any 

parti~ular classification typology, it is important to 

These mention a couple of the leading systems nmv in use. 

suggest ways to analyze and interpret the data collected, 

either leading to further support of the existing typologies 

or to possible new directions for classification 'categories. 

As mentioned above, the Interpersonal Naturity Level, or 

I-level ~ystem, has been ~idely used as a basis for differ­

ential programming in community settings. Narguerite Q. 

Warren pioneered the application of this system and describes 

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

(). 

( \ 

( ) 

( I ". 
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o 
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" 

of interpersonal maturity characterize,".:-,,; ego d.evelopment., 

They ra~ge from the least mature, ~vhich re-s~mbles the inter=-. , . . , 

persona 1, n,ondifferentia te'd reactions of' a ne;Vborn' infant, 

to an ideal of s,ocial maturity which. is sel'dol11 or never 

.reached. Each of the seven ~tages, or levels, is defined 

by a crucia 1 interpersona 1 problem ~'7hiGh must be solved 

'befo're further pr~gress tmvard maturity c~n O,ccl1l;."30. 

Additional research has been able to apply specific types 

,of trea tme~t appropriate to the partic'ular I-level place-: 

ment of an offen6er. 

Don C. Gibbons has developed a classification system 

b~sed on type of offense alone rather than character' 

personality types which are based on interpersonal styles 

of relating. He suggests 15 typ~s ~f adult offenses, ranging 

from professional to naive, and from varieties of proper.ty 

offens£s 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 variable~) 

to form four maj or role configurations 'tv-hich deal primarily 

with issues involving social relations. He describes 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 
f · . t lie to the norms 0 pr1soner SOC1e y. on, 

'politicians" shift their frame of, reference 
·from staff norms to in.TTlate norms 't'lith great 
alacrity. "Outta't-7S," deficient in .C!ptitude. 
for identifica tion, are iri-' a perpetual ' 
anarchistic rebellion against both n~rmati:ve 
systems and against affective involvements in 
general. 3l • 

He labels the above type-s as proso~ial, antisocial,' pseudo-

~ocial and asocial,' respectively. 
, '. . ' 

Schrag then applies career characteristics to each 

. social type. Prosocial inm~tes~ for example, are most 

oft~n convicted for a violent crime against the person or 

for naive property offenses, such as forgery. Their 

offenses are situational and reflect strong environmental 

f t Antisocial inmates are recidivistic pressures 0, some sor . 

with long ~riminal careers whic~ often pass through juvenile 

stages of truancy, group membership, etc. They come chiefly 

from families 'tvith other delinquent men:bers; living, in 

underprivileged urban areas. Pseudosocial inmates are 

primarily involved in sophisticated, subtle, profit-oriented 

crime such as embezzlement or fraud. They are ·faci,le. role·:: 

players, having learned yount?, and often come from positi,ons 

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, 
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again often poor, of reJ'ect;on and ' 
... 1nstability.~ 

These four ,SOCial, types' have' bee' n s· 'een 
to 'participa te 

,.in.differ~nt treatment prog' ram,~ to'd;fferent 
.L degrees. ' The' 

prosocia 1 type pa rticipa t,es' moiRe than the other's, fOllmved . 
by the pseudosocial, antiSOCial,' d ' 1 

~n ~so~1a groups. Pro-
Social inmates gain more from h " 

psy,c ~therapy., while pseudo':' 

s,oc.ial and antisocial inmates parti~ipate in recr~ation 
or other expressive activiti~s. 

Carroll Miller has 

hyp~thesized the follmving types of treatment as being most 

effective and appropr;ate f th 
~ or e pa~ticular social role: 

For prosocial inmates, recidivism rat~s are 
decr~ased by psy~hotherapy and graduated release, 
and 1ncreased by education, outside volunteers 
?roups~ and self-help groups. For'antisocial 
1~~ate:>, recidi~ism rates are decreased by 
eaucat1on, outs1de volunteers groups and self­
he;p groups, increased by. psychotherapy, but 
nO-,aff~cted by graduated release. For pseudo­
soc1al 1nmates, recidivism rates are decreased 
by~psychotherapy and self-help groups, but not 
~f~ected by other program types. Forasocial 
1~mates, recidivism rates are not affected by 
any program type.32 

In summary) the current system of correctional treat­

ment as practiced in the United States has provoked wide­

spread criticism, questioning, and doubt. These attitudes 

have put increaSing pressure on the system, calling for" 

fund~mental change in its theory and practice. Treatment 

philosophy began in the 1880's under the assumption that 

all treatment offered is helpful and 
appropriate to all 
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inmates, regal;dless of illdivipualcharacteristics or need. 

Although th'e· treatment ~odel became more elaborate in t1)e.· 
" 

1930' s ·~v.ith the introduction· of the medical model,a.scril?ing 

all criminal behavior to individual pathology, the "panacea 
, 

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

crtme rate and recidivism rate whith are seeu.as observable 

failures of our pres'ent corr:ectional system, an opposite'. 

viewpoint has arisen stating that.all treatment is a 

failure. Research studies reflecting both positions were 

then cited. 

The philosophical basis of this thesis rests on the 

concept of dif:i;erentia 1 trea tment. In other' ~vords, some 

t~eatment is seen to be helpful 'and appropriate for some 

kinds of inma tes. In order to d'iscover the proper allinnces 

between type of inmate and type of treatment, it is necessary 
. . 

to research the differential effects of past treatment 

e.fforts on the various inmates ~vho participated. In 

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 • 

. Thus, the literature revie~v has provided theoretical 

and historical background in addition to a discussion of 

the various'types of research studies already published. 

Now, we shall ro,bve into the methodological chapter of this 

thesis. 
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METHODOLOGY 

The methodology chapter is div_ ided into three , genera~ 

-0 sec:tions. The first section is ' . conc~rned with the reci~-

i vi~m ' fo11o~-up. Th'· ' ~s section includes the operational 

defini_t~ons, sampling -proced~r~s, da ta colle-ct';o-n h ... met ods, 

and analytical technique~. 

The second s-ection des_cribes the approach for the 

analysis of differential f program e fects. The third 

section -describes the appro-ach- u-sed in de~igning and 

conducting the interviews with the F . ram~ngham i~tes and 

staff. . .,';,' 

Recidivism Follow-up 

Definition of Recidivism. A 
o s this study is a 

continuation of Almy, _et ale, and --Benedict, et al~, our 

defini-tion of recidivism 1;\7aS the same on as 1;~as used 

in these earlier studies. "A ny individual returned to a 

Federal 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 et a1., , our follow-up period was 

one year from the date of an inmate's release. 

Sample. The s 1 f _ amp e or recidivism analys';s .L consi.sted 

of 181 1;\70men and 74 men who were released from MCI-Framingham 

between May 1, 1973 and November 1 , 1975. 
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~ Collection. The information from Almy, ~ ale 

and Benedict~ et ~ was available for our l;se. Departm.en_t -, 
. of Correction's pre-punched data'ca~ds on background 

characteristics and-criminal 'history for each inmate 

provided us with essential data. Haster cards -on a-ll 

iI1.dividuals in our sample 1;vere reviewed -to determine if 

the individuals were recidivists. For a small number of 

individuals who either, .(1) served their entire sentence 

and were not subject to parole follow-up or, (2) had ended 

their parole follow-up and, consequently~ nad no available 

rearrest information, it 1;\7aS necessary to attempt to 

investigate their records at the Board of Probation-~ 

Unfortuna~ely, 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. 

- ' 

~~ Analysis--Base ~xpectancy. Design. As noted by 
. ,. 

Almy, ~ a1. and Benedict, ~ al., in any relatively 

innovative program such as MGl-Framingham, it is possible 

that those individuals selected to participate will 

constitute those most likely to succeed. This factor is 

of particular importance when looking at the male inmates 

at -MGl-Framingham since only a smal.l number of the total 
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ffi"a.le prison popula tion is housed at HCI -Framingham. 1'0 

provide a systematic way of separating the effects of the 

selec~ion process from t~e actual impac~ of th~: prog~am at 
. . . . 

~CI~Fr~mingha~, predictive tabl~s called Bas~ Expectancy 

Categories lvere used •. (Carney,' 1967 &'"1971)' 

The Base Expectancy .Categories were developed from 

those factors' that' had been found to be· most highly· 

associated lvith recidivism. The relative,'probability of 
. . . 

~ecidivism has been identified for va~ious .categories of 

inmates and the categories range from the lowest to the 

highest~isk groups. Therefore, if' an ~verrepresentation 

of the lowest risk group appears at Framingha~, th~_, 

expected recidivism rate will also be low. Consequently, 

. if a significant difference is found betlveen 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 inma te popula tion. 'The Base 

Expectancy Categories were available at the Department of 

Correction and ~ere based on all persons released in 1971. 

The expected recidivism rate . for the Framingham 

sample "tvas 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, '~a lpole,. Concord, Norfolk and forestry camps, "tvere 
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used to detennine the expected rate of recidivism. For the 

~emale subjects, the Base Expectancy Categories of HCI­

Framingham Here used. In. overall ~xpected rate of .recidivism 
'. . 

wa.s. t~en calculated by combining the expected rates front 

each 9f thecai::eg~ries in our sample. .. 

Background Characteris'tics ~ ~ecidivism. In ~ccord . 

with Almy, ~al. and' Benedict", '~~.,' our a'pproach'was . '.. . 

to obtain cross tabu~ations on background characteristics 

and recidivism rates for Framingham men and women. This 
. . ",' \ 

. . , 

allowed us to examine the relationship 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 "tvere introduced to Framingham. The individ-

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

as the comparison group. 

Methodology for Program Analysis. One of the main 

thrusts of our study was to analyze the effects of four 

MCI~Framingham programs on recidivism. These ~rograms 

are the Furlough Program, Work Release Program, Education 

Release Program and the DLM (Division of Legal Nedicine) 

: -,0 

'Counseling Program. While ,.]e did look a't a 11 four programs, 
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our main focus 'vas the DLM Counseling Program., 

Aga,in, coinciding 'vith Benedict, et a1., we attempted 

to examine th~ followi~g qq~stions: , 

. '(1) Do certain programs ha've a gre; ter/ . 
less'er'impact on recidivism than others? 

(2) Do different inmates benefit morel 
less from certain programs in terms of'recidivism 
r'eduction? 

, '. 
Furlough Program.' In order to evalu'ate thi,s program, 

we examined the furlough records of all inmates'in the 

sample population. The following steps were neces~~ry to 

carry this out: 

(1) A list of names and numbers of all 
individuals in our sample was,obtaine~; 

'. ,:.,' 

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

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

(4) Furlough data was coded and keypun~hed. 

Hork Release Program. In accord 'vith Benedict, et 

al., the subjects in this sample include~ all inmates who 

had participated in work release. The following steps 'vere 

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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(3) Work release data was coded d k 
punched. an ey-

, Educ·ation Release Pr'ogra~.' 'The. subjects in'this 

sample included all' i~mat,es' pa~ticipa~i:~g in education . 
release. As will be noted in the results section, the 

number of individuals'particip"atina in'th~ , 
, '" 0 ~s'· program was 

·v~ry small. Because of this fa~tor.we'h·a:~d d ifficulty .. 
." 

gathering necessary information. 
",- . 

However, thE~, following 

steps were taken in our attempt to exam{ne h" . 
.J... ~ ~s program: 

(1) ·A l~st of name~ of ind,ividuals in' "d' 
release was obtained" e ucation , 

(2) A code for educat{on 1 ~ d .J... re ease data was 
eveloped; and, 

(3) The education release data coded 
keypunched. was and 

'DLM Counseli~~ Proa S b" - oram. u Jects for this sample 

inclu,ded all individuals who had participa'ted iu the DLM 

Counseling Program. Part"' " ~c~pat~on ~l7as defined as. having 

had one or more interviews T,"';th a DLM 
W.J... counselor. The 

following steps were taken t h' o gat er ~nformation: 

(1) ~ list of names of names ~f individuals 
involved DLM ~n counseling 'vas obtained;l 

(2) All available information on each'of these 
individuals was collected" and , , 

(3) A code was developed and the data was 
coded and keypunched. 
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In accord with Benedict, ~ a1. an approach l\Tas to 

examine the relationsh~p. between program partic.ipa'ti~n and 

fecid~vism. Degree of part.icipat1.qn in a program was also 

considered t,o be an important variable .. 

Differential Progam Effect~ 

In order t·o analyze the diffe~ential program effects 

at Frami~gham, the relationship between three treatment 

programs--counseling, furlough, and work release~-and 

recidivis.m lvas· .examined 'vith fourteen :tJa~.kground and 

criminal history vari~bles held constant. These included: 

present offense, age at incarceration, race, marital status, 

address prior to incarceration, level of education, drug 

use, age at first arrest, total p.umber 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 '\oJork release, and 

for ,york releaBe 'only, time at most skilled position. 

The method used was to cross tabulate particip~tion 

vs. non-participation in each of these programs, lvith the 

inmate variables. Significant relationships (p .05) . 

l\1ere noted and ana lyzed . 
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Inmate and Staff Interviews 

The' intervfe~v schedule was constructed by all members 

.of the thesis group,' Each of,the group members drew'up 

;: a list' of ques.tio~s he or she thought would be important 

t,o the study, The questions were t,hen 'reviewed and 

sorted into c~tegories by 'the group,. 

The iritervie~ schedule·was composed of four parts: 

(1) general' ques't~olJ.S; (2), questions specifica,lly for 

subgroups within the institution, including correctional' 

~t~aff, DLM s.taff, DLM counseling participants, and DLM 

cou~seling non-participants; (3) Likert-type questions on 

the counseling prograiL; 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 program; (3) the 

education release program; and, (4) 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 
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that an approximately equal number of counseling and 

non-counseling inmates would participate and to· secure . . . 

cl: cross' sec"tio!l of the s.taff (by' j'ob title). . In order 

'to 'a11eviate the scheduling difficulties, an 'inmate was 

hir~d with the help of the Director of Social Services 

to schedule ·interviews. 

. Staff interviews were held, for the most part, in 

staff members' "tvork areas. Inmate' interviews 'tvere held 

in private offices in the counseling area.of the main 

prison buildinK. The breakdown of respon,dents was as 

follows: 

i ~'''... j Staff Interviews 
, 

:c Administrators 4 , 
Correction Officers 9 
Correction Social Horkers 4 
DLM Staff 3 
Clerical Staff 6 
Other Staff 5 

,/ 
Total Staff 31 

Inmate Interviews 

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 

intervie'tv data, the responses of DLH staff and other staff 

were compared. Within the inmate inte~view data, responses 

(J, 
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of DLM counseling program part;c; t d 
~ ~pan s an non-participants 

were compared .. Data on participants was further broken 
, ., 

down accordi~g to the 1 h f ~ engt 0 time in counseling-:-i.·e .. , 

. 20 or more counseli'ng sessions vs. 19 or fewe~. 
Finally, 

an effort was·made to examine male vs. female respoI).ses 

?n man~ quest~ons. 

'. Likert-Type Items. Included in the int'ervie,q schedule' 

were 15 'Likert-type quest.ion~ on ~he DLM counseling 

program. These items generally !eflected questions 

which have been raised by the literature (especially by 

the previous Framingham studies) tow'ards psychotherapeutic 

iritervention i~ a prison setting. 

The items were read to the subjects who were then 

asked to respond .by choosing one, of'f;ve 
~ ca te.gories: 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree . 
Don't Know 
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RESULTS 

,The' result,S are' presented, il1 ,thr'ee gene~al parts: . ' 

.. the overall da'ta on the relationship ,between the Framin'gham 
, . 

expe~ience and recidivism;' the differential program effects 

of furloug~s', work, release~. and counseling; and, the da ta 
: .. 

·from the interviews ~\Ti th Fr.amingham inmates and staff. 

Overall Recidivism Results 

This section ,has two main obj ectives. The first, 
, , 

objective deats, ~ ... ith the overall impact of the coeducational 

correctional experience on recidivism. This can be seen 

by comparing the consistently lower "actual recidivism 

rate" with the "expected recidivism rate." 

Expected vs. Actual Rates for Framingham Releasees 
........ 

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

Total '~vomen 181 32.0% 17.1% '?14.9 

Total Nen 74 19.7% 14.9% . -4.8 

X2 -
Total Sample: :;: 17..32, p~ .001 

Nen X2 = 1.11, n.s. 

t<1omen X2 = 17.55, pee .001 

Secondly, 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 

I 
n 
I' 
I'· 



effects of the overall Framingham treatment program. The 

recidivtsm rates of Framihgham men and womet:t 'tvere compared 
. ~ 

with the co~parisqn group men and women with a number of 

variab1es,held constant. 

it ,~; The most general findiI}g was that ,84% of the 

, Framingham re1easees 'tvere non-recidivists. 

N % 
( , , Non:"r~cidivists ,153 84% 

Recidivists 40 16% 

Parole. Violators 22 9% 
( .. 

New Commitments 18 7% 

As already noted in the m'ethodo1ogy chapter our 

findings are being compared 'tvith the 1971 Department of 

Correction study. Th~s study includes recidivism rates 

of those individuals released fiom state corDectional 

( institutions in 1971 prior to the implementation of co-

educational facilities and community based programs such 

as work release, education re1e~se, and furlough. The 
( 

results of this comparison are presented in Appendix A. 

and B. 

" 

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

category of present offense includes seven variables: 

institution committed to, offense, minimum sentence, age 

. I 

, " 

.' 
I . I 

(J. 

u 

"" 'I 

, 

I ( ) 

l . 

( I 

at incarceration, length of incarceration, type of release, 
, .. 

'and age at release. , 

" Loo~ing at the~e varia'b1es for the men in our sampl~, 

one variabl~ proved t~ be statistically s,ignificant. Those 

male inmates who tvere t\Vency.-one'or· young'er 'at incarceration 
... 

. had a.recidivism iate of 0% as compared to 27% from the' 

c:omparison grou!? (X2,='4.54, p < .05). Though not statist-

ically significant, 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% Ll 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 ~or drug 

offenders was 12% as compared with 40% in the comparison 

group (X2 = 6.77, p.< .01). As 'tvith the men, those female 

-subjects who were twenty-one or younger at incarceration 

had a lower recidivism rate, 13%,than their counterparts, 

33%, in the comparison group (X2 = 4.96, p < .05). 

Those variables which were not significant included 

institution committed to, minimum sentence, length of 

incarceration, type of release, and age at release. 

. . 
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B. Backgr?~nd ,Ql1-aracteristics (Refer !2. ,Appendix A) • 

. lId t in, this 
Eight' b'ackgrounci cha~ac,t~ristics wer~ 0<:> c~ , a 

" 1 d d ra'ce', m3,rita,l statl:'-s, last section. ~ They 1nc u,e : 

. , . 1 th of ti~e on'most skilled 
address, occupational status, eng 

. b last grade completed, and 
job, longest perio~ on one J 0 , , .. 

drug use. 

,S'evera,l statist:Lca'lly 'significa~t variables ~ecame 

T"e exa'mined the, re1a tionship' beiw:een back:­
apparent 'tv-hen tv 

and the recidivism rates for the male 
ground variables 

Framingham'samp1e and the comparison group. 

Non-v~terans had a recidivism rat: of 
compared to 2770 in the compar1son 
(X2 = 4.09, p < .05). 

1370 as 
group 

Men 

Men 

who listed their last address as Boston 
had a recidivism rat~ of 6% ~s compar:d 
\vith a recidivism rate of 20% for the1r 
counterparts in the comparison group 
(X2 = 4.11, p< .05). 

, ' 

'tvho reported using drugs had a signific:ant1y 
lmver recidivism rat;, 8~, _than those 1~2~he 
comparison group, 25% (X - 6.12, p< . "d· 
Men who reported use of heroin. had a 0 r:c:1. -
ivism rate of 770 as compared w1th 39/0 1n the 
comparison gro~p (X2 :;; 5. 73, p <: .02). 

1 statistically significant 
There 'tvere also severa 

background characteristics for the women. 

Single 'toJomen had a recidivism ra~e 
compared 'tvith 3170 for 'tvomen 1n 
group (X2 = 7.0~, p< .01). 

of 14% as 
·the comparison 

t,~-~:~.=c=--=---""--~,;,~- '===~~--~--. -" -""..---.;.,,---~-- . . ,. 
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Women 'tvho reported their last address as Boston 
had a recidivism ra~e of 14% as compared. 

.' .', ,with 34%, recidivism ~ate in the comparison 
grou? (X2 = 8.?-5, .p< ,.01). ' 

lvomen 't~hose last, grade completed in school was 
bet'tveen seventh and eleventh had a recidivism 
rate' of 19% ',as compa?=ed with' a recidivism 
ra~e of 37% in the comparison group 

,eX :=,6.24" p < ;02)., .. 

, Homen who reported no drug uS,e 'had' a recidivism 
rate of 13% as compared with a iecidivism 
rate of 26% in the ,comparison group 
eX 2 = 4.20, p < . 05) . I , 

, Those background characteristics for the men which 

were not 'statis'tically significant included race, marital 

status, length of time on most skilled job, longest period 

on one job, and last 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 ~pendix A). The 

nine variables that comprise the criminal history category 

included: age at,fir~t arrest; numbe~ of' court ~ppearances; 

prio'r arrests for person offenses, property offenses, 

narcotic offenses, and drunkenness; number of juvenile 

incarcerations: House of Correction incarcerations: and 

State incarcerations. 
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For both men and women there are ~any significant 

characteristics. 

The most significant finding was tha t mEm 'tvith' 
one or moie arrests for'nar60tic ciffenses • 
had a recidivism rate of 4%, compared with 
32% in "the. comparison group (X'2 = 9. $6,~' p < .01). 

. . 
' Men Who wer:e · twenty-one or· younger ivhen first 

arrested, had a recidivism rate of,14% compared 
with 26% for the comparison group 2 ' , (X =,4'.27, 'p< .05). 

Men 'tvho ,had, six or more court appea'rances' had a 
recidivism rate of 15% compared with 27% in 
the c'omparison group (X2 = '4.34,p< .05). 

Men 't'lith no prior arrests for drunkenness had 
a recidivism rate of 5% com~ar~d with 21% 
in the comparison group. (X = 6.64, p< .02). 

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

Hen, with no prior 'incarce'rations in a House of 
Correction had a recidivism rate of 7% compared 
with 20% in the comparison group 
(X2, = 4.62, p < .05). 

Many variables in the Homen's criminal history also 

proved to be significant. 

Women i.;rho were beti<leen the ages of sixteen and 
twenty-one at their first arrest had a 
recidivism rate of 20% compared with 38% 
in the com'parison group (X2 = 5.82, P < .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 Difference" Level of Significance 
Variable 

Total 

,j l. 

.2. 
:1 ' 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Drug offense-
, '. 

21 or younger at 
incarceration 

Marital status: 
single 

Residence: 
Boston 

Past grade. 
completed: t-1i 

N . ~. :.::, I{l~ H' . N . . ,', . RR t,·. 
': '. ", • 0, 

" 0:. • ..... 

181 17% 92: 29% -12 

4·9 . '. .12% 20 40%, . -28 

52 . .'j" , ..... .. " : • 't" 
13% . 36·· ::. 33% -20 . 

1'08 14% ,.,31% ... . -17 
, ' 

4, • • .", ~.' • 

. .;: :", 

14%· ' .. 53 34% -20 

103 . 19% '. . 59 37% " -18 

;, '0 .~ '.. • : ~ 
.; : 

',' II' . • 0' ,':.,'. ':. ",' 

.; 

No reported 
drug use. . . ; 72 :,.:: '". )·:,.13% 

I I .~ ... '. • ': 

. 69 .... : .'::'."'.' . 26°1 ' '., .. -.13' .t ',.,....,. 10.·.. " 
• .'< .. : .1.; ....... : 

'j 
:\ . 
I ., 

7. 

» ;j" 8. 
:1 
" ., 
t! 

-: 

Age 16-2I.at 
.1st arrest 

, . 
6 or more cou·rt 
appearances 

0-1 prior' arrests 
for person' 
offenses 

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

82 

109 . 

'. 
•••• I" 

o ~'. • " 

112 ', .. 

I . 

() 

20% 

18% : 

19% 

,,' ..... 
:-! . 

';! ::' '; .. : ~. '. . . 

55 

53 . 

. . .. ' 

.', ~. 

.. " 

61 :.' .:', 

. ." 

~ , . 

38% -18 

29%' . . -8 
I' . 

. ", ' 

36% . ~17 

. ,. 

'. " 

. .' 
::.:';' ; :1 . 

',' .. ,.;~' '. p < ,.02 
•• 1 

... I' 

p < .01 

p < .05 

p < .01 
~ .} 

'," 

.h .': ,~' "" 

" i : " . . . :' 
. " p < .01 

. 'it' 

. " 

:-' I. ~. . '\ p < .02 
.. 

,:,' 

" .... , ... ; 
" r.:; ~ . . ":". 

.~ ... ,p <: .05 " 
• I,' 

p < .02 

p < .02 

p < .02 

\ ) 

'I 
f: 
" I' 

ii 
Ii 

/oJ IJ 

11 
11 

Ii 
I: 
~ 

~ 

, 

\ 

\ 
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" :ii12 •. 

0-2 prio~ arrests 
for property 
offenses 

1 or more priGir 
arrests fot 
narcotic 'offenses 

Framingham Women Comparison Gl·0Up 
N RR 'N .. ' RR' 

. ; " 

95 

77 " " " 

,"... '~ .... --fl'.:. . '"' "I, "", 

_,.'" ", '" I ." '.' •• , :' ,:.,' I :, : .: .. ~ ::':~,'" , • 
" I' ,',' • 

l., : ;' 

15% 
" ~. 

"*. 

.. 19% 
~' ' .. ' , . , 

49 

33 

.' . 
:~) , 

33% 

45% 

No juvenile 
incarcera tions' :: ,139 '!", 17% ':.~. 81 ' '.~, .... ,: 

• . ••• • .' ' ,.~ j. ,' •• 
',.30% 

I 
I. 
j 
1 
J 
l 

i 
, )'i 

1 or more hous'e 
of corr~ction 
incarcerations' 

II' 

",: ...... . 

42 

o 

t •• ..: 

", 

.' .' , 

~.. # • ': • 

;10.\0 • : .••••. 
,' ... ; .• ! .. .', 

~ .~. . 
r, ••• ,.: •• 

''i:~;~ .. " " . 

" "I ," .,0 .. ' 
":' : ....... ' ' ... 

10% ::::, ,: 14 
.... '. ':.' . .- ~ .. ' ,':,.: " 

,.' 

~ .. 

. ,'; . -.: 

:~~, i •• ,' 

., ~: ., '. '~I'" 
""!' '-

';" 
,.," 

~ .. 
!. •••• ,. 

:',' ," .. ; 

.'!'., .... 

,1; .. ~ .: 

;.: .:., 

, "') .... 1 ~ (' ., .. '!. 
...... j. " .... 

" 

" .: ',' , ' 

" . ..... : ... ;1, .,' 

(' i 
• "t' 

, . 

.' . 

.,~ f • 

" .. 

..... 43% 

30% 

Cl 

., 
'\I -;;"\ 

• ', .0" 

. ' '" " , 

\ I,' 

. " ," 

o 

Difference Level of '~i'gnificance' 

. , 

.' 

, .~ " : . 
.... ':: i .. ',' 

• . ~ : ,0 .' . , .',. ..~.. "! 

-18 

-26, 

-13 
'" 

". 

-6 

~18, 
',' " 

.. , 
\ 

~ "0" 

." ~. ~ 
,.. 

" 

.... : ' .. 

,', 

' ... 
o 

,t": • 

~ : ,i ,. .. ~. ..,' p <: .02 

p <: .01 

p <, .05 

. " ~ .. 

P <' .02. 
...... 
..' 

.. 
; .. -, . ,·f. 
t· • 

> p.<:' .05. 
'._ '.' '0" 
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Homen who had zero or one prior arrest for person 
offenses had.a recid.ivism rate of 19% cO!TIpared 

. with 36% in the comparison group 
(X2 = '6.34, p,~ .02)., 

l.;romen ~vho had ze.ro, one or tHo' prior arrests for . 
property offenses had a r~ci~ivism rate of 
15% compared 'tl7ith 33% in the comparison group 

2 - ' (X - 6.29, p< .02). 
. . 

'vomen 't'7ho had one or more prior arrest·s for 
narcotic offense~ had a recidivism rate of 
19% c,ompared with 45% in ,the comparison group 
(X2 ' == 7.86, p < .O~). 

lvomen who had no juvenile incarcerations had a 
recidivism rate of 17% compared 't'7ith 30% in 'the 
comparison group (X2 = 4.59,. p < .05). 

Homen who had one or more previous incarcerations 
in a House ~f Correctio~ had a recidivism 
rate of 10% 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 
I 

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 cate,gory not significant. 

Furlough Data 

A statistically significant relationship was found , 

between the total number of furloughs and recidivism. Hen' 

and women Hho had one or more furloughs (8~.2% of the sample) 1 
I. 

o 

() 

0: 

o 

o 

o 

Ci 

( I 

0' 

/ 

. ' 

'who had no furloughs (29'10)' Even more sig'nific'ant (at ·t~e 

, ., . h th men and ,'t-vome~, ,wi th ,.0+ level)' ~'7a s the findIng t, a,t ose 

" .' h d .. f'i 't' 1 l',o"';er re~idivism two or more fu:rloughs a.' a s~gn~ can y 

rate (13.4%) than those Hith zerC? or one furloughs (27%) 

t ' , 
(X =, 6.81, ~ < .0.1). " .. 

Another. statistically significant finding ~a's that 

. ", h had, one or more successf, ul 'fu~loughs those men and women \\' 0 

(-84.7% of sample) had a signi'ficantly, lower recidivism ra te 

(15i~) than ,those \vho had no furl'oughs (25%). 

Also significant at the .01 level was the finding 

'that men and women 'ivith one or more furloughs from 

Framingham (89.7%) had a lower recidivism rate than men 

and women with no furloughs fro~ Framingham. 

Although not significant, a relationship existed 

between t,ota 1 number of furlough hours and 'recidivism 

rate. Inmates who had 200 or more furloug~ hours (39.6%) 

had a 'recidivism rate of 11. 9% which was c:onsiderably 

lml7er than the recidivism ra te (19.4'10) for: men and women 

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

Work Release 

Although not statistically significant, an interesting 

b the number of. weeks on work relationship existed etween 

release and recidivism. Men and women who worked 12 or 

, ....... --.---~~~=~,=--~"';;r"~~"" .. ~"". __ .. '" . . 

" '. 

... . 
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more weeks on work release (41.3%) had a lower recidivism 

·rate. (8%) than tsose m'en and women who worked 11 weeks' Qr 

less(S8.~% of the sample) and ha~ a recidivi~m rate of 

·17:9% (X2 = 3~S6,.p ~ .10). 

Counseling Data 

. . 'Only 19% of, the tota 1 s~mple of ~en and 'tvomen· ~ad 

had at least on~ couns'eling 'interview (23~ ~f the wpmen and 

11% of the men). Our findings show that IDEm and ,women who 
, . 

had 20 or more counseling interviews had.~ "'sigriifican~ly 

higher recidivism rate (39%) than, those with 19 or.·'fewer· 

interviews (lS%) (X2 = 4.72, p < .OS). . :..' 

Although not statistically significant it was 

interesting to note that men and women Hho were perceived 

by their therapists to be improved after treatment (49% of 

the counseling participants) had a much higher recidivism 

rate (3S%)' than men and women who were perceived to be 

unchanged by their therapists after treatment (Sl%) 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 

~,,,_,~,,,,,,,, __ .~~,",,~ ___ w,,, '~-.---~~~~~:t;b!=:i_"" '';o''';''''''''''~--''' . 
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those who had nineteen sessions or less. 

mlen we cross-tabulated participation in pounse1ing 
. . ., . .. 

;(1 or 'mor~ sess.ions)· vs. n~m-pqr~icipation (~o sessi~ns)', 

t~e' recidivism rates 'of : ", p~rticipants was highe~ than 

tha t: of the nC?n-participants. There wa's no instance in 

'tvhich pa~tic~pation in counsel'i~g ~as' associated with a ., .. .. . 

• h 

stati~tic~lly significant 'reducti'on' in recidivism .. In fact, . 

.~ertain variables were related to a statis~ic~lly significant 

~ncrease in recidivism rates. 

Inmates. 't"ho Here 21 yea~s of .age or'. young.er 'at 

incarceration and who' participa ted i~ .co'unseli~g sho~ed a 

significantly higher recidivism rate, .27.3%,as comp~'red to 

2.2% for the non-participants (X2 = 7.62, p < .01) 

Those inmates ~vho participated in counseling and who 
had 9 years or less of education had a recidivism rate of 
37.S% in comparison to 12.8% for non-pal.'tic~pants '-lith the 

same level of education (X2 ='4.28, p< .OS) 

The only ,other statistically significant finding in 

the counseling program related to participants 'tvho had 

gone on 2 or more furloughs. Their recidivism rate was 
. 

17.1% as 'compared to 1.1% for the non-participants 

(X
2 

= lS.3%, P/~ .01) 

Although not statistically significant, there were 

3 inmate:variab1es which when related to participation in 
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Variable 

Offense 
Person 
Property 
Narcotiq 
Prostitution' 
Other 

.. Age at 
Incarceration 
21 or younger 
22 and older 

Race 
Black 

,,~ White 
! 

Marital . St~t~~ 
Harried 
Single 
Div., Sep.,. Wid. /;j . 

,', 1 . 
';.~ . Addn:!ss prior t;:o 

, i) Incarceration 
~ a ~ 

Boston 
Other 

, . 
Education 
9th grade or less 
10th or more 

. . 
" 

. . 
COMPARISON OF ~RE~C~I~D~IV~I=S~M _RA_T_E_S.OF ~ON-COUNSELING AND 

. COUNSELING 'INMATES 

" 

Non-Counseling 
N RR' 

83 
40 
50 
21 
1·2 

,46, 
151 

98 
99 

43 
110 
4L~ 

105 
101 

. 86 
103 

10.8% 
37.5% 
8.0% 
4.8% 

16.7% 

2.2% 
17.2% 

18.4% 
13.1% 

14.0% 
12.7% 
20.5% 

10.5% 
19.,8% 

12.8% 
16.5% 

.... ': .. Counseling 
N RR 

19 
17 
11 

1 
1 

22 
26 

32 
15 

7 
33 

8 

23 
26 

16 
30 

21.4% 
23.5% 
18.2% 

100.0% 
0.0% 

27.3% 
19.2% 

25.0% 
13.3% 

42.9% 
21.2% , 
12.5% 

17.4% 
26.9% 

37.5% 
16.7% 

~'(St('\t.is tica 11~ i:dgnifie;ant difference in l"ecidivism ra tes p .c .05. 
' C n <~ () I,: 0 

, . . 

o 

Differences 

+10.2 
-14.0 
+8.2 

+25 .1~'C' 
+2.0 

+6.6 
+0.2 

+32.9 
+9.4 
-8.0 

+~.9 
+7.1 

+24. 7~'( 
+0.2 

, 
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3riable 

rug Use 
None 
Heroin 
Other 
, , 

ge at 
irst Arrest 
21 or younger, 

: ,'22 or older 

<'o~al of < . 
burt Appearances, 

;, 5 and less 
i6 or more 

: rior Arrests for 
harcotic Offense 
(' D 

1 or more , 
~ . .. 
r~ 

i;o. of Juvenile . 
ncarcerations 

·0 
1 .or more 

') 
> U' 

~.~ ;w. of State anq' . 
redera1 Incarcerations 
q!O ' 
~, 

'ijl or more ¥ • ni 
I" !::l 
J·1·1 
ff! 
'.1-

n () 

----- ---- ------ ---------- ----

Non-CounseLihg_ 
,- , RR 

94 
60 
27 

135 
57 

62 
132 

120 
86 

168 
38 

" 138 
68' 

..... 

o 

12.7% 
21.6% 

7.4% 

16.3% 
14.0% 

'13:0% 
16.7% 

15.'8% 
14.0% 

14.9% 
15.8% 

10.1% 
25.0% 

! 

, . 'Counseling 
N RR 

22 
15 

7 

38 
9 

17 
31 

30 
19 

37 
12 

30 
19 

27.3% 
20.0% 
14. 3i~ 

18.4% 
33.3% 

29.4% 
19.4% 

23.3% 
21.1% 

24.3% 
16.7% 

20.0% 
26.3% 

Differences 

" 

+14.6 
-1.6 
+6.9 

+2.1 
+19.3 

+16.4 
+2.7 

+7.5 
+7.5 

+9.4 
+.9 

+9.9 
+1 .. 3 
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the counseling program showed a reduction in recidivism. 

, Fi~st, ihI!lates t"lho. were 'counseling P?rticipants and 

wh'o, we~~ c6~~ict'ed of a' pr~pe,rty off~nse had" a re,cidiv'ism . " 
'rate of 23.5% as compared to 37.5% for their counterparts. 

.' 

Second, ,participants in counseling whose marital status 
, , 

was divorced, '\"lidowed or separated ~howed a recidivism rate 

'of :12.5% compared 't? the non-participants '\"lho 'had a 20.5% 

recidivism. 

, Finally) counseling' participants 't"lho were heroin users 

, had a' recidivism rate of 20.0% as compare~ to 21.6% for the 

non-partic~pating heroin users. 

. :;.' 

Furlough Program. In contrast' to the results of the 

counseling program ,'tole recall that there was a positive 

relationship between furloughs and recidivism: That is, 

there was a significant reduction in recidivism i~or inmates 

't"lho pa'rticipated in the furlough program. 

When we cross-tabulated participati?n in the furlough 

program (2 or more furloughs) vs. "non-participation" 

(0-1 furloughs) wi~h 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 t"lithin the age group of 22-30 't\7ho 

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

! 
i 
I q 

d, 

0: 

() 

() 

( ) 

( I 

Cl 

compared to 18.2% for the part;lcipants, <X2 = .7..0~, p< .01) 

When the age of the inma te 't"la s 31 or, over ,,' non:­

participants showed a re[!i'd'ivism ra ~~ of 4~. 9%" an.d 'for their, 
, ' 

pa~ticipa~ing cQunterpar.ts it was 7.2% ,(X2 '= 4.83, 'p< .05) 

It was statisticall"y: significant 'that whites 't"lho had, 

not been on, furl'oughs I:ad a ,38.5%' rec,idivism rate and 

,those who had ,~art~cipated 'recidivated at 15.4% (X2 = 6.92" 

p < .01) 

Another significant finding was tha t people '\"lho had 

an address other than Boston an4 'tvho '\"lere, ~ot participants 

ha"d a 42.9% recidivism rate as compared to 17'.0% for their 

counterparts who had been on furlouoO'hs (X2 = 5 55 ,,' < 02) • , p • 

Inmates who had a 10th grade education or higher 

and who did not participate in 'the furlough program had a 

recidivism rate of 31.0%. Recidivism decreased significantly 

to 12.6% £or the participa~ts with the same level of 

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

It was statistically significant that non-participants 

with 6 or more court appearances had a 30.3% recidivism 

rate as compared to their participant counterparts whose 

recidivism rate 't"las 13.8% '<X2 "" 5.01, p< .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) 

r ......... · ___ >'i'~~.''"'''''_''''''''.'''''< ,', .. " , .~ .,....' ... .,..,.. ~"'."-''''+ -~'-". 
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the counseling program showed a reduction in recidivism. 

First, inmates W):lO. were counseling participants and 
, .. 

~ho" Vlere convicted 'of"'ct" property offense' had a rec'idivism 

·.r~ite· ,of 23.5% as compared to 37.5%, for- their- c~unterparts. 

, Second, par·ticipants in counseling "Y"hose marita.1 status 
, . 

was divorced, widowed or separated showed a recidivism rate . 

of 12.5% compared to the non-particip<?nts ~vho had .a '20.5% 

recidivism. 
. '. 

Finally, counseling participants who were heroin users 

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

non-participating heroin users. 

Furlough. Program. In contrast to the results of the 

counseling program ~e recall that there was a positive 

relationship bet\veen furloughs and recidivism. That is, 

there was a significant reduction in recidivism for inmates 

who participated in the furlough program. 

When we cross-tabulated participati?n in the furlough 

program (2 or more furloughs) vs. "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. 

Inma tes 'vho 'vere \vi thin the age group of 22 -30 who 

had not been on furloughs had a recid~vis,m rate of 30.8% 

...... . .. - .. -. ......... _ .......... . 
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'A·COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES OF FURLOUGH 

AND TINON-FURLOUGH" INMATES 

, ~. , 
';; Variable 

: \' 

" 1 

, ,! 

" 

1 . 
" " , 

I 
! 

, I 

1 
\ 
'I, 
I 

i !, 
'I 

" " 

Offense 
Person 
Property 
Narcotic' 
Prostitution 
Other 

Age at In6arceration 
21 or younger 
22-30 
31 or over 

Race 
Black 
White 

Marital Status 

., 

, ~ Harried 

, 
..l 

Single 
Div., Wid.; Sep. 

Address Prio~ to Incarceration 
Boston 
Other . 

Education 
9th Grade or Less 
10th Grade or More • ~ . 

" 

0-1 Furloughs . 
N RR 

12 
15 

6 
13 

'7 

19 
26 

7 

26 
27 

8: 
34-
10 

32 
'21 

13 
10 

' .. 

ft '. 

33.3% 
40.0% 
16.8% 

9.0% 
28.6% 

15.8% 
30.8% 
42.9% 

18.5% 
38.5% 

25.0% 
26.5% 
30.0% 

18.8% 
42.9% 

30.8% 
31.0% 

2 or Hore Furloughs 
N RR 

54 
42 
55 

9 
6 

49 
88 
56 

104 
87 

42 
109 
42 

9,6 
106 

89 
104 

16.7% 
31.0% 

9.1% 
0% 
0% 

8.2% 
18.2% 

7.2% 

11.5% 
15.4% 

16.7% 
11.0% 
16.7% 

9.4% 
17.0% 

14.6% 
12.6% 

Differences 

-16.6 
-9.0 
-7.7 

-7.6 
-12. 6~'( 
-35.7°k 

, -7.0 
-23 .1~'( 

-8.3 
-15.5 
-13.3 

-9.4 
-25. 9~'( 

-16.2 
-18.4~'( 

I 
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If I .' 

" Variable 

: Drug Use 
: None 
~ Heroin 
I ' Other~ 

I 
l.Age a t Firs t Arres t' 
, 21 or youngc:: r 

22 and older. 

;;Tota1 No. of Court'Appearances 
: 5 or less . " " 

' .. 6 or more 

,Narcotics OffenSe 
'0' 

1 or more 

; J No. of Juvenil.e Incarcera tions ' 
1 0 
'\ 1 or more 
I 

No. of State ahd 'Federai 
,j Incarcera tions 
:i 0 
;. 1 or more 
j 

;1No. of Weeks Worked 
i '0-3 ' 

4 or more' " 

• 

0-1 ,Furloughs, ' 
N RR 

22 
16 

1 

36 
11 

14 
33 

40 
13 

42 
11 

33 
20 

47 
'6 

2,2. 7% 
37.5% 

:, 0%' 

33.3% 
27.3% 

35.7% 
,30.3% 

27.5% 
30.8% 

26.2% 
. 36'.4% 

12.1% 
55.0% 

29.8% 
16.7% 

2 or More Furloughs 
N RR 

95 
59 
31 

136 
55 

6 r.' 
.J' 

130 

110 
92 

, 163 
39 

135 
73 

90 
112 

13.7% 
16.,9% 

9.7% 

13 . .2% 
14.5% 

12.3% 
13.8% 

13.6% 
13.0% 

14.1% 
10.3% 

11.9% 
23.2% 

14.4% 
12.5% 

,"~StatisFically significa~t difference in recidivism rates p < .05. 

(;I 

. . , 

" 
n o ( \ 

Differences 

o 

-9.0 
-20.6 
+9.7 

+7.6 
-12.8 

-23.4 
-16.5"1C' 

-13.9-JC' 
-17.8 

-12.2 
-26.1 

-.2 
-31.8.IC' 

-15 .4~'C' 
-4.2 
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Inmates not in the furlough program who had worked 3 

,wee~s or less o~wor~'release had a recidivism rate of 

29.8%.,' 

The ~nl~ other statistically signi'ficant:teduction in 

re~idivism occurred Hith :L~ates,who had one or'more -state' 

or ,federal incar~era,tions. Those with' prior incarcera tion's 

who wer-e non-pa'rticipants in the furlough 'program had a 

recidivism rat~ of 55.0% as compared to 16.4% for the pa~tic-
, , , 

ipan~s -who had prior incarcer~tiOli.$ (X2 ";" 7 .50, p < .01) 

One finding T"vhich approached statistical significance 

related to inmates Hhose marital status was single~ Single 

people w-ho were not participants in the f~rlough program 

had a recidivism rate of 26.5% as compared to 15.5% for 

those in the program (X2 = 3.79, P < .10) 

Another near significant relationship existed between 

furloughs and number of juvenile incarcerations. Non-

participants who had no juvenile incarcerations recidivated 

at 26.2% compared to 14.1% for the participants (X2 = 3.52, 

p < .10) 

Work Release. As stated previously, participation in 

the work release program "tvas associated with lmv recidivism. 

H .. " .. .-t:: . 

, " 

( l 

, 

c 

,.,Then T"ve cross-tabulated participation in, the work 

r~lease:, program ,(4. or' more .T"ve~k~ ~~rked)' ~nd "non'-pari:ic~-
. ' ' . . -. . , ' , 

,pation" (0-3 weeks worked) "tHth each of the inmate variables -
, ' -' , , 
there was no instance in which retidivism increased signif~ 

" 
icarit1y ~ However, there ,\,ve::e instances in \vnich participa tion 

, , 

in the work release'program relate~'to a sta~istical1y 

significa~t reduction in recidivism~ : 

Those non-participants- in work release whose addr.ess 

'prior to incarrieration was Boston had a recidivism rate of 

17.5% compared to 4.3% for participants from Boston 

(X2 = 4.56, p .05) 
• t,-

People who had not pa rticipa ted in \vork release and 

whose age was 22 or older recidivated at 24.1% as compared 

to_l1.7% for their counterparts (X2 = 4.69, p .05) 

A statistically significant relationship also existed 

between \vork release and time spent at most skilled position 

prior to incarceration. Non-participants who spent 12 

months or less at their most skilled position had. 

a recidivism rate of 25.4% compared to 11.1% for the 

participan,ts with 12 months or less. (X2:::: 3.89, p .05) 

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% 

.,. ..... 

, 
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A COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES OF WORK RELEASE 

AND "NoN-worm'. RELEASE" INMATES 

Variable 

10ffense '1-__ _ 
Person 
Property 

-Narcotics 
Prostitution 
Other 

" 

. ~ge nt Incarceration 
.21 or less 
l22 or more' , 
1 
~! 

ri ~. 
::~ace 
c'_ 

. Black 
nHhite 
!1 

ilarital Status 
:jNarried 
:Sing1.e 
Div., Wid.~ S~p. 

i 

":ddress Prior'to Incarceratio,n 
~Bos ton 
.j 
tpther 
n 
11 • 
~:duc.:J tl.on 
1,9 t;h Grade or Less 
[l,Oth Grade or ,Higher 
n . 
~l' .. 
:f 
If 

, . .t, (\ 
1- _ 

, , 

\ . 
" .. ' 

0-3 lveeks on' 
Work Release 
N RR 

40 
35 
30 
21 
11 

46 
83 

72 .' 
'58 

24 
79 
27' 

80 
55 

53 
.65 

\. . 
.... 

20.0% 
31.4% 
13.3% 
9.5% 

18.2% 

10.9% 
24.1% 

, 15.3% 
10.4% 

25.0% 
16.5% 
26.0% 

17.5% 
. 25.5% 

20.8% 
20.0% 

,? .r. 

.--_._-- ----
l • 

4 or More Weeks 
on Work Release 

N RR 

62 
22 
31 
1 
2 

22 
94 

42 
72 

25 
64 
25 

46 
72 

49 
68 

8.06% 
36.4% 

6.4% 
0% 
0% 

9.0% 
11. 7% 

9;8% 
13.9% 

12.0% 
12 • 5/~ 
12.0% 

,4.3% 
18.1 

12.2% 
13.3% 

Differences 

-11.4 
+5.0 
-6.0 
-9.5 

-18.2 

-1. 9 
-12.4ok 

-5.5 
+3.5 

-13.0 
-4.0 

-14.0 

-13. 2~'r 
-7.4 

-8.6 
-6.7 
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liVariable 

O-J Weeks on ' 
Work Release 

4 or Hore Weeks 
on Work Release Differences 

;1 

iiDrug Use 
None 

, 'Heroin 
! Other 

Age at First Arrest 
21 or Less 
22 or More 

l"Tota 1 of Cour.tAp'pea ranees' " 
. [: '5 or Less 

i; 6 or More 
;, 
II 

r~arcotic OffenseS' 
L 0 
l . 
\ I, or Hore 
I: 

\;N~. of_Juvenile Incarcera tio:ns 
;0 
11 or More 
i 

No. of State and 
jlncarcerations, 
fl 0 

'Il 1 or Mor0 
;'! 

'}.l ~ 
rNa. of Furloughs 
II 0-1 ' 
fl 2 or More 
1..1 
ii 
11 
1\ 
11 

tj 
Ij • 

Fe'deral 

" 

" 

N RR - ' 

57 
49 
10 

,95 
26 

39 
85 

85 
52 

110 
27 

85 
52 

47 
90 

15.8% 
24.5% 
10.0% 

21.0% 
23.0% 

20.6% 
21.1% 

, 18.9% 
21.2% 

18~2% 
26.0% 

11. 7% 
32.9% 

29.8% 
14.5% 

N RR 

60 
26 
21 

77 
40 

40 
68 

65 
53 

95 
23 

83 
35 

6 
112 

15·9% 
15.4% 
L~. 8% 

13.0% 
12.5% 

12.5% 
14.9% 

15.4% 
9.5% 

14.8% 
-33.3% 

12.0% 
14.3% 

16.7% 
12.5% 

~t 

. " i· () , ()' "~"Statistical1y significant difference in recidi'.i'ism rates p t::.. .05 .• 
(~. "'0 . 0 0 0 ® 0 

.-
. . " 

'" 

\ , 

\ >' , .' /' ' 

.-
.. ' 

-.8 
-9.1 
-5.2 

-8.0 
-10.5 

-8.1 
-6.3 

-3.5 
-11. 7 

-3.4 
+7.3 

+.3 
-18.6 

-13.1 
-2.0 
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iVa·riable 

• 

!:Ti'me at Most Skilled Position 
!:. 12 Months or Less' 

1 Year or Mpre 

1 . 

\ . 

0-3 Weeks on 
W.ork Release 
N RR 

63 
'.38 

" 

'. 

25.4% 
18.5% 

4 or More Weeks 
on Work Release 

N RR 

54 
48 

11.1% 
16.7% 

Differences 

-14.3-"r 
-1.8 
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in comparison to 8.06% for person offenders who were partici-
,-

. . " 2 - ," .... 
,pants. (X - 3.11, p .• 10). 

.' .... 

. .Agai~, . approaching significance, inmates who' we're' 

not on work .re-lease and who had one' or more' state or 

federal inc~rc~rations, had a recidivis~ ,rate of 32.~%, 
, " 

compared to 1~.3%'for participants with the ~ame number of 
, , 

incarcerations.(XZ =.3.75, 'p < .10) 

Results of Inmate and Staff Intervie"t\ls 

Furlough Program. t-Jhen inma tes "tvere a sked genera lly 

what they thought of the furlough program at Framingham, 
. ~.~ 

approximately 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 some way or that it had other unfavorable 

aspects. Of the total number of inmates interviewed ,(40), 

approximately one-fourth stated that they either kne"tv nothing 

,about the furlough program or had no opinion about it. Half 

of the inmates had participated in the program and half had 

never bl:!en on a furlough a t Framingham. 

In contrast to inmate reaction, all but four of the 

total staff members interviewed (31) clearly felt that the 

furlough program was a7'very good program. Of the remaining 

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

. ' 
" 

if' , • .. 

>, ' 

" 
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o 

o 

o 

. 

about the program. 

Res,ponses to the ,question of what inmates vie~ved as 

the main be'nefits of the furlough program fell i~i:o ,thr~e' 
. . ". 

main categories. These included an opportunity to'maintain 
'., . 

contact with ,family, a chance, to maintain social contacts 
. ' 

in the 'c'ommunity, and the oppor,tunity to get' away from the 
" . 

" , , 

,in,stitution for a' while. .Eight inmate respo~dent$ saw no 
, , 

benefits or couldn It thin,k of- any benefits" to the. program. 

A majc;>rity o~ staff members' thought inmate contacts 

with'family and the outside community wer~ the main 

benefits of the furlough program. ~n addition, some staff 
. :,.-

members cited the use of the furlough program as a'~anage-

ment tool for controlling inmates as an important bertefit 

of the prog.ram. A few also felt that furloughs were useful 

in reducing tension in some inmates, thereby' contributing 

tq th~ maintenance of peace in the institution. FinallY1 

two staff members cited a reduction in recidivism as a 

benefit of the furlough program. 

In response to the question of "tvhat they saw as the 
'" 

main problems witn the furlough program, a majority of 

both inmates and staff members interviewed felt that problems 

with the program at Framingham "tvere the result of admin-

istrative practices and unfair rules and regulations. Most 

often cited by inmates were complaints concerning the 
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arbitrary nature of the selection process, unf?ir rules and 

regulati,ons such as the, prohibition agains.t drinking on 
• 

. f~r,lou~hs, \ ~~d the reqliir~~ent that, men, ~vh6 hav? 'be'en, 

tra'nsfer'red from other :lnst,itutions, must reapply' for 

furlough permission. Some inmates also me'ntioned the length 

of time' between, appli~ation and,app'roval or'denial,of 

. furloughs, ;"rigged" urinalysis tests, and no second chances 
',' 

, " 

, for esc~pes as problems .. 

Problems 'tvith the furlough prog'ram most often 
. , 

mentioned by staff members included the iack of, uri~form . 

eligibility criteria for furlough approval and the resultant 

arbitrary selection of inmates; pqo~ ~nmate screenihg 

procedures, a lack of adequate supervision, unrealistic 

rules and regulations, such as no drinking on furloughs, 

and 'the length of time between application and eventual 

approyal or denial of furloughs. 'In addition, several 

staff members mentioned negative public opinion regarding 

the furlough program as a problem. 

Work Release. When asked what the~ thought of the 

work release program, a large ~jority of the inmates 

intervie'tved felt it 'tvas a good program. The few inmates 

't\7ho did not have a positive opinion of the 'tvork release 

program either said they didn't know anything about the 

t 
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I
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pr~gram or felt negat~~ely about it. 

, ' Only' five, 'of the inmates, i~t~rviewed had' actually 

pa.r't,icipated in this .program. For these five particip~nts 

there waS a considerable turnover in jobs, w:i,.th most jobs, 

lasting o~ly a fe'tY monthS' •. 

The main benefits of the wo,rk, release", program, most 

often cited by'non-paiticipa~t~ in~luded th~ chance t~ 

·reintegra te into the community, the chanc~' to earn and save 

1 () 
I 

money, thus enabling inmates to support families and pay 

back fines) and the chance to obtain'voca"'tional training 

and to develop good work habits for future jobs after 

I 

c' 

c' 

c 

o 

", 
" -

release. Some non-participants felt that particip~1tion 

in work release would afford a chance to feel responsible 

and independent, and the remaining fe'tv felt eithe.r that 

participation would favorably affect an inmate's parole 

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

of the institu,tion for a while. 

When those inmates who had participated in the 'tvork 

re~ease pr:ogram were asked what they thought 'tvere the main 

benefits lof the program, hO'tvever, four out of five said it 

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

improve their status 'tvith the parole board. 

Inmates cited mainly administrative issues ,,,hen asked 

what they saw as the main problems "lith the 'tvork release 
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program. Most often mentioned were the arbitrary selection 

of par~ic.ipant~,. the lcing wai'~ing'list",the d;ifii,?uity o~ 
finding a Job;' the lag time', in be'ing, approved for ;'w'brk, 

release and actually starting work, and the 15% 'slic~ the 

state took fro~ their paycheck. ' 

'As with the :i.n~ates interviewed,' a la:t'ge majority of 

the 'staff members interviewed expressed a' positive op.i~i,~n 

of the work release program~ In ~ddition;'many' ~taff 

members mentioned benefits of ~he program similar to those, 

mentioned by non-participant inmates< These included the 

chance for gradual community reintegration and the chance 

to get job training and experience as ~vell as the 'opportunity 

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 'tvide 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

job supervision of inmates. 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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Education Release. Thirty-seven of the forty inmates 

interviewed 't"ere not involved in the educa tion release 

. 
, prog:ra,m. , Only 'three had per,so,nal experienc~ with, the program. 

Altqough about one half 'of the inir;a,tes su,rv~ye'd 

professed no kno~ledge of t~e program, ~hose that did 
" 

respond overwhelmingly felt that the program was a good one. 

'~funy felt that it gave in~at~s a' chance for.an education 

for which they may not have otherwise had ~h opportunity. 

Comments 'included feelings ,tha t this program wa's, "a way, out" 

and an opportunity to readj ust to the out~ide comm~nity.' 

The few criticisms included feelings that: there 

should be time flexibility for inmates 't"ho return ~a,te 

from 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 

program. Generally, they too felt the program helped to 

further their education, reintegrate with society, set up 

non-criminal patterns and lower their chances of returning 

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

tha t ':Ippl~cants. t.O thf2 program: should ~e, screened, better, 

,c!nd that often' education' reiease has been looked upon 

erroneou'sly as a "panacea", appr~ach, when actually it does 

not 'work for everyone. I::laddition, spme staff members 

mentioned that inmates who were sel,ected should be better 

prepared by the institution to make,~se of. the experien~e. 
, . 

Finally, many staff members ·felt that .inmates could u.se 

'more supervision and more structure so that they would' 

spend their time outside advantageous~y. 

DLH Counseling Program. In response to the question 

asking what they thought of the DLH counseling program, a 

majority of inmates ~vho had an opinion felt positively about 
. . 

the pr<;>gram and a slight minority thought it was not helpful 

or felt negatively about it. This. ~vas true for both men and 

women. It should be noted that of the respondents ~vho had 

not participated' in the DLM program, seven out of eight 

of the men and seven out of eleven of the ,"vomen s'aid, they 

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

When staff members were asked the same question, t~venty 

out of t~venty-eight respondents felt the DLM program ~vas a 

good program. The other eight people had no opinion about 

the program. 
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lVhen' asked what they saw as the main benefits of the 

DLH p f .rogram, man~ 0 tl:te. inmates ~yho had .E..artiCipc:!ted in the 

.coun~·~ling.,pr~g:ta~ said. that it: ~'7a~ a' place \;here ~hey c'ould 

talk about their problems, g' et' .to k . h now·t ems'elves .be.tter,. 

and 'have someone to t'alk to. I dd' . ' . . n. a ~ti,on, several of the 

participants ~e.lt ·thClt i't would 109k go.od ·for parol.e board 

·revi~w. 

Of'the non-participants' in the DLM . - - p~ogram,'all of the 

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

about the ben~fits of the program. Th '. . d . e rema~n .er of the non-. 

participant Women said that they thought co~nseling in the 
.,' 

DLM program might be a place to talk about problem~' -and to ' 

release anger and frustration. 

A majority of staff mem~ers interviewed included such 

benefits as support w~th bl 
~ pro ems, a chance to relieve 

tensions, and an .opportunity for personal growth. Others 

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 ~ staff relative to the benefits 

of the DLH program were similar to other t ff b s a mem ers except 

for one distinguishing comment. Because the DLN program is 

separate from the Department of Correction, there was the 
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perception that inmates felt more freedom to talk without 

pUriit~ve consequences. " 
" . 

, . 
~ ,lVhen 'ask.ed to cite the main' p.roblems 1;vith the DLM 

counseling program, half of ·the· female 'and 'all .three· of 
, , 

the .ina~e DLM counseling partic.ipants respond~d" Generally, 

'. their criii6isms f~ll into 'three categories •. First~ 
. '. 

seve.ral inmates felt 'that often implied in staff pressure 

, /' 

, ( to participate in counseling ·was the sugg~'stion tha ttheir 

parole status was dependent upon their participatton. 

Second, variou~ objections were voiced c~hcerning ~pe 
'( 

counseling method used by the DLM staff~ The most frequent 

complaints 1;"ere that it was too personal, that it dwelt 

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 Hhich involved 

such things as a lack of empathy and personal respect for 

,/ inmates, and the lack of minority representation on the 

DLM staff. 

Of the inmates 1;vho had not participated in the' program 
• I 

all of the men and most of the women said 'they didn't knmv 

.(' about problems in the DLM program. Those 1;vomen who did 

respond to this question expressed concerns about confi-

dentiality, fears of dealing \\1ith "heavy problems", and the 

o 
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time-limited nature of 
being involved in 

counseling t\1hile 
'in prison. 

. 'Ther:e \Va s' a va rie ty of " .' . 
. ' . staff. responses, to the 

regarding problems with the' DiM 
question 

~ 

couns~i,ing: program. Those 
problems m~stoften 

menti?ned. inc lUded 'such t·h. 
, '. - ~ngs as the 

need for .mo~e, cOrnniunicat'ion' 
and· exchano'e f' 

. 0 0 .. ~nforma'tion 
bebveen the DLM counselors d h an ot er staff b , . mem ers, staff 
pressure 'to participate in . 

~o~nseling and"diff' 1.' , . ~cu t~es 
associated \Vith motivating inmat 

,es t~ work serio~sly on 
their problems. In general ,',. 

, correctional~off· 
~cers .were the 

ones most concerned about 
the need to exchanoe 

o info~mation 
about inmates. .. :,." 

In response to the same question , l21l! cOunselors 
unanimously mentioned as 

a probl~m the fact that termin t' 
of counseli . d a ~on 
. ng ~s etermined by an . , 

~nmate s release date 
rather than b . 

" 
e~ng therapeutically d 

etermined. In addition 
the same- DLH staff memb h ' er W 0 saw s eparation of DLH from 

. the De t par ment of'Correcti 
on as a benefit, also id~ntified 

this as a partial d· d 
~sa vantage, 

and administrative isolation 

staff of the institut" 
~on. 

of 

resulting in a phYSic~l 

DLM from the rest of the 

lfuen asked What they thouooht f 
o the DLH counselors 

. , three inmates Who had 
participated in counseling gave 
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unqual.ified positive responses about the couns.elors, five 

inmates fel.t they didn't like them, and on~. didt:J.' t answer. 

The remaining 12 inmates ~ndicated some ambivalence· towards 

the· cQunseiing staff, stating :th~t \vhil~ some counselors 
. . 

were ".helpfu;t"" ot~ers ",\vere out of touch'!' or' "don't carel!. 
. . 

Among the no'n-counseliq.g. inmat'es, most either gave no 

answer. "Or said. they. .were not familia'r with the coun.seling 

staff wh~n·asked.the ·same·question. 

In contrast to ·inmate reaction, staff' response to the 
'. 

question of what they thought of the DLM 'counselors was 

almost unanimously favorable. Such descriptions as "honest", 

"professiona 1" and "dedica ted" were often mentioned:' 

When asked w~y they thought irunates participated in the 

DLM 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 

parole board that I couldn't get paroled \vithout it." 

Out of the 18 non-counseling inmates interviewed, 12 

didn't answer when a~ked the same question about reasons 

inmates go for counseling. the answers of the remaining 

six r~spondents were similar to the internal and external 
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reasons given by the counseling participants. 

In contrast to the inmates \vho gave unilateral responses 

to thi~.ques.tJon, staff members intervie\ved. generaliy 

per'ceived inma te' partic·f.pa'tion to be the 'res4lt of both 

internal and externa.l factors .. 

When asked how ~hey thought the sbaff viewed the DLM 

. counseling 12rogram, inma·tes who' ha~' particpated in 

C(;>U"!1seling genera lly felt tha t mos t of the s.taff i-ooked 

upon the program favorably. '. One notable exception' to this, 

'however, '\vas inmate percepti,on of hON the.custodial staff 

views the DLM program. Such statements as "there's a 

la'ck of comm!-lnication between the cus.todial staff 'and the 

DLM counselors; " the custodial, staff feels that counseling 

aggravates inmates so that they act out;" and, "there's 

jealousy between the custodial a.nd DLM staff;" were typicai 

responses. Several inmates felt, however, that the newer 

custodial staff members looked more favorably on the DLN 

prog~am than those who had been in custodial positions for 

a long time .. 
. . 

Most of the inmates who had not participated in the 

counseling program offered no response to this question. 

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

the staff members '\vho did answer, hmvever, responses were 
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f h ' t Most felt that their fellow similar to those 0 t e Lnma es. 

staff m~mbers generally. supported the program. As with the, 

i~mates, t'here wa,s a feeling, among the staff memb~rs inter.jie~ved' 

that many of the veteran custodial officers didn't 'under-
'. '. . . 

,sta'nd counseling, felt that counseling didn' t ~vork, or , 

, " d t l'be"-al Several staff members though,t tha t. the i ea wa.s 00 L .. • 

,felt that the ne~\ie1;' custodial officers had 'a, more. open view 

bf the PLM program. .... 

All but three counseling participants, when asked if 

they saw any difference in the i,iork of the 'DLN cCilinselo1;"s 

and the work of the correctional social workers, answered 

affirmatively. Generally, they perceived the social. 

workers as pro~iding concrete,practical services, and the 

DLM counselors as providing services of a more psychological 

nature. There seemed to be a small change i~ an inmate's 

f these two departments as ,he/she progressed perceptions 0 

I ' One half of those inmates who had through counse Lng. 

been in counseling for less than 20 'I sessions felt that 

the correctional social workers did more for the inmates 

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 tmvards the DLH counselors 

than the correctional social workers. 
" 
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Most of the inma te respondents \vho had not 
_ Earticpated 

in counseii.ng: either did 'not see any. difference bet\~een the.' . , 

work o~ the corr~ctionai social wo~kers a'nd '~he DLH counselors 

or ,did not offer a x:esponse. , The remaining fe\v cited 

-differences s'imilar t 'th f h ' 
~ ose.~ t e co~nsel~ng participants. 

Several staff members (9 ,of ~l), co~ld no't 'id~ntify 

d~f~erences in the ~uties of the correct~o~al social worker~ 
and the'DLH counselors. Mos't staff members, ho~ 

.vev~r , 

generally saw the DLH couns~lors as dealing with inter-
" 

personal and intrapsychic iss~es within ~" psychotherapeutic 

setting, and the correctional social workers as b~dnp 
. :..' 

responsible fo~ case management •. The correctional so~ial 

workers 'tvere seen as the inmates' liaison ~vith the system", 

helping inmates with such task-oriented problems as fillin~ 
. 

out the necessary paper work, getting into programs, and 

making phone calls. 

One difference mentioned by asm,a 11 number of both 

staff members and inmates tvas the recognition that the 

social workers were not necessarily bound by confidentiali~y, 
whereas the DLH counselors were. 

~ Counseling Program p~~ti~ipants. A total of 21 

DLM counseling participants lvere intervietved. l.Jhen asked 
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how they heard about the DLN counseling progra~, participants 

. in9icated thatt-hey ~'earned about it thr~ugh both formal 

~nd informal 'processes,. Half' of the participaht~ said 
. .. . 

they had' lear?ed .about the program from thei,r social workers: 

'rf1e remaining ha ~'f of the ,respon.se~ l"ere.' equa lly" di v~ded 

among the calssif~cation board, th~ doctor, other inmates, 

and various other staff memqers. 
. . .~ 

There 'was a wi.de vari.ety of responses to. t"£:.e question 
. . 

'of how lono- each inmate had been in prison before partici-o . 

pating in counseling. 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 

p~ison before participating in the DLH pr.ogram. Four of 

the six female inmates intervie\v,ed who had had 20 or. more 

counseling' sessions, had been in prison fo~ about six 

months prior to their entry into counseling. The rem~ining 

two female inmates in this group had been in prison for 

one month or less before engaging in counseling. 

Those inmates interviewed lvho had been in prison for 

the shortest amount of time before participating in the DLH' 

program "tvere the fema Ie inma tes \vho had been in counseling 

for less than 20 sessions. About half of the women in this 

group entered therapy about t'tvO or three months after their 

arrival at Framingham, and the other half entered counseling 
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within a month after being incarcerated. 

. In response .to.the questioll, "Why qid you decide to 

try it' at' this time'?", .. 11 out~f t.he, 21 participan.ts said 

. they had 'been mot;i.va'ted t:;o enter t:.ounseling for external 

r~as6ns, suph~s 'bta~f pressure or early·~arol~. "'Seven 

participants said they lvere'm'otivated by personal problems 

to 'seek counseling, citing the need fO.r someone to talk to' 

"to straight.en 'things out", or the need for a pla.ce' to 

ventilate emotions. Of the remaining responses, one inmate 

cited curiosity as a reaSon for entering·tounseling, 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 lvith 

their counselors, participants cited such topics as family, 

spouse', self, life in prison, and life on the ~treet after 

release. 

The amount of time that inmates had participated in 

counseling varied gre~tly. Four of the 21 counseling partici­

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 'vas some 
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variation in the frequency of these sessions. 14 of the 21 

parti.cipants \~er!= seen', on a 'V.Teekly ba~is; two. were seen ' 
. . . . . 

.twice'~ week, ·one \~as seen 'bi-\~eekly" and two w:ere' seen 

on an irregular basis. " 

The qUE7stion, "If you stopped" 'tv.hy, ~id, you. stop?" 

applied t~ five' couns'eling participants' 't~ho ,.~ad bee~ seen 

for more than 20 sessions. Two sta,ted 'that they left 

because counseling 't~as not he'lpfuf; one was parol,ed; ,one 

was IIcured;" and, one'gave no reason for terminating 

counselin.g. 

Four of the six counseling particpants \~ho had 

than 20 sessions and had termf~ated participated in f~wer 

counseling, stated that, they had stopped going because 

it was not helping them. These ~nmates gave a lack of 

conununica tion and a lack of understanding between them. 

and their counselor as reasons for termina.tion. Of the 

t\V'o remaining inmates in this group, one had term~na ted 

f F . h and the other had been upon release rom ram1ng am, 

admitted to a hospital. 

. . ~ere asked how other inmates had '\!hen, part1c1pants , 

reacted to their participation in counseling, appr,oximately 

half of the respondents felt that there had been no, 

reaction by other inmates. The remaining responses varied 
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from feeling that other inmates. "thought I was sick" to 

feeling that other i~ates viewed their partiCipation in ... 
. . 

counselirtg pOSitively. . 
'. . . 

, In response to the question, of how the staff had 

reac·ted to their:'pa'rticipation in cou11:seling, l!ine inmates 

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

staff had reacted 'positively, and four said that they did' 

'not knowho~ the staff had reacted. 
.... 

~ 

El~yen of the 21 counseling participants said they 

had friends Who we~e also in'couns~ling a~d al~ but. three 

of these 11 had six or more friends in counseling. Eight 
. :.,' 

participants said they did not have friends who 't~ere in 

counseling (six of these were inmates who had been in 

counseling for less than 20 sessions) and two participants 

said they didn't knml7 if their friends were in counseling. 

Those inmates who had been in counseling for more than 20 

sessions seemed more likely to have friends \Vho were also 

in counseling. 

,.]hen asked if there \Vas any staff pressure to 

participate in counseling, about half (11) of the counseling 

participants felt that there \l7as pressure to participate, 

and about half (10) felt there was no pressure either T,'lay. 
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Similarly, of those who had had less than 20 sessions (11), 

.. half felt there' was staff pressure to par.ticipate,. and the' .. 
. . 

bther half ~elt there ~as no. staff press~~e ei~~er way. 

Of those who had been in counseling for more than 20 

... 
sessions, ~~x felt there was staff.pre~sure to ~articipate 

and. three felt th.~re 't\1a s riop'ressure either YJay. .' .. 

The. three male inmates all felt that there'was staff 
. . 

pressure to participate in counseling. 

Hhen asked if there \Vas any inmate pressure to 

participate or not to participat~ i~ ?ou~~elin~, all but 

two' counseling participants interviewed' felt there \Vas 

no inmate pressure either \Vay. One felt that there was 

inmate pressure not to get involved \vith counseling and 

one did not know.' 

In response to the question asking if counseling had 

made a difference 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 h~d made a positive difference in 

their lives, whereas a large majority (10 out of 12) of 

those inma tes 'tvho had less than 20 sessions felt tha t 

counseling had 'made no difference in their lives at 

at Framingham. Of the remaining four inmates tvho had had 

flo , 
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i --'''-h-'~-~_~''''''=_._~4.".~.~~~:;~~~~,_";::;:; ... _"~ .. _ '" 
\.- .... " 

• 
(: 

(,, 

c> 

(, 

(\ 

o 
~~".""~-- .. --.-':"". "!":' .. .,...~ 

more than 20 sessions. three felt that counsel~ng had made 

:no difference in thei~ lives in prison and one. felt counseling '. . .. . 

had had a' negative 'eff~,ct. The ttvo remaining, ~nma~es 'who 

,had ha,d less than 20- sessions felt, tha t counseling had made 

a difference in th~ir lives at Framingham. Thus the~e 

. '. 

seemed to be a slightly p<?sit:;ive. cO'rrelation between ~he . 

number of counseling sessions an. inmate had had and the 

'feeling' tha t cdu~seling had made a difference in their 

lives in prison. 

, 
When participants were ask~d 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 ~lOuld and 3 said ·they didn't know. Hhen the 

responses of inmates \\1ho had been in counseling for less 

than 20 sessions were compared with those who had been 

in counseling for 20 sessions or more, there was a 

slightly more 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 s~reet. 

In response to the question of w'hether they intended 

to continue counseling \vhen they tvere back on the street, 

10 of the 21 counseling participants felt they would not, 

nine felt they would, and t\vO said they did not knmv. Hhen 
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responses of inmates w'ho had had more than 20 sessions wer~ 

compared ~vith those who. l~ad less than 20 sessions) t'>",o of the 

lItine ~~~nse1in~ particip.ant~ wi·th··m·pre than 2? se~s.ions and 

. 7 of the 12 counseling' participants with ·les~ than 20 s~ssions 

felt· that they would ~ontinue with counseling 'after rel~as~. 
. " 

However) 'three of the· seven who. exp.ress,ed an interest in 

continuing, specified' that they would be i?een in private 

agencies .other than DLM. 

When participants were asked if they had ever been 

in any o~her cQunseling program, se"ile~ of., the 12 ~'ounseling 

participants 'tvho had participated in DLM counseling for 

less than 20 sessi'ons had had previous counseling ei·perienc.e. 

Three of the seven felt that their prior experience had been 

better than ~~ 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 had been as good as DLM, 

and one did not offer F; compar~,~on. 

A variety of suggestions were made by counseling 

'participants 'tvhen they were asked if there were tvays in 

which the DLM counseling program could be improved. Several 

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

. s~ould be .more "real"., shoul~ part.icipate more .in counseling 

• 

. . 
sessi.9ns, ShOU~d 'be·more carin~,. or should l;'eveal mere .of 

their own personalities. Other sugge~tiol1s. were more'prog:t:~m 
'. . . 

ori.ented and included the desire for 'use of a more"self-help" 

treatment l:Ylodel , .more g.r~l,lps, and'more mi.n0·rity counselors 

in the program. '. 
Two inma tes felt' tha t the tvhole DLM p}:"ogram 

should be eliminated. 

~ Counseling Program Non-participants. A tot'al of 
. . 

19 inrna~es ~vli.o had not partic'ipated ~n the DLM. coun's~ling 

program were intervietved. lVhen asked how they had h.eard about 

the DLH 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 o'ther 

staff members. In response to the question of tvhether they 

had ever considered trying the DLM counseling program them-

selves, half of the men and '>vomen said yes and half s~lid 

no. Most of the women said they thought participation in 

the DLN program ~vould be nega tive in some way, giving such 

reasons ~s "It's a big game to look good;", "I can deal 

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

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

and two said t~ey thought it would be helpful. Most of the 

. , 
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men said they did not know t\Tba t 'it would be like to be in 

'. 'coUl"!seling at Fra"mingham and three' men though it migh~' b~ 

.help;Eul. 
. . . 

Most of .the·women, who tvere'not DLM pr<:>gram participants, 
.. 

said, "No, II. when .asked if there ~:las any\?ay they ·thought 

the program could .. be helpful' to th~m, while a maj ority ·o.f 

the men who had not participated sa:ld "Yes," when 'asked . . .. .' 

the same ~ue~tioti. 
. . 

In response t~ t4e question of tvhether t~ey had 

any friends tvho were participants in the1?LM program, 

about half of the \vOIDen said "yes'," while a majority of 

the men said, "No", Most of those who did have friends 

in DLH said either that they didn't think it tvas helping 

them or that they didn't know i~ it had helped them. 

A clear majority of both men and women non-participants 

felt there tvas no staff or inmate pressure. to participate 

or not to participate in the DLH counseling program. 

When asked hmv they felt the DLM' counseling program 

could be changed, a majority of the women interviewed 

sa id, they d idn 't knmv hmv or fe I t tha t there wa s 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 
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the need for such things as more d rug Counselors, more 

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

as we"ll as' the· ~ish t·~. t~~k more about ~heir prpblems .. '" 

ra.ther .than the reasons for being rri prison:' There.mainder 

of the men said thit there ;e~e no changes needed or that 
• 

they. didn r t .know' what changes' were needed. 

When 'asked. if they ?ad ever 'participa~eci in. other I 

" 

.counseling programs, a s~ight majority of the women said, 

"No'.' • Those women tvho said, "Yes.," mentioned drug 

.cou.nseling, Alcoholics Anonymous, and 0'. I 
marf~age counse .i~g, 

but all but' one person f~lt these were not hel~ful to 

them. Most of the men intervietved, however, said they 

had participated in other counseling programs such as 

other prison programs, drug f 01 . programs, am~ y counseling, 

and a state hospital program. Most felt that tbese 

pr,ograms had been helpful. Two men and six women had 

never participated in any counseling programo 

~ Counseling Program: 
. .. ,' -

Results of Staff Interviews. 

When asked tvhat they thought were the main goals of the 

counseling program, staff members gave a variety of responses. 

Approximately half of the staff members interviewed 

suggested that main goals of the counseling program '\vere 

to promote personal growth and self-understanding, and to 

0·· ....... _. .,-.. '" ......... ~._ . 
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provide a place to talk about problems. Other responses 

indicated variously that coun~eling should help an inmate 
, , 

to, adjust t.'oprison li;fe, to build a trustilj,g rela tions~i.p', 
. , 

and' to ,p;repare an' inmat'efor 'reinteg,ration into sC?c~e,ty., 

Goal~ men'tioned by the DLM .staff members "tvere similar 

'to other staff respons~s, although one DLM staff me~ber 
, , 

, added that· a~othe~ goal of the counseling p,rogram ';vas to 

help inma tes to tak'e' r~spoIi.sibility for their own, liv'es. 
, , 

. I~ response to a question a~king how they thought 

'inmates learned about the DLM cQ~nseling~rogram, most, 

staff members mentioned the classification process as the 

main source of knowledge about DLM. Other sources m'entioned 

included word ~f mouth, and furlough and parole boards 

who exert pressure on inmates to participate in counseling: 

About tw'o-thirds of the st'aff'members i.nterviewed 

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 preppration 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 

I 
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inmates to participate in counseling, although many added 

that' such pressur~ 'vas s,t~onges't 'on i:hos~ inmate:s' ,who ,act 

otlt. ~f~st staff 'members ,als? meIi.ti~,~ed that, c:ounse~in"g ,was 
. , 

'often a precondition for paro'les' and furloughs. DLM ' 
" , 

stafl members intervie"tved a,lso .recog,niz.ed the. various 

forms of p~e~sure a~ a reaLity for, ~heir, cli-:nts. , ,. 
, , 

Most staff member~. interviewed :felt' tha t there wa~' 

iittl~ pe~r pr'essure on in~~e's either to participate or 

1 · One DLM staff member ,not to participate in counse ~ng. 

felt that inmate pressure either to P~~tic;~pate, o~' :~ot, to 

participate in counseling tended to go in cycles where 

. d of pressure or lack of pressure :e'1.ther there "tvere perl.o s 

way. 

lVhen asked if they thought the DLM Counseling Program 

was geared more towards one sex than the other, the staff 

respo~ded in several ways. 

About one-third of the staff members interviewed 

i~cluding the DLM staff, felt that the DLM Counseling Program 

An'other was oriented equally tmvards both men and '\vomen. 

third of the staff members recognized that there were 

. ~n the program and attributed this to more women ~nmates ~ 

the fact that the DLH staff is all female and that there 

are more women inmates than men inmates at Framingham. 

, I 
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S'ome also attributed the larger fema.le par~icipation in 
'" , 

cpunseling to basic diff~rences, in .the'intrap~ychic make~~p .. 
, d stat1'ng that ~vomen ,are more' emoti"onal' , of men an 'tv omen , 

than. men. 

Staf~ .member ~ s percep.tions of: 'tvha t . k~nd~ of topics 

'wer'e discussed in cou:nseling sessi,6ns 'tvere slmilar. to 

those mentioned by the'DLH.staff. These included fa~ily, 

self, life in prison, sexual iss.ues, and' post-rel,ease 

problems. 

When asked whether or not they felt" t'hat counseling 

makes a difference. in'the li~es of inmates at Framingham, 

about half the staff members intervie'tved including. the DLM 

staff members felt it did make a difference in their lives 

. About a th1'rd of the staff members felt that in pr-1son. 

the effectiveness ~f counseling depended on both the 

counselor and inmate. On~ staff member said that counseling 

made inma tes ac.t;: ou or t makes them moody, and the remaining 

staff members said they didn't know. 

When 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 

counseling. One DLM staff member felt that the effective-

f . l' was some'vhat proportional to the length ness p counse 1ng • 
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of time an inmate was in the DLM counseling program. Most 

staff members did not'. feel that inmates would contil1ue 
, . 

'counseli~g once they 'tvere relet?sed. 

, , Staff members" ans'tvers were' divided ',i~ response' to 

the 'questipn a~ld,ng how they th,~ught mo~'t ;inma te's viewed 

the DU1 Counseling Program:, ' Some felt that imitates' like 
' , , 

it~ 'others felt that in:mate~ either distrusted the program '. .' . 

or felt they didn't" need it, 'and some st~ff' members had 

'no opinion. Comments ranged'from, "It' gives them someone 

to ta lk to", to "They see ita s 'a process' to get ou,t", or 

"They vie'tv it with suspicion-,-they feel that someone is 
.. :,.." 

just trying to mess with them." 

Staff members 'tV'ere asked if they thought 'there were 

certain "types" of inmates for whom counseling 'tvas 

particularly helpful or not helpful. A wide spectrum of 

"types" 'tvere 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 counseli~g. A few staff members 
, .. 

, . 
i(1 
I ..... · • 

felt, hmv~ver, that everyone ,coul~ benefit f:!omewhc:J,t from 

coun'seling. ' 
..... .. 

Wh~n aSKed :whether they thought th~re \vas any particular 

period during a'n 'inrna'te' s i~carc'eration ~~hen counseling 

wouIq 'be most:; bene:i;icial, staff,opinions were equally 

divided between, pre-,!elease counseling and counselipg 
, c 

offered immedi~tely upon an inmate IS entrcince into ,the 

institution. 

Staff, members interviewed oyerwhelminglyfelt, that 

the DLH staff members closely abided, by their commitment' 

to worker-c lient confidentia lity. Hmvever, opinion was 

j II 
divided on whether ,or not the issue of confidentiality 

was a barrier to inmates' partic1pation in counseling. 

'. Finally, staff members were asked if ther~ were any 

changes they "tvould like to see in the DLH Counseling 
I 

Program. Suggestions for change included the need for 

.more communication bet\~een the DLH staff and other staff 

members, the need for more of an investment on the part of 

the DLM staff in the day-to-day routin~ 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 meetin'gs), and the need 

to reach a broader spectrum of the inmate population. 
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1\170 additiona I ques tions "t'lere a sked of the DLM s ta ff 

members specifically. First, they ~vere a~ked' \vhat kind of' 
. 

~ounse,~ing, they ,did •. Al:1 thr'e~ D~~ couns'elors :inte~~iewed 

ind:i:c~ted ;' ,ps'ychoanalytic <?rienta ti.on. One 'counselor' 

added that in reality counseling is mos~ly 
I:. supportive and 

confrcmtati-ye, and, anoth,er CO~1is~lor a-dded that "tvhile her 

,urientation ,>vas psychoanalytic, he'r' approacH was eclectic 

and she c;lid "wha tever work,s. II 

The DLM staff members 'were also' aS'ked "tvhat recCmmend-

a tions they wo'uld mak~ for changes in the Dh,! C 1'-
, " '" Ll.

y

• ouns e ~ng 

Program. 'AI~ counselors interviewed stated that they' 

would like to see ,some form of group ""ork. 
w In addition, 

two felt the need ~or more family involvement. One also 

suggested the n~ed for more money tO,hire additional 

staff members which would allow 'for closer work with the 

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

~embers specifically., "First,' 'they wer,easked, wha.t kind C?f 
," , " '. ',. ; " ' , 

~'ounseling 'they did. All three' DLM counselors interviewed 

, indicated a psychoanalytic, orientation. 'er{e' counselor 

added that ,in reality ,counseling' is:mo.st~~ sllpportiv'e and 

confrontative; and 'an'other 'counselor added" t.h'~t while her 

orientation was, psychoanalytic, her, approach 'tvas eclec~ic' 

k II and she did "'tvhatever wor s. 

b also asked what recommend-The DLM staff mem ers 'tver~ 

ations they 'tv~uld make for changes in" the DLM Counseling 

Program. All. counselors interviewed stated that t~ey 

would like to see some orm 0 group w • f f ~"ork In addition, 

two felt the need for more family involvement. One also 

d f to hire additional suggested the,n~e or more mon~y 

h " h would allow for closer work 'tvith the staff members w ~c 

corre,ctional social workers. 

Likert-Type Questions. Responses to the Likert-type 

items were collected and compared in t'tvO categories ~ 

(1) staff responses; and, (2) inmate responses. Each 

of the 40 inmates and 30 of the 31 staff members inter-

viewed 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 'tvere 
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combined with the "Did Not Answer" responses in the table. 

A table i~cluding the Likert items and a breakdown 

9f irunate' and staff responses i~ presented on'a t:01lowing 

,page. Here, ~l7e will' briefly mention Some of, the highlights 

of these' re~ponses. 

~ 111..,: Eighty per-cent of the inmates responded 

negatively (either' 'disagreeing or strongly disagreeing) to 

their proposition, tha tall inma tes should .be involved in 

t,he DLH .program. Only 60% of 'tqe staff felt similarly. 

~~. Both staff and inmates responded in the 

~egative that going to counseling is a sign of wea,kness. 

However, the staff felt more strongly about it (80% 

expressing strong disagreement) than did the inmates 

(50%,expressing strong disagreement). 

Item #3. Inmate responses showed a slight trend 

towards a greater feeling that adjustment to, prison was 

the goal of counseling t~an the staff did., 32% of inmates 

were in agreement as op~osed to 19% of the staff. 

~ #4. A significant difference was seen with 

respect to inmates' vs. staff's perceptions of confi-

dentiality in counseling. 73% of the staff felt that 

everything in counseling is kept confidential as opposed 

to only 42% of the inmates holding this view. 
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Seventy-two percent of the inmates agreed 

.with the sta tement, "The main rea.son for going to counseling 
. .. 

~s tha t. it l~oks go.od for the parole' board.'~ Only. 33%· 

.' . . ' . 
. o~·. the staff agreed ''lith this statement,. however, which 

was a signi·fi~an~. difference and consistent with intervietl1 

finding~. 
.' , 

T\~en~y-~even percent of the ·inma tes saw' 

.counsel.ing as q .,v8s·t;e 'of ti~e as opposed to' 0% of the 

staff. This difference was significant. " Twenty percent;: 

of the inmates strongly disagreed'with this, while 73% 

of the staff strongly disagreed ~ith the st~tement. 

Item 1n. There was agreement by twn·-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 'vhich inmates could gain a better understandino 
, 0 

of himsel'f/herself (77''10 inmates, 89% staff). This "vas 

also cited in the intervie'tv da ta. 

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 sta'tement that 

counseling 'vas set up more for women than for men 

approximately equaled those not in agreement with a large 

• 
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number of "No Answers" or "Don't, Know" responses • 

. . Item #10 .... Seve~t.Y .per-cent· of the sta ff agreed tha t 

couns~lini helpsto'r~~~~e r~cidi~ism, whili only '~2% bf 
. . '. . . '. 

, ' 
,the' inmates agree~. 'Hov/ever, strong agr~e'ment was notice-

ably 'absent (1 inxna te and 1 staff membe.r)' ,; 40% of" the. 

inma tes strongly disagreed. ·w?-th t.his sta tement. 
. . ' 

Thirty-seven percent of the inmates' 

agreed that couns.eling ~7as used to keep inmates under 

cont~ol. Only'10%'of the staff agreed to this. 

Item 1H2. This item elicite'd. the strongest opinion 

from the staff and the Hidest difference between the 
.' 

t~vo groups. 90% of the staff felt that inmates can trust 
.'J<o .... 

the counselors. Only 3f;{:·:.'of 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. 

Item 1fl4. This question also elicited a large positive 

response from the staff. 90% felt that counseling will 

help an inmate to readj~st to the outside world (43% 

strongly agreeing). 50% of the inmates felt ~imilarly, 

although only one inmate expressed strong agreement. 
, ' , 

.Item #15. Forty percent of the inmates saw no 

diffe:;:ence between the DLH counselors and the correction 

• _ ........... ,; r""" • ~. 
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so~ial workers. Only one staff 'member (3%) felt there 

was no differenc~. R~sponses to this' ite~ were nota~re . 

in t;he ~elat;ively large· number· of "Don' t; Know;' responses' 

. (20% 'of t;he inmates ~nd 16% of the- st~ff) •. This response 

was also similar to data gathered in the -intervi~~s. ' 
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'0 l. All inmates :' 

! 
I 

'I Inmate~ I Staff 

Strongly Agree 
N % - -

in Framingham should 

0 .'(0) 
3 ':(10) 

.. .... . " . 
RESPONSES.1'Q LIKERT-TYPE gUESTIONS 

. " . 
Agree Disagree . Strongly Disagree 

N % N % N .% 

be involved in the DLM counseling progrc?m. 

7 (17) 22 (SS) ,10, (2S) , 
7 (23) 15 (SO) 3 (10) 

i 
2. Going to counseling is a sign of weakness. 

I 
, i , 

Inmates 1 (2) 0 (0) 18 (4S) 20 (SO) ; , 
Staff 0 (0) 0 ' (0) 4 (13) 24 ' (80) 

I 

! 3. The goal of counseling should be to help inmate adjust to the pris,on'. ' .1 an 

i, Inmates 2 (S) 11 (27) 13 (32) 12, (30)' 
, , 

Staff 1 (3) S (16) 16 (S3) 7 (23) l' 
1 
1 , 

,I 4. Everything discussed in counseling is kept confidential. . 

I . Inmates 7 (17) 10 (2S) 10 (2S) 9 (22) I 
\,1 Staff 13 (43) 9 (30) 4 (13) 2 (6) ; ~ 

',: 
Ii 5 The main for go~ng counseling is,that it looks good for' the ,parole board ~ reason to , . 
I . 
; 
I Inmates 13 (32) , 16 (40) 8 (20) 2 .(S) I~ 
I Staff ' 2 (6) 8' (26) 13 (43) 6 (20) , 
i 

:1 

Counseling is a waste of time. 

Inmates, 4 (10) 7 (17) 20 (SO)· 8 ' (20) 
Staff 0 (0) 0 (0) 7 (23) 22 (73) 

, . 
(\ iQ) «Ji 0 

. ! 
Don't Know ; 
or No Ans~ver 1 

N O. i 
10 .' 

1 (2) 
2 (6) 

1 . (2) 
? (6) . , ,- !, 

!' 
I,ll 

I-' 
0, VI.; , 

2 (5) I I! , 
1 (3)' , I 

I 
! ' , , 

I' 
" Ii 

4 (10) .( ~ 

2 (6) I'! 
l' 
I' 

I 

1 (2) 
1 (3) 

' I· 
t , 
i 

'I (2) 
f 

. i 
. ,I (3) : f 

; . ' 

,.1 
, 

0 i!b ........ 

0 () ( '! n (, ._._ •• __ ...... ~ .•• " ... ___ "U_'~· _r~1Oe==~,c-.::::-~ 

.. ~ .•. ~ .. -"<"~---,>".,,. . ..,""~"',.,.,-;!:<tp~,~"'"~~= .. ~'"'~~........-~ --:.,-_ .. ~~..--------", .. =.-... -~--~-' ~ .- -<"-........ --<,-~~"""~ .. ,_.-- -, . 

,J!. , • 

. . 
, . , 

... 

\ , 
I 

" 

!\ 

11 
l·t 
tl 
11 
II 
\1 
~ . 
~ 
~ 
I \ 

\ 
11 

II 
\ 
f 
t 
\ 
1, 

I 

, 



, 
1 

, ' 

j I 

Strongly Agree' Agree' 
N % N % 

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

Inmates :4 
Staff 4 .. 

(10) 
(13) 

20 
14 

(50) 
(46) 

Disagree 
N % 

8 
10 

(20) 
(33) 

oil 

Str6ng1y Disagree 
N' ~. 

. 3 
o 

8. Counseling can help an inmate gain a better understandIng. o~ himse1f/herse1~. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

'12. 

Inmates 14 
Staff 19 

(.35) 
(63) 

17 
8 

(42) 
(26) 

Counseling at Framingham is set up more for women 

Inmates 5 (12) 13 (32) 
Staff 2 (6) 10 (33) 

Counseling helps keep an inmate from coming back 

Inmates 1 (2) 8 (20) 
Staff 1 (3) 20 (67) 

Counseling is used to keep inmates under control. 

Inmates 2 (5) 13 (32) 
Staff 0 (0) 3 (10) 

Inmates can trust the counselors. 

Inmates 0 (0) 12 (30) 
Staff 17 (56) 10 (33) 

!' ' • 

. . " 

8 . 
o 

than 

13 
10 

'(20) 
(0) 

for men. 

.(32) 
(33) 

to prison . 

13 . (32) 
5 . (16) 

16 (40) 
21 (70) 

13 (32) 
2' (6) 

o 
2 

3 
5 

16 " 
2 

8 
3 

'11 
0 

(0) 
(6) 

(7) 
'(16) 

(40) 
. (6) 

(20)' 
, (10) 

(27) 
(0).' . 

.. 

. , , 

\ .~ 
• 1 

Don't Know' I 

or No Ans\vE 
.N 

5 
2 

1 
1 

6 
3 

2 
2 

1 
3 

4 
1 

'10 : 

I 
k 

(12), 
(6) 

~. 
(-2) 
(3): 
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. . . , . . . ttem if , Strongly, Agr~ . Agree. .Disagree '--
N °1 N % N % 

/0 -L3. Counseling .is for people with mental problems. 

Inmates 1 (2) 6 (15) 23 (57) Staff 0 (0) 6 (20) 15 (50) 
\4. Counseling will help an inmate to make the adjustment when he/she 

Inmates 1 (2) 18 (47) 14 (35) Staff 13 (43) 14 (46) 1 (3) 
,~5 . DLM counselors and correctional social workers do pretty much .the 

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

o 

> , 

/" ' . 

• 't' 

. . 
Strong1l Disagree 
N % .- -

. g' (22) 
. 8. . (26) 

i's back on the street. 

. '5 .. (12) o· . (0) 

same thing. 

5 (12) 
8. (26)' 

", 
• • 

~. 

Don't Know 
or No Ans1;oJer 

'N --

1 
1. 

1 
2 

8 
5 

% 

(2) ... 
(3) 

(2) 
(6) , ' 

I 
I 

i 
It' " , 
~ t, ; 

(28)0:,,1; 
'..J > " 
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DISCUSSION 

" , 

'Overalf fi,ndings from the recfdivism Jollow":"up 

inc:licated that: (l) ,the total COl!rectional·exp~~ience 

at Mel-Framingham r~lates po~it~vely to a significant 

reduction in recidivism (es ~oted by th~ comparison between 

the lower actual recidivism rate (16.-5%' for t:;he total sample) 

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

sample); and, (2) when programs ,are looked at individua lly) 
. . ., .. 

th~ 'community-oriented programs, _ (furlough and work relea'se) 
, ," 

relate positively to a lower recidivism rate as opposed to 

the institutionally-oriented program - (the D'LM counseling) . 

The analysis of differential program effects resulted in a 

wide variety of additional correlations between the types 
, , 

of inmates who seemed to benefi"t from a par~icular program 

(and, conversely, those inmates who \Vere negatively 

affected by participation in a particular program) '. The 

,int'erview 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 

t, 

,-
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of those conclusions. Recommendations for alternative 
, . 

treatment ~ethods.whi~h 'might help'imp~ove' som~ :of the ar~as 
" . 

where riegativeresults occur'red will also be given.· "The . . . . 

'discussion section outline ,will £0110V1 the three 'basic 

"research's'ections of this thesis: (.1). oyera 11 recidivism 

~ates of Framingham irima tes and programs '; (2) differentia I 

effects of prog~ams on different types of inma tes; and, ,(3) 

perceptions of the four tr~atcient programs,obtained by , 

,interyiewing present inmates and staff. 

, , 

Overall Recidivism Rates 

This section summarizes the.recidivism rates of inmates 

incarcerated at MCI-F, regardless of any particular progr.am 

p~rticipation. Three categories pf characteristics were 

explored: present 'offense, demographic background charac-

terist,ics, and criminal history. 

P,resent Offense. In relation 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 (28% of the sample) 

had a lower recidivism rate than their counterparts in the 

comparison study. This held true for both men and women. 

Commitment to Framingham on a drug offense was the 

,"" . 
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other 'significant area. The women in our study with a drug 

offense ,(27% of the pop.), had a lower reci.divism rate than 

those in the comp~riso~ gr-oup. Although not significant, 
. , 

men' committed for a drug offense (16%) also had a 'lower' 

·recidivism rate than their counterparts in the comparison 
• 

study. , 

The Framingha)1l, program seems to be successful with 

young men and women aJ?d drug, offenders. These findings 

,are in accord with Benedict et al: --
Background Characteristics. This category gives a 

picture of those individuals who benefited m6st from their 

incarceration at Framingham. 

The successful male was a non-veteran, whose last 

address \17a s Bos ton and who reported' using drugs, particularly' 

heroin. 

The successful female \Vas the single woman whose 

l~st,grade completed was between seventh and eleventh. 

She too reported Boston as her last address and reported 

some drug use. 

One of the trends that emerged in Benedict et al., 

and which t17as confirmed by our own findings was tha t the 

successful male was a non-veteran involved with drugs, 

especially heroin. In both studies the successful female 

was single and previously resided in Boston. 

. .., ..... ' ~ 
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Criminal History. In the :category of criminal history, 

'there were a numser of significant findings for both men, 

and ~omen" some of which are in accord "''lith the fi.nd~ngs, 

'of Benedict et a1. ....... -
, Signifi,can~" findings for l11:~n which 'agreed, with 'the 

fin~ings of Bened~ct et a1.: included those who had 'one 
, ' 

or more arrests for narcotics, one or more juvenile incar­

cerations' and no'ar~'ests for drunkeness. In a~dition to 

these findings our stu~y showed that the ~uccessfu1 male, 

was twenty-one or younger at first arrest, had six or more 

court appearances, and had no House of Correction incarcer~ 

ations. 

For the women there'were also several findings 

consistent with those of Benedict ~t ai. These findings 

included those women who had one or more arrests for 

narcotics, one or more House of Correction incarcerations, 

zero or one prior arrests for'person offenses, and no 

juvenile incarceration,s. In addition, the successful women 

ih our sample were bet'\'leen sixteen and twenty-one at first 

arrest, had six or more court appearances, ,~ero to two 

arrests for property offenses, and no state incarcerations • 

Consistently, the successful individuals were those 

who 'were young, as indicated by age at incarceration; had 

. . ' 
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more extensive criminal histories, as indicated by number 

,of court ~ppea~at1ces, a'ge at first arr,est', anp -prior, 

,juv~n:lle idcarcerations; and a history of drug involvement, 
..' . 

as indicated by prior and ,present drug offenses 'a~d self-' 
~ , ' 

reported drug use. These findings wer.e' in agreement t'lith 

the Benedict study~ 

The most ,important trend to note in'this section,is 

that, traditionally, in correctio~s literature and r~search, 

these individuals are considered to be h h among t e ighe~t 

recidivism risks. However, these t'ler~ the individuals in 

our study who benefit~d most from the Framingham e~perience, 

at least in terms of recidivism reduction. We shall try to 

keep in mind special, "nontraditional" aspects of the MCI-F 

incarceration experience which ~ay help account for this 

unusual recidivism rate finding. 

, , 

Framingham Programs and Recidivism 

In this section the recidivism rates of inmates who 

participated in the various treatment programs offered at 

MCI-F wer,e examined and compared to the rates of their non­

participant counterparts. The four programs studied were 
, ' 

the furlough program, work-release program, education-

release program, and the DLM counseling program. 
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Furlough. In reviewing the furlough dat~, we found 

th~t a s~gnificant rel<;ttionship existed ,b_et1:'leen fUl;loughs 
- . 

~nd r~cidi~ism reduction., In the furlou~h:catego~ies"of 
. .' . . . . 

num~er of furloughs, numbe~ of furloughs from Fra"min'gham, " 

and number o~ successful furloughs, the greater the partici­

pation" in the furlough program" the lower the recidivism 

ra.te. !hese three findings were s'tatistical,ly significant 
" 

and :J:1eld true 'for men, w~me~; and the total sample population. 

It should be noted that 88.2% of ,the sample population had 

'.st ,least one furlough so our' results reflect a large number 

of inmates. These,results indicate that the furlough 

program, a program which permits inmates to keep in touch 

with the community, is 'effective in reducing recidivism. 

Not only i,s t:he furlough program successful in lowering 

recidivism rates, but, the small percentage of escapes on 

fl1:r1()ugh (1.7%) suggests that the program itself is effi-

ciently and successfully administered. 

Work-Release. The statistics for the work-release 

program, ,which also provides inmates with community contact, 

reflect findings similar to those of the furlough data. 

Although it, was not a statistically significant finding, 

the results indicated that men an4 women "tvho had participated 

in "t'lork-release longer (12 "t'l(:!eks or more) were less likely 
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to recidivate than those inmates with shorter 1:'lork-release 

,records. Those inmates who had ,participa~ed 12 \'leeks or 

mQr~'represe~ted 41.3% ot the tot?l sample ~opulation~ 

,A~C!in" seemi'ng1y the greater' the inma!::es~ ,contact' with the 

comm~nity outs'ide:. Framingham, the less likely h~/ she is to 

recidivate. 

Edu~ation-Rele~se. Statistics from the education-

release p'rogram were, also analyzed. However, due to the 

'small sample size (N=l~: 7% oI ,total sample population)" 
, ' 

no conclusions and/or trends could ,be determined. The 

recidivism rate for progra~ participants was 17%, and for 

the nonparticipants (N=237), the recidivism rate was 16%. 

DLM Counseling. The ana.lysis results of the DLH 

counseling program are not similar to the furlough or work-

release findings. However, it should be noted that the 

percentage of men and women who participated in the DLM 

counseling program (only 19% of the total sample population 

had one or more interviews) was considerably lower than the 

, participation in either furlough or work-release. The 

findings from the DLM counseling program do indicate that 

those inma tes who had the greatest contact \'lith DLM 

cou,nse1ing (20 or more interviews) ",rere more likely to 

recidivate than inmates \'lith less DLM contact or with no 

contact at all. 
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Although it 'l,;vas not a statistically significant 

firiding, it was ~ote~ th~ t those :i:nmates percei:v~d by 
, -- . 

iheir'DLH counselors to_be :Lmproved after'tre~tment; 

(N=23: 49% of sample ~opulation) had' a 'higher recidivis~ 

rat~· (3,5%) than those _inmates .who \V_ere. perceived by their 

DLH counselors to be unchanged after trea tinent (N=24: 51%" 

recidivism rate = 13%)., 

A special note should be made in' rega,rds to the 

male inmates a,~ MCI-F. They were all originally incarcer­

ated at anothe~ MCI facility, and most' were transferred to 

Framingham in order to partic~pate i~ the pre-rele~se 

------ -----

thpre, such as furlough, Hork-release, and educa tion-' programs -

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' furlough program (96% 

of' Framingham men and 85% of Framingham, Homen participated), 

there is a consistently grea,ter participa tion of men than 

l-lomen in these pre-release programs. tve could speculate 

that the pre-release programs are geared more towards men 

than women. The DLM counseling program statistics are 

reversed, however. T~-lenty-three percent of the sample 

.. d';n DLl..l counseling as compared '\vith' only women part~c~pate L" 
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~l% of the males in the sample. 

In general, the results fro~ this 'section i~dicate, 
'. . " 

·that, for hO,tl,1 men an~ t~omen, part:Lc~patio~ fnthe . community ... 

based programs (furlough and work-rele~se) was mor~ effective 

in lowering recidivism r~tes than rarGicipation in th~ 

,in~titutionaliy'-baseci program (th~ DLM '~ounseling p~ogram)'. 
, , 

The next section's results enable speculation as to why 

such success or nonsuccess rates may occur, as we analyze 

the _types of ii:una tes who seem to benefit, from particip'a tion 

in particular ~rograms (the differential effects ~f treat-

ment programs). 

Differential Program Effects on Recidivism 

This section discusses the differential effects of 

three treatment programs on the different types of inmates 

lvho participa ted. 'As indica ted in the literature review' 

section, this type of analysis has not been pursued much in 

corrections research. This lack of differentiat~on has 

resulted in two basic, opposing vielvpoints --either "all 

trea tment t-lorks for everyone" or "trea tment doesn't work 

for anyone." We are investigating a middle ground of 

/ 
differential application of treatment programs. Also, 

important to remember is the fact that community-orien~ed, 

. pre-release programs are 'relatively recent in corrections 
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history. These programs, differing from the m'ore traditional 

~arole"prQ~rams .which 'do' not f~lli ,bridge' the' gap, betwee~ 

1ncarcerati'o,n and release, offer var;i.ous types of tranS-

itional experience bet~veen these two extremes. So, not 

as much evaluative resea"~ch has be~n d'one, on these 

'corr.munity-ori~n'ted 'p~ograms as on',the ~ore t:raditional 

treatment programs, which ?re institution~l~y orient~d .. , 

This section is org~nized around three of the four 

Framingham tre'atqtent progra!Jls a.nalyze~. above (the educa-

conclus ~ons were:hindered by the' tion-release ,program ~ 

small sample size). 

~urlougll· 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, hmvever, benefitep 

to a greater degree than other inmates. 

Those i~ates who benefited most significantly from 

the furlough program were older, white, from non urban 

are~s, with a higher level of education, and with extensive 

criminal histories, as reflected by the number of court 

appea ranees and 'state and federa I incarcera t'ions. I t is 

interesting to note that these inmates appear to have 

characteristics associated with a higher socio-economic 
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background. In looking at the influence of previous 

environment on participation in prison treatment programs, 

oz:1e might 1?p,eculate that inmates who, return' on their . , , 
furloughs to their hom~s in non-~rban areas may return to 

a more stable, I'less, tempti"ng" community structure than 

'those who return to urban areas. An ur~an ~nvironment may 

p~esent greqter opportunities a.nd, perhaps, more intense 

peer pressure to conimit crimes and to return to a pre-

inc'arceration life style. The significance of intensive 

criminal histories for these people remains unclear. 

Work-Relea se.' As in the furlough program, partic-

ipation in the 1;vork-release program has been shown to 

relate positiv~ly to a lower recidivism rate. Again, 

some inmates benefited more than others. 

The type of offender who seemed to benefit most 

significantly from work-release ~vas one 1;vho 1;vas older, 

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

work history, and ~vho had previous adult incarcerations. 

, We can observe that the person who benefited most 

from ~vork-release 'appeared to be from a lower socioeconomic 

background. This directly contrasted ~vith those ... vho 

benefited most from the furlough program, whose back-

ground characteristics suggested a higher socioeconomic 

sta tus. 

I 
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Two tentative suggestions \'7i11 be offered to explain 

the:?e results, wnich 'i~dicated that diffe+:,ent types oi 
, inmates' bene,f5 ted most' from, each communi ty-orier:tted' program. 

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

attempt to affect the' environment ~y providing a full-time 

job ,an.d job ski1is" which 'iIi 'turn can crea te a new 1ires tjle 

, ' 

and structure. Tqe,higher socioeconomic characteristics 

that seemed to be reflected, in the backgrounds,of the 

inmates who benefited mo~\t fr~:)ln' the furloug1:l program 'may' 

offer better education and more opp'ortunities for jobs and 

cal.·eers ,tha t are more fulfilling and skilled than those 

t:ypical of the lotv-er socioeconomic 'environment. The inmate 

from the urban environment, 'iv-ho 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. In effect, the 'iyork-release program can 

manipulate an envi~onment 'i'lhich has been detrimental to 

job,success; the non-urban environments, in alrp.ady 

providing more educational and career opportunities, do 

not create a similar need. And, as stated above, the non-

urban environment is "less tempting" to inmates returning 

home for short' periods of time on a furlough, 'iv-hile those 

from the poorer, urban environment \vho go back only briefly 

to their old neighborhood face stronger peer pressure and 

. ' 

r'" , 

'i~ -~'~';'~:;"'~',~~~~~~~~-"~..:.-- ~.-:¢ ---='::'-~.:"~~~;:,,~~:;~'.--~==-:'~:~~='-~~~'--~~~~.: ·--:~:~=::'=~~:~2~::.'::1..:. " / 

(; 

() 

(J 

(l, 

o 

o 

·1 (l . 
! 

I _. i ( ) 

'-lll-

conditions 'iv-ith fet'ler resources which could counterbalance 

the pull to commit, more crimes. 

A second 'explahation results more 'simply from the' 
, ' 

obs~rv~tion, that the inmat~s who benefit most 'from' the 

work-release .program are' those 'i'lith less s-table job, 

histories and a .lower level of ed~catfon. For'those inmates 

with a stable work history and a' highe'r lev~l of educatioz:,'; 

~he w?rk~release ,experience,does ~ot have as significant 

an impact. It seems that the 'ivo'rk-releas.e, program does 

'benefit those inmates who, given their pre-incarcercltiori. . '., . 

histories, characteristically hive higb recidivism rates. 

Th~ experience of working at a stable job, perhaps for the 

first time, ma~es a significant difference for that type 

of inmate in terms of reducing recidivism. Those inmates 

who have already demonstrated some 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 Counseling. A review of the differentia 1 effec'ts' 

of the DLM counseling program on recidivism revealed 

several distinct trends. 

',,' There lv-ere no identifiable characteristics 
, . 

associated with a significant reduction in recidivism. 

That is, no one type of offender tl7as found to have 
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benefited significantly from participation in the counseling 

program. Furthel;', tt~o backgrourid 'characteristics'--ag,e a~d 
, " 

, level ~f education-~reflect~d a significant increase in , . 

recidivism when related to participation in the counselin~ ,. 
program. 

,For the'first characteristic" age~ the results showed 
, , 

that inmates 21, years of age or you:nger at incarceratio,n 

were more likely to recidivate t-lith some, counseiing t;han 

with none. 

The orientation of the counseling program at Framingham 

is based on the psych~ana1ytic model of psychiatry~ 

according to the response~ by inmates and DLM counselors. 

This, 'approach tends ,to emphasize' client introspection, 

insight, and understanding. Cl~ents are urged to remember 

their childhood and relive the feelings associated with 

early ~xperiences. The understanding thus gained of the 

past enables clients then to understand present attitudes, 

'which in turn prompts change in present behavior. The 

therapist tries to remain as objective and non-critical as 

possible ~hen relating to the client. 

A great deal has been written about the type of 

therapyappropriate to y'ounger people, tvho exhibit acting 

out, nonintrospective, exploitative type of behavior. 
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The young in'rna tes a t Framingham who seem to be 

adversely effected by counsel.ing tend b to e typical of 

this clie~t 'group. Th,eir age and crIminal records reflect .. 
this type cif impulsive acting out b h eayior, ~hich,~an be 

exacerbated 'by the adolesc~nt and 1 t d a e a olescent struggle 

between ~nd~pendence and dependence, separation' and' 
, , 

individuation. Rebellion against authorJ." ty J.",s d ' rama tica lly 

acted out as a part of, this s,truggle. Al . 
~ so, a ~ertain 

, , 

ievel of matu~ity :ge~erally not ~chieved by adolescents\ 

is ~mportant in the psychotherapeutic process. These 

considerations may' ,help to explain t-lhy the psychothera­

peutic counseling process at Framingham did not benefit 

the young inmates. 

Perhaps'a more appropriate mode of therapy for 

younger, acting out inmates, might be "~eality therapy" 

as described by William Glasser. I the n J.s type of therapy, 

present behavior is the prime focus--past history-takino , c:> 

~nly lead~ to excuses for behavJ."or or, even d more etrimental 

." 

, 
to an opening up of painful ~nxieties which are usually 

handled by more a~ting out behavior (the accustomed defense 

mechanism) ra ther than less. The rela tionship bett-leen 

therapist and client i's more open d 
a~ personal-~the therapist 

must invest more energy J."n motJ." at" "d" v J.ng, guJ. J.na advisJ."no c:> , c:> , 

f 



c 

( 

c 

c, 

( 

(; 

( 

-124-

praising, encouraging, reaching, out, and shari,ng of self 

than in conventional psychotherapy. A sense of personal 
'. ..... . .. 

investment and caring ?? the part of the therapist ,is' 

,import,ant for the client to be able to respond to the 

ultimate goal of :se~f-responsibility. :It is p~ssible that 

a ~eality oriented ,counse~i~g approach, with its ernph~si~ on 

the' "here and now;" might be more effective in reducing 

~ecidivism for 'the young inmates. 
, , 

These results and explanations can also be support,ed 

by studies discussed in the literature review section. 

Adams's stu'dY in 1960 differentia'ted bet\veen amenable and 

nonamenable offenders, \vith amenability to trea tment 

(conventional psychotherapy) being a significant factor 

in the success rate. Amenables, described again as being 

"bright, verbal, anxious, ,showing an awareness of problems, 

f ' t " insight, desire to change and acceptance 0, treatmen , 

are significantly different from the type of inmate 

,described above, and are more appropriate for conventional 

'types of psychotherapy. The psychotherapy program 

evaluation done at tvalpole State Prison also reveals 

similar findings--the "no impact" group of inmates (younger, 

with longer re,cords) experienced an increase 'J.n the rec~d­

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

incrf:ase in recidivism., when c;o':lpled withpart~~ipation in 

the counseling program, 'tva s, a loy?, level of ed'uca tion. Tw.o 
~ , 

. 
possible explanations ,\vill be o,ffered here. ,First, a low 

level of education may be 'associated with a lack of skill' 

and ease, in' verbalizing 'thoughts arid' feeli,ngs. Since the 

ability to articulate objective arid ~ubjective material 
, , 

,is very important in most 'for.ms o~ psychotherapy, those', 

with inadequa,teverbal skills may experience a sense of 
" 

frustration and defeat., This may r.esult in even more 

'overt behavior problems" as \vell 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 abo~t behavior psychologically, 

fqr example, may inhibit a person~s thinking in terms of 

his/her mvn psychological processes, causes and effects. 

Intervie\vs 1;'lith 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 gu~delines for 'future 

exploration with regard to the data presented in the previous 
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two sections. The intervie1;v rna terial follows the same 

order of program~ as .pr.esented' in ·the aqove sec:tions .(with .. 
-the section· on the DLM coun$eling' program receiving the most 

attention). 

Furlough Program .. II'). summary, manY'inm,ates and a 

'large majority of the staff members' interviewed expre5s~d 

positive ,feelings about the f~rlough program. This, 

subjective response coincid~s 1;vith the objective data of 

previous sections in its Dvera,ll praise of the program. 

Both groups cited as a main benefit the opportunity 
. 

f~rloughs 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 

controlling inmates (by motivating positive behavior with 

a reward). 

On the negative side, both inrr~tes and staff members 

felt that various administrative practices and unfa~r 

rules and regula. tions \Vere the main problems 1;vith the 

furlough program. Specifically mentioned by both inmates 

and sta'ff 1;vas the perceived lack of uniform eligibility 

criteria and therefore arbitrary selection of inmates for 

furlough approval. 

Of the three community based programs, inmates seemed 

i 
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to feel st~~es~about the problems with the furlough 

program., One could speculate that inmates m;ght b 
' • ' .L e more . ... . - '. 

invested in'this program?ecause more of them hed' parti~i~ 
pa~ed 'or Were likely to participate' in the f~'=lolIgh ,program 

than in either the e'du t" 1 
ca ~on-re ease or work-release 

progr.ams. 

'Work-Release Proar m I ' 1 
----~--~~~~~o~a~. n gene~a , most of the inmates 

'~~d' staff members inter~iewed expressed pos' ;'t';ve 
.L,.L, opinion:s 

of the work-release progiam: again reflecting the Pos:tive 

, data presented in earlier s~ctions. Major benefits cited 

by both inmates and staff included the chance for gra~ual 
reintegration into ,the communi~y, the opportunity to earn 

and save money, and the chance to obtain job training and 

to develop good ~ork habits for future employment. 

Nain' problems with the work-release program, cited 

by both inmates and staff, centered around administrative 
issues. 

Specifically, inmates mentioned arbitrary selection 

of particip&nts, while staff members mentioned poor 

screening procedures. 

Of the inmates intervietved, there 1;l7as a striking 

difference between participants and non-participants in 

work-release with regard to their perceptions of the 

program. lfuereas the non-participants tended to view 

the tolork-release program as a means of obtaining job 

skills and saving mOney, four of the five participants 

interviewed saw the work-release program as a chance to 
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from the prison grounds and to improve their status get away 

'with, the parole, 90ardy , 

There are se;eral. pos~ible explanations' tha,t ,could', 

, f First,' the ,smal;!. number of 'accou'nt for tI:ese, dif e'rences. 

work~release pari1c~pants inter~~e~ed ma~ be a re5ul~ of 

. d ted at the work-the fact that no interviews were con uc 

outside the, prison walls, ~nd that all release c~ttages 

'~nter~iews tvere' cond~cted during the day t~~en work-release 

we' ~ ... -e likely to be at their jobs. part'icipants Those 

T,'ho we~e intervi~wed' may have been available participants .v 

because they had terminated from 'the work-release program 

.and therefore had negative perceptions of it. Hence, these 

0" t may have been a biased sample. five part~c~pan s 

either possible explanations might be that perhaps 

n 'ot m'eet inmates' expectations of work­the program 'does 

h good J"obs, good pay, and good training. release, ,sue as 

h o 18 months of their release Or since they must be wit ~n , , 

l "f for the program, inmates may dates in order to qua ~ y 

d to their release to the exclusion simply be looking fOTIvar 

of other considerations. 

Education'Release Program. The most notable finding 

concerning .... the educat40n release program was that a large 

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

d lacl~ of knowledge about the program. expresse a" 
, r 

The low 
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number of partiCipants in the objective data samples may 

suggest one reason f6~'this ignorance about the progr~m; 
, '. . . 

Thos,e tvho ,did respond t'o questions about the pr~g.ra'm' 

'generally felt that ,the program was helpful to inmates. 

, ' Benefits mentioned included the ,opportunity for' some inmates 

to get; an education they rnight not ,have otherw'ise had" the' ' 

chance to, ob=ain, the ,chance to develop non-criminal 

patterns, 'and the opportuni,ty to readjust" to the outside 

c,onnnunity. 

Several suggestions for chang'es in the education 

'release program tvere proposed by both inma tes and staff 

members. Inmates felt that there should be more flex- ' 

ibility with respect to the time allowed for return to the' 

institution from class, since oc,casiondlly it may be 

necessary for a student to stay late at school and program 

rules were not viewed as permiting this. ,In addition, 

both inmates and staff members intervietved expressed the 

need for better screening procedures of candidates for 

education release, and better preparation of those inmates 

who are chosen. Specifically,respondents felt that some 

participants were either not sufficiently motivated to 

adqt;a tely rna ke' use of an educa tiona 1 opportunity, or tvere 

not academically prepared for such an experience. 
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DLM Counseling Program. The discussion of the DLM 

'counseling program is divided, into three sectio~s--the 

.. 
. " 

results 6£ those que~tions tha~ were ~sked of all inter-, 
, ' 

viewees' (staff member~, i~~te ,counseli~g participa~ts and 

non~participa~ts), those questions asked specifically, of 

each of the, above three 'subgroups,' and th'~ Likert-~tyle 

, , 

, questions asked of a;t.l interview participants. 

(a) Results of questibns a~ked of all respondents. 

In general, inmates expressed mixed feelings abo'ut the DLN 

counseling program, while a maj ority ,of the staff members 

interviewed thought it 'tvas a good program. Both inmates 

and staff members felt that the opportunity it offered 

for help 'tv,ith problems and for self-understanding 'tvere main 

benefits. 

Program partici~ants tended to express concerns about 

the ~ounseling method used by DLM counselors and the 

implication associated with staff pressure to participate 
, , 

that parole status 'tvas dependent on participatior: in 

. counseling. Non-participants tended to be concerned about 

such issues as confidentiality, fears of dealing with 

heavy problems, and the time factors ,involved in being 

counseled while incarcerated. 

Main problems 'tvith the DLH counseling program cited 

by staff members were the lack of communication between 
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counseling relationship when inmates are pressured to 

participa te, and·, paradoxically, the difficulty of 

~ot'ivati~~' ip.mates to ~a~ticiPate in couns~,ling. The 

lack of control over the time of termination of counseling.' 

, ~ve~vhelmingly positi~e, feelings were, expressed by 

s~aff 'members' ~bout 'the 'DLM cou'nseiors. Such descriptions 

"h "" f"· ' " .' as onest, pro ess~,onal , an? "ded~cated'.1 were ·common,. 

Inmate 'counseling participants, on the other hand" were 

divi~ed 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 'tvho "don't care". 

Both inmates and staff members felt that inmates 

entered t~e counseling p'rogram either to get help 'tvith 

thei~ 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 ex~eption of several of the custodial 

officers, both staff members and inma tes vietved the DLM 

counseling program favorably. The negative reactions of 

some custodial officers may have been the result of a 

general lack of understanding about c?unseling, a feeling 
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-
that counseling doesn't ,vork:., or the lack of information 

exchange bet'tveen' them and the DLN staff members. ' Also, 
. .... '.. 

officers reported thi3 t they ,of tel! sa'tv inma ~es come oU,t ,of " .. ' . '. 

a counseling session appearing more ~9set than 'when they 

entered. 

Most of the inina tes 't'1ho were participants in the' 

counseling program and two-thirds 'of the staff members . '.' ..... 

, interviewed diff.erentiated between the correcti'onal ' , , 

social workers and the D~I'counselors by saying ,that the 

'social workers provided concrete,,,prac tica 1 services 'tvhile 

~he DLM counselors provided serv~ces 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 counse1ing,for more"~han 20 sessions, there 

was a slightly more positive feeling about the helpfulness 

of the 'DLM counselors in comparison to the correctional 

social workers. 

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

In the analysis of the responses to specific group. 

questions asked of staff, inmate counseling participants 

~nd inmate non:-participants, respondents were further 

divided into categories of staff, female participants, 

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

sessions, and pa~ticipants who had less than 20 counseling 

sessions. 

'Both'staff and inmates we're generally in agreement that 

inmates learned about' the DLM c'ounseling' program mai'nly . 
from their social workers, the classification board, or 

from other staff members. Howeve,r, since "maie inmates do 

not go through the classification process, a lack of, formal 
, , 

verbal introduction to the counseling, program may be a' 

contributing factor to the seemingly small number of male 

counseli~g participants. 

Those inmates interviewed who chose to engage in 

counseling did so for a variety of reasons. About half 

of the inmates intervie'tl7ed said they had been motivated, 

to enter counseling by staff pressure and hopes for an 

earlie'r parole. Only one-third said they \l7ere motivated 

by p~rsonal 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 use 

counseling as a precondition for release, and that staff 

pressure ,to participate is focused mainly on those inmates 

who exhibit disruptive behavior. The large number of 

inmates motivated by external factors may contribute to 

the lack of success of the DLM counseling program, at 

least as indicated by the high recidivism rate results 
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presented earlier. Although the counseling non-participants 

. . interviewed diff~red ·.with the staff and counseling partici.., ," . . .... ., 

, pant:s in that: they, felt· there 'was no staff pressu,re to. 
. . 

. partic'ipate OJ;" not' to participate' in counseling., almost 

aJ.l staff and in~ateinterviewed. w'ere in.·agreement that 

there was no iruna~e pressure 'eithe~ ,:vay. Some staff members 

felt that. inmate pressure to participate or not to partici-. ' . . 

pate in counseling g.oes in cycles--sometiIJles for and 

. sometimes' against. 

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

att,itude toward counseling \Vas his or her prior experience 

with counseling. Although most of the counseling partici-. 

pants had' had no previous experience with counseling, those 

who J:tad previousiy been in couns.eling generally felt that 

'it had been 'a positive experience. Among the non-counseling 

inmates interviewed, a slight majority of the women had 

never participated in any other counseling program, .. vhereas 
, . 

most of the men had pa.rticipated in some other counseling 

prog,ram. The men felt more positively tmvards these. 

counseling experiences than the ':vomen, who largely felt 

that they had not been helped. Interestingly, most of the 

men generally thought participation i.n the DLH counseling 

program might be helpful for them, ,l7hile the Ivomen 

generally thought that the program clOuld never be of any 
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~ssistance. From this data, one could assume that the 

., .' . 
~nmat~~. present -attitudes tQ1;l7ards the. DLM counseLing 
Ii 

.' program are in'fluenced by their pas't experience \'lieh 

counseling • 

Of those inmates interviewed ,who. diS participate in 

.the DLM ~ounseling program, more ~ha~ h~lf felt that 
, , 

counselit:lg ha~ .not made a ?ifference' in their lives at. 
, , 

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

correlation betw~en time sp~nt ~n cou~seling and the amount 

of impact that 'counseling had on life.'in prison. Most: of 

the staff felt that counseling did make a difference in 

inmates I lives in prison. Counseling non-participant's 

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 counseling participants felt that 

counseling would make no difference in their lives back 

on the street. Again, there was a slightly more .positive 

fee~ing among those who had been in counseling for a 

longer p~riod of time that counseling would make a 

difference in their lives after release. Inmates inter-

viewed who had not participat~d in the counseling program 

generally felt that eounseling 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 

tha t the ~mpact of couns~ ling, on an inma te I s life a~ter 

release depended, upon the ,individua,l. I~ates g~m:eral~y· 

fel,t tlia,t c'ounsel:Lng \-lould make more' 'of a differenc.e in, 

their lives a,t Framingham than their lives back on the 

street. This seems to indicate, that inmates tended to 

:pe;rceive nLM counseling as, an fnstitutiona1.l~-oriented 

program rather than a cOIT~u~ity~oriented program. 

While staff ~embers and non~counseling inmates tended 

to doubt tha t DLM counseling participants 'would continue. 

with counseling when back on the street, half of the 

counseling participants said they intend~d to continue. 

Three of the nine participants who felt' they wciuld continue 

with couns~ling, stated that they \'70uld be seen in private 

agencies other than DLH. 

One of the issues ~-le were trying to assess' in our 

intervie1;-ls was the existence of factors that might deter 

inma'tes from entering the counseling program. A negative 

prior experience with counseling by non-participants 

seemed to havean effect on their present attitudes regarding 

l'1hether or not they thought counseling might be helpful 

to them. Those ~-lho had nega tive 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 to an inma t,e I s involvement in counseling 

dJ.· d not appear to pl~y a major ·role in the decision to ,.. , 

particpate .. Hal;E of'the 'inmates .who participated' in th~ 
. '. . . . 

1?L~' program' felt there was "no rea,ction to' their' partici­

pati.on by o'ther inmates, and the negativ~ reacti~ps <?mong 

the oth~r half were negligible. 

Other question,S included when and with ~vhom, counseli'ng 

,could'1?e most eff'ec'ti~e: The staff in geheral felt that 

most inmates could make use of a counseling experience. " 

However, variou,S individual staff members mentioned' 

repeat offenders, "gangsters", professional criminals 

and unmotivated inmates (those \'1ho were pressured into 

counseling) as inappropripte candidates for counseling. 

Generally, staff members felt that the t\VO most critical 

times for inrna tes to enter counseling \Vere upon entering 

p~ison and just prior to release. This was ,supported by 

the fact chat all female inmates interviewed who had 

participated in the DLM counseling program said they had 

entered therapy within six months of their incarceration, 

\vith the maj ority entering counseling within three months 

of their arrival at Framingham. Responses of male partic-

ipants interviewed 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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Framingham before entering counseling. 

Staff members generally saw the DLM'prog~am as bene-. ....... . . . 
. ficicil to' inmates., 'to' the in~titution, and to .~oci'e~y.· 

'. .. 

,They 'S~w it as an opportunity for, inma·tes 'to participate 
. . . 

in a 'personal grrn'lth experience which ~Oli1d hel~ ~hem , 
, , 

learn to deal with ,their p'rob.lems, adjust to px:ison .a~d 

readjust to society •. Among inmates,. however, there was 

greate·r. ambiyalence 'about the helpfulness and effectiveness 

of the Dl}i counseling program, although certainly some 

'individuals found counseling helpfu~. 

Both staff and inmates offe'red several suggestions 

as to how the DLH counseling program could be improved. 

Several staff members and,inmates expressed the need for 

more minority counselors; male ~ounselors,. and group 

Some l.·nma·tes suggested that use of the self­experiences. 

Some help model of treatment would be more effective: 

staff members mentioned feeling cut off from the DLM 

program and suggested that the DLM staff should have more 

. day-to-day involvement with the rest of the staff. How­

ever, the separation of the DLM program fro~ the Department 

of Correction was mentioned as an advantage by some staff 

members, who f.elt that this' separateness allm.;red inmates 

to talk freely without the fe'ar of punitive consequences. 
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Most of the counseling participants' suggestions for 

improving the DLH program rel~·te.d .specifi9~llly to the 
. . .., . 

~'ounsei'ors .... T~ey sugges.ted· tha't th'~ therapis~s sho.uld be' 

'more "real",'rrtore "do~n to earth", a~d more caring;.theY . 

.wanted the therapists'to demonstrate more personal interest, 

and to be· mor~ active. and s'elf-re~ealing .. 

Such suggestion's ~ay reflect a. general lack of 
. . " 

trust felt by inmates rather .than a lack of caring on the 

part of the counselors. However, thes'e sugges tions ~ay 

also indicate 'a r~al need for a treatm'ent approa.ch that 

would include more therapist activity and involvement. 

The differential treatment section discusses the use of 

"reality therapy" in connection ,..;rith the young age of 

the inmates who didn't benefit from the DLM counseling 

process. The interview results suggest that most of the 

inmates, not just the younger ones; felt the need for a 

more personal,involved, present-oriented type of counseling. 

This is supDorted by the literature which discusses the .. . 

appropriate type of therapy for those individuals in' 

general ~.;rho exhibit impulsive acting out behavior (clinic­

ally described as "character disor~ers" and usually 

i.dentified as being predominant in prison populations). 

Otto Pollak is one author who has ~vritten on this subjec;t. 

In' sUImIla'ry, this thesis makes a major recommendation 
, 
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regarding the typ~ of counseling that might be more 

effective w'ith the pris,o~ pop!-llat:i.on at F~amingham. Our 

tesul't~ ind~ca,i:e that pl;'esent~cirie~ted' therap?" \"h1.ch 

emphasizes an active ~elatiOnship betHe'en the therapist'and 

clieht would be a beneficial add;ttion to the DLM counseling 
, ' 

program as' prc;:cticed ,at MCI-Framit.'gham •. · 
," 

, ~esponses !9.. Likert-Type Items'. The overall trend 

elicited by the 15 Likert-tjpe questiOns indicated sub-

stantial differences of opi~ion, between staff and inma'tes. 

The staff generally felt positively to,,,ards the DLM program 

and counselors, '=l7h~le, the inma tes expressed a much ,higher 

degree of skepticism and cynicism. 

For example, ,the s ta, tement "Irur.a tes can trus t the 

counselors" elicited the strongest opinions and '"idest 

difference between staff and inmates. Ninety percent of 

the staff agreed that inmates can trL7st the counselors, 

while only 30% of the inmates agreed (with 0% of the .. 
inmates indicating' strong agreement, as opposed to 56% of 

the ,staff). A significant difference Has also seen with 

respect, t~ inmates vs. staff perceptions of con1:identiali,ty 

in counseling. Seventy-three percent of the staff agreed 

that everything in counseling is kept confidential, as 

opposed to only 42% of the inmates. The staff also 

responded quite positively (90% in agreement, with 43%, of 

those strongly agreeing) to the statement that "counseling 
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will help an inmate to make the adjustment ,,,hen he/she 

is back on the street, '.' while only 59% of the inmates 

,,<With Qnly one :i,nmate fe~ling' .~~r~nglY) 'a~reed ~ith this.~ 

Anothe.r signific,ant d~fferenc'e, en:erged 'in' answer' to 

the .sta tement, "The main r~ason for going to ~ounseling 

is that it ~ooks good for ~he parol'e Doard." Seventy-
. . 

. ,two percent of the i~tes agree~ ,'~ith ~his 'statem~nt, 

,while only 33% 'of the E?taff a~reed~' ' The intervie~v 

responses revealed the same attitudes. Finally,' a 

perceived ine~fectiveness in regards to recidivism rate 

reduction em~rged in response to the statement, 

"Counseling helps ,keep an inmate from coming back to 

prison." tvhile 70% of the staff agreed with the statement 

( in accordance T,,";th 'L.'-he man';fest 1 f h ' ~ ~ goa sot e counselin& o 

program, perhaps), only 22% of the inmates felt that 

co~nseling helped redu~e recidi~ism. 

Some ag.reement betll7een staff and inmates did occur 

around statemen~s concerning counseling's benefits inside 

of prison. About two-thirds of both staff and iFlmates 

agreed that cou,nseling helped reduce tensions in prison, 

and both :groups sal" 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 

se1f-m'lareness. () 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

, Thi~ .study was divide9 fnto.· four general areas for' 

inve"sti'gatioh. The fi.rst ar.ea was a' re,cidivism follC?w-up 

including a comparison of expected vs.· actual'recidivism 

rates and. an ana lysis of' the relationship 'pet'tveen i~mate . ..' ." . 

'bac'kground characte~istics and rec·~divi.sm. The second , 

area was 'an ari~lysis of the ~ffec~ of selected programs 

on recidivism. The third section was an analysis of 

the ~esults of interviews about' the Framingham experience 

which 'tvere conducted with inmates and staff. The 

fourth area was an' an~lysis of the diffe~ential 'effects' 

of treatment programs on recidivism. Our' study began 

with a review of the literature. 

Review of the Literature 

The literature review section of this thesis presented 

the historical and conceptual framework for our research. 

Differential treatment, which implies the use.of 'particular 

kinds of treatment for appropriate kino§ of inmates was 

presented as a modification of the treatment philosophies 

Which have been uppermost for the last 100 years. 

Correctional 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 treatment 
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has changed over the years, from'the simple provision of 

'.jobs. to the use or individual and group t~erapy, but the. 

."panacea" frame of ,reference. has tended to persIst;! . 

years. 

An opposing 'vi~wpoint has arisen in the past twenty 

The panacea trea tment apprc~ch ha.s not '''wo~ked''. 

Rec~diyism rates and crime·r~tes.haye g~nera~ly been' 

i~crea~ing fnstead. of <;1e~reasing,. So, in reaction to 

this failt~re~ treatment is now seen by some critics as 

a wastE of time, enex:gy,. and money. In essence, "No 

'treatment works." 

Differential treatment bridges the gap between 

these two extremes and offers a more realistic, limited 

approach. Along ,with examples of the more usual type of 

research, the few studies which have indicated differential 

results were presented. Some of those results were used 

in the int~rpretation of this research data'. 

Recidivism Follow-up, 

The sample population for this part of the study 

consisted of 255 inmates, 181 women and 74 men, ~lho were 

released from MCI-Framingham between 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 

. 'rel~ase to the cOmmun.i"ty.- The act4al recidivism rate 

for these .individ·uals (16 .5%) ~vas significantiy lower 
., . , .. . . . 

. th~n 'their expected recidivism rate (28.2%).,. which was 

d~ri~ed from bas~" expectancy cat~g~ries •. ' The impact 'on 

recidivism tended. to be grea-t'er fo~ women, who had an" 

expected recidivism rate of 32.0% and an actual recidivism 

rate of 17.1%, than ~t was ~or men, who had an. expected 

rate of 19.7% and an a~tual rate of 14.9% .. 

One of the major findings of ·this section was that 

"meri"'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 

and women with the follmving three background characteristics 

had lower recidivism rates than their counterparts in 

the comparison group: present commitment .fo·r drug 

offen$e; self-reported drug use; and one or more prior 

arrests for narcotics nffenses. 

Another major finding in this area was that both 
" . 

men and ~vomen who ~vere 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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involve.ment had a lower recidi.vism rate than 
their counter-

have 

, 

In .conclusion, the Framingham exper~ence'se~m~d to 

the greatest impact,in terms of rec1.'d;v;sm d ' 
...... re uct~on, 

on the. individuals who'were t' d" II' . 
ra l.t1.ona y considered to 

:be .~~e greate~t recidi~is·m risks--i~e.·, men and 
. . . Women who 

were young and who had a histo.ry. of drug involvemen:t and 

more .frequent court appearances. 

Program Analysis 

Another aspect of this study was an 
analysis of the 

effects of trea~ment programs on recidivism. 

following programs were examined: 
The 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

the 
the 
the 
and 

furlough program 
work release program 
education release program 
the DLM counseling program~ 

The approach used in evaluating the impact of these 
.. ' programs 

was to examine the re~ationship between partiCipation 

(and degree of participation) in each program and recidiv­

ism. 

Furlough Program. Eighty-eight percent of the 

inmates in our sample had at least one furlough. In 

the furlough categories of n~mber of furloughs, number 

I of furloughs from Framingham and number of successful 
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furloughs, the findings indicate that the greater the 

partic~pa~ion in. the ,f~'rlough' 'program, t;he' lo~er' ,the. 

, '=ec~divism 'rat'e. These 'finoings ~oJe.re statisticallx signif-

icant for the entire s'ampl,e 'popula tion. It was also' 

noted that the escape rate on 'furloughs'was 
, . very low, only 

1.7%. ' The furlough program appear~d tO'have a very' 

positive impac~ on reducing recidivism. 

Work Release Program. The findings from the analysis 

of this progr~m indica ted tha ~ 'men ~nd wom~n 'toJho had 

participated in toJork rel,ease longer were less likely to 

recidivate. This ,finding approached statistical signif-

icance, and it was concluded that work release seemed 

to have a positive impact on reducing recidivism. 

Education Release Program. Statistics from the 

educa tion re lea se program were ana lyzed. H01;vever, due 

to the small sample size (N= 18: 7% of sample population), 

no' trends and/or conclusions could be determined. The 

recidivism rate for participants was 17%, and for non-

particip~nts, the recidivism rate 'toJas 16%. 

, . 

DLH Counseling Program. In our analysis of DLM 

counseling program statistics it 'toJas noted that only 

19% of the sample ~opulation had participated in 

counseling. The findings indicated that those inmates 
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who had the greatest contact with DLM counseling (20 or 

,~ore.interview~)·were '~6re likely to recid.ivate than ., . . . 

inmates with ·less DLH contac.t .. Although notstatist:ically 

significant, it wa's ~oted that those inmates .perceived 

by their counselors to be improved after treatm~n~ had a 

higher recidivism r~te than those inmates who were 

perceived 'by' their, c~unselors to be unchanged after trea tment. 

One ,pattern which emerged from this ~ata was that 

community oriented programs (e.g., furloughs and work' 
. , 

release) were much more effective in reducing recidivism 

than the institutionally oriented program (DLH counseling). 

Differential Effects of Treatment Programs 

In t~is section we analyzed the different effects of 

three treatment programs--furlough, work release and 

counseling7-on recidivism. 

Furlough Program. The overall results of the 

furlough program analysis indicated that participation in 

the furlough program was related to a significantly lower 

recidivism rate. The differential analysis revealed 

that some inmates benefited to an even greater degree 

than 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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w{th extensive criminal histories, as reflected by the 

number of court appearances ,and state and federal incar-

cera ti9ns·. Most'of th~s~ cha~~ct~~isti~s ar~'u~ria11Y 
, , . 

~ssociated with a higher' so~io-ecorio~ic backg'round; 
. . . . 

This pa ttern seems to, suggest tha t the,re may be a 
. .' . 

re1atio'nship between the type of e~vironm~nt to which a 

. person r!=turns on furlough and eSp'ec;ia11y lOt.] recidivism 

rates. 

Work Release Program. As in the furlough progra,m, 

part'icipation' ~n the work r'e1ea'se program has also be~n 

shown to relate positively to a 10we~ recidivism rate. 

. . 1 t d revealed that some inmates Again, the different1a s u y 

benefited even more than others. 

The type of offender who seemed to benefit most 

significantly from 'tvor re ease wa k 1 s on who was older, 

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

work history and 'Ylho had previous adult incarcerations. 

Most of these c'haracteristics are usually associated with 

a lower socio-economic background. This directly contrasts 

with the inmates who benefited most from furloughs 

l'lhose ch~racteristics were associated with a higher 

socia-economic level. 

've also observed tha t the work release program does 

oenefit those inmates who, given their less stable job 
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histories and lower level of education, traditionally 

,have had hig~ rec~divi~m rates. Some 'possible explan­

ation$ f6r th~se ~esults were given. 

,Qb!:! Coun~eling' Program. Overall pa.rtic'ipation in 
. 

the counseling program was ~ound "to' have an 'inverse 
, . 

eff~ct'on recidivism. Further, in the differential study 
, . 

severa 1 ,dis tinct; trends became apparent. There were no 

, . 
identifiable characteristics associated with a signif-

i~ant reduction in reciaivism. That is, no one type of 

offender waS found to have benefited significantly from 

participation in the counseling program. Further, two 

characteristics, age and ~ever of education,reflected 

a significant ipcrease in recidivism when related to 

participation in the counseling program. 

From this las.t 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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Intervie,. ... s were conducted with inmate counseling partici-

, 'pants and 'non-pa'!'ticip'ants, and represent~ tives of all 
, , 

area ~ of t;:he staff. Acldi ti?r:a lly, Likert-type, it~ms, , 

'measuring attitudes toward the DLM programw~re,admini­

stered tq all interviewees. The main foc'us of these' 

int~rviews ,. ... a8 on the DLM 'counseling program. 

Mos~ staff and 'inmates interviewed expressed positive 
" 

feelings about the f~rlough, program. However, they felt 
, ' 

that the perceived arb~trary selection of ,inmates for 

furlough approval ,.\7aS unfair. The work release program 

'was also viewed favorably by most staff members and 

inmates. The main problem ,. ... ith 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 "vho 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. lVhile staff members ovenvhelmingly 

described the DLM counselors as "honest", "professional", 
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and "dedicated," inmates were divided in their opinions. 

The Likert results suggested that the lack of trust and. 
, 

confide,ntiality in rela,tion to DLM c9~nselors. was a ~j or 

~ssue for'inmates. 

Those inmates in.terviewed who chose to. engage'in 

,co~nseling did so for a variety of ,reasons. About half 

of the inmates interviewed said they had been motivated 

to enter counseling by both staff- pressure and hope,S 

~or an earl~er 1 .L. paro e. 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 st~ff 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 tho'se inma tes who exhibited .disruptive behavior •. 

, Inmates' reaction to their fellow inmates' partici­

pation in counseling did not appear to playa major role 

in one's decision to particip?te in the DLM counseling 

program. However, a negative prior .experience with 

counseling might be one factor that would inhibit inmates 

from entering the DLH program. 

Inmates felt that counseling would make more of a 

difference in their lives at MGl-Framingham than their 

lives back on the street. This seeme~ to indicate that 
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inmates tended to perceive DLM counseling as an institutionally 

'. orie~ted progra~ .. ra tqel? ~han a community oriented program. 

~it~ a ·few .eice~~ions, 't~e ~taff felt'th~t ~qS~' 

. inmates could make use of the counseling experience, 

especially ~hen entering prison and just'prior to.release. 

These opinions were consi~tent with the Likert resultG 

which indicated that·significantly more staff members 

than inmates. felt that the DLM counseling progr':1m reduced 

recidivism rates. 

According to the DLM counsel~rs, their counseling 

tended to be based on the traditional psychotherapeutic 

approach. Results of inmate responses indicated that 

othe~ therapeuiic models might be more helpful. 
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APPENDIX A 

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM RATES 

OF FRAMINGHAM RELEASEES AND COMPARISON GROUP RELEASEES 
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND' RECIDIVISM RATES OF FRAMINGHAM - -MEN AND COMPARISON GROUP MEN -- -
Framingham Men Comparison Group' . 

Variable 

Total 

A. Present Offense 

1. 

2. 

'3. 

4. 

Institution Committed tp 

Walpole 
Concord 

Offense 

Person 
Sex 
Property 
Drug 
Other 

Ninimum Sentence 

Indefinite 
5 yca'rs or less 
More than 5 years 

Age at Incarceration 

21 or younger 
22-30 
31 or older 

N % Recid. Rate 

74 

45 
29 

48 
7 
7 

12 

29 
23 
22 

16 
31 
26 

(100) 

(61) 
(39) 

(65) 
(9) 
(9) 

(16) 

. (39) 
(31) 
'(30) 

(22) 
(42) 
(36)' 

15% 

11% 
21% 

17% 
14% 
29% 

0% 

21% 
17% 

5% 

0%", 
23% 
12% 

N % Recio .', Ra,te 

1015 

484 
531 

501 
61 

347 
77 
29 

489 
367 
159 

. 4.10 
414 
191 

(100) 

(48) 
(52) 

(49) 
(6) 

(34) 
(8) 
(3) 

(48) 
(36) 
(16) 

(40) 
.(41) 
(19) 

" 

24% 

19%' 
29% 

21% '. 
8% 

,29% 
29% 
34% 

30%' 
19.% 
19% 

27%'k . 
25% 
17% 

" . .. * 0'Statistica11y slgnlflcant difference in recidivism rates, • • 
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'I ~.: Variable 
"i 0 

, i 
,I f 

I; 

q 
!, 
I, 
I· 
'i 
i) , 

~ , 

i. B ! . • 

5. 
•• a ••••• " •• 

Length £f Incarceration 

2 years or less 
More than 2 years 

6. ~ £f. Release 

Parole 
Discharge 

7. Age ~ Release 

24 or younger 
25-30 
31 or older 

Background Characteristics 

1. Race -
White 
Black 
Other 

2. Marital Status 

; I 
I, 
, ! 

! 
I ~ , , 

, . 
; J 

; ~ 

: ! 

, . , 

Single 
Married 
Div., Wid., Sep. 

.. .. . .. , .. 
. Framingham M~n 0 00 

N % Recid. Rate 

34 
39 

72 
2 

20 
19 
35 

48 
24 

35 
24 
15 

(47) 
(53) 

(97) 
(3) . 

(27) 
(2'6) 
(47) 

(67) 
" (33) 
. -

(47) 
(32) 
(21) 

\. 

----

18% 
10% 

1.5% 
0% 

5% 
32% 
11% 

17% 
13% 

17% 
8% 

20% 

Q 

. ..... 
Compar~son Gl7'ouE," 

N % Recid. Rate ,- . 

710 
~02 .. 

3' 

614. 
215 

·186 

(69) , 
(31) 
. (0) 

(60) 
(21) . 
(18) , 

25% 
24:% 

'33% 

27% . 
20%· 
22% 0 
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!1 
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Variable 

3. Military Service 

Non-Veteran 
Veteran 

4. Last Address 

Boston 
Other 

5. Occupational 

Professional 
Business 
Clerical 
Manual 

Status 

Service Workers 
Other 

it .. '" 

() o () 

'Framingham Men, 
N % Recid. Rate 

45 
29 

34 
4'0 

1 
3 
2 

45 
19 
4 

'(61) 
(~9) 

(46) 
(54) 

(1) 
(4) 
(3) 

(61) 
(26) 

(.5) 

13%'k 
17% 

6%"1'<' 
23% 

0% 
0% 
0% 
9% 

37% 
0% 

6. ' i..ength of Time on Most Skilled Job ---- .-
6 mos., or less 24 (35) 21% 
7-12 mos. 11 (~4) 0% 
1 up to 2 yrs. 9 (13) 33% 
2 up to 5 yrs. 20 (29) 10% 
5 yrs. or more 5 (7) 20% 
Unknm.;n 

, , . , . 
7. Longest Period on One Job ----

6 mos. or less 22 (32) 23% 
7-12 mos. 10 (14) 0% 
1 up to 2 yrs. , 11 (16) 27% 
2 up to 5 yrs. 19 (28) 11% 
5 yrs. or more 7 (10) 1l~% 
lJnknm.m 

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

"' ~ , . .. 
" .. " , 

. " \ , .. 
______ 0# •• 

o o , ' 

Comparison Group 
N '%' . Recid. Ra te , 

741 
274 

373 
642 

13 
8 

63 
674 
'171 

86 

419 
133 
143 
125 
60 

142 

389 
137 
156 
131 

64 
138 

---

' , 

.' 

(73) 
(27) 

,(37) 
(63) 

(1) 
(1) 
(6) 

(66) 
(17) 
~8} , 

(41) 
(13) , 
(14) 
(12) 

(6) 
(14) 

(38) 
(13) 

,(IS) 
' (13)-

(6) 
(1.1.1' ) 

, 
27%'k 
18% 

20%"(' 
27% 

23% 
0% 

14% 
26% 
27% 
15% 

30% 
21% 
19% ' 
23%, 

3% 
25% . 

3'3% 
22%, 
17%" " 
24% 

5% 
23% 
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Framingham'Men 

1 ; Variable N % Recid. Rate -
1 

11 

t; 8., Last Grade Completed 

C. 
i ., 
J! 
~ iii; 
'I 

!l 
\I 

" l) 
I! -:;: 
Il' 
" II 

iJ 
'I 

H )1 

II I, 

il 
Ii 
ff " 
j I ~ 

q : 
rl ,I 
II 
11 
Ii 
II 
,,\ 

0-6 
7-9, 

, 10-11 
12 or higher,'; 
Unknown 

None Reported 
Yes (not spec.) 
Heroin 
Other than Heroin 
Harijuana only 
Unknmvn 

Criminal Historx 

1. Age at First Arrest 

15 or younger 
16-21 
22 or older 

2. No. £f Court Appearances 

8 
. 26 

14 
26 

45 
4 

14 
4 
4 

30 
28 
16 

1-5 20 
6 or more 54 

" 

,"' .... ~ 

(11) 
(35) 
(19) 
(35) 

(63) 
(6) 

(20) 
(6\ , I 

(6) 

, (41) 
(38) 
(22) 

(27) 
(73) 

. . 

/ 

13% 
15% 
1/. "I .L-,. 10 

15% 

20% 
0% 

,1%-''( 
0'70 

25% 

17'70 oJ( 

11% 
19% 

15% 
15%;( 

1,1 u 

Comparison Group 
~, %, Recid. ~, ' 

92 
521 
?'~ _ ~oJ 

160 
29 

638 
' 69 
189 

56, 
37 
76 

,495.-
407 
113, 

239 
77,6 

(9) '. 
(51) 
'(21) 
(16) 

(3) 

(63) 
(7) 

flQ\ , ~/, 

(6) 
(4)', 
(3) 

(49) 
, (40) 
(11) 

(24), 
(76) 

).8%' , 
26'70 
26'70, 
18~4 

.21% 

20% 
14'70: 
39%~\- ' 
32'70 
14% 
27%, 

29% I 

22'1'0 'J~ 
12% ' 

I 
t-' 
0\ 
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Variable Framingham ~ 
N % Recid. Rate 

. . , 

3. Prior Arrests !£r Person Offenses 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

0-1 
2 or more 28 

46 
(38) 
(62) 

. , 

Prior Arrests !£r Property Offenses 

0-2 
3 or more 

32 
42 

(43) 
(57) 

. , 

Prior Arrests !£r Narcotic Offenses 

None 
One or more 

46 
28 

" .. 
Prior Arrests for Drunkenness 
--- =...;....;,..;;....;;:...;..,;;" - -----

None 
One or more 

43 
31 

~ of Juvenile Incarcerations, 

None 
'. One or more 53 

21 

(62) 
(38) 

(58) 
(42) 

(72) 
(28) 

8. ~ 2f House .2! Corr. Incarcerations 

None 
One or more 

44 
29 

(60) 
(40) 

9. No. of State Incarcerations - - --- ~~~--.;..;;.;..;.;...;...;...;.--.:;;. 

None 
One or more 

1\' 
'\ 

53 
20 

(73) 
(27) 

--..;.. .• -
14% 
15% 

:9% 
19% 

22% 
4%,', 

17% 
10%", 

11% 
25% 

u 

N 

'472 
543 

333 
682 

765 
250 

502 
513' 

659 
356 

488 
527 

575 
440 

u 

fomparison GrouE 
%', Recid. ~ 

(47) 
(53)" 

(33) 
(67) 

(75)' 
(25) 

(49) 
(51) 

(6'5) 
(35) 

(48) 
(52) 

(51) 
'>(43~ 

24% 
26% , 0 

13% 
30%,> 

22% 
32%"1"" 

21%'>'1" 
28% 

20%~'(',>, 

29% 

22% 
28% 
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM RATES OF FRAMINGHAM 
WONEN AND COMPARISON GROUP WOMEN 

Framingham Women 
Variable 
i -

N % Recid. Rate 
! 
lTotal 

~. Present Offense 
I 
I 1. Institution' Committed to , 

Framingham 

2. Offense 

Person 
, Property 

Drug 
Prostitution 
Other 

3., Minimum Sentence 

Indefinite 
Definite 

;' '4. Age at Incarceration 

21 or younger 
22-29 
30 or older 

181 

112 

47 
50 
49 
22 
13 

132 
12 

52 
83 
37 

(100) 

(100) 

(26) 
(28) 
(27) 
(12) 

(7) 

(92) 
, (8) 

(30) 
(48) 
(22) 

* = Statistically significant difference 
in recidivism rates. 

, , 
.' 

.. ,p { • . -
, . 

, , 

9'% 
34% 
12%~'1" 

9% 
15% 

18% 
0% 

13%~'(' 

20% 
11% 

N 
Comparison Group 

lei 'Recid. Rate' - . -,..-.. 

92 ,( iOO) 

92 (100) " , 

22 (24) 
29 (32) 

' 20' (22) 
..;; , - ' " 

" 

' 21 (23) 

$9 (97) 
3 ' (3) 

36 , (39) 
35 (38) 
21 (23) 

29%~'c', " 

18% 
24%" 
40%~'1" 

38% 

30%: 
'0% 

33%~';, , 
29% 
24/0 

.4 • 

I 
I-' 
0'\ 
N 
I, 

r" 
f 
! 
i 
! 

'\ 
I 
i ~ 

; : 

, :; 

, . 
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Variable 

, : 

5. Length.£i Incarceration 

LesS than one year 
1 up to 2 years 
2 years or more 
Unknown 

6. ~ of Release 

Parole 
Discharge 

7. Age ~ Release 

24 or younger 
2.5 or older 

• 

Background CharacteristicS 

1. ' Race -
Hhite 
Black 
Other 
Unknown 

2. Ma~ital Status 

Single 
Married 
Divorced 
Widowed 
Separated 
Unknmvn 

( \ u 
() 

'. i ',' ' 

" 

Framingham Womell 
N % Recid. Rate 

gomparison Grou~ 
N % ~ecid.~. 

87 
34 
50 

6 

133 
48 

82 
96 

82 
90 

6 
3 

108 
26 
16 

4 
17 

7 

(51) 
(20) 
(29) 

" 

(5) 

(73) 
(27) 

(46) 
(54) 

. ' 

(46) 
(51) 

(3) 
(3) 

(63) 
(15) 

(9) 
(2) 

(10) 
(6) 

1110 
15~~ 
20% 
5010 

1 7''10 .-
IT/o 

2110 
1510 -

2210 50 
1310 42 
1710 

010 

1410?'~ 54 
1510 11' 
1310 3 

2510 !~ 

2410 14 
. 01..' 

.(54) 
.(46) 

(59) 
(18) . 

(3) 
(4) 

(15) 

'-

3110')'~ 

35% 
3310 
. Q.~/o· . 

211~ 

. • 
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I 
I 
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. \ 
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'variab1e 

3. ~ Address 

Boston 
Other 
Unknown 

( ! 

4. Occupational Status 

Professional 
Business 
Clerical 
Manual 
Service Worker 
Other/Unknown 

( I (I 

. . 
Framingham Women 

N % Recid .. Ra te 

94 
87 
10 

···.1 
7 

52 
30 
52 
39 

(52) 
(48) 

(9) 

~: (1) 
(4) 

(29) 
(17) 
(29) 
(22, 

14%," 
21% 

0% 

0% 
14% 
23% 
23% 
13% 
10% 

5. Length 2i. ~ 2.!!. ~ Skilled Job 

6. 

6 mos. or less 
7-12 mos. 

.1 up to 2 yrs. 
2 up to 5 yrs. 
5 yrs. or more 
Unknown 

Longest Period 2.!!. ~ ~ 

::;::·)s. or less 
,.:~ mos. 

,I up to 2 yr~\. 
2 up to 5 yrs. 
5 yrs. or more 
Unknown 

, " 

59 
25 
27 
17 
8 

24 

52 
28 
31 
17 
10 
24 

(A3) 22% 
(18) 16% 
(20) 22% 
(13) 12% 

(6) 13% 
(21) 4% 

(38) 23% 
(20) . 18% . 
(23) 19% 
(12) 6% 
(7) 20%· 

(21) 4% 

- -. ,. .-~ -,~ -. - -'''~,", -. 

( ) 

Comparison Grol!.E. 
N . % Recid. Rate 

'5 
0 

12 
42 
23 
10 

41 
7 

.19 
11 
3 

lL 

41 
7 

19' 
11 
3 

11 

(58) 
(42) 

(5) 
(0) 

( 1.3) 
(46) 
(25) 
(11) 

(45.) . 
. (7)' 
(21) 
(12) '. 
(3) 

(12). 

(45) 
(7) 

.(2.1) 
. (12) 

(3) 
(12) 

.,.--. 

. 
34%"~ 
23% 

0% 

42% 
31% 
35% . 
10% 

32% 
57/0 . 
26% 
18% 
33% 
18% 

32% . 
57% 
26%. 
18% 
33% 
18%. 
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Variable 

7. Last Grade Completed 

0-6 
7-9 
10-11 
12 or higher 
Unknown 

None Reported 
Yes (not spec.) 
Heroin 
Other than Heroin 
Marij uana Only 
Unknown 

C. Criminal History 

'1. ~~ at First Arrest 

15 or younger 
16-21 
22 or older 

( , 
• 

2. No. of Court.Appearances 

1-5 
6-10 
11 or more 

( I 

Framingham. Women 
N % Recid. Rate 

13 
55 
48 
45 

5 

72 
11 
61 
15 
15 

8 

32 
82, 
50 

59 
109 
109 

(8) 
(34) 
(30) 
(28) 

(4.) 

(45) 
(7) 

(38) 
(9) 
(9) 
(7) 

(20) 
(50) 
(30) 

(35) 
(65) 
(65) 

23% 
16% 
23% 
11% 
20% 

13% ~'( 
9% 

25% 
13% 
13% 
25% 

19% 
20%"( 
16% 

17% 
18% 
18% 

/ 

u u t) u 
• 

Comparison Group 
N % Recid~ Rate 

5 
28' 

'31 
21, 

7 

69 
11 

7 
3 
0 
2 

16 
55 
2,1', 

39 
24 
29 

(5) 
(30) 
(34) 
(2.3) 

(8) 

(75) 
(12) 

(8) 
. (3) 
" (0) 

(2) 

(17) . 
(60) 
(23) 

(42) , 
(26) 
(32) 

.. 

• • 

0% 
32% 
42/~ 
19% 
14% 

26%~'~ 
.' 36%' . 

29%' 
67% 

50% 

19% . 
38%~'( 

14% 

. 2,1% 
42% 

'31% 
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Fr~mingham Women 
N % Recid. Rate ,:.' Varia ble 

'! • 

., 
i ., 

. ) '~ 

", 

; '3. Prior Arrests for PcrsoI1 Offenses 

0-1 
2 or more 

112 
56 

.(67) 
(33) 

4. Prior Arrests for Property' Offenses 

0-2 95 (57) 
3 or more 73 (43) 

5. Prior Arrests for Narcotic Offenses 

None 91 (54) 
One or more 77 (46) 

6. Prior Arrests for Drunkenness 

None 121 (72) 
One or more 47 (28) 

7. No. of Juvenile Incarce-r'a tions ---
None 139 (83) 
One or more 29 (17) . 

8. No. of House of Correction Incarcerations --
None 126 (75) 
One or more 42 (25) 

9. No. of Sta te Incarcerations --
None 114 (63) 
One or more 67 (37) 

. . \ 

1.s%11" . 
22% 

14% 
19%1( 

17% 
19% 

17ijl" 
21% 

21% . 
. 10%~'1" 

12%?\-
25% 

C i, 
.if 

N 

61 
31 

49 
43 

59 
33 

6.4 
28 

81 
11 

78 . 
14 

. 70 
22 

Comparison Grollp 
'% Recid. Rate' ....2. ~ 

. , 

(66) 
(34) 

(53) . 
(L~ 7) 

(64) 
(36) 

(70) 
(30)' 

(88) 
. (~2) 

,(85) 
(15) 

(76) 
(24) 

33%il" . 
26% 

20% 
45%~'~ 

28% 
3~% . 

30%~'1" 

27% 
.". 

27% 
43%"( 

30%,'1" . 
27% 

o. 
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~IFFERENTIAL EFFECT~ ON RECIDIVISM: 
, " 

Fr,aminghill!l ~ ,',' Comparison Group 
N ' RR" ' N" ., RR .. - ._,' 

~ . 
~ Var~ab1e 

i 
1 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

j 
1. 
I 
1 8. 
I 
• '\ 
j 

j' 9. 
II , 
·l !. 
H ,,~ 

ii : '10. 
I: 1 
:i I 
\1 
I ' 
j • 

It l 
.. '....iJ _{"""" 

.j ." ... 

. . '\ 

Age at 
incarc,era tion: 
21 or youngt:r, 16 

Non-veteran 45 

Residence: Bbston 

Heroin user 
Some drug use 
Drug offense 

21 or younger 
at 1st arrest 

6 or more court 
appearances 

34 

i4 
26 
12 

58 

54 

One or more prior 
arrests for narcotic 
offenses . 28 

No prior arrests 
for drunkenness 

" 

43 

One or more j uveni1,e 
incarcerat~on& 21 

No previous 
incarcerations in a 
house of 
correction 

o 

" 

" " : 

" 

0% 410 

i3% 741 

6% 373 

7% '18Q 
8%"" '351 
0% 77 

14%' 902 

, 15% ':7,76, 
, . 

~ 

4%' '250 

5% ,502 

. " 
1'0% :356 ' 

7% 488 
.. 

() 0 

" " 
, , 

"; 

. , 

'\ 

: 

" ..... ", 

, ' 

27% 

27% 

20% 

39% 
25% 
29% 

26% 

27% 

32% 

'21% 

33% 

20% ' 

'0 

" 

, 

~ . ~ . 

MEN ~ ... 
, . .~." 

Difference', ,': . 
, ' 

, Level of Significance 
'" 
" 
':t· . 

-.27 p~ .05 

-,14 p G:.. .05 :·:d 
Ii 

-.14 p< .05 .. : ! . , 
-.32 pc. .02 , 
-.17 p":::' .02 
-.29 PC:: .10 

I 

:" • p 

" " 
, 1; 

/. 
:i 
'1 
\i 

- .12 ...... P":: .05 II 

" ,II .. 
:1 ,. 
{! 

'1 

-.12 PC::: .05 
I 

') 
I 

Ii 
,I 

: Ii :i 
11 
II 

-.28 p < .01 

-.16 p < .02 

: i! , I' 
! If 
! \\ 

Ii \ , 

1/ : 

.. , 
-.23. p < .05 

-.13 p <: .05 

o n 0 
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APPENDIX B" 
1 o 

INTERVIE\.] SCHEDULE 

o. 
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BOSTON UNIVERS.ITY SURVEY OF MCI-FRAMINGHAH 

My name is ------__ ~ ____ ~------______ •. I am one of a·group of 
.. 

grc;tduate students from Boston Univers~ty , ... ho are doing· a 

research project on corrections ... I'd like to ask your help, 

'in learning about some programs here at F.ramingham. 

I have some questions about the furlough progra~, work release, 

education release, and the Dl,M counsel~ng program. I am 

interested in your opinions about these programs, and anything 

that you. say will remain confidential. 

, Thank you. 

, . ~ 

.. 

I 

I 
I~ 

, 
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'r 
, ': (\ 

c 

I. Furlouqh Proqram 

lid like to begin by asking yo~ some questions, about the 

furlough program here' at Fl?amin,gt1am • 
• 

1. Nhat do you thin~ of the furlough prografll at Framingham? 
."(If no answer, clarify with questions #3 & 4.) 

*2. Have you been on any furloughs? 

*2 (a) About how many? ' 

" ".s-

3. What are the main benefits of the furlough program? 

4.. What are the main problems with t.he furloug'h program? 

* Inmates Only 

\ . 

.;:;. . 

'. 1 -, 

, I 
! . --

II. Nork Release Progra!!!, 

(] 1. What ~o you think of the ,work release, program at 
Framingham? 

, -
• .. 

• 

(] *2.' H ave you been on work release? 

'If yes: 

o *2 (a.) 'About hov' long have you ,bee-n on work release? 

, *2 (b) How' 'many jobs 'have you had on work release?' 

3. What are the main benefits of the work release 
- program? 

4. lfuat are the main prOblems with the k 
wor.. release program? 

o 

*'Inrnates Only 

, 
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III. Education 'Release Program 

,1. What do you think of the educat,ion rqlease program at 
C' ... 

. Framingham? 

.. 
( 

I 
i C' 

1 *'2. Have you been on education release? 
1 

If yes: 
" 

*2 (q) About 'hm., long have you bee~ on education release? 

'*2,(b) What sch901 (s) have you attended on education release? 

3. What are the main benefits of the education release 

program? 

I 

4. What are the main problems with the educatio'n release 

\ program? 

'0 

* Inmates _ Only ... 

\) 

u 

.. 

(). 

() 

Ci 

.,...... 

o 

IV. DLH Counseling Program 

No\\' I' d lil).e to talk \.,.i th you about the DLM Counseling 
Progrrun ~ere at framingham. By the DLM, coun~eling'Prog~am, 
I mean', the program that is run py, Ann' Kirkman, Barbara Nicholson, 
Cathy' Treece,' and Pa'u'la 'Ba's$',' and' is located on the DL~ corr~doi . 

, Are you familiar with 'this program? 

If yes, proceed with, questi9ns be 10:\.,., 

If no, ,give. more d~tails' on the DLM ~rogram. 

. 

If 'Still no, thE? questions on, the DLM Counseling 
program will not be asked. 

.' A. General Perceptions (All Respondents) 

. 1. What do you think of the DLM Counseling Program? 

2. What are the main benefits of the DLM Counseling Program? 

3. t~hat are the ·main problems with the DLM Counsel'ing Program? 

. , 

4. What do you think of the counselors? 

~ .. , 
, 
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C", 
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\ 

" 

5. Why do you think inmates are in this program? 

, .. 

6. How do you think the staff vie\l7s this prog.rain? 

,7 ~ 

*8. 

Probe for hoW pro.gram is viewed by: 

Administratio~ 

Custodial Staff 

Treatment Staff • .. 

DLM Counselors 

. " 
Do you see any difference in the work·of the DLM 
co~nseJ.ors and the work of the correction social workers? 

Have you been involved in the DLM Counseling Program? 

If yes, proceed with quest~ons ~n Section B. 
If no, proceed with quest10n~ 1n Section C. 
For staff, proceed \l7i th quest?-ons in Section D. 

* Inmates Only .. 
... .. , 

:& -, . 
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'. 
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/ 

\ 

I--~'=' =~"*=----.---.~,.-. -.. ------.--.-' .. -'~----=-~---.,_. __ .. 
. --....... ---""'.--.-~~;..-.......... ".-;,' ......... -. _., ....... "---"':'-''''~;;:"'''~':''''''''''~~~,....:.".u ...... =,.;;.di2;:.~~'''£'~K'':''':~~''''- .• ~,-,:,"":~,,,,~-,,~~~:;:,''':~W';""'';'~':' __ ._~. ---_._--

() 
B. 

... 
(, 

0 

o 

!=.\ 

. (\ . 
.. 

o 

o 

Counseling Program P,articipants 

I'd like to ask you about your experience in the DLM 
Counseling Program. -

1. ·How.-did y~u 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 (did you) talk about with 
your counselor? 

5. 

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 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? 

How have other inmates reacted to your being in counseling? 

, 
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Ci 

6. 

.' f 

·7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

How has the staff reacted to your being in counseling? 

.. 
- '. 

.. 

Do you have any friends in counseling? 

. If yes, about how many? 

Is there any 'staff pressure to participate or pot 
to 'participate in counseling? 

Is there any inmate pressure, to participate or not 
to participate in counseling? 

• 

Has counseling made a difference in your life here at 
Framingham? 

11. Do you think that this counseling will make a 
difference in your life back on street? 

12. Do you in~end to continue counseling when you are back 
on the street? 

.. 
... 

. ~. ... .' 
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B. Counseling Program PartiQipa,nts 

I'd like to ask you about your experience in the DLM 
Counseling Program. 

. , 

1. HoW did yop,hear about this p~<?gram? 

. 
2 •. How long were you in prison before going to counseling? 

3. Why did you decide to try it. at th~t time? 

4. What kinds of things do,You (did you) talk about with 
your counselor? 

5. 

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 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? 

How have other inmates reacted to your being in counseling? 

, 
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I 
I 13. Have you ever been in any other counseling program? 
! 
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If yes, where? 

How would YQu compare :1 our pr"ev'ious' cOtlnseiing 
experience (s) with your experi'ence in counseling 
here a.t Framin.gham? 

. 
" 

14." Overall, how would -you rate your experience in 
counseling here at Framingham? 

very belpfu1 
helpful 

_____ ,not very helpful 
not helpful at all· 

• 

15. Are there 'ways in which the program could be improved? 

'. 

Proceed to Section E 

.. ... ... 

. . 

I 

I o 

o 

() 

(" , ,I 

(I 

. (J 

() 

_~_.~_.J _______ , __ 

c. Non-Participants in Co~mseling Progra~ 

1. HO\'l did you hear a.bout the counseling, program J:1ere at 
Framingham? 

2. Have you ever thought of trying couris~ling here at 
, Framingham? 

3. What do Y9u thin~ it would'be like to be in counseling 
here? 

4. Do you think there may be any ways in \'lhich the counseling 
program here may be helpful to ,you? 

5. 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 you think that counseling .will make a 
difference in their lives back on the street? 

.. .. .. , 

, ' 

, 
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(c) Do you think that they intend to continue 
counseling when they a're back on the street? 

, .. 

6.' 'I~ there any, staff pressure to pa'rticipate or not 
to participa~e in counseling? 

7. Is there an~T inm'ate' pressure to 'participate or not to' 
part'£cipatE7 ,in <?ounseling? ' " 

8. Are there any changes that you'would like to see in 
the counseling program? 

9. Have you every been in any 9ther counseling program? 

If yes, where? 

, . 
If yes, overall, how would you rate your past counseling 
experience? 

Proceed to Section E 
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E. O~inions About DLM Counseling 

Now, lid ,like ,to read you some statement;s _about the',Counseling 
P~ogram. P~ease tel~ me whether or'not you agree or ' 
di'sagree \1ith these statements according to the' f'ollowi"ng 
categories: ' , ', 

-.-

1. Str9ngly Ag~ee 
2. Agree 
3. Disagree 
4:. Strongly Disagree' 

.- I" 

2. 
" 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Jllll inmates in Framingham should be, involved in the 
DLH Counseling Program. 

Going t;.o counseling is a sign of weakness. 

The goal of'counseling should be to help an irunate 
adjust to the prison'. 

Everything discussed in counseling is kept confidential. 
Explain ~~~~~~~ __ ~ ________ ~ 

The main reason for going to counseling is that it 
looks good for the Parole Board. 

, , 

Counseling is a \'laste of time. 

Counse~ng is used to reduce tensions in the prison. 

Counseling can help an inmate gain a better under­
standing of him3elf/herself. 

Counseling at Framingham is set up mO,re for"women 
than ,for men. 

Counseling~helps keep an inmate from' coming back to prison. 

Counseling is used to keep inmates under contrel. 

Inmates can trust the counselors. 

Counseling' is for people \"i th mental problems. 

Counseling will help an inmate to make the adjustment 
when he/she is back on the street. 

15. DLH counselors and correct.ional social workers do 
pretty much the same thing. 

I 
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F. Background Characteristics 

Now, I'd like to ask you some questions about yourself, 
if you don't mind. , 

For Inmates: 
. . 

L. About how 10!1g have you been at Framingham? • 

" 
2. (For men) abo'ut how long' have you been iI1 ·pri~~n .on. 

thi~ iricarceration? 

3. Is this your first time in prison? 

4. About how long do YOll have to go to your release date? 

0 

5'. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

How old are you? 

What is your marital status? 

Single 
'Married 

--- Divorced 

---
Separated 
t..;ridowed· 

Do you have any children? 

Hmv far in' s'chool did you go? 

GED? 

9. Have you ever had problems with' drugs? 

10. 

11. 

Have yO~:t ever had problems with alcohol? 

Check: 

Race 

White' 
--- Black 

Other; specify 

Sex: Female; 

Cadre: Yes; 

Male -----
No 

THANKS A LOT FOR YOUR HELP ON THIS RESEARCH PROJECT. 

DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR COMl-1ENTS ON THIS RESEARCH? 

-" '""'.. ..... '," .' .... -.~ _.' ·A_ .• ~_ ... 

. , . 

r 

o 

u' 

'''l .... U 

.. 
0. 

o 

.. 
o 

II 0 

, , 

0 

-181 

FOOTNOTES, 
. " 

.. ·lCiifi'ord C.' Nels~n, in,Ll~yd Ohlin, ~d., Prisoner.s 
i~A~ericai Englew60d Cliff~~ N. J.: ,~rentice-Hal1, Inc., 

'1973, p. iv. 

p., iv •. 

. 3Francis J, 'Carney; i'Correctional'Resea'rch and ~ 
Cor1=ectional,Decision-Ha.king: Some Problems' and Prospects;" 
Journal of Research fu Crime ~ Delinquen,cy, (July, 1969) 
p. 115. 

4 . .' 
Walter. M. l-Jalleck, Glenn H. Kendall, and, Howard 

L. Briggs; Education Hithin Prison Walls, .cited in Harry. 
E~ Barnes and Negley K. Teeters, eds., New Horizons in' 
Criminology, New York: Prentice':'Hall, Inc., 1945, p-.-649. 

5Norman Fenton, The Prisoner's Family, Palo Alto, 
Calif.: Pacific Books, 1959, pp. 7-8 • 

6Nonnan Fenton, "TJ;eatment in Prison: How the 
Family Can Help," cited in Jessica Nitford, Kind and Usual 
Punishment, New York: Vintage Books, 1971, ~Og:-

7Karl Menninger, The Cri~e of Punishment, New 
York: The Viking Press,-r966, pp.~32-233. 

8" 
~., p. 233. 

, 9~.:!-chard P. Korn 
~ Penology, New York: 
p. 586. 

and Lloyd lv. HCCorkle, Criminology 
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1959, 

10Robert Martinson, "The Paradox of Prison Reform: 
II, Can Corrections Reform?," The Ne~v Republic, (April 8, 
1972), p. 14. 

. ~lDouglas Lipton, Robert Nartinson, and 
The Effectiveness of Correctional Treatment: 
of Treatment and E;aluation Studies, p. 627. - --

l2'b'd ~ ~ ., p. 231. 

I3-bod ~ ~ ., p. 210. 

Judi th t,Jllks ~ 
A Survey 



; . 
c' 

:C 

c 

( 

;C 

'el 
• 1 

/ 

. \-.. ,. ' .. , 
.~ "~,w.~--';~""I~~"'" r-'~''''':'-''~'~''' _':':"~".~:' .... ~..:.~~ __ ~ .......... ...:.._' •. .:>! .. "t.J..:.:.-':::~':~~'h.:~~.~~ .. ~~~£..c~fL~~::A.-:t.;~~ .. - ... ,-":.;,:.~~~.",,:,--~,-"'~,;.M;.~~~~ •• ~'tA':~';~ .• ·"i,.~;' .:.~_,~1Ioh 

-182-

. l4Dona ld L. Garrity, "The Effects of Length of 
Incarceration upon Parole Adjustment and.·Kstimation .of 
Optimum 'Sentence: Was1;lington State Correcti,onal . 
Institutions, "Urtpublished .. Ph.D. Dissertation, cited in 
Robert .Martinson, ""Hh~t Works: Quest.ions and' Answers 
about Prl.son Reform," Public Interest, (Spring, 1974)., 
p. 37. 

lS'b'd . . J. J. ., p. 48. 

16Lipt·~n,. Martinso~, and l.Jilks, '.£p.. cit~, p. 627. 

17 ... .. 
Ohli?, g£ •. cit .. , p. 4~ 

l8L ipton, M.:irti~son, and Wi~ks, .£p.. cit., p. ·627. 

190hl , 't' 4 . J.n, g£. ~., p. • 

20Nicford, EE. .. cit., p. 112. 

2lJohn Irwin,' "Adaptation' to Being Corrected: the 
Convict's Perspective," in Daniel Glasser, ed., Handbook 
of Criminolog,Y.,. Chicago: Rand McNally Pub1i-shing Co., 

.1974, p. 980" , 

22Mitford, ~. cit., p. 112. 

23 " . . Carney, .£p.. £.!!., p. 116. 

,24'Harguerite Q. Warren~ "The Case for Differential 
Tr~a1;:me'9-t of De1inqqents," j,.~ .Narguerite Q. Warren,',. 
Correctional Treatment in C,ommunity Settings: A Report 
of Current Research, Rockville, Md.: National Institute 
o~ Mental ~ealth~ 1972, p. 7. 

2SStuart Adams, "The PICO Project," in Norm Johnston, 
Leo~aJ;'d .Savitz, .~nd Marvin E. Wolfgang, eds., The Sociology 
of Punishment and Correction, (2nd Ed.) New York:' John 
Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1970, p. 549. 

\ 

, . 

, I 
./ t 

[ 
.... -=---==~==--=----. - .. 

--~"~'''.''-,:,",'''''~'':--' ~ .... ~~ .. -.-~......,.~.~-~ ........ ,--. . ' ". ~ . . .. -: .. - _ .......... c~'-:-"::'18 3~~~';"';'':'~':'~ ~':~.l1.~·l:.o;,;."ifl;:c::-~ • .:,it;.~..J,;"'",;i'L:.L;..:;:,;"·.::":;,, t " .. j:':';·::L:, .• ,' .,~ •• ..:.'i •.. ,,~ .;.. .•• -

o 

o 

.. 
o 

• 

(1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

29 . Harren, £E. ... cit., pp. 3-4. 

30Cl~renc~ Schrag, "Some ~oundations' for a· Theor 
of Correc tJ.ons, in Dona ld Cressey' ed 'T1 P ~, . Y Stud' ',' I .. '" ,0, 1e ·rJ.son: 
~--=-~J....;;.e.::.s J.n' nstJ.'tutional Organi'zation and Ch 'N 
~orl/". H-lt' R' h . . - ange,' etv 

" " 0 , l.ne art, and Winston,' ~nc., 1961,.p. '347.' 

31carrol~ ~. ,Mi~'ler, A Study of ~he Differenti~l 
Effeets on RecJ.dJ.vJ.sm of Participation in N' ' P , 
Tre t t P " . J.ne rJ.s on 

.a me~ rograms, Mast:r's Thesis, Soc~ology Department 
UnJ.versl.tJ of North Caroll.na, C~ape1 H~~1,,1977. ' 

J 

,". 

; 



c. 

c; 

'C 

I 

" 0 

-184-

. ·BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Adams, Stuart, "The PICO P.roj ect," in The Sociolog'y 
of Punishment and Correc tions "e,ds. Norman 

. Johnston, Leonard Savitz, and Marvin ~.]olfgaI'lg', . 
New York: John Wiley &- Sons, lric., 1970 (2nd Ed), 
pp. 548·-561. 

. . 
American Friends Service Committee,. Struggle for 

Justice, ~ew York:" Hill pnd .Wang, .1971. 

. Barnes, Harry E. and T~eters, Negley K., N.e·\v· Horiz'ons 
in Criminology, New,York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1945. 

Cann'on, Tom" "An Evaluation of the Norfolk Fellowship," 
, , Mass. Dept. of Correction" (March, 1969), mimeo. 

Ca,rney, Francis J., "Correctional Research and Correctional 
Decision-Making: Some Problems and Prospects," 
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 
(July, 1969), pp. 110-122. 

Carney, Francis J., "Evaluation of Psychotherapy in a 
Naximum'Security Prison," Seminars in Psychiatry, 
(August, 1971), pp. 363-375. 

Dy, Antonio, "Correctional Psychiatry and Phase Psychotherapy," 
American Journal of Psychiatry, (Oct., 1974), 
pp. 1150-1152. 

Fenton, Norman, The Prisoner's Family, Palo Alto, Calif.: 
Pacific Books, Publishers, 1959. 

Fink, Ludwig, Derby, Wilfrid N .• , and Martin, J.' Peter, 
"~syqQ.iat;ry's New Role in Corrections," American' 
Journal of PsychiatE.Y., , (Oc.tober, 1969) pp. 124-128.-

Gibbons, Don C., Changing the Lawbreaker, Englewood Cliffs, 
N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965. 

Glaser, Daniel, ed., Handbook of Criminology, Chicago: 

Graf, 

Rand McNally Publishing Co., 19?4. 

Thomas, "The Relative Effects of a Pre-Release Group 
Counseling Experience on the Recidivist Rates of a 
Sample of Unconditionally Released Inmate~ f~om the 
Mississippi State Penitentiary," Dissertation 
Abstracts, 35, 1975, p. 7-A. 

o 

(J . 

o 

o· 

o 

0 

1 

II) 
l 

'I 
I 
i 
I 
10 

-185-

Jeffrey, Robert and Woolpert, St'ephen, "Work Furlough as 
an Alternative to Incarcer.ation: An Assessment of 
its Effects on ~e-cidivism and Sociai Cost," Journal 
of Criminal Law and Criminology, (1974)" pp.' 405-418. 

, Ko~~' Rich'ard P., and HcCorkle, L~oyd "W., 'Cri~inoiogy and 
. Penology, Ne~'l York: Holt, Rinehart a.n9 Winston, 1959 ... 

Lipton, Douglas, .Hartinson, Robe;-t, and \>!ilks, Judith, The 
Effectiveness of Corr~ctional Treatment: A Survey 
·of Treatment; Evaluation' Studies, New York: Praeger' 
Publishers,19~5. 

Man Keu1).g Ho, "Fishbmvl Therapy with Prison Inmates)" . 
Social'Work, (~~y, 1976), pp. 235-2~7. 

. . 
Mannochio, Anthony J., ~nd Dunn, Jimmy, The Time Game: 

, Two Viet-ls of .§. Prison, Ne"i'17 York: Dell. Publishing Co., 
Inc., 1970. 

Martinson, Robert, "The Paradox o:f;Prison.R~form:" 
. I,"The Dangerous Myth," The New Republic, (April 1, 

1972), pp. 23-25. . '" 
II, "Can Correctio~s Correct?", The Nevl Republic, 

(April 8, 1972), pp. 13-15.. ... , .. 
III, "The Meaning of Attica," The New Republic, 

(April 15, 1972), pp. 17-19. . . 
IV, "Planning for Public Safety," The New Republic, 

(April 22, 1972), pp. 21-23. 

Martinson, Robert, "What Works: Questions and Answers 
About Prison Reform,"Public Interest, (Spring, 1974), 

pp. 22-54. 

Mc'Ulliams, William, "Sentencing and Recidiv~~m:. An An~lysis 
by Personality Type," British Journal of Social Work,' 
(Autumn, 1975), pp. 311-324. ---- ----

Menninger, Karl, The Crime of Punishment, New York: The 
Viking Pres5,"""*1966. 

Miller, Carroll T., "A Study of the Differential Effects 
on Recidivism of Participation in Nine Prison 
Treatment-Programs," Naster's Thesis, Sociology 
Department, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, 
1977. 

. ' . • 1>' • .~ ...... ..- ..... -- .. ""',-,~ ..... ' 
' ........ ~.----.,..:"'~- " ..••.•. ". ~~ ... - .,."+ .... , 

. -

... : 

f 



c 

( 

\ 

c 

c 

( 

o· 

... 

.0 

-186-

Mitford, Jessica, Kind and Usual Punishment, New York: 
. Vint'age Book's, 1;.971 . .. 

Ohliri, ·I.loyd E., ed·.,· Prisoners in Americ~, ·Ep..glew·ood 
.' Clif.~s, N. J.: Premtic;e...;.Hall, Inc., 1973 •... 

~ '. . 
Palmer~ Teq, '~Martinson Revisited," Journal of Research 

in Crime and Delinquency, (July, 19,7 5)-,-pp .. 133.-152. 

Scr;rag, Clarence, ".Some Foundations for a Theory of . 
.Correction, '.' in In Prison: Studies in Institutional .. 
. Organiia tion andChange, Dona l,d Cressey, ed _., New 
York:' Hol"!:,. Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1961 pp. 309-357. 

Shelley," Ernest L. v .. , and Johnson, HalterF.,.Jr., 
"Evaluating an Organized Counseling Service for 
Youthful Offender-s," Journal of Counseling Psychology, 
(1961), pp. 351-354. . 

Sul.livan, C., Grant, M. Q., and Grant, J. D., "The 
Development of Interpersonal Naturity: . Applications 
to Delinquency," 'Psychiatry, (Nov., 1957), pp. 373-385. 

. . . . . . 
Harren, Marguerite Q.; Correctional Treatment in Community 

Setting~: A Report of Current Research, Rockville, 
Md.; National Institute of Hental Health, 1972. 

• 

o 

j 

I 
j 
1 

i 
1 




