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PREFACE' 

This study is not simply a product of the author. Many other 
individuals made major contributions to it and are, in a sense, co­
authors. Of particular importance is John Berecochea, Margo Robison, 
and David Petrocchi. Without their contributions this study would 
lack many of its important findings, and without their encouragement 
it might never have been completed. Also, the time given me by 
Departmental staff and work furloughees was invaluable. I hope that 
in some way this study will help repay their kind indulgence of my 
sometimes foolish ~estions. 

This study did not, unfortunately, cover the period of time when 
the Central City or the Don Lugo work furlough facilities were 'in 
operation. They came into existence after the study period." There­
fore, the study lacks information on what is probably the Department's 
most sucesssful facility (Central City) and the facility that received 
major publicity about its operation (Don Lugo). 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A Working Definition of Work Furlough 

Work furlough is typically a program for prisoners in j ails and 
prisons that involves: 

1. daily release from confinement for work 

2. daily return to confinement after work 

3. working for a private employer 

4. working at or near prevailing wage rates in the community 

5. no direct accrual of profit by the agency from the employer 

6. no direct correctional staff supervision while working-im­
mediate supervision ends at the prison or jail gate 

7. prisoners' wearing street clothes and using private transpor­
tation to get to work 

8. a contract between employers and '~he correctional agency for 
the employer to send the man's paycheck and report irregular 
behavior to the agency 

j 

9. t~e corre?tional agency's deducting room and bOal~d, supervi­
slon,faIDlly support 1 and fines from the paycheck 

10. the correctional agency's doling out an allowance to the man 
for his daily living expenses 

11. a man's receiving his accumulated savings when he is released 

12. remaining a prisoner, and not becoming a parolee or probation­
er on work furlough 

13 • being housed somewhat separately from the rest of the prison-· 
ers 

14. participation of a short duration--.~ .• e., tvJO or three months 
~ .. # ... • 

Work furlough has, at"'other times and places, bee; called: work 
release, education'furlough, d~ parole, day pass, semiliberate, tempo­
rary release, and work pass. It is not the program where men serve 
their 'jail sentences on weekends. 

-1-
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Historical Antecedents 

The British Empire. Work furlough is not 8. recent invention. It 
has antecedents in past attempts to solve such problem~ as prisoner 
idleness, prison financing, and the supply of labor. Contrary to the 
Department's claim that the transitional period from confinement to 
life in the free community has been "historically neglected in the cor­
rectional process," (Administrative Bulletin 69/31, 1969:2) the "ticket 
of leave" program made famous by Captain Maconochie (in Australia in 
the Nineteenth Century) clearly recognized the need for a transitional 
period. The prisoner was to remain under confinement after having 
served a part of his term with periodic releases to work in the com­
munity. The prisoners were to earn their release from prison. Accord­
ing to Barnes and Teeters (1945~54S), Maconochie stated: 

When a man keeps the key of his own prison, he is 
soon motivated to fit it to the lock. 

Maconochie could well have been writing a contemporary official docu­
ment on the value of work furlough in this statement. But he was more 
explicit in just what he meant by this goal for the "mark system" of 
prison discipline (or what is now called corrections): 

The Mark System proposes to place criminals in a 
state of utter poverty, destitution, and bondage, 
from which nothing but their own steady, unflinching 
exertion can eradicate them. They are to be at 
the bottom of the well, with a ladder provided by 
which tho:r may ascend if they will but without any 
bolstering or dragging up by other than their own 
efforts. If they ever halt they are made to descend, 
for their maintenance from day to day is to be 
charged to them. (Barnes and Teeters, 1945:548; 
emphasis in original) 

Following and parallel to the transportation of convicts to 
Australia was the establishment of the prisoner indenture system in 
Ireland and England in the late 18th and early 19th Centuries. Under 
this system prisoners were released to private employers who, in ex­
change for the value of prisoner labor, provided housing, board and 
supervision for the prisoners. In the mid-Nineteenth Century the "Irish 
system," established by Sir Walter Crofton, including a halfway-in, 
halfway-out stage where prisoners worked away from prison during the 
day and returned to prison at night (Fitzharris, 1971:101-103). 

The United States. As started in the United states in the 1790' s 
the prison workshops allowed for separate fiscal accounts to be kept 
for prisoners. The prisoners received one-half of the excess income 
over CJsts for the products they manufactured. This established the 
idea that prisoners should wI)rk for private employers and should pay 
for their imprisonment. In the 1820's juvenile prisoners began to be 
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"bound out" as apprentices or servants to be given "instruction ll in a 
"useful trade"o Soon after, the lease system was developed and used, 
contributing to the idea that prisoners could work for private employ­
ers located outside of a prison or jail. Under the lease system pri­
sone~s provided a relatively cheap, docile source of labor for employ­
ers (Fitzharris, 1971:104-106). 

Work furlough bears some striking similarities to some of the ear­
lier forms of prison labor, especially in terms of the justifications 
and expected benefits of such labor. Probably the closest parallel be­
tween various earlier forms of prison labor and work furlough is its 
parallel to the lease system (Fitzharris, 1971:288-289). Under both 
systems prisoners work outside of the jailor prison for a private em­
ployer retaining their status as prisoners. However, there are differ­
ences, with work furlough not involving the following practices associ­
ated with the lease system: chain gangs, wearing prison uniforms while 
working, guards on the job, and a direct contract between the employer 
and the corre.ctional agency where the employer pays the agency for pri­
soner labor (Gillin, 1945:404-4(5). In commenting on the relationship 
between the lease system and work furlough, one United Nations document 
mentioned that " •• • some penologists might contend that it [work fur­
lough] is actually a severely regulated form of lease" (United Nations, 
1955 :12). 

It was not until the early 1900's that the first program contain­
ing all of the essential elements of work furlough as known today was 
established in the United States. This was donE in Montpelier, Vermont 
in 1906 by Sheriff Frank H. Tracy. The program established at t·10ntpel­
ier consisted of letting prisoners out of jail during the day to work 
for a wage. From his earnings the prisoner was to contribute money to­
ward his family and to become physically and mentally regenerated. Cer­
tain features of the Montpelier program link it directly to current 
work furlough programs~ there were no guards supervising ~'lork, street 
clothes were worn by the work furloughees, the state tax and welfare 
burdens were relieved, furloughees received their earnings when they 
left j ail, and the sheriff helped in locating employment. The furlough­
ee was paid $1.75 a day with $1 going to the state and 75 cents being 
placed in savings for the prisoner (Fitzharris, 1971:106-110). 

Apparently without lmowledge of the program in Montpelier, a law 
was passed in Wisconsin in 1913 allowing for the placement of county 
jail prisoners on work furlough. This legislation, known as the Huber 
Law, was named after State Senator Henry A. Huber. He wanted to make 
jail prisoners work and contribute toward the support of their families. 
He was upset that prisoners spent their idle time in jail "smoking, 
chewing tobacco, and playing cards while respectable citizens toiled" 
and that their families were "reduced to want" due to the breadwinner f s 
imprisonment. The Huber Law was not an isolated piece of legislation. 
It was part of a prison reform package establishing prison industries 
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and trade schoolsQ The introduction and passage of this prison reform 
package might have been due to serious outbreaks and revolts that \Vere 
occurring in Wisconsin prisons at that time (Fitzharris, J.971:110-119). 

In 1918 a "furlough" indenture program \vas established in Massa­
chusetts for \Vomen prisoners by Mrs. Jessie D. Hodder, superintendent 
of women's prison. After Mrs. Hodder left h6~ position, the program 
lapsed into disuse (Fitzharris, 1971:119-120). 

f..lmost all of the essential features of recent work furlough pro­
grams were present in the Montpelier, Wisconsin, and Hassachuset~s 
programs in the early Tttl'entieth Century. Except for a short perlod 
during World War II when work furlough \Vas temporarilJT used to lessen 
the labor shortage problem, little real use was made of work furlough 
until the 1950's. It appears that an article in the widely ci.t'culated 
Saturday Evening Post magazine in 1956 precipitated the rapid establish­
ment of work furlough programs in the late 1950's (Yod~r, 1956). The 
rising prison populations and rising costs per prisoner in the late 
1950's may have helped create a situation where cost-cutting and pris·· 
oner population reduction programs would be welcome to economy-con~c~o~s 
officials (Johnson, 1966:12-13 i Fitzharris, 1971:128). Local poll tlclans 
saw the potential use of work furlough as a means of helping to alleviate 
the taxpayers' burden (Fitzharris, 1971:127). The seemingly less puni­
tive and more rehabilitative attitudes of the public may have also help­
ed generate an atmosphere of public receptivity tm-Jard work furlough 
(Rudoff, 1969:21). 

Countr jail programs in California. In California the first work 
furlough program was established in Santa Clara County. Sheriff Melvin 
L. Hawley and Sheriff Rehabilitation Officer George Williams started 
the program out of the county jail on February 1, 1957, by stretching 
interpretations of the county parole law. The program was ini.tiated to 
reduce overcrowding in the county jail's old buildings, to help cut the 
county's rising welfare costs, and to meet industry's apparent labor 
shortage (Fitzharris, 1971:131). In order to obtain a more solid le-
gal footing for their program, the Santa Clara officials had legisla­
tion concerning work furlough introduced by State Senator James A. 
Cobey, a Democrat from Merced. This legislation became law in 1957 and 
became known as the Cobey Work Furlough Law (Penal Code Section 1208). 
Some reasons mentioned for adopting the law were to relieve congestion 
in the jails and to relieve the taxpayer's burden of supporting pris­
oners' families. This was especially directed at non-support (Penal Code 
270) prisoners to get them to contribute money toward their families' 
support. Over the next few years, a few more counties in California 
initiated work furlough programs. This was helped along in 1963 when 
the California Citizens Council of the National Council on Crime and 
Delinqp.ency issued a pamphlet advocating the adoption of work furlough 
(California Citizens Council, National Council on Crime and Delin~TIency, 
1966) • 
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California Department of Corrections Program 

It was not until 1965 that the California Department of Correct­
ions offiCially became actively involved in work furlough. At that 
time the Department sponsored legislation designed to allow state pris­
oners to be placed on work furlough programs (Fitzharris, 1971:131-
137). Section 2910 of the Penal Code became law in 1965. It allowed 
the Department to transfer prisoners with fixed terms to city or coun­
ty jails to participate in work furlough progrruns. Section 6250 of 
the Penal Code, passed later, gave the DepRrtment the power to estab­
lish Community Correctional Centers; i.e~, halfway houses and prison 
buildings located outside of the main prison compound where work f'll'­
loughees could be housed. This permitted the Department of Corrections 
to run work f'll'lough programs themselves, and to not have to depend up­
on the avilability of county jail space for placing prisoners~on work 
furlough. The State/county work furlough prugram was begun with the 
signir~ of a contract between the State and San Joaquin County in April, 
1966. 

There were many considerations that lead to and influenced the 
Department's establishing work furlough programs. Work furlough was 
gaining favorable mention among correctional officials in many parts 
of the country. CDC officials were caught up in this wave of enthusi­
asm. Work furlough provided officials with a progrrun containing a 
variety of measures that might appeal to both liberal and conservative 
groups. Work furlough was touted as a rehabilitation program that 
would ease the abrupt transition from prison to non-prison living and 
reduce recidivism, things potentially appealing to liberals. For con­
servatives, work furlough offered the potential of cutting tax expen­
ditures on prisoners, putting prisoners to work, and providing closer 
supervision of the activities outside of prison than provided by pa­
role. 

One other.factor which influenced the establishment and early prac­
tices of the Department's Work Furlough Program was its potential for 
use as a SOurce for farm laborers. As one study on work furlough not­
ed: 

Historically, prison inmates have typically been used 
as a source of cheap labor for persons with political 
or other kinds of influence within the correctional 
apparatus. Work release [work furlough] is notably sus­
ceptible to perversion from the purpose of rehabilita-­
tion... (National Institute of Mental Health, Graduated 
Release, 1971:13). 

The legislation that allowed the Department to establish work fur­
lough programs was carefully scrutinized by AFL-CIO lawyers to insure 
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that the intent of the law was rehabilitative and that it did not re­
present a threat to the .AFL-CIO' s interests. 

After the official initiation of work furlough in April, 1966 an 
attempt was made to use the program as a source of far~ labor to har­
vest Kadota figs in Merced County to help 1iprevent a dlsastrous cr~p 
loss. II In October, 1967, the Department had a Pro:t of Deuel VocatJ .. on­
a1 Institute (Tracy) declared a Community Correctlona1 Cent~r and be­
gan taking prisoners on buses to Merced County to harvest flgs under 
the security supervision of correctional officers. The .AFL-CIO sought 
an injunction (Pitts vs Reagan) aga~~t t~is '.'m~suse" of the program 
claiming that it violated the rehabl1ltatlve lll~ent of the wo~k f~-
10ugh law, and that it violated provisions in the State Con~t::-tutlon 
making it illegal for the State to engage in c~n~ract~ proVldlng the 
labor of prisoners to private employers. The lllJunctlon was granted 
and upheld at the appellate level. 

The Court of Appeals, in reaffirming the trial co~rt? 
said that Article X, Section 1 of the State Constltu­
tion prohibits the State from hiring or letting out 
the labor of convicts to private employers Ul~der con­
tract whether or not there is profit to the state; 
whether or not the convict consents, receives "going" 
wages, and/or .. the convict received all the wages. 
Finally, the rehabilitative requirements for furlough 
programs was upheld (Fitzharris, 1971:312). 

Though the Kadota fig harvesting incident was important.for setting 
limits on some of the potential uses of work furlough, It does not 
seem to have been an important part of the expressed concerns of De-
partmental officials at that time. 

The Kadota fig harvesting use of work furlough for farm laborers 
was not an isolated incident. In 1965 the Department "~e1eased" so~e 
prisoners to help in an emergency harvest of asparagus l~ ~an ~O~q~JLD 
County. Though this "release" occurred prior to the offlcla1 lnltla­
tion of work furlough, Walter Dunbar, Director of the Depro:tment of 
Corrections at that time referred to this "release" as haVlllg been a 
work furlough placement (Dunbar, 1966:349-350). 

Since the Kadota Fig harvesting program, it appears that the De­
partment has not again used work ~ur10ugh as a large scale source for 
farm laborers. The early use of the work furlough program as a source 
for fa..rm laborers appears to have been an aberration from the more re­
habi1itative1y oriented program envisioned by Departmental staff. 

Subsequent to the official initiation of the work furlough pro­
gram in April, 1966, the number of facilities for men grew to 13 by 
late 1970. These 13 facilities received 5,446 men between April, 1966 
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and June 30, 1973. This represents 10% of the 57,086 men who were 
either in prison as of July 1, 1966, or were newly committed to pris­
on between July 1, 1966 and June 30, 1973; and about 10% of the 56,816 
men released to parole or discharged at the expiration of their term 
between July 1, 1966, and June 30, 1973. Each of these two groups 
roughly represents the group "at risk"; ·that is, those men who could 
have entered work furlough. ~'lork furlough is not a program that di­
rectly affects most prisoners since only a limited number of prisoners 
are placed on it. 

Of the eleven work furlough facilities oFerated during the peri­
od covered by this study (fiscal year 1969-70) five were exclusively 
Fun by the State and six were jointly run by the State and the con­
tracting counties. The State-county programs (Humboldt, ,San Francis­
co, San Mateo, San Joaqpin, sta.n:i .. s1aus, and Riverside) housed. the work 
fur10ughees in county jails, with the State providing supervision from 
its Parole Division and the county sheriff providing custody supervi­
sion. In San Mateo and San Francisco separate county jail facilities 
were maintained that were strictly for county and state work fur10ugh­
ees. The contracts allowed a county to accept or reject any State 
prisoner at its discretion, and the State reimbursed counties for any 
portion of room .. and board e~enses not paid for by work fur10ughees. 
This State-County program was distinct from county work furlough pro­
grams run for regular county jail prisoners, though the two programs 
were often run together. There are some counties which maintained 
work furlough programs exclusive for their county jail inmates where­
as the six counties mentioned above had maintained programs for both 
State prisoners and county jail inmates. On occasion the State-Coun­
ty programs allowed counties to fill unused jail space and thus sta­
bilize county jail populations. In this manner the program helped 
defray some of the expenses of maintaining the county sheriffs' staff. 

The State also maintained five programs exclusively under the 
control of the Department of Corrections. Four of these programs were 
located on the gounds of prisons (California Institution for Men at 
Chino, California Training Facility at Soledad, San Quentin, and Deuel 
Vocational Institution at Tracy) and were jointly run by parole and 
prison staff. In addition, one program was operated almost exc1usive­
ly'by parole staff in a halfway house (Crittenden Center in Oakland). 
Unlike the State-County programs, those operated exclusively by the 
Department of Corrections involved no direct local control. When pro­
grams failed to pay for themselves through work furloughee monetary 
contributions, State budget allocations made up the deficits. 

Work Furlough and Rehabilitation 

Most knowledgable correctional workers, prisoners and others in­
terested in work furlough see it as a progressive correctional pro­
gram. Those who see it as a way of providing help to the offender for 
the purpose of his or her rehabilitation may have found the preceding 
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historical analysis, with its emphasis on the use of prisoners as a 
source of labor for the benefit of others, as one-sided, misleading 
and irrelevant ~ The source of this desire 'to disassociate contempo­
rary work-furlough programs from the earlier programs involving the 
employment of prisoners is probably that we are now more able to see 
earlier justifications for convict labor for what they were and do not 
wish to associate current programs with such base motives. This dis­
may is doubtlessly wElll founded. Corrections has progressed and no 
longer employs prisoners for the same reasons. But, as in the past, 
actual practice m~ not correspond with the ideal goals. 

The early work-furlough programs themselves did seek to rehabil­
itate the offender. The programs sought to help prisoners retain tbeir 
prior employment, remain the breadwinners for the families, and save 
money to be used upon their release. But, in retrospect, it can be 
seen that the emphasis was on economic goals which were for the bene­
fit of the state and employers, as for example, reducing the number 
of f ami.lies seeld.ng relief, reducing pl"'ison cost s, providing relati ve­
ly inexpensive, docile, and sober laborers to employers, and increas­
ing productivity. 

By the 1960's, upon the rebirth of work furlough as a correction­
al program, the problems of the offender had been put in a somewhat 
different context. A major theme of this more recent context was that 
release from prison to parole constituted an abrupt change from the 
highly structured life of the prisoner to the relatively unstructured 
lifa of the parolee. The parolee had to quickly become much more self­
sufficient; he or she had to make many more decisions, interact with 
a much more complex social world, deal with the status of being a crim­
inal among people other than guards who were not, and find a job to 
feed, house and clothe him or herself ~ It was thought that finding 
a job and re-learning how to keep it waS one of the principal prob­
lems facing the parolee. Work furlough was to be the program to ease 
th:i.s transition. other programs such as extended family visits on 
the prison grounds and temporary community release just prior to re­
lease were also justified on the basis that they would ease this dif­
ficult transitional period. Clearly, the ideal goal was to rehabili­
tate the offender by helping him or her through the difficult period 
of adjustment from life in the prison to life on parole. Correction­
al staff have expressed emphatically that the rehabilitation of pris­
oners is the primary goal of work furlough. Any views to the con­
trary have not gained a sympathetic ear. Rehabilitative intentions 
pervade pronouncements about the program, usually reflecting the sin­
cer,e attempts of staff, particularly line staff, to make the program 
work. 

In light of the history of correctional programs, it would seem 
foolish to expect that the ideal would be achieved and delusional to 
examine only the w~s in which the program helped the offender. As 
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was discovered and will be seen, the work furlough pro[;ram served many 
flUlctions, not all of which could ~e encompassed 'under the goal of 
helping the prisoner to become a rehabilitated parolee. 
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CHAP1'W. II 

METHODOlOGY 

This study began with an interest in what was happening in the 
San Quentin work furlough program; this was to be a small, limited 
study of short duration. Departmental administrators in Sacramento 
became aware of the proposed San Quentin study and expressed an in­
terest in a major evaluation of the total Departmental program, and 
this task was assigned in 1969 by the Chief of Research to the Bay 
Area Research Unit. 

From a relatively simple study there grew this major effort to 
grasp just what the Department's vJOrk furlough program is. Some or 
the early decisions as to what information was available and what in.­
formation should be COllected were later discovered to be incorrect. 
Unfortunately, some of these errors could not be undone; and others 
would have been too costly in time and money to correct. 

In the follOwing discussion the limitations of the study vdll ue 
made explicit. Ideally, an experimental group with random assignment 
to the program and to a control group should have been used. Howeve:r9 
as with so many correctional prog.cam evaluations, a controlled experi­
mental design was not possible; and the program had to be evaluated 
within the limitations imposed by operational realities. 

Study A\eas and Groups 

Ivork; furlo).1ghees - time period studied. By the year 1969 the 
work furlough program had taken on its major characteristics, and its 
operation was more or less routine. Since the study was begun in 1969 
3l1d the focus of the s'(judy was upon what happened to people who 'mre 
exposed to the program, a decision was made to study all those men who 
entered the program during fiscal year 1969-70 (N=960). The bulk of 
the data presented in this study was collected on this popUlation. 

Because the number of women p~isoners in the program is relative­
ly small and the operation of the women's program is considerably dif­
ferent, a decision was made to limit t.he study to men. 

Eligibility and the selection process. Only those prisoners i'lith 
a parole date are eligible for the program, but not all prisoners with 
a parole date become involved in the program; some do not wish to Pa:i:'­
ticipate and some are excluded. In order to determine i'lhat kinds of 
people are selected for the program, a sample of prisoners who became 
eligible by receiyjng a parole date was identified and analyzed with 
respect to their selection for the program. 

Program goals. Some of the goals of the program refer to the at-
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titudes of the furloughees and staff. Information of this type can 
only' be obtained from interviews with them. For this reason a sample 
of the men who entered the program in fiscal year 1969-70 ~'lere select­
ed for interviewing. This was done by selecti!1..g every tenth man on 
the m(mthly listing of men who entered the program. The work furlough staff 
was not "randomly" selected. Those staff who viere available when the 
furloughees were interv~ewed were also interviewed. The staff included 
five parole agents with work furloughee caseloads, sLx parole staff 
with other program responsibilities, six correctional officers (guards) 
whJ had various degrees of involvement with the program, and one associate 
superintendent. The staff worked in prisons, in field parole offices, 
and in Headquarters offices in Sacramento. All told, the interviewed 
staff compri.sed a cross-section of staff positions, Departmental di.­
visions, and geographical locations. Thus, while the staff sample 
was not randomly selected r it seems that -cheir attitudes were roughly 
representative of all work furlough staff" 

Comparison groups on parole outcome. The Department has claimed 
that the work furlough program has a positive impact on the criminal 
involvement of the furloughees upon their release to parole. Because 
the program contained no provisions for the creation of a comparison 
group which was like the work furloughee group in all regards except 
for their exposure to the program, a decision was made to try to iso­
late one or more groups which were similar to the furloughees. 

The search began with the population of all men released to pa­
role in California wxring fiscal year 1969-70. From this group were 
excluded all men who had been exposed to the Department's work fur­
lough program (during their present confinement) and those released 
from the Department's short-term prison programs for parole violators. 
The latter group was excluded because they are not eligible for the 
program. In addition, men released to parole outside of California 
were excluded due to their facing a different set of parole conditions. 
It would be desirable to further exclude those prisoners released to 
parole who had no interes'b in participating in work furlough so that 
the comparison group would consist of prisoners released to parole 
who would have participated in work furlough but were unable to. Un­
fortunately, this interest or lack of interest could not be determined 
within the study design constraints. 

Work furlough is but one program in which prisoners about to be 
paroled may participate. Two others are temporary community releases 
and parole advancements. In the temporary community release program, 
the prisoner who is scheduled to be released within 90 days is allow­
ed to leave the prison for up to 72 hours. Several such releases may 
be . granted. Prisoners granted a temporary release typically visit 
their families, try to arrange for a job and place to live, and attempt 
to contact their future parole agent (Holt, 1969). Some prisoners, in­
cluding those granted a temporary community release, are given parole 
advancements. Prisoners who have a parole date and a firm job offer 
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which cannot be held open until the prisoner is sch~duled to be re­
leased may have their parole dates adv~ced, but th1S rarely exceeds 
60 days. Relevant recent information 1S just now becoming available 
on this program. 

Work furlough, temporary community releases, and paro~e advance­
ments may be seen as alternative prison-based pro~rams des1gned to 
ease the transition from prison to parole; fo~ th1S rea~on, .the se­
lected group of 4961 men released to Califorllla ~arole In f1scal year 
1969-70 were classified as to their involvement In the temporary com­
munity release and parole advancement programs. Four gr~ups were thus 
t"'t'oduued: (1) those irr110 had received a temporary commUlllty release 
.:nly, (2) those who receivGJ. a parole advancement only, (3) those who 

'received both, and (4) thoc.l3 who received neither. Unfortunately, 
the characteristics of these groups differed from the work furloughee 
group. This means that any differences in parole outcomes or the lack 
thereof between these groups could be due to the program, the.charac­
teristics of ·the parolees, or some combination of program var1ables 
and parolee characteristicsm Despite th~se limitations~ the groups 
were compared on criminal involvement wh1le on parole. 

Virtually every goal and aspect of the program is centered on the 
idea of halping the parolee survive the first few months on parole; 
and obviously, the program terminates with the placement of t~e f~­
loughee on parole. If the program has any impact on parole Vlola~lons, 
it seems most likely that the effect would be most pronounced durlng 
the early months. The Research Divisionis routine follow-up s;ystem 
provides information for the first six months. on parole! the flrst year 
and the fir.st, two years.· For these reasons,~ 1t was dec1ded. to ~se pa­
role violations during the first six months as one major crlter10n for 
evaluating the program. 

Selection docUments. Ideally, to examine the selection prc~ ;3S1 ~ 
we should have had available documents describing all prisone~s. w~;,o . 
were screened, examined and/o:. evaluated for wo~k furlo~h el1g1b1llty. 
No such documentation was avai~able. However, 1t was.dl~cove~ed that 
for administrative purposes various prisons were subffilttlng IlStS of 
prisoners who were screened for work furlough ~ligibility to the work 
furlough administrator in Sacramento. These IlStS ~ere apparer:tly .. ' 
drawn from all prisoners receiving parole dates durlng th~ var10US tlffie 
periods listed below at each institution. They were subm1tted by the 
California Medical Facility at Vacaville for the period from May through 
October 1969- Sierra Conservation Center at Jamestown for September, 
1.969 through 'December , 1969; San Quentin for June, 1969 through Jan­
u~y: 1970; California Training Facility at SOledad for No,:el~ber, 1969, 
through April, 1970; and California Men's Colony (West Facllity) at 
San Luis Obispo for September, 1963, thr'ough January, 1970. 

Only those lists containing prisoners screened J<'11Yf 1969, through 
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April, 1970, were used. This was done in order to make the time peri­
od correspond as closely as possible to the period of operation being 
examined in this study--fiscal year 1969-70. There were 1613 prison­
ers on the lists used; 305 were not included because the data source 
(CDC Research Division's parole follow-up deck) available for this 
study did not contain information on these cases. There appears to be 
no important bias introduced througn the exclusion of these 305 pris­
oners. These were people released to custody of some other jurisdic­
tion and those who lost their parole dates. The lists were created 
for a .purpose other than research, so some of the prisoners who were 
screened were not included in this analysis either because they were 
not ll1cluded in the lists submitted or the necessary information was 
not available for them. Nevertheless, this analysis of 1303 prison­
ers does provide some information on what kinds of prisoners get ap­
proved for and placed on wurk furlough. 

Interviews. As indicated earlier, some of the data deemed es­
sential for this study coule. not be obtained except by interviewing 
the ~furloughees and staff. As "uth all human endeavors, this one 
was imperfectly executed. 

The Sampling procedure described earlier produced a sample of 96 
furloughees who were to be interviewed. This sample was compared to 
the population of 960 work furloughees who entered work furlough in 
FY 1969-70 from which it was draWl1 on the characteristics mentioned 
earlier--commitment offense, prior criminal commitments, age, racial/ 
ethnic group, base expectancy score, drug-use history, work history, 
and alcohol involvement. Since very few statistically significant 
differences were found between the sample and the population, it was 
concluded that the. sample was representative of the population. While 
it was possible to interview only 61% of the sample, a comparison of 
the interviewed and. non-interviewed furloughees on the variables just 
listed led to the conclusion that the interviewed furloughees w\re re­
presentative of the total sample of 96 work furloughees (Tables (2-69). 

There were other limitations with the interviews. First, the 
questionnaire consisted of open-ended questions-a natural vehicle for 
interviewer biases. Though "forced choice" responses could have been 
included with the questions, it was felt that more researcher biases 
would enter through these pre-determined choices than would enter 
through open-ended questions. Either way, biases enter; and it was 
felt that open-ended questions would more accurately reflect the in­
terviewees' att··;,tudes than would pre·--determined responses. Associated 
with the int~;~rviewer are the inevitable biases which enter during the 
process of coding the responses. Second, the interviewer was ,an em­
ployee of the Department of Corrections. The furloughees were told by 
the interviewer that he was a Departmental employee but that the in­
formation gained in the interview would not be given on an individual 
basis to people having discretionary power over them. It is likely 
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that the work furloughees were somewhat skeptical of this claim. They 
may have tailored their answers to fit Departmental or interviewer bi­
ases. And third, only one int.erviewer was used, thereby contaminating 
all of the interviews with one person's biases. If more than one in­
terviewer had been used, the differences in responses found might have 
been due to interviewer variation. By using one interviewer, consis­
tency was maintained though it was a biased consistency. A great deal 
of caution is necessary when looking at the interviewees' responses. 
They should be seen as providing a very tenuous basis for drawing im­
portant conclusions about the furloughees' attitudes. 

Program departure document~. The type of departure from the work 
furlough program was taken from the official departure form (see appen­
dix). The categories used in this form are somewhat ambiguous. The 
ambiguity is in the categories of those returned to prison. The cate­
gories termed county request, state request, inmate request, and dis­
ciplinary or inability to adjust are not defined; and it is not dif­
ficult to imagine how the same reason could be classified in any one 
of these categories. Because of these problems, the bulk of the anal­
yses of the type of departure was based upon a dichotomy of release 
to parole or discharge (IVsuccessfulVl ) and release by return to prison 
or escape ("unsuccessful"). 

The information on the flITloughees' escapes, criminal convictions 
and returns to and subsequent releases from prison are well maintained. 
This information was collected from index cards maintained by the De­
partment in Sacramento. The principal use of this information was for 
the computation of time served in prison and escape status. 

Earnings and jobs. In the early stages of the study design and 
data collection, it was expected that the official Departure Report 
from the Work Furlough Program form would provide information on the 
amount of money the furloughees earned, how much the State rece:..v-.d 
from their earnings, the amount they spent for living expenses, a ' 
how much money and possessions they had on han{, at the time of the:....r 
departure from the program. Unfortunately, upon close examination, it 
was discovered that the reporting of financir11 data on the forms was 
incomplete and inconsistent. By the time this was dis·covered, it was 
too late to collect the information by mly other means. Therefore, the 
financial data on a subsample of 74., forms selected' for their semblance 
of completeness and consistency was nsed. The 74 forms were taken from 
the random sample of 96 work furloughees selected for interviews. The 
possible unrepresentativeness of the sample, coupled with serious er­
rors contined even in the forms with a semblance of completeness and 
consistency, undoubtedly produced inaccurate financial data. Thl'!8e 

'inaccuracies mean that it is not really known how much money the fur­
loughees earned, how much the State received from furloughee earnings, 
how much was used for living expenses, and how much money and posses~ 
sions were available to the furloughees upon their release. However, 
the inaccurate data was thought to be a slightly better basis for the 
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discussion of the work furlough financial situation than no data at 
all. 

Statistical Analysis 

The chi-square test of independence was used for virtually all of 
the statistical analyses. All of the chi-square tests were limited to 
two variables at a time, and each of the variables ~vere reduced to di­
chotomies. Among other things, this means that the tests were often 
less powerful than they could have been, even with the low level of 
measurement of most of the variables; the rule of independence of tests 
was often violated, and some of the associations (differences) deemed 
to be statistically significant (meaningful) were probably spurious and 
therefore must be viewed with caution. 

In effect, the chi-sg.uare test was used to "rule out II 'thosE:) rela­
tively large differenceq \associations) which were based on a small 
number of cases. Even this utilization was somewhat vitiated 
by the fact that very small differences (associations) are statisti­
cally significant using the chi-square test when the number of cases 
is very large. 

For these reasons, the chi-square test was not used slavishly; 
that is, not every significant chi-square value was interpreted to mean 
that a real or meaningful relationship existed. Rather, significant 
chi-square values were used to detect patterns of relationships. 
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CHAPTER III 

SELECTION FOR WORK FURIDUGH 

Participation in the work furlough program is limited to those 
prisoners who have been granted a parole or discharge from prison but 
have not yet been rel~ased. 

In most cases a prisoner is given a parole hearing by the Adult 
Authority shortly after his admission to prison. This hearing dete:mines 
whether the prisoner will be gr&~ted or denied a parole date; a dec1-
sion based on such factors as the prisoner's commitment offense, his 
prior criminal involvement, and the time he has served in prison to 
date as well as his adjustment to prison. 

If he is denied parole, he is rescheduled for another hearing with­
in a year, a process which may be repeated many times. 

If parole is granted, a date for his release from prison to parole 
is set, thereby making him legally eligible for work furlough. 

Other prisoners eligible for work furlough are those who are ~vith­
in a few months of the end of their maximum term and those who are 
granted an early discharge from prison by the Adult. Authority. Hm1ever, 
most prisoners are released to parole rather than discharged. 

Some prisoners with parole or discharge dates are not eligible for 
work furlough because they received an immediate release Late or be­
cause their release date is so close to the date of theil hearing that 
they would not have sufficient time to be placed on the program. Some 
prisoners are released to the custody of some other jurisdiction, there­
by making them ineligible. Other priso~ers wi~h release dates ~or~. 
than a month or so from the date of therr hearlng are declared l1ll '.1-
gible for other reasons; such as, having a RUAPP-type date, having .10 

work furlough facility in their parole release district, an unaccept­
able criminal history, a detainer--or hold, finishing a program in 
prison, having local resources, not interested, etc. 

The only uniformly applied criterion of eligibility is that the 
prisoner have a parole or discharge date. Other criteria exist, but 
interviews with work furloughees and staff revealed that they were am­
biguous in content and application during the period under study. A 
decision was therefore made to base the analysis of selection for work 
furlough on some of the characteristics of prisoners readily available 
from Departmental statistical records. These characteristics are: 
commitment offenGe, prior criminal commitments, age, racial-ethnic group, 
base expectancy score, and illegal drug use history. The use of pris­
oner characteristics for the selection analysis has the advantage of 
making the analysis for each stage of the screening process comparable. 
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It has the additional advantage of making the results of this analysis 
comparable to the results of the analysis of other parts of the program 
which were also based on these prisoner characteristics. 

Two groups were studied: an available sample of 1,308 men who were 
considered for work furlough eligibility and placement in fiscal year 
1969-70 and the population of 960 men who entered work furlough in fis­
cal year 1969-70. These study groups are defined and discussed more 
fully in the "Methodology" section of this report. The limitations of 
the sample of 1,308 men are discussed in that section. 

The following analysis will examine 1) the initial screening of 
prisoners for eligibility by the prison classification committee, 2) 
the actual placement of prisoners on the program, and 3) differences 
between types of facilities with regard to the prisoners they select 
for placement. 

Eligibility Screening at Prison 

Twenty-five percent of those in the study pool of 1,308 men were 
declared eligible for work furlough by the prison classification com­
mittees. A large number of prisoners are declared ineligible. Ap­
parently, as constituted, the work furlough program cannot be used by 
three-fourths of the prisoners receiving a release date--a serious lim­
itation of the applicability of this program to large numbers of pris­
oners possessing parole dates. This large ineligible group is partial­
ly created by informal Departmental exclusionary criteria and by some 
types of parole date setting by the Adult Authority; that is, when a 
parole date as set follows shortly after the date of the hearing. 

The twenty-five percent declared eligible differed on some of 
their characteristics from those declared ineligible. 

Commitment offense. Prisoners committed for a property offense 
other than robbery (that is, burglary, theft and forgery and checks) 
were more likely to be declared eligible than ineligible, and those 
committed for a sex offense were less likely to be declared eligible. 
The other commitment offenses were not related to eligibility deter­
mination (Table 1). 

Prior criminal commitments. This variable was not related to 
eligibility determination (Table 2). 

~. Younger prisoners (under 35 year8 of age) were more likely 
to be declared eligible, and older prisoners ineligible (Table 3) 

RaCial-ethnic group. Blacks were more likely to be declared elig­
ible, and Chicanos were more likely to be declared ineligible. Whites 
were neither under nor overselected (Table 4). 

Base expectancy score. The base expectancy score is an actuarial 

-17-



device designed to predict "success" on parole; the higher the score, 
the higher the likelihood of "success." The base expectancy scores 
were not related -1:0 determining eligibility for the program (Table 5). 

Illegal drug use history. Prisoners with a history of opiate 
(typically heroin) use were slightly less likely to be declared eligible; 
prisoners without a history of illeg.a1 drug use were more likely to be 
declared eligible. Prisoners who have used marijuana or illegally used 
other drugs but who had not used opiates, "Jere neither more nor less 
likely to lbe declared eligible (Table 5) e 

Summary of relationships. The prison classification committees 
tended to declare the following kinds of prisoners eligible or ineligible 
for work furlough: 

Eligible 

Property offenders 
(other than robbery) 

Under 35 years of. age 

Blacks 

Not illegal drug users 

Ineligible 

Sex offenders 

Over 35 years of age 

Chicanos 

Opiate (heroin) users 

These relationGhips seem to make sense when viewed from a tradi­
tional classification point of view. The exclusion of what are per-
cei ved by prison staff to be more troublesome prisoners from an "under­
controlled" program in order to lower problems within the program seems 
to have been attempted. Therefore, sex offenders who may have a poten­
tial for committing an offense that might bring negative publicity and 
public pressure upon the program tended to be declared ineligibl 3 

Also, prisoners with a history of heroin use tended to be declareo in­
eligible, being potentially likely program failures. The exclusion of 
heroin users probably accounts for the tendency to exclude Chicanos 
since Chicano prisoners tend to be more likely to have histories of 
heroin use than other racial-ethnic groups. The meaning behind the 
tendency to exclude older prisoners is unclear. The tendency to declare 
property offenders and prisoners with no history of drug use eligible 
makes sense in that they may be seen as presenting less of a threat to 
the community than other prisoners. The sources of staff perceptions 
l~ading to these exclusions is not known or at best could only be 
speculated upon. Also, there may be other e:krplanations of the 
relationships. 

Referrals to Work Furlough Facilities 

The second level of decision-making involves the referring of 
eligible prisoners to a work furlough facility •. Some eligible prisoners 
are referred, and some are not. 
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It is at this point in the selection process that the prisoners 
who do not want to go on work furlough can make their wishes effectiv6. 
But unfortunately, records of these decisions are not kept by the 
Department. Prisoners may not wish to place themselves in the precarious 
situation of a work furloughee, fearing that they might get caught in a 
rule violation and lose their parole date. Probably more important is 
the "siphoning off" of candidates into parole advanc em ent s : That is, 
the prisoners decide to seek an a.dvancement of their parole date 
(usually by 60 days) rather than ~:o go on work furlough. Unfortunately, 
this makes it impossible to analypc the characteristics of those 
prisoners deciding to participate versus those deciding to reject the 
program. 

Facility Screening of Eligibles 

Not all the prisoners declared eligible and referred to a program 
are actually placed on work furlough. By and large, this screening is 
done by the staff of the work furlough facilities based on their judg­
ments of suitability, the desires of employers, bed space availability, 
policies, and so forth. Also, as indicated in the prior section, some 
prisoners who are declared eligible decide that they do not want to 
participate. 

Since there was a lack of information on which eligible prisoners 
were or were not referred, a decision was made to look at these prisoneNi 
in the study pool of 1,300 who were declared eligible (N=32l) and see 
which did or did not enter work furlough. Forty-five percent (N=145) ~f 
the eligible prisoners actually entered the program, and 55% (N=176) 
did not enter. The differences in characteristics between these two 
groups were looked at. Whether or not the differences found were 
:":'pecifically due to referral decisions, facility decisions, prisoner 
personal decisions, or some combination thereof is Unknown. 

Commitment Offense. Only one commitment offense (theft) was founn 
to be statistically significantly related to placement on work furlough, 
and it would appear that this variable is of no appreciable conseCluence 
in the placement process (Table 1). 

Prior criminal commitments. Prisoners with a prior commitment to 
a jailor juvenile institution (but not to prison) are less likely to 
be placed on the program, especially if they had more thah two such 
commitments. Those who have had a previous commitment to prison (dis­
regarding any jailor juvenile commitments) and those who have never 
before been committed to any correctional institution were neither more 
nor less likely to be placed (Table 2). 
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~. Though the pattern is not re~lar, it would appear that 
younger prisoners (under 25 years of age) were less likely to be placed 
on work furlough than older prisoners (over 35 years of age). This 
represents a reversing of the findings on eligibility determinations 
where younger prisoners were more likely to be declared eligible and 
older prisoners ineligible (Table 3). 

Racial-ethnic group. 1~ites tended to be placed on work flrrlough; 
Chicanos tended not to be; and Blacks were neither more nor less like­
ly to be placed (Table 4). 

=;;;..;;.~=-;:.-;;.,;:;;=~s;.;;c;.;;o_r...;;;.e. Prisoners with higher base expectancy 
were more likely to be placed on work furlough 

lower scores who were more likely to not be 

Illegal drug use history. This variable was not related to place­
ment on the program despite its relationship at the level of eligibility 
determination where prisoners with a history of heroin use tended to 
be declared ineligible (Table 6). 

Swnmary of relationships. Four of the six prisoner characteris­
tics examined were related to placement on work furlough. The work 
furlough facilities were more likely to place or not place prisoners 
with the following characteristics: 

Placed 

35 year s of age and over 

White 

Higher base expectancy 
score 

Not Placed 

Prior jailor juvenile 
commitments (especially 
three or more) 

Under 35 years of age 

Chicano 

Lower base expectancy 
score 

The meaning of these relationship seems less clear than the mean­
ing of the eligibility determination relationships. The tendency to 
not place prisoners with lower base expectancy scores and to place on 
work furlough those with higher scores makes sense from a traditional 
classification point of view-i.e., donrt take prisoners with a lot of 
negative factors in their background. However, the traditional classi­
fication point of view fails to explain the tendency to reject younger 
prisoners unless older prisoners are seen as being more tractable. 
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Selection for Placement by Facility Type 

The work furlough facilities may be divided into two types­
those operated by the State (Department of Corrections) and those op­
erated by the local county jails. This is an important division in 
that those who determine which State prisoners will or will not be 
placed in their facilities are State correctional employees in one case 
and county jail employees in another, each with different sets of ob­
ligations and interests. It seems reasonable that the kinds of pris­
oners selected for placement in these two types of facilities might be 
different. 

As was indicated and more thoroughl;y discussed in the "methodology" 
section of this report, the records which were used for .this study did 
not allow a determinatlon of which men were rejected by which facilities 
as the type of facility was known only for those placed on a program. 
Because it seemed important to determine if the two types of programs 
selected different kinds of prisoners, the following analysis might 
provide suggestive findings. 

Those prisoners fro:n the group of 1308 men who were declared el­
igible but not placed on work furlough (N=176) were compared to the 
960 prisoners placed in a State-operated facility (N=812) or a county 
jail facility (N=148) during fiscal year 1969-70. These comparisons 
were somewhat statistically deficient in that the comparisons were made 
across groups defined in different ways. The first was a non-random 
sample based on incomplete sets of lists of men screened for eligibil­
ity while the second group was a population of all men who entered the 
program. The other deficiency is that it is not known (and cannot be 
rigorously determined) if the two types of facilities drew from a pool 
of candidates who were alike on the characteristics examined. tfuat 
follows assumes, i,l tffect, thRt these inadequacies were not sufficient 
to invalidate the ~Jnclusions. 

Because this analysis is closely related to the prior comparison 
of those who were placed or not placed on the program, the discussion 
will incorporate the findings of the earlier analysis. 

Commitment offense. Although commitment offense was not appreci­
ably related to the overall decision to place a prisoner on work fur­
lough, it was related to placement by the two types of facilities. 
The State facilities tended to underselect those committed for theft 
(other than robbery, burgla~ry, and forgery and checks). The underse­
lection of theft offenders was relatively slight 'Vlhile the overselec­
tion of homicide offenders was relatively strong. Inasmuch as Domi­
cide offenders are a relatively small proportion of the work furlough 
(and prison) population, it seems reasonable to conclude that the ef­
fects of selection on the basis of commitment offense was relatively 
slight for the State-operated work furlough facilities. The county 
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jail facilities v18re rather selective in terms of commitment 'offense; 
they underselected those committed for narcotics offenses and overse­
lected those commit.ted for forgery and checks (Tables 1 and 7). 

Prior crL~inal commitments. The earlier noted tendency for those 
prisoners with three or more prior commitments to a jailor juvenile 
institution to not be placed on work furlough is attributable to se­
lection by both the state and county jail facilities, but the tendency 
is much stronger for the county jail facilities. The earlier place­
ment analysis showed that those with any prior commitments to prison 
were sligh~ly more likely to be placed on work furlough, but the dif­
ference was not statistically significant. This analysis (based on a 
partially different and larger set of data) shows that both types of 
facilities tend to overse1ect those with prior prison commitments, 
and this tendency is rather slight among the state facilities and re­
latively strong among the county jail facilities (Tables 2 and 8). 

Ageo The earlier noted tendency for older prisoners to be placed 
on work furlough and younger prisoners to be rejected is confirmed; a­
gain, the tendency seems slightly stronger for the county jail facili­
ties. This pattern is, again, stronger for the relatively very young-­
those under the age of 24--and those relatively older prisoners between 
the ages of 40 and 49, but the oldest prisoners (age 50 and over) are 
neither under or overse1ected by either type of faci1ityo Overall, 
the split seems to be at about 35 years of age, with the tendency to 
reject or accept generally growing stronger in the two directions 
(Tables 3 and 9). 

Racial-ethnic groupo The overs election of Whites and the under­
selection of Blacks and Chicanos for work furlough appears to be due 
to the placement pattern'of the county jails. The county jail work 
furlough population tends to be disproportionately White while the State 
facilities tend to take the Blacks and the Chicanos who enter Wo~y 
furlough (Tables 4 and 10). ' 

Base expectancy score. The earlier noted tendency for those with 
higher base expectancy scores to be placed and those with lower scores 
to not be placed is confirmed, and this tendency is evidently mostly 
due to the selection practiced by the county jail facilities (Tables 
5 and 11). 

Illegal drug use history. The analysis of those placed on the 
program versus those not placed showed a very slight tendency toward 
the underselection of those with a history of opiate (heroin) use and 
a correspondingly slight overse1ection of those without a history of 
illegal drug use. This analysis clarifies the relationship. The 
State prison facilities evidently do not use this variable, but the 
county jail facilities strongly underse1ect those 1i'uth a history of 
opiate (heroin) or marijuana use and strongly overse1ect those with no 
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history of illegal drug use (Tables 6 and 23). 

Summ~ ~d inter retation of the selection of eli ib1e risoners. 
T~e re1atlonshlp between the three elements-- 1 prisoner characteris­
tlCS, (2) acceptance or rejection for work furlough placement and 
(3) type of faci1ity--is summarized below: ' 

Prisoner 
characteristics 

Homicide 

Theft 

Forgery and checks 

Drug offenses 

Prior jailor juve 
nile commitments 
(especially three 
or more) 

Prior prison 
commitments 

Younger 

Older 

Whites 

Blacks 

Chicanos 

Lower base 
expectancy 

Higher base 
expectancy 

Opiate or marijuana 
users 

Non-drug users 

All 
facilities 

combined 

reject 

reject 

reject 

accept 

accept 

reject 

reject 

accept 
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state 
facilities 

accept 

reject 

reject 

accept 

reject 

accept 

accept 

reject 

County 
facilities 

accept 

reject 

reject 

accept 

reject 

accept 

accept 

rejet:!t 

reject 

reject 

accept 

reject 

accept 
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Interpretati~n of the Placement Analyses 

Two patterns emerge from the analysis of the differences in the 
characteristics of those eligible prisoners placed on the program ver­
sus those not, and from those placed in a State facility versus those 
placed in a county jail facilityo Two possibly interrelated sets of 
w~s in which these patterns could be explained are: 1) the rejection 
of drug users by the county jail facilities and 2) the acceptance by 
both types of facilities of what might be called "seasoned cons." Ob­
viously, other explanations of these relationships are possible. The 
following is an attempt to indicate the bases for concluding that there 
were two pat,terns1 an interpretation of these p2.tterns, and a conclu­
sion about the end result of the placement process. 

Tge two pattern~D Both the county jail and the state facilities 
tended to accept on work furlough prisoners who had prior prison com­
mitments, were older, and were White.. They bc"!:.h tended to not place 
prisoners who had three or more prior jail or juvb~le ~ommitmentsr 
were yOltnger1 and were Black. These differences tended to be greater 
for the county-jail-based facilities than for the prison-based facili­
ties~ In addition, the county-·jail-based facilities alsO tended to 
place prisoners with forgery commitment offenses, higher base expec­
tancy scores, histories of no illegal drug use; and to not place pris­
oners with drug commitment offenses, Chicano racial-ethnic group mem­
berships, lower base expectancy scores? and illegal drug use histories. 

The three interpretations. All of the characteristics uniquely 
associated with selection by the county jail facilities are generally 
intercorrelated, and the pattern of high and low rates on these vari­
ables in the county jail facilities is in the direction which would 
be expected if the selection was based primarily on the prisoners' his­
tory of illegal drug use. Illegal drug use histories are much mor~ 
often found among people committed to prison for drug offenses and re­
latively ur~common among those committed for forgery and check offenses; 
Chicano prisoners are considerably more likely to have a history of 
illegal drug use, and a history of. illegal drug use lowers base expec­
tancy scores. 

With the exception of illegal drug use history and its related 
variables? the county jail and State facilities appear to generally 
use the same basis for making placement decisions. 

One concept which could account for the overrepresentation of 
older prisoners with prior prison commitment(s) is that which might 
be called the "seasoned con~" Especially in comparison to the young­
er prisoner who has never before been committed to prison, the "sea­
soned con" has learned hoI" to survive under conditions of restricted 
freedom and may be more likely to have come to a point in his life 
where "the only place to go is up." He might then be a person who 
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would be more likely to seek such a program as work furlough because 
of the promises it makes for helping him to keep from coming back to 
prison yet again. He might also believe that he has learned to nego­
tiate a program such as work furlough without getting into trouble, 
even though he knows of many prisoners who did not make it through the 
program and were returned to prison rather than released to parole. 

The "seasoned con" concept offers little help in explaining the 
underrepresentation of Chicanos and Blacks in work furlough. One pos­
sible explanation of this underrepresentation, the absence of work fur­
lough facilities in the major center of Black and Ohicano population-­
Los Angeles--during the time covered by this study, could account for 
their underrepresentation. In this light it should be noted that there 
was a facility near downtown Oakland which housed a disproportionate 
number of Blacks. The nearest work furlough facility to downtown Los 
Angeles was located in Chino-nearly 40 miles away. Since the time 
period covered by this study, a facility has been pla~ed near down­
town Los Ange1eso This has helped to lead to an increase in the per­
centage of work furloughees who are Black from 36% in FY 1969-70 to 
42% in FY 1972-73. 

A conclusion about the placement process. The net effect of the 
placement process was for the two types of facilities to place on their 
programs those prisoners who are seen as mOre tractable--the older, 
White prisoner with prior prison commitments in the case of both typee. 
of facilities and the White, non-addict, check forger in the case of 
the county jail facilities. Some of the county jail contracts were 
later terminated by mutual consent, with the Department terminating 
partially on the basis of the counties' very restrictive selection 
criteria. 

The "Worthy Few" or One-in-Ten 

Seventy-five per cent (N~987) of the prisoners who became legally 
eligible (N~1308) for work furlough were declared ineligible by the 
prison classifit.ation committees. Only a few of the prisoner charac­
teristics were related to the screening, and these relationships were 
relatively weak. The primary contribution of the prison classification 
committees would seem to have been a severe cutting down of the pool 
of legally eligible prisoners to help meet the number of available 
openings. Asomewhat lower proportion of the eligibles (N=32l) were 
screened out of entering the facilities--about 55% (N=176). This 
screening wa:s J:'elated to many more of the characteristics examined, 
and the relai:.ionships were much stronger. The net impact of these 
scree:ning pr()cesr:les was to select 10% (N=145) of the legally eligible 
prisoners for placement on the program. 

The work furlough program was supposed to assist in lowering pa­
role violation rates. Those who were placed on the program were gen-
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erally those who were less rather than more likely to become parole 
violators. It would appear that work furlough as practiced by the 
California Department of Corrections a'ld contracting counties is just 
one more program where "better qualified" candidates are selected for 
placement rather than those who are probably more L~ need of help. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FURLOUGH AND WORK 

Various Departmental policies, programmatic statements, and de­
scriptions of the work furlough program indicate that it is supposed 
to provide a furlough situation which will be intermediate between 
prison and parole so that the convict's transition from one situation 
to the other will be eased, but the furlough situation is not explic­
itly delineated. Similarly, though the value of work is frequently 
proclaimed, the work situation itself is not clearly described. The 
following is an attempt to make these concerns more explicit j in the 
process, some aspects of the program which would otherwise be hidden 
from view will be brought into clearer perspective. 

The FUrlough Situation 

The Department's Administrative Bulletin 69/31 states: 

The v-Tork furlough program provides a transitional 
period between the highly structured institution~ 
environment and the expectations of a free society. 
This void has been historically neglected in the 
correctional process and is not breeched by the 
8imple expedient of advancing an inmate I s parole 
date. 

A slightly different perspective on the furlough situation vull 
help to describe just what it means to be on (work) furlough. In 
comparison to parole (rather than prison), the fUl'loughee is placed 
in the community as if he were on parole (in some respects) but 
placed under constraints as if he were a prisoner (in some respects). 
First, a work furloughee must return to custody each day after work 
and usually remains in custody during his non-working days. Aparolee:: 
is under no such reporting or custody arrangements. Second, a work 
furloughee may not drink alcoholic beverages, whereas this activity 
is only precluded for some, parolees. Third, work furloughees are much 
more closely supervised than parolees. A work furloughee has daily 
contact with staff. This makes it much more difficult for him to 
avoid detection for rule breaking behavior than is the case for pa­
ro':s, who are only likely to see their parole agent once or t,vice 
a month. Fourth, if a work furloughee fail;? to return to custody 
within a few hours of the time he is due 1 he can be declared an 
escapee--a felony offense. A parolee, by cor~rast, could probably 
fail to keep in contact with his parole agent ~or well over a month 
before a parolee-at-large action would be taken against him. A pa­
rolee-at-large action is not an offense punishable in COltrt. The 
conseq).lences of a parolee-at-large being caught are' likely to be 
either a return to prison on his present commitment or a reinstate-
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ment on parole. Work furloughees, for closely parallel behavior, may 
pick up a new felony conviction due to their status as work furloughees. 
The above examples, though not all inclusive, illustrate that behavior 
by a parolee likely to not lead to the parole agent submitting a parole 
violation report could lead to serious consequences were the parolee 
a work furloughee. To further exaggerate these differences, the en­
forcers of some work furlough rules-prison and county jail staff-­
appear to react in a more punitive manner toward rule violations than 
do parole staff. 

The Work Situation 

Some Departmental employees have said at various times that the 
work furlough program should not be a farm labor program, that the 
work furloughees should be paid prevailing wages for the type of work 
done, and that they should not work for low wages typically described 
as under $2 an hour. . 

Treating first the two specific issues mentioned above, it would 
indeed apr~~ that work furlough is not a farm labor program. Only 
1% (12) Oi the work furloughees were classified as farm laborers as 
compared to 2% of the employed California males of age 14 and older 
(Tables 13 and 14). However, the U. S. Census Bureau's classification 
of shed workers as operatives may have overestimated, if not reversed, 
this difference. Shed workers pack fruits and vegetables in buildings 
usually located on large farms, and the type of work they engage in 
could have been class::1.fied as farm labor with some justification. 
Still, even if shed workers are included, farm labor represents only 
a very small part of the work furlough program. 

Whether or not work furloughees earn what other employed men earn 
in similar jobs could not be determined for all the work furloughees. 
In order to get some idea of the differences, data on the hourly.'age 
rate for the work furloughees was collected from the Departu:re From 
Work Furlough form. For comparison, data on laborers and garage at­
tendants in the Area Wage Surveys published by the California State 
Personnel Board was used. The Board periodically surveys wages and 
salaries of various occupations to help them in determining what wage 
and salaries should be paid to State employees. Their data is orga­
nized in their published materials around various metropolitan areas. 
In a survey in October, 1969, covering both the Los Angeles and San 
Francisco met.ropolitan areas, garage attendants were reported as 
earning $3.48 an hour and heavy laborers, $3.30 an hour. By compari­
son, work furloughees working as service station attendants (i.e., 
garage attendants) were reported as earning $2.04 an hour, and labor­
ers were reported as earning $2.62 an hour. In each instance work 
furloughees earn considerably less than other workers in their type 
of job. Apparently the goal of work furloughees' earning the same 
wage as similar workers on the outside is not met. There are ct;:rtain 
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other problems in the comparisons made-i.e., the geographic areas, 
though overlapping, are not identical; so it's possible that some 
work furloughees were worting outside of the Los Angeles or San Fran­
cisco metropolitan areas in lower wage areas, and these lower wage 
areas are not averaged into Personnel Board ~ s dat a-but it is uxllikely 
that this would lower their 'l'lage rates very much o In addition, the 
survey data covers all wage earners in the categories-many of long­
standing duration--whereas work furloughees are often new entrants 
into the occupations and consequently work at some of the less desir­
able positions and earn lower pay rates. Another problem is that, 
because of the limited data available, only two occupational categor­
ies were compared, and the two occupations are not representative of 
all work furloughees. However, the direct comparison involving two 
work furlough occupations indicated that work furlough does not appear 
to lead to jobs at prevailing 'l'lage rates. 

According to the Department (Administrative Bulletin 69/31, 1969: 
2), the program was supposed to place people in jobs utilizing the 
skills they had learned in vocational training or while worldng on 
institutional jobs. Only 20% of the furloughees i:'ltervieV1Ted reported 
that they had used the job stills learned while in prison on their 
work furlough job (Table 15). In a study of vocational training 
with the Department, 35% of the parolees who had received training 
were initially employed in an identical or related trade (Dickover, 
et ale, 1971:8). Evidently, this carryover of the prison job train­
ing to the work furlough employment is more of a desired goal than a 
demonstrated fact for work furloughees; and they probably do no better 
than other parolees in this respect. 

Administrative Bulletin 69/31 expressed the "hoped-for objective" 
that the furloughee "may acquire the feeling of self-respect which 
comes with productive activity." Again, the question arises as to 
just what this objective means in terms of the actual work done. 

The furloughees' job status and type of job were obtained from 
the Departmental work furlough departure form. Some of the forms 
were missing and some were inadequately filled out, so information 
was available o~.only 878 (91%) of the 960 furloughees under study. 
There was a 5% unemployment rate among these 878 men; that is, they 
held no job at all while on work furlough. Most (95%) of the work 
furloughees did work. 

'Ine type of job held by the working furloughees was reported 
for 831 (87%) of the 960 prisoners and reveals that work furloughees 
wind up in very disproportionate numbers in lower-status occupations. 
Whereas 46% of the employed males 14 years' old and over in California 
in 1970 were employed at "white collar" type jobs, only 9% of the work 
furloughees were employed at white collar jobs. Conversely, 54% of 
the California males were employed in blue collar type jobs whereas 
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91% of the work furloughees worked at blue collar job~. If the more 
prestigious of the blue collar jobs are pulled out (craftsmen, fore­
men; transport eg)lipment operators; and farmers and farm managers) 
~1d only the lower-status blue collar jobs (operatives, laborers, 
service workers) are compared, California males register only 28% 
while work furloughees hit 67%. Clearly, work furloughees are employed 
at lower-status occupations (Table 16). This is not an attempt to 
imply that the program is downgrading the work furloughees' occupa­
tional status. Though there is a lack of information on the work 
furloughees' prior jobs held, it is reasonable to assume that they 
were often of a status similar to the work furlough jobs. Work fur­
lough may, though, help perpetuate a man at his low-status occupa­
tional level. 

Slightly over 50% of the work furloughees earn $2.50 per hour 
or less. Thirty-four per cent of the work furloughees earn $2.12 or 
less per hour. A large number of work furloughees appear to work for 
rates of pay that make it almost impossible for them to meet their 
financial obligations and leave the program having acquired some 
assets though, the low hourly rates of pay are partially compensated 
for by 60 and 70 hour workweeks for some furloughees (Table 17). 

Some of the more subtle forms of possible misuse of work fur­
loughees as workers is shown in the following quotation form a former 
manager of a work furlough faCility. 

Shortly after we began operation at Don Lugo, I 
noticed that a considerable number of the men in 
the work furlough program were employed by two 
employers in the mobile home industry. At first, 
there did not appear to be anything amiss in this 
particular arrangement. The work furloughees were 
given the same entry level wages as non-work fur­
loughee employees. However, a closer examination 
revealed a number of areas in which it appeared 
that a subtle form of exploitation was occurring. 
The work furloughees were generally given the vvorst 
available jobs. Frequently, they were worked out 
of classification without the normal change in job 
title and the concomitant pay increase. In addi­
tion, work furloughees were almost never promoted 
even though the employers wpuld frequently inform 
us that some of .our men were exceptional employees. 
Even more subtle--but perhaps more devastating-­
was the fact that these employers would use the 
men's status as an inmate as a lever against him 
to obtain total conformity and to prevent airing 
of grievances (Campbell, 1973:5). 
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The employers did not engage in tbese practices without any jus­
tification. Work furloughees frequently terminated their employment 
upon release from the program. Employers were reluctant to extensively 
train employees who were likely to be employed for only a sbort dura­
tion of time. The extent to which this situation represented a self­
fulfilling prophecy is unknown, but aspects of such appear in t~ts 
situation. From the employees' point of view, it could be that, 
among other things, they desired to shed employment where overtones 
of their former prisoner status might remain. 

The Employer:. 

The Department has stated that t,he work furlough facility "will 
eventUally be viewed by some employers as a ready source for obtain-
ing dependable manpower" (Administrative Bulletin 69/31, ],969:3 ) and 
that "some employers have indicated a preference for the work fur­
loughees, who are 9 always sober on Monday mornings f" (California Depart­
ment of Corrections, 1958:7). The Department assists the employer in 
"obtaining dependable manpower" by returning to prison those furloughees 
who take an' "unauthorized absence from [the] place of employment, us­
ually in pursuit of feminine companionship" and those who are "unable 
to resist the temptation to purchase and use alcoholic beverages" 
(California Department of Corrections, 1968:7). 

The work furloughee must also pay for his room and board in the 
work furlough facility and for his supervision by a parole agent 
while on the program if he is employedo 

Summary 

There is some evidence to suggest that the work furlough situa­
tion may not be a natural transitional stage between prison and pa­
role. Learning the role of a work furloughee with its "tighter" 
supervision may bear little relationship to learning the role of a 
parolee with its "looser" supervision. Work furloughees tend to work 
in lower-status occupations at lower-than-average rates of pay than 
other males in California. Some employers use the program as a source 
of relatively cheap and dependable manpowero 
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CHAPTER V 

PROGRAM OUTCOME AND PRISON TIME SERVED 

All prisoners who enter the work furlough program leave it in a 
number of different ways after serving varying lengths of time. This 
chapter will examine these different ways and some of their consequences. 

Time in thE" Program 

The prisoner is expected to spend some two or three months on 
the program, with the average (mean) length of stay being about two 
and one-half months and the range being from a few days to over six 
months. The length of time the prisoner spends in the program is 
evidently unrelated to his subsequent "success" or "failure" on parole 
as both the successes and failures spent an average of 74 days on the 
program (Table 18). 

Types of Program Depal~ure 

When a prisoner on work furlough leaves the program, a Departure 
from Work Furlough form is filled out and a reason for leaving is 
checked off from among those provided on the form (shown in Appendix 
D). In this study these reasons were used and dichotomized into 
"successful" and "failure" terminations as follows: success was de­
fined as a release to parole or discharge, and failure was defined 
as a direct return to prison or escape. Included ~v:ith the failures 
are 35 prisoners (4%) who requested to be returned to prison, those 
returned because they could not find a job, those laid off of their 
job and returned, and some who were returned for "medical reasons" 
(Table 19). While some Departmental staff have taken exception to 
these failure classifications, it is felt that they do, in fact re­
present program failure in the sense that program and/or communit;y 
conditions W0re such that the prisoner could not successfully remain 
on the program. 

Out of the 960 work furloughees who entered the program, 71% 
were "successes" and 29% "failures" (Table 19). This program failure 
rate of 29% is much higher than the six-month parole outcome failure 
of 12% for a group of 4,961 non-work-furlough prisoners released to 
parole in fiscal year 1969-70 (Tables 19, 49). Apparently, a prisoner 
is much more likely to fail and be returned to prison after entering 
work furlough than if he were released directly to parole on the date 
he entered work furlough. Furthermore, the real difference is under­
stated as will be seen later in this report. 

Reasons for Failure 

As indicated in the prior chapter on "Furlough and Work," the 
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furloughee is exposed to a much more restrictive set of conditions 
than is the paroleei he is placed under more intermittent scrutiny 
than parolees, not allowed to drink alcoholic beverages, may be re­
tUl~ed to prison for being a few hours late in reporting to work c 
back to the work furlough facility, and an evening out with a woman 
may result in his return to prison. The relat.ively high rate of 
"failure" on the program as compared to "failure" on parole should 
not be too surprising in this lighto Usually when a work furloughee 
returns late or drinks, his behavior is overlooked in terms of taking 
a formal action of removing the man from the program. Nevertheless, 
work furloughees are removed and returned to prison often enough to 
lead to the prograrr < ,.1.ilure rate exceem ng the six-month parole out­
come failure rate 01 the non-work-furlough releases to parole. 

Some of the data from the interviews of staff and prisoners 
help shed light upon the operation of work furlough in general'. When 
the sample of work furloughees were asked: "What types of rule vio­
lations occur routinely?" 67% mentioned drinking alcoholic beverages, 
and 57% mentioned returning late to a facility. When asked: "What 
types of problems lead to failure?" 52% mentioned drinking alcoholic 
beverages, 27% using illegal drugs, 17% returning late to a facility, 
and 15% visiting women without permission. The staff tended to see 
rule violations and failing in a fairly similar manner (Tables 21 and 
22) 0 When asked: "What types of work furloughees failed?" the most 
frequently mentioned type was alcoholics (Table 23). These factors 
were often tied together when a work furloughee or staff member would 
describe a typical failure. A typical failure vias portrayed as a 
work furloughee stopping on the way back to custody to have a drink, 
becoming intoxicated and failing to return to custody on time. Often 
involved in these situations was a woman the work furloughee wished 
to be with rather then returning to custody. Some work furloughees, 
though intoxicated, returned to the facility late, hoping to receive 
more lenient handling than they would have received had they "run". 
Others were referred to as "panicking" in the situation and tlrunning". 
The dilemmas presented to the work furloughee were inherent in his 
status as a work furloughee-i .. eo, if he had been a parolee, it is 
very likely that no actions would have been taken against him for 
similar behavior. The work furlough program places a prisoner in a 
situation where rule violations are almost bound to occur. After 
being locked up in prison for a lengthy period of time, a prisoner is 
placed on the streets with admonitions not to drink or visit livomen 
and to return daily to a degrading ceremony of reimprisonment. The 
program helps generate a high failure rate through these almost un­
natural expectG.tions. 

The Characteristics of Work 
Furlough Successes and Failures 

Furloughees with certain characteristics were more likely to be 
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classified as having "successfully" completed the program while others 
were moX'e likely to be classified as "failures." In summary, the 
successful furloughee was more likely to have 1) been committed for 
a homicide, forgery, check, or rape offense; 2) never before beerl 
committed to a correctional institution; 3) a higher base expectancy 
score- 4) a more stable employment history; 5) no history of alco­
holic' difficulties - and 6) been White 0 The program failure was more 
likely to have 1) 'been committed for a burglary offense; 2) prior 
commitments to prison; 3) a Imver base expectancy score; .4) a ~ess 
stable employment history; 5) a history of trouble assoclated Wlth 
alcohol, and 6) been Chicano (Tables 24 through 31). 

Many of these same variables were also related to the facilities 
to which the furloughees were "assigned" (Tables 32 through 39) j yet 
the facilities did not differ appreciably in the proportion of success­
ful and unsuccessful program outcomes (Table 19). The only individual 
facility or facility type which differed in program outcome rates was 
Soledad (CTF), which had a statistically Significantly higher failure 
rate (Table 19). 

The Prison Term 

Most work furloughees (71%) were released on schedule; that is, 
on or near their original parole date. Some work furloughees (12%) 
had their parole date advanced; that is, they are released to parole 
a few days or months earlier than they were scheduled to be released. 
Some work furloughees (166, or 17%) either had their parole date set 
back or they lost it (Tables 61, 40). Setting back a parole da~e 
occurs when the Adult Authority is reviewing the charges and eVldence 
of a work furlough rule \~olation, reported on a prison disciplinary 
form called a "115 " and render a decision changing the original parole 
date to a later p~ole date. Typically these extensions involve two, 
three six or more months being added onto a work furlougheefs ti ;e 
served in ~rison. The Adult Authority may also cancel the parole d;lte, 
which actually resets the prisoner's sentence to its legal maximum. 
time but usually results in his reappearance one year later, at which 
time he may receive a new parole date. 

This process of advancing, setting back, and removing original 
parole dates represents a system of official rewards and punishments 
for the appropriate and inappropriate behavior of work ~urloughees. 
Cursory examination of the data suggested that the handing ~ut of 
these rewards and punishments may be related to types of prlsoners as 
well as types of infractions. To explore this possibility, parole . 
date advances (rewards) and parole date set-backs and removals. (p~sh­
ments) were examined in relation to the furloughees' characterlstlcs. 
Also studied was the variation in parole date advances (rewards) and 
parole date set-backs· and removals (punishments) between the various 
work furlough facilities. 
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Unfortunately, this study was too far along before the importance 
of Departmental and Adult Authority term-rnodifying decisions with re­
gard to those on the work furlough program was realized; and it 1'ITaS 
too late to collect direct data on those decisions. An indirect method 
was used to approximate these Adult Authority decisions utilizing known 
data on the time between release and original parole date. A work 
furloughee released to parole seven days or more before his original 
parole date was assigned to the parole-date advance group. A Ivork 
furloughee serving from seven days up to one year of additional prison 
time past his original parole date was assigned to the parole-date 
set-back group. Work furloughees serving an additional one year or 
more past their original parole date were considered to have lost 
their dateso In assigning a prisoner to the category parole date ad­
vance, date set back, or date 10st1 some erroneous placements were 
made. For example, a prisoner could lose his parole date but 'reappear 
before the Adult Authority six months after the parole date loss and 
receive a new parole date that would have him serve less than one 
additional year in prison. Unfortunately, this prisoner who lost his 
parole date would be classified as only having his parole date set 
backo Misclassifications were probably quite infrequent, and those 
that occurred were most likely to be mislabelling parole set-backs as 
parole date losses and vice versa. 

One serious limitation to analyzing the parole date advances, 
set-backs, and losses by the characteristics of the work furloughees 
is that an intervening variable-the behavior of the work furloughee­
is overlookedo A false inference may be made that the decisions are 
based solelx on the characteristics when, in fact, the decisions are 
probably based more upon the behavior of the work furloughee than the 
characteristics examined. Furthermore v the behavior and characte~is­
tics are interrelated--so that the meaning of the relationships 
reported is obscuredo Nevertheless, they do give one some idea of 
what types of work furloughees receive parole date advances, set-backs, 
and losses whether primarily based on reactions to the work furlougheefs 
behavior or to his characteristics. 

Analysis of the distributions of the approximated Adult Authority 
decisions suggests that parole date advances tended to be given to 
work furloughees who are; White, have no prior criminal commitments, 
have higher base expectancy scores, and have no prior alcohol involve­
ment 0 Parole date advances tended not to be given to: Chicanos, those 
with lower base expectancy scores, and those with prior alcohol in­
volvement (Tables 40 through 47). 

Parole date set-backs tended to be given to: men with three or 
more prior jailor juvenile commitments? men with lower base expectancy 
scores? and men with prior alcohol involvement. Parole date set-backs 
tended not to be given to prisoners with: no prior criminal commitments, 
higher baSe expectancy scores, and no prior alcohol involvement 
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(Tables 40 through 47). 

Parole date losses are apparently given to prisoners with burglary 
and theft commitment offenses, who are Chicano, who have prior prison 
commitments, and who have lower base expectancy scores. Parole date 
losses were least likely for prisoners with a history of non-opiate 
drug use, less than three prior jailor juvenile commitments, and 
higher base expectancy scores (Tables 40 through 47). 

The associations between Adult Authority term mOdifying decisions 
and work furloughee characteristics does not mean that these deci3icns 
were made on the ba.sis of the characteristics described. other factors 
undoubtedly entered into these associations. Still, whatever other 
factors intervened the results were that work furloughees with certain 
types of characteristics received parole date advancements; and work 
furloughees with other characteristics received parole date set-backs 
or losses. 

Although the various facilities differ to some extent on the per­
centages of parole date advances, set-backs, and removals their work 
furloughees received, there does not seem to have been a great deal 
of facility deviation from the total pro~ram norms. Work furloughees 
at Chino (California Institution for Men) and the five smaller county­
jail-based facilities were given significantly higher proportions of 
parole date advancements. Those at San Quentin received significantly 
fewer advancements. Work furloughees at Soledad received significantly 
more parole date set-backs (Table 48). 

Differences in granting parole date advances, set-backs, and 
losses to work furloughees seem to be minor among the various facilities 
and to be greater when types of work furloughees are compared. White' 
non-alcoholics with lesser criminal histories tended to receive parole 
date advances, alcoholics received parole date set-backs, and \flCr" 
furloughees who are Chicanos or have prior prison commitments tenci.0d 
to receive parole date removals. Surprisingly, the strong association 
of drug history to program elements that occur elsewhere did not occur 
here. 

There were ££ significant differences between the three major 
types of facilities on parole date changes. The only significant dif­
ferences which did occur were associated with individual facilities; 
and again, the differences were few (Table 48). Parole date advance, 
set-back, and removal policies seem. to be oriented to~ard types of 
prisoners and are relatively unaffected by differences between the 
various facilities' operating styles. 

Prison Time Served and Work ,Furlough 

The gross categories of parole date advances, set-backs, and 
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losses ~1Tere converted into the actual' amounts of reductions or addi­
tions to prison time served associated with placement on work furlough. 
Such a calculation when summed up gives one a measure of V'lhether or 
not i'lork furlough increases or decreases the amount of time in prison. 

The typical work furloughee neither reduces nor adds onto his 
time ser-red since he is released to parole on his original parole 
date (mode = 0, median = 0). On the other hand, work furloughees as 
a TNhole serve an average (mean) of 47.4 additional days in prison be­
yond :,heir original parole date (Table 61). 

The prison time served figures were calculated in the follmving 
manner: 

10 It was assumed that, if the work furlough program had not 
existed, the work furloughees would have been released to 
parole on their original parole date 0 

20 Reductions in time served were derived by calculating the 
difference in days between the original parole date and the 
actual parole date (the advanced parole date) for ~1Tork 
furloughees whose actual parole date preceded their original 
date" 

3" 1.vhen a work furloughee was released to parole or discharged 
on his original parole or discharge date, he t'las given neither 
a reduction nor an addition to his time served. Also, work 
furloughees who escaped and were still on escape as of 
January 1, 1973, or died while on escape were given neither 
a reduction nor an addition to their time served. 

4. Additions to time served were derived by calculating the 
difference in days between the original and the actual parole 
date for work furloughees whose actual parole or discharge 
date followed their original parole date. For a few i'lork 
furloughees who were still in prison as of January 1, 1973, 
and were not escapees, the difference between their original 
parole date and January 17 1973 9 was counted as additional 
time served. For work furloughees who escaped, the difference 
between their date of readmission to prison and their parole 
or discharge date was counted as additional time served. If 
the readmitted escapees were still in prison on January I, 1973, 
the difference between their date of readmission to prison 
and January 1, 1973, was counted 8,S additional time served. 

These calculations were somewhat imperfect as meaSQres for 
accurately determining changes in time served attributable to the work 
furlough programo Some of the limitations are: 

10 The assumption that, if the work furlough program had not 
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existed, the men would have been released to parole on their 
original parol date is erroneous for many. Some would ha;re 
received parol--: date advances, and some would have had thelr 
parole dates either set back or removed while in prisono 
The :reductions and additions to time served resulting from 
these actions would probably offset one another, thereby 
miling the original parole date fairly accurately serve as 
a basis for determining changes in time served on an overall 
basis. But, they may not offset one another; and if this is 
the case, the calculations Nill be in error to some extent. 

2. Not all of the additional time served was counted. Eight 
work furloughees were still serving time attributable to 
work furlough after January 1, 1973 Q This means that the 
mean days of additional time served reported understates 
the actual amount of additional time served. 

3. The time escapees spent in jails awaiting a return to prison 
was not counted as a part of additional time served. It was not 
counted since it was not prison time. If one were trying to 
account for all time served in any custodial institution, 
then the additional time served reported understates the 
actual amount of additional time served. 

4. The time escapees spent on escape prior to their original 
parole date was not counted as a reduction in time served 
even though it actually temporarily reduced time served. It 
was not counted because it did not represent a legitimate 
reduction in time served. Not counting this time might be 
thought of as having led to a slight understating of the re­
duction in time served attributable to work furlough. 

5. All of the time spent on the work furlough program was (c"uted 
as time served. Though part of the work furloughees I day'J 
were spent outside of the institutions, this "partial freedom" 
was seen as being so constricted as to not reasonably 
represent parole time. Also, this time is officially counted 
as time served by the Department since the work furloughee 
is still a prisoner and prison space is maintained for those 
on programs based at the prisons. In a very limited way 
this might be seen as leading to an understating of reductions 
in time served. 

6. Work furlough was typically a program of relatively short 
duration (less than three months). Therefore the opportunity 
for receiving parole date advances and thereby redUCing time 
served is highly constricted whereas the opportunity for serv-· 
ing additiollal time is very large, stretching out to the up­
per limit of a work furloughee's sentence. Therefore, although 
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it may be valid to attribute additional time served to work 
furlough within the constraints in which it operated in FY 
1969-70, it is not known to what extent the constraints and/ 
or the program produces the net additional time served. It 
may be that, if work furlough were set up under a different 
set of conditions--particularly, allowing prisoners to enter 
the program further away from their parole dates and many of 
these prisoners received substantial parole date advancements 
the program might reduce time served. ' 

7. A f~n~.limitation is that the effect of ~cJork furlough upon 
recldiVlsm rates and the resulting time served is not taken 
into account in the calculations reported. If one were to 
view the work furloughees as an experimental group the'other 
parole releases as a control group, and work furlo~gh as an 
experimental variable, then it is possible for work furlough 
to-although adding onto time served initiallY'-reduce time 
served by reducing. parole recidivism rates • Fortunately, 
we have. data that lS pertinent to this limitation. A com­
parison of the six-month parole outcome rates of the work 
f~lough~es and the other parole releases turned up an iden­
tlCal fallure rate of.12% (Table 49)Q Therefore, it appears 
that work furlough nelther reduced nor added to time served 
by changing parole outcome rates. As a point of caution it 
should be noted that the comparison is somewhat contrived 
in ~hat there was no true isolation of the experimental 
varlable (work furlough), the two groups were not l'andomly 
assigned to the experimental or control groups and the 
parole outcomes measured did not occur in exactly the same 
years though the time periods do largely overlap_ The lack 
of random assignment into control and experimental groups 
becomes apparent when one looks at the characteristics of 
the two groups-they differ (Tables 55-60). The higher base 
expectancy scores of the work furloughees as opposed to the 
other parole releases indicates that they should have had a 
lower parole recidivism rate tha~ the other parole releases 
ra~he: t~an the same rate that occurred (Tables 53, 59). 
This ln~c?-t~s that. work furl~ugh may slightly increase pa­
role recldi Vlsm, which potentlally might slightly increase 
additional time served. Therefore, additional time served 
attributable to work furlough may, again, be slightly under­
stated. 

A summing up of limitations and their potential effect upon time 
s~rved attributable to work furlough would seem to indicatp- that the 
flgure of an average (mean) of 47.4 days is an understatement of how 
much additional time served resulted from work furlough. Work furlough 
as operated in FY 1969-70 increased time served in prison. 
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It would appear that the combination of the high program violation 
rates and the setting back and removing of original parole dates leads 
to tha increase in prison time served attributable to work furlough. 
The ability to counteract these factors is severely constricted by 
the tightness of the program's supervision and the short duration of 
the program, which leaves only a small amount of time to be "saved." 
through parole date advancements. 

Program and Parole Outcome by TyPe of Facility 

A comparison of three t~:Qe~.~ ,)f facilities on program outcome re­
vealed that the halfway house had. the highest success rate, the county 
jails were in between, and the prisons had the lowest success rate 
(Table 19). It was found that program outcome was significantly re­
lated to base expectancy scores. The base e)~ectancy score, which 
predicts parole outcome, also has predictive p01'lerS for work furlough 
program outcome (Table 28). Since base expectancy SCOl.'es are related 
to work furlough program outcome, they were used as a means of helping 
equate the three types of work furlough facilities for the purpose 
of comparing the program outcome rates of the facilities. The program 
outcomes were inconsistent with expected outcome based on base expec­
tancy scores for the halfway house, which did better than its expected 
in-between position, and for the county jails, which did poorer than 
their expected highest success rate. The prison performed as expected 
on program outcome (Table 36). 

A comparison of the three types of facilities on. parole outcome 
revealed that the county jails had the highest six-month success rate, 
the prisons were in between, and the halfway house had the lowest sj,x­
month success rate (Table 51). These outcomes were inconsistent for 
the prisons, which ranked in between on parole outcome but lowest on 
parole· success expectations, and the halfway housS', which ranked 1m·rest 
on parole outcome despite its in-between ranking based on base exp,-,,·­
tancy parole outcome expectations. The county jails performed as 
expected in parole outcome (Table 36). 

One interpretation that could be made of these relationsrnps is 
that the halfway house, while failing relatively few work furloughees, 
passed through men relatively more prone tm1'ard failure on parole. 
On the other hand, the county jails, while failing relatively more 
work furloughees, produced men who returned to their normal parole 
expectations when parole~" Apparently, prison work furloughees also 
returned to their normal parole expectations. 

Certain conservative implications arise from the data and inter­
pretations presented above. The "tougher" facilities appear to have 
little "ca't'ryover" effect on parole outcome 1 but the more "lenient" 
facility (Crittenden) appears to increase parole failure or, at best, 
it merely forestalls failure by removing some "failure" from the 
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program outcome and placing it in parole outcome. 

Work furlough 
failure rate 

Six-·month 
parole failure 
rate 

Mean base ex­
pectancy scores 

Prison-based 
facilities 

40 

County-jail-based 
facilities 

26% 

Summary 

Crittenden half­
wa,y house 

23% 

17% 

A much higher percentage of all work furloughees failed (29%) to 
su?cessfully complete the program than non-work-furlough parolees 
falled to successfully complete six months of parole (12%). The com­
bination of the higher failure rate and the loss or set back of parole 
dates for 17% of the work furloughees resulted in an overall increase 
in time served in prison for all work furloughees. Reductions in time 
served tended to be associated with such prisoner characteristics as 
be~ng ~t~9 having.no alcohol involvement ~~stories, and having no 
prJ.or crlmnal comrm.tmentso Increases in time served tended to be 
associa~ed with being ?hican?,.having ~ alcohol involvement historyv 
and haVJ.ng numerous pnor cnffiJ.nal cOffiffi1tments. The prison-and-c01mty­
jail-based facilities had higher percentages of program failures than 
did the halfway house facility. 
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CHAPTER VI 

WORK FURLOUGH AND RECIDIVISH 

The various Departmental statements about the wo:-k. furlou~h pro­
grt>.'Tl Jollectively indicate that the prisoner w~o part1.c1.pates 1.n the 
p:~(w::' am should have a better chance of succeeding on parole as a re­
s",l,~: of 1) the benefits which accrue to him from his job, 2) improved 
re 'hcionships vrl.th his family, 3) a better attitude, 4) a better 
rei;tionship with his parole agent, and 5) a smoother transiti?n from 
life in prison to life on parolee In other words, the program 1.S 
defined as "rehabilitative." 

Rehabilitation Goa.+s 

This section will examine the various rehabilitative elements of 
the program, and it will be followed by an attempt to examine the 
effects of the program on recidivism. 

One problem that recurs in the discussion of goal att~nment is 
that no quantitative standards are set as to how much const1.tutes at­
tainment. Related to this is the problem that since needs are un­
known it is difficult to classify certain amounts of attainment as 
meeting or not meeting a goal. Also, whether or not a work furloughee 
is better off than the usual parole release is unknown though this 
might constitute another standard against which to measure goal at­
tainment. 

Work benefits. The work furloughee "will commence his parole 
experience perhaps having purchase~ an automob~le'"the n~c~ssary.auto 
insurance, his own wardrobe, and Wlth some saVlngs (Adminlstrat1.ve 
Bulletin 69/31, 1969:2). I 

Automobiles were purchased by 35% of the 60 work furloughees J ~­
terviewed, at an average cost of $259.25. Since no standards were 
set concerning this goal and it is not known how many men need art auto, 
it cannot be said for certain whether or not the goal was reached. 

Automobile insurance was purchased by 45% of the 60 work fur­
loughees interviewede These 27 men spent an average of $5?26 for 
the insurance. Assuming that the goal was for men purchas1.ng auto­
mobiles to also purchase auto insur~ce, then it can be assumed that 
this goal was achieved. The discrepancy between autos purchased and 
auto insurance purchased was due to some men still owning automobiles 
they had owned before imprisonment or having autos given to them by 
friends or relatives. 

Clothing was purchased by 60% of the 60 work furloughees inter­
viewed. These 36 men spent an average of $119.02 for their wardrobes. 
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Whether or not this represents the achievement of the goal ca.."'ll1ot be 
detel;'mined since there are no standards stating what proportion of 
men would buy clothes or how much should be spent on clothing to 
declare this goal accomplished. Also unknown is how much clothing 
was needed. 

Improved famil~ relationships.. This goal ~"as listed in Admin-
istrative Bulletin 9/21 as follows: 

The work/training furloughee is in closer physical 
approximation to his family circle, in circumstances 
less restrictive than a prison setting. He can make 
realistic plans for his release. 

This statement is so general as to make an examination of it al­
most impossible. However, it can be said on the basis of the ,inter­
views with the furloughees that they did visit with their relativps 
(62%); and this would seem ,to be a necessary step in accomplishLlg 
this goal (Table 52). 

Better attitude.. The Administrative Bulletin states: 

Certainly his [the work furloughee' sJ attitude is 
different from that of a disgruntled releasee in 
prison-made garb with a modicum of "gate money. 11 

Attitude change among work furloughees in California vlaS not 
measured. However, an experimental study was conducted in Florida 
which involved random assignment to experimental and control groups. 
Some attitudes were measured both before and after the experimental 
group had completed work furlough. There were no significant differnces 
between the experimental and control groups in attitudinal change 
(Waldo, et al, 1971). It is likely that similar results \\fould be 
found if such a study were conducted in California. Apparently, work 
furlough doesn't 'change prisoners' attitudes. 

Better relationship with his parole agent. Administrative Bulletin 
69/31 states: 

In most instances, a respectful, helpful relation­
ship between the furloughee and the parole agent 
will have developed naturally in the months pre­
ceding actual parole. 

Although 100% of the 18 Corrections staff interviewed said that 
parolee-parole agent relationships improved if the parolee entered 
from work furlough, only 40% of the 60 work furloughees interviewed 
responded the same way. The rest (60%) of the work furloughees said 
that work furlough made no difference. Many of these work furloughees 
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said they never saw or even knew who their parole agent was until they 
reported to the parole office upon their release to parole. 

A smoother transition. Administrative Bulletin 69/31 indicates 
that: 

A successful work furlough experience should result 
in a smooth, almost effortless transition to parole. 
.... Historically, we are aware that many failures 
occur during the early months of release, and that 
a luck of understanding of the nature of the parole 
process is a factor in this failure. 

Inasmuch as the component elements of this rehabilitative goal 
were probably not accomplished to any. substantial degree, ~t would 
appear that this goal was not accompl.lshed to any substantJ.al degree. 
However it does seem likely that the furloughees were at least happy 
to get ~ff of the program and onto parole as this step greatly re­
duced the strains on the prisoner. Work furlough has long been con­
ceived of as a step between confinement and parole, containing aspects 
of both. It has been thought 'of as a transitional step to help ease 
the abrupt change of release from prison to parole •. However! ~t may 
have little to do with parole performance. Succeeding or faJ.ling on 
work furlough probably has limited applicability to parole performance. 
When you add on to this the realti vely high program failure. rate ~or 
work furlough, it appears that prisoners may be.bet~er off Just s~mply 
being released directly to parole without exper~enc~ng work furlough. 

Parole Outcome (Recidivism) 

Assuming that the rehabilitative elements of the work fur~ough 
program would contribute toward better performance on paro:,e, ~t 
would seem unlikely that the program would have an effect ~n that _.ts 
objectives were probably not accomplished to any substan~ial.degreQ. 
However, since improved parole success was one of the obJect~ves of 
the program (O'Connor, 1966:6), it is necessary to examine parole out­
come in greater detail. 

,;Parole Outcome 

Whether or not the program leads to a reduction in parole failure 
may seem to be a realtively easy question to answer. ~t is, how?ver, 
when examined, a complex question. In order to shed l~ght on this 
problem, four different ways of analyzing work furlough parole out­
come will be described. They are: 

1. Comparing the six-month parole outcome of the work furlough 
successes versus non-work-furlough parolees; 

2. Comparing the six-month parole outcome of vwrk furlough 
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successes and failures versus non-work-furlough parolees; 

3. Com:g,aring the six-month experience, a combination of program 
outcome and parole outcome, of all work furloughees six 
months after admission to the program versus the six-month 
parole outcome of non-work-furlough parolees; and; 

4. Comparing the six-month parole outcome of work furloughees 
to that of others participating in alternative graduated 
release programs (parole advancements and/or temporary 
community releases). 

Before making these comparisons, hm\Tever, it is necessary to de­
scribe the method by which the success or failure on parole is measured. 
The Department's Research Division periodically reports on the parole 
experience of a release cohort of prisoners at siJ::, twelve and'twenty­
four months after their individual dates of release to parole. A 
release cohort consists of all the prisoners released to parole \dth­
in a specified time period, typically, one year. The Research Div­
ision's parole outcome system classifies parolees with no or minor 
parole condition violation actions as having a favorable parole out­
come; it has a pending category that is neither favorable nor un­
favorable; and it classifies parolees with "miscellaneous" parole 
condition violations or who have returned to prison as having an un­
favorable parole outcome. For the purposes of this study, the pending 
category was removed from the analysis so that the favorable and un­
favorable categories could be more directly compared. 

1. The first method, that of comparing the parole outcome of 
program successes to the parole outcome of other parolees, has been 
traditional for some parts of the Department in making evaluations. 
Using this method of analysis, a comparison of 615 work furlough 
program successes with known parole outcome to the 4,961 parole re­
leases in fiscal year 1969-70 (see the "Methodology" chapter for the 
derivation of this group) revealed that the work furlough program 
successes had an 89% six-month parole outcome success rate w~ile the 
other parole releases had an 88% six-month parole outcome success rate 
(Tables 20 and 49). Work furlough is supposed to help uncover some 
prisoners who are likely to fail on parole and to return them to prison 
instead of releasing them to parole. In this manner it is supposed 
to raise parole success rates for those released to parole. Work 
furlough is also supposed to better prepare prisoners for succeeding 
on parole by helping them to establish themselves in ways that are 
thought to help improve parole performance. This should also have 
helped raise'parole success rates. In addition tb these two points, 
the work furlough successes had higher base expectancy scores than 
either the work furlough failures or the other parole releases; and 
therefore, the work furlough successes should have performed better 
on parole than either of the other groups (Tables 28 and 53). Despite 
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all of these factors that should have led the work furlough successes 
to better parole performance than the other parole releases, the work 
furlough successes had only a one percentage point better parole suc­
cess rate. On just this basis alone, work furlough-does not appear 
to improve parole performance. 

2. The second method is one way to reduce the base expectancy 
bias inherent in the first method. This takes into account the parole 
experience of more prisoners experiencing work furlough; i.e., it com­
bines the work furlough successes and failures and compares them to 
the regular parole releases (Table 49). 

Since the work furlough program failures had a lower six-month 
parole success rate and lower base expectancy scores than the program 
successes, combining program failures and successes lowers the base 
expectancy scores and parole success rates (Tables 20 and 28). When 
this is done, both the non-work-furlough parole releases and the com­
bined work furlough successes and failures had identical six-month 
parole success rates of 88% (Table 49). However, there still remains 
a small bias in favor of work furloughees insofar as there is a small 
but significant difference in the base expectancy scores of parolees 
and workfurloughees with the furloughees having higher scores (Table 
53 ). 

3. So far in our discussion, the Department's definition of what 
constitutes parole has been accepted. However, one of the most serious 
biases in comparing parole outcomes is contained il~ this acceptance. 
By accepting work furlough as not being a part of parole, the Depart­
ment is allowed to place prisoners partially out of prison on work 
furlough, to have some fail and, therefore, to catch possible failures 
before they reach parole. This process was thought by some members 
of the Parole Division to help them achieve higher parole success 
rates by catching potential parole failures before they officially 
got counted. A more relev:mt picture of the impact of work furlou[;tl 
may be gained by looking at work furlough as though it were a part of 
parole; that is, as though work furloughees were parolees. However, 
since work furlough is typically only a two-and-one-half month program 
and parole outcome is not looked at till six months have elapsed, a 
comparison of outcome rates between the two groups would contain a 
time exposure bias. In order to reduce. the two biases mentioned above, 
the work furloughees were looked at as though they were parolees; and 
their "parole" outcome was looked at, six months after the date they 
entered work furlough. Work furlough failures were counted as if they 
were parole failures. Using this method the work furloughees had only 
a 67% six-month "parole" success rate compared to the 8~~ six-month 
parole success rate for the other parole releases (Table 54). Clearly, 
work furlough contributes much more toward failure than do other types 
of releases to parole. 
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In the comparison of work furloughees to other parolees using 

work furlough outcome as a part of parole outcome, there are some 
similarities to an experimental design; i.e., there is an experimental 
variable - work furlough - and experimental and control groups (re­
spectively, work furloughees and other releases to parole). The prob­
lems with this attempt at viewing the comparison as a valid ex­
perimental comparison is that there was no random assignment into ex­
perimental and control groups, and the time the control group would 
have spent in prison prior to release to parole with its accompanying 
parole date rescission rates were not counted. By not having random 
assignment into groups it is not known whether group characteris·tic 
differences or program differences account for variation in outcome 
rates. By not counting parole date rescission rates, the contemporary 
existing alternative to work furlough - a continuance of time served 
in prison - is missed and what is put in its place - the later part 
of the six month parole follow-up period - may involve a different 
failure rate. Of course the alternative to work furlough could be 
a direct release to parole but as the program actually existed it was 
more likely to mean continued time served in prison up 1mtil a parole 
date advancement or the original parole date arrived. 

A summarizing of biasing factors contained in parole outcome com­
parisons are that: First, the comparisons made were not made between 
an experimental and a control group; so it is difficult to disentangle 
the effects of prisoner characteristics and program factors upon 
parole outcome rates. Still, since parole outcome for work furloughees 
ran counter to expectations based upon base expectancy scores, it 
appears that program factors had more to do 'tvith "parole" outcome dif­
ferences than did prisoner characteristics. Second, the work fur­
loughees and other parolees were not all released to parole in the 
same time period; but since only a few work furlough program failures 
were released to parole in later time periods, the effect of this 
possible bias is probably negligible. Third, on any of the compari­
sons the possible maldistribution of work furloughees by parole regiono 
pr districts could account for some differences in parole outcome. 
Parole outcome varies by parole region and district. This possible 
bias was not looked at, but the spread of work furloughees around many 
areas in the state suggests that this bias is probably negligible. 
Fourth? parole date rescission rates for the control group were not counted. 

Different types of work furloughees had different program out­
come rates. Work furloughees who were program successes tended to 
disproportionately possess the following characteristics: homicide, 
sex, and forgery commitment offenses; no prior commitments; a White 
racial-ethnic group membership; higher base expectancy scores; a 
better work history; and a non-alcohol involvement lListory. Program 
failures tended to disproportionately possess the following character­
istics: burglary commitment offenses, prior prison commitments, a 
Chicano ~acial-ethnic group membership, lower base expectancy scores, 
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a poorer work history, and an alcohol involvement history. Work fur­
lough program success/failure characteristic aS8ociations closely 
parallel typical parole outcome associations with one surprising ex­
ception--illegal drug-use history was unrelated to program outcome. 
Apparently work furlough does have some strains similar to parole 
built into the program since similar types of men fail and succeed on 
each program (Tables 24 through 31)0 . 

40 The fourth and final method of comparison is to examine work 
furlough in relation to alternate graduated release programs 0 The 
work furloughees could have been released to parole via a program 
other than work furlough or simply by a straight release to paroleo 
They could have been released by using two of the Department's other pro­
grams-the parole date advancement and/or the temporary community 
release programs. In order to see which of these three different 
paths to parole produced the highest parole success rates, comparisons 
were made between the 766 work furloughees with known parole outcome 
and those among the other 4,961 parole releases who did or did not 
experience a parole date advance and/or a temporary community release. 

Before discussing the parole outcome figure, it should be noted 
that these comparisons are flawed. First, the work furloughees, the 
parole-date advance, and the temporary community release groups were 
not randomly assigned into the three groups. Therefore, the three 
groups differ among themselves on their characteristics (Tables 55 
through 60). Second, the remainder of the other 4,961 parole releases, 
that is, those with no work furlough, temporary release or parole ad­
vancement, have significantly lower base expectancy scores and, con­
sequently, lower parole success expectations (Table 59). J Third, the 
prison~rs experiencing the various graduated release programs are not 
"pure,r types because some experience two or three of the programs. 
The interaction contributions or multiple program exposure are not 
controlled for in the analysis. 

Analysis of parole outcome indicates that parolees given a parole­
date advance had a significantly higher six-month pa.role success rA.te 
(93%) than did the work furloughees (88%). Since the parole-date ad­
vance group and the work furloughees had similar parole success ex­
pectations based on their base expectancy scores, it may be that parole 
date advances are a better means of releasing prisoners to parole than 
is first putting them through the work furlough program and then re­
leasing them to parole (Table 49) 0 - However, since the difference, 
though statistically significant, was only four percentage points be­
tween par'ole outcome success rates~ it may be that the difference is 
too small to be of much practical significance. The difference may 
also reflect the selection of better parole risks by the parole-date 
advance program which were not picked up by the base expectancy score. 
In any event, the data suggests that the parole-date advance program 
may be a better way to release prisoners to parole than is the work 
furlough program. 
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Summary 

Work furlough appears to offer little tangible help to prisoners 
preparing for their release to parole. The table below summarizes 
the four ways of. comparing work furlough with regular parole. Probably 
the most valid comparison for showirtg work furlough's impact on re­
cidivism is the third comparison. It shows that work furlough sub­
stntially lowers "real" parole outcome success rates. The term "real 
parole outcome" refers to counting work furlough program failures as 
though they were parole failures. The large difference between the 
"real" six month parole outcome success rate for work furloughees (671~) 
and the non-work-furlough parolees success r<3.te (88%) still understates 
the poorer parole performance of work furloughees, since they had 
better parole expectations according to base expectancy scpres than 
did the non-work-furlough parolees (Tables 53, 54). In short, "work 
furlough increases failure rates. 

First comparison Second comparison 

Six month Work furlough Other releases Work furlough Other re-
outcome successes to parole successes and leases to 

failures parole 

Successes 89% 88% 88% 88% 

Failures il% 12% 12% 12% 

Third comparison Fourth comparison 

Six month Work furloughees Other releases Work furlough Releases 
outcome program and parole to parole successes and to parole 

outcome combined failures with a 
parole 

date 
advance 

Successes 67% 88% 88% 93% 

Failures 33% 12% 12% 710 
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CRAPl'ER VIII 

SUMVilffiY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This report traces the historical developrnent of Hork furlough 
in the United States and in Californiaw The California proeram for 
male felons in state prisons Vias evaluated \'lith respect to the formal 
goals of the program, in terms of the program's impact upon the fur­
loughee's time under confinement and in terms of retUl'ns to prison 
from the program and from parole. All male felons (960) \'1ho entered 
the work furlough program during fiscal year 1969-1970 served as the 
study group. How people were selected for participation vias examined 
in terms of the characteristics of those selected versus those reject­
ed. Parole outcome vias examined at six months after release to parole 
to determine how the program influenced the parole period. 

Findin~ 

Selection for Work Furlough: 

1. Both the county jail and the State facilities over-selected 
for work furlough prisoners 1'1ho had prior prison corruni tments ~ were 
older, and were White. 

2. Both types of facilities under-selected prisoners \'1ho had 
three or more prior jailor juvenile commitments, \-;ere you.nger, and 
were Black. 

3. County jail-based facilities tended to follow the same pat­
tern but vlith stronger emphasis on these same characteris~tics. 

4.' County jail-based facilities over-selected pris6ners "lith 
. forgery commitment offenses, higher base expectancy scores, histc, .. ·:'!s 

of no illegal drug use; and under-selected prisoners i-lith drug com­
mitment offenses, Chicano raciaJ..-ethnic group membership, lov;er b('~se 
expectancy scoreSt and i1legal drug use histories. 

5. The screening for work furlough by prison classification com­
mittees of 1,308 prisoners with parole dates resulted jn 75 percent 
(987) being declared ineligible and 25 percent (321) being declared 
eligible. The subsequent screening of the 321 eligible prisoners re­
sulted in the non-placement of 55 percent (176) and the placement of 
45 percent (145) in the program. Hore prisoner characteristics \'lere 
related to placement arid non-placement than were related to declara­
tion of eligibility. This screening and placement process resulted 
in 10 percent (145) of the prisoners with parole dates (1,308) finally 
entering the program. This 10 percent placed on work furlough, based 
on their characteristics, had more likelihood of succeeding on parole 
than the 90 percent not placed on the program. 
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Hork Furlough and Employment: 

10 Hork furloughees tend to work in 10'lJer-status occupations at, 
lower-than-average rates of pay; with over two-thirds working as oper­
atives, laborers, or service workers. HOvlever, this may not be dis­
similar from the situation for parolees in general~ 

1'10rk Furlough and Time Served ~ 

i. Six hundred eighty-one of the 960 or 71 percent of the male 
felons entering the program during 1969-1970 were released to parole 
or discharged on scheduled dates or within one week of those dates. 

2. One hundred thirteen, or 12 percent, received parole advance­
ments; most of these were for three months or less. 

3. One hundred sixty-six, or 17 percent, ended up serving more 
time with over half of this group serving an additional three months 
or more in prison. 

4. 1fuen time saved and additional time served were averaged for 
all men participating, it was found that the result was an additional 
period of incarceration averaging 47.6 days for each man beyond his 

. original parole date. For the FY 1969-1970 work furloughees, this re­
sulted in an additional 125 man years of incarceration. This is an 
under-estimate in that a few men continued in prison beyonQ the end 
of the study period. 

a. Of the program participants, 686, or 71 percent, satis­
factorily completed work furlough by being released to pa­
role or discharge. On the other hand, 29 percent escaped 
or were returned to an institution for a neW' offense or a 
violation of program rules. 

b o The 29 percent work furlough program failure rate is 
markedly greater than the 12 percent six month parole fail­
ure rate for those not processed throngh the work furlough 
program. \lJhen returns to the institution for such things 
as inability to find employment, and inmate request, causes 
that might be viewed as non-failure in the program, are re­
moved from the computation, the failure rate become 24 per­
cent, twice the failure rate on parole at six months. 

1rJork Furlough and Parole Outcome: 

1. Among those released to parole from work furlough, seven per­
cent were returned to prison by the end of six months; this can be 
compared with eight percent returned among those without work furlough 
experience .. 
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2. A comparison of 615 work furlough program SUCCGGSGS with 
known parole outcome to 5,487 other parole releases in fiscal year 
1969-1970 revealed that the work furlough program successes had an 
89 percent six-month parole outcome success rate while the other 
parole releases had an 88 percent six-month parole outcome success 
rate. The work furlough program, as presently constituted, is nei­
ther an institutional nor a parole program; it is a unique entity 
unto itself. However, if work furlough were counted as though it 
were a part of parole and the parole outcome rates were looked at six­
months after the date of entry into work furlough, the six-morrth pa­
role success rate for work furloughees becomes 67 percent, Hhereas 
the other parole releases had an 88 percent success rate. This large 
difference (21 percentage points) still understates the poorer parole 
performance of the work furloughees since they had better parole ex­
pectations than the other parole releases. Work furlough, \"ihen look­
ed at as a part of parole, increases parole failure rates. 

3. Analysis of parole outcome indicated that parolees given a 
parole date advance had a significantly higher six-month parole suc­
cess rate (92 percent) than did the work furloughees (88 percent). 
Since the parole date advance group and the ,.·mrk furloughees had 
sirrrl.lar parole success expectations based on their base expectancy 
scores, it may be that parole date advances are a better means of re­
leasing prisoners to parole than is first putting them through the 
work furlough program and then releasing them to parole. 

4. There is some evidence to suggest that the work furlough sit­
uation may not be a natural transitional stage bebveen prison and pa­
role o Work furloughees who experience problems relatea to returning 
to custody at a certain time, in adjusting to the daily chanGe between 
Nork in the community and prisoner roles, in refraining from v-i.siting 
women may experience little difficulty on parole. 1iork furloug:l, since 
it "tests?! prisoner behavior on different bases than parole, may re­
present a poor predictor of parole behavior. 

Conclusions 

This study of the work furlough program has led to the following 
conclusions about the 1969-1970 Work Furlough Program: 

1. Work furlough increased time served in prison for the pro­
gram's participants. 

2. Work furlough does not have a positive effect upon parole 
recidivism; in fact, viewed as a total program, it in­
creases parole failure. 

3. Work furlough procedures place more stringent restrictions 
on work furloughee behavior than parole places on parolee 
behavior. 
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to only help in identifying likely parole failures, they may 
also identify some work furloughees as likely parole failures 
who are not likely parole failures. Work furloughees who 
experience problems related to returning to custody Rt a 
certain time, in adjusting to the daily changes between work 
in the community and prisoner roles, in refraining from 
drinking alcoholic beverages, and in refraining from visiting 
women may experience little difficulty on parole. Work 
furlough, since it "tests" prisoner behavior on different 
bases than parole, may represent a poor testing ground for 
potential parole behavior. 

4. Work furloughees work disproportionately in lower status 
occupations and at lower rates of pay than other men in 
California. 

5. Work furlough does not reduce state expenditures. The 
additional direct costs of administering the program are 
slightly exceeded by the money contributed to the State by 
work furloughees. The "hidden costs" cf the program 
resulting from the program's addition to time served in 
prison, police and court costs resulting from handling worl{ 
furlougees, and prison staff time spent on work furlough 
matters, etc., lead to the program costs exceeding the 
revenue generated from work furloughee income. 

6. Chicanos tend to be rejected from entering work furlough. 
Preliminary evidence tends to suggest that factors other than 
their racial-ethnic group status may account for the 
Chicanos' adverse experience; namely, their greater 
involvement with narcotics. 

7. The various types of work furlough facilities differed from 
one another. Although the county jail-based programs were 
the most selective, taking relatively better parole risks, 
they did not have the highest work furlough success rates. 
The departmental-run programs, based at prisons and at the 
Crittenden Halfway House, tended to select relatively poorer 
parole risks, but the prisons had lower and the halfway house 
higher success rates than the county jail-based programs. 
The location of a facility and the manner in which it is 
operated are more important in determining Variations in 
program violation rates than are the characteristics of the 
participants. 

8. The work furlough selection process led to disproportionate 
numbers of Whites and persons with higher base expectancy 
scores entering the work furlough program. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

On the basis of the information presented, the work furlough 
program, as it existed at the time of this study, should be seriously 
con8idered for elimination. This recolmnendation is based on the find­
ings that: 1) it does not reduce recidivism, 2) it increases time 
served in prison, and 3) it costs the government more money than it 
brought in from State assessments against work furloughee 1'iagEis. 

As an alternative, continuation of the program should involve 
rather drastic changes. In this regard, the following recommendations 
should be considered: 

1. Work furloughees should not have their parole dates either 
set back or removed for being charged with a violation of 
the rules. It is the Department- and Adult Authority's povJ8r 
of setting back or removing set parole dates on disciplinaries 
(115's) lodged against work furloughees that leads to an in­
crease in time sBrved attributable to the program. Work 
furloughees who are charged with a rule violation should, in 
the absence of new criminal convictions, be released on their 
original parole date. 

2. A work furloughee who fails to return from )'lork to the pro­
gram should not be declared an escapee. This aspect of the 
program contributes substantially to additional time served 
in prison. Also, almost all of the new felony convictions 
received by work furloughees are for the offense of ee;cape. 

3. Work furloughees should. not have to pay for their "room .iT i 
board" and "supervision." Pr-lsoners tend to be poor and 
need the money they earn for their own personal needs" 

4. Work furloughees should not be placed in work situations 
where their pay will be too low for them to benefit economic­
ally from participation in the program. 

5. The work furlough program, in its changed form, 8hould be 
properly evaluated. To do ~his; it would be necessary for 
the program to be S8t up on an experimental basis. One 
necessary component of the experimental design would be the 
random assignment from a pool of subjects into experimental 
and control groups. A second necessity would be that the 
criterion variables-that is, the variable used for eValuat-­
ing the program IS impact--would need to be clearly spelled 
out with quantifiable goals. This study should be brief so 
that the program could be terminated if it were found to be 
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deficient in meeting its goals.' Also, it would be necessary 
that every effort be made to maintain the integrity of the 
study design in order to get a valid assessment of' Ghe impact 
of the program. 

6. The finanCial records kept on the program need to be ~_rnproved. 

The implementation of these recommendations would change the pro­
gram to such an exbent as to make it almost ur..recognizable as the 1'iork 
furlough program evaluated by this study. Still, the basic elements 
of the working at a job in the community and returning to custody 
during non-working hours would remain. The furlough program, as 
operated during the period evaluated, should be considered for 
elimination or substantial modification. The Parole and Community 
Services Division states that changes in the program have been made. 
and further modifications are under consideration. 
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CHAPTER IX 

A POSTSCRIPT eN WORK FURLOUGH SINCE FY 1969-70 

Program eValuation studies face a recurring problem - they take 
a long time from initiation to completion and some people, particular­
ly program staff, often ~estion the relevance of study conclusions 
and recommendations. A major criticism is that the program being 
evaluated has experienced many changes since the period studied and, 
therefore, the conclusions and recommendations are no longer applicable. 

In addressing the issue of current relevance of study findings, 
certain problems arise. A complete update would require a costly 
replication of the study, using more recent data. Such a replication 
would not end the problem of timeliness since the new study would 
again produce "dated" information. Evaluation always seems to be 
chasing program innovations - never catching up. 

In this postscript we will briefly consider some of the program 
changes which occurred subsequent to the study period (FY 1969-70) 
and their possible impact on the study's conclusions and recommenda­
tions. 

Perusual of the currently available information indicates that 
the following changes have occurred: 

1. The total number of prisoners entering the program increased 
from 960 for FY 1969-70 to 1,540 for FY 1970-71, and then 
began a gradual decline that has seen the pbpulation fall to 
735 for FY 1973-74 (Table 50). 

2. The proportion of work furloughees among the various facilit­
ies changed, as facilities in half-way houses expanded alY" 

prison - based facilities were cut backo Also, county jail­
based facilities declined for awhile but have recently been 
on the increase. 

3. Some demographic characteristics of the work furloughees have 
changed. A comparison of FY 1969-70 to FY 1972-73 shows the 
following changes: work furloughees with violent commitment 
offenses increased from 33% to 47% while those with forgery 
and checks commitment offenses declined from 15% to $%, and 
Blacks increased from 26% to 43% while Whites decreased from 
63% to 49%. 

4. Changes in policies pertaining to the wo:ck furlough program 
have occurred, some of the me. or ones appearing to be related 
to a series of incidents that occurred at the Don Lugo facil­
ity :in late 1971 and early 1972. The repercussions of the 
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Don Lugo ~ncidents appear to have been a rise in program 
failure rates in FY 1971-72, the closing of some prison based 
facilities, and a decline in work furloughee population. 
The administration of work furlough, particularly following 
the Don Lugo incidents, seems to havA moved in a conservative 
direction. 

5. DQring the time these shifts and changes were occurring one 
of the measures of work furlough success, the proportion 
successfully completing the progran, changed. The 70% 
success rate for the study year was follov18d two years later 
by a decline to a 62% success rate which was followed by an 
increase to the 77% level for FY 1973-74 (Table 50). 

Considering the above, it canr~t be argued that the work furlough 
program as it existed in the study period is the same as the one cur­
rently existing. However, the importance of these changes can be 
~estioned. One criterion for assessing the importance of -chese or 
any other changes in the program is whether or not the relationship 
between work furlough program outcome rates and six month parole out­
come rates for all parolees had changed. 

Calculations show that work furlough failure rates continue to 
exceed six-month parole outcome failure rates for all releases to 
parole. As indicated earlier, during the period evaluated in the 
study (FY 1969-70) the work furlough program had a failure rate of 
30% whereas the comparable parole cohort had a six-month parole failure 
rate of 12%. In the subsequent fiscal years the program had failure 
rates of 31, 38 and 27 percent, respectively. The parole release 
cohorts for their same years had six-month parole outcome failure 
rates of 9, 19, and 11 percent. The differences between their failure 
rates are 22, 19, and 16 percentage points, respectively, compared to 
the 18 percentage point difference during the study period. 

Although only this one criterion has been updated, it is an ex­
ceedingly important one, and it supports the suggestion that, however 
significant work furlough program changes have been, they have not 
been significant enough to lower program failure rates close to or 
below six-month parole outcome failure rates. In summary work fur­
lough program failure rates have continued to exceed comparable parole 
failure rates. Work furlough continues to increase rather than de­
crease overall failure rates. 
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APPENDIX A . 

GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Actual parole or discharge datEr - The date on which the person was 
paroled or discharged following participation in the work ~ 
lough program. 

Adult Authority - This is a parole bOLrd which is compo~~d of nine 
persons appointed by the Governor. It sets prison terms, parole 
dates, and evaluates parolee behavior in California. It is 
administratively separated from the Department of Corrections. 

"Alcohol involvement" history - This means that the prisoner has been 
characterized in his file by such terms as "alcoholic,1I "alcohol­
ism," "occasional alcoholic binges," "problem drinker," or any 
commonly accepted synonyms. It also mea.'1S that the drinking of 
alcohol is described as contributing to the offense leading to 
his latest imprisonment. If there is any evidence of the pris­
oner f s drinking any amount in the 24-hour period prior to the 
offense leading to his latest imprisonment, he falls within our 
definition of alcohol involvement. If the prisoner's interest in 
prOCuring alcohol was a factor in the offense(s) leading to his 
latest imprisonment, he falls within our definition of alcohol in­
v91vement. However, should a prisoner rob a store selling 
alcoholic beverages and use a request for alcohol only to provide 
the crime opportunity, this by itself is not sufficient reason 
to classify the prisoner as having alcoholic involvement. 

Base expectancy - Base expectancy is an actuarial device for predicting 
parole outcome. It predicts roughly 20% of the variance in out­
comes (Gottfredson, 1961). 

Black - Synonymous with Negro; usual term used in prisoner files. 

Chicano - Synonymous with Mexican-American; usual term used in prisoner 
files. 

-:? (Chi-square) - The chi-square test can be used whenever one wishes to 
evaluate whether or not frequencies which have been empirically ob­
tained differ significantly from those which would be expected based 
on the null h;Y'Pothesis. A statistically significant difference, as 
used here, is one where the likelihood that the empirically obtained 
frequency differences occurring by chance is five or less out of 100. 

Classification committee - A group of prison staff members who period­
ically make decisions placing prisoners into or out of various 
aspects of the prison system (Le., custody level classification; 
approval or disapproval for vocational training, school, etc.). 
In the particular context used here, a classification committee 
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looks at a list of men who recently reCl.'}ived parole dates and 
either approves of or disapproves of their being eligible for 
the work furlough program. 

Commitment offense - The criminal offense for which the prisoner was 
convicted in court and sentenced to his present prison term. In 
instances where a person receives more than one commitment, the 
commitment with longest sentence is codedg 

Community correctional center - A legal euphemism codified by Section 
6250 of the Penal Code which allows correctional officials to 
designate sections of prisons or hAlfway houses as COIDmluxLty 
correctional centers, thereby allowing these "centers" to be used 
for housing work furloughees. All State-run work furlough pro­
grams are designated community correctional centers-whether they 
be trailers at San Quentin, former correctional officers' tempo­
rary living quarters at DVI (Tracy) or CTF (Soledad), or halfway 
houses like Crittenden in Oru{land. 

Confinement - A less abrasive term synonymous with imprisonment that 
is often used by correctional officials. 

County-jail-based program - A program where the State of California 
has a contractual agreement with a county for maintaining work 
furloughees in their county jail. In such a program the work 
furloughee is housed eveniI,gs and weekends in the county jail 
and let out to go to work during the weekdays 5 A special fea-
ture of such a program is the selection powers of the county jail 
(they can reject or accept work furlough candidates as they see 
fit) and their power to ask that a man be removed from their jail 
and placed back in CDC custody even if the Parole Division of 
CDC objects to the decision. Programs based in county also re­
ceive compensation from the State for unpaid "room and board" 
expenses; i. e., "room and board" expenses that work furloughees 
fail to pay to the county. 

Discharge date - The last day of a prisoner's set term. At this date 
a prisoner or parolee is set free from all CDC jurisdiction; i.e., 
he has completed his sentence~ 

Eligibility for wor~ furlough - A prisoner is legally eligible to par­
ticipate in the work furlough program when the Adult Authority 
sets his parole date. Some of the facilities will not accept. a 
prisoner who has more than three months to reach his parole date. 
Shortly after a man receives his parole date, he is screened by 
a prison classification committee for eligibility. If he is 
declared eligible (and even if not declared eligible), a prisoner 
may apply for entry into the work furlough program. Each 
individual facility then either accepts or rejects the men that 
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apply. Though there are no legislative exclusions from the pro­
gram, each facility seems to have some types of candidates they 
tend to exclude. 

(FY) Fiscal year - This comprises a 12-month period of time from 
July 1st through June 30th of any two consecutive years. 

Halfway house - A residential building located in the community that 
provides short-term housing for parolees who have trouble locat­
ing a suitable place to JiveQ The particular halfway house 
covered by this study-Crittenden-was run by the State and housed 
the Oakland Parole Distl~Ct offices and parolee and work furlough 
living quarters. Custody arrangements are less stringent in 
halfway houses for work furloughees than in prisons or county 
jails. Privately run halfway houses were not covered in this 
study .. 

Illegal drug use history - The prisoner is coded as having used an 
illegal drug if a correctional counselor at a Reception-Guidance 
Center learns of any types of use of illegal drugs at any time 
in the prisoner's past. The drugs are scaled by the Department 
in a descending order of v'severity," with heroin addiction being 
most serious and dangerous drug use being least serious. In 
instances of multiple ~~g use lListories, only the most serious 
drug is recorded. 

Original parole or discharge date - As used in this study, the parole 
date and the discharge date possessed by a prisoner the moment 
he enters the work furlough program. 

Parole date advancement - An action taken by the Adult Authority on 
prisoners already possessing a parole date.. Upon the submission 
of a request by a parole agent giving reasons why a prisoner 
should be placed on parole earlier~ the Adult Authority, at its 
discretion, changes the prisoner's parole date to an earlier date, 
thereby reducing the time the prisoner spends in prison. 

Parole date removal (losses) - This occurs when a prisoner with a set 
parole date receives a disciplinaF.V wr.ite-up (a 115) for prison 
or work furlough rule infractions q The prisoners reappear before 
the Adult AuthoritY9 and they take the prisoner's parole date and 
sentence away-i.e", he is again without a parole date, and his 
sentence is "refixed" to the maximum for his offense. This is 
also referred to as rescinding a parole date6 

Parole date set-back - This occurs when a prisoner with a set parole 
date receives a disciplinary write-up (a 115) for prison or work 
furlough rule infractions. The prisoner reappears before the 
Adult Authority? and they add on a few months to his sentence 
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to be served in prison. This means that the prisoner will 
probably be released to pa;t'ole a few months later than he was 
originally scheduled to be released to parole. 

Parole outcome at six months - The Department of Corrections maintains 
an on-going system of collecting information about parolees. 
Parolees are typically grouped into release cohorts, and cumulated 
parole actions taken upon them are looked at at the Sixt~l, twelfth 
and twenty-fourth month dates after release date. The Department 
groups the parolees into three categories: favorable, pending, 
and ~~vor~bleo For the pu:poses of this study, the Departmental 
?laSSlflcatlon scheme was Sllghtly revised by removing the pend­
lng category from consideration in the analysis. 

"Personal growth" experienced in prison - This term was taken from CDC 
Administrative Bulletin No. 69/31, July 31, 1969. As used in the 
questionaire (Q. 15), the ex-work furloughee wa.s allowed to inter­
pret the term as he saw fit (i.e., "personal growth" was whatever 
it meant to him). -

Prior criminal commitments - These are the legal commitments to a 
prison, ~ail or.juv~nile institution in which the person actually 
was P~yslcally lmpnsoned. The prisoner's present commitment­
th~t lS, t~e one for w~ch he spent time in prison immediately 
prlor to his placement ln work furlough-is not counted as a 
prior criminal commitment. 

Prison-based programs - These are the work furlough facilities located 
on the grounds of a prison. They are, to a certain degree 
physically separate from the main prison--i.e., they are often 
located in former temporary living quarters for correctional 
officers or trailers. However, 0here remains some contact be­
tween work furloughees and the other prisoners. These progrwn­
are under the dual supervision of institutional and parole staf;. 

Program outcome - When a prisoner on work furlough leaves the program, 
a Departure Report from Work Furlough Program form is filled out 
and a reason for leaving is checked off from among those provided 
on the form. In this study these reasons were used and dichot­
omized into "successful" and "failure" terminations as follows: 
Su?cess was def~ned as a r~lease to parole or discharge, and 
fallure ~as deflne~ as a direct return to prison or escape. In­
cluded Wlth the fallures are those prisoners who requested to be 
returned as well as those returned because they could not find 
a job. 

Racial-e~hnic.group - As.used here the racial-ethnic group is that 
deslgnatlon glven elther by a prisoner to a counselor or assigned 
by a counselor' to a prisoner when a prisoner first enters the 
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Department and has his prison file yompiled. 

"Room and board" - These terms are often used when describing the work 
furloughee's paying for the cell or "dormitory" space occupied 
by the work furloughee and for the meals provided by the prison, 
:i ail, or halfway house. 

"Routine rule violation" - The breaking of work furlough rules that 
seem to recur almost daily in the larger programs (i. e., on any 
day, one or more of the work furloughees may return late, engage 
in drinking alcoholic beverages, visit women, etc.). 

RUAPP - Literally means "release upon approved parole plan." RUAPP's 
are a form of parole-date setting. The person is granted parole 
to become effective upon the completion of a parole plan by the 
parole division. Such plans usually take less than sixty days -
to complete. 

Savings - The actual amount of money a man accumulates in his account 
from work furlough during his stay in the program. It is the 
amount he has when he leaves the program. 

Special parole outcome - This parole outcome treats the date the vl10rk 
furloughee enters the wo ... 'k furlough program as though it were 
the date he entered parole and looks at his parole outcome six 
months later. Work furlough program failures are counted as 
parole failures along with actual parole failures that occur with­
in six months following the date of entry into work furlough. 

Supervision (expense) - The $1.10 per day levied against the work 
furloughee's earnings to help pay for the costs of the parole 
agent positions with work furlough caseloads. 

Temporary community rel.eases - This is a program that allows some 
prisoners with set parole dates to leave prison for up to 72 
hours and travel to the community in which they plan to live on 
parole. This is done so that they can attempt to set up a j...;b, 
rent a place to live, meet their parole agents y and possibly 
visit their families in preparation for release to parole. 

White and other - As used here this category included Whites, Cau­
casians, Chinese, Japanese, Filipinos, Indians, and any o-ther 
racial-ethnic categorizations used except those classified under 
Black and Chicano. The other various racial-ethnic groups were 
placed with Whites since their numbers are very small within the 
Department's population. 

Work furlough facility - The actual physical building (s) where each 
separate w9rk furlough program is located. 
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Work furlough failure - If a work furloughee is released from the pro­
gram for any reason .9~ than being released to parole or dis­
charge, he is, for the purposes of this study, declared a failure. 
A few men declared failures were actually removed by either their 
own req~est or due to a lack of work--i.e" they were laid off 
and were unable to locate work again. Essentially, this means 
t.hat the term failure applies, especially in these instances, to 
the failure of the program, and not to the personal f'ailure of 
furloughees. 

Work furlough success - If a work furloughee is released from the pro­
gram to either parole or discharge, he is, for our purposes, de-
clared a success. 

Work history (worked six or more months for anyone employer) - A 
Departmental measure used in BE scores to indicate employment 
history. A "yes" answer to this item indicates that a work 
furloughee worked for at least six consecutive months for one 
employer prior to the imprisonment preceding his entry into work 
furlough. 
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APPEi'IDIX B 

WORK FURLOUGH STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name 

Job Title 

Institution, Work Furlough Facility, or Parole District 

Wha~ role do you have in the work furlough program; what actual 
dutles do you perform; what are you held responsible for- and 
what per cent of your work time is spent on work furlough? 

Do you feel that furloughees are experiencing personal gro~ffih 
during their institutional stay prior to going on the program 
that helps them on the program? 

Are furloughees ' family relationships improved or do they dete­
riorate while the furloughees are on the program? 

Are furloughees better prepared for parole than the usual releases 
to parole by already having wnrked on a jobi by possibly having 
purchased an automobile, the necessary auto insurance his own 
wardrobe 1 and with some savings? ' 

H~ve you used any parole advisory committees 1 trade advisory com­
mlttees, labor organiZations, employer groups, or federally 
funded work programs in helping furloughees to secure employment? 
If yes, which ones and how often? 

Are parolee-parole agent relationships better or 'f;.mrse for ex­
furloughees than they would have been had the ex-furloughee not 
gone through the program? In what way better or worse? 

How do inmates get selected for work furlough? (C~t a description 
of the selection process.) 

What types of inmates get selected for work furlough? (Get a 
description of factors that lead to rejection from the program.) 

How do these different types do on the pY'ogram? (Which types are 
successful and unsuccessful?) 

What, is the purpose(s) of the work furlough program as you see it? 

How well is the program working? Is it achieving the goals you 
think it has? 
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15. What are the problems that furlougheea have in successfully com­
pleting the program? 

160 What types of rule violations routinely occur? How are they 
handled by the staff and the furloughees? 

17. For how long should a furloughee be placed on the program--l, 2, 
or 3 months? Why? 

18. Do you consider the program to be a success or a failure, and how 
is it a success or a failure? 

19. Is there any way to improve the program? 

20.. [joE CDC EMPLOYEES ONLY In order to roughly approximate the costs 
of the work furlough program, we need a detailed listing of all 
Departmental staff pqsitions (not individuals' names) that work 
at your facility or institution on the program, their salaries, 
and the percentage of their time that is spent on program busilless. 
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APPENDIX C 

EX-WORK FURLOUGHEE QUESTIONNAJRE 

Name 

2. Serial Number 

Institution of Origin 

40 Work Furlough Facility 

58 Job and Parole District in parole plans 

6. Job and wages per hour while on work furlough (give job held long­
est period of time and average wages per hour). 

7 Q How ~id you acquire your job? Did the use of any parole advisory 
comml"ttees, trade advisory committees, labor organizations, employer 
groups, or federally funded programs occur in acquiring your job? 
If yes, which one(s)? 

8. What educational, vocational, or institutional job skills were 
learned during your most recent incarceration? 

90 Were any of these skills used by you on any of the jobs you held 
while on work flITlough? If yes, which skills were used on which 
jobs? 

10. Did you pm'chase: a) 
(cost estimate) b) 

c) 

an automobile? 
anto insurance? 
a wardrobe? 

11. Parole date set by Adult Authority 

12. Date received in work furlough program 

13. Date released from wor}:: furlough program 

14. If the release was ~ to parole, describe \'lhat subsequently to;k 
place (dates of official actions an~ official movements and his 
description of what took place). 

15. Do you feel you experienced any personal growth during your stay 
in the institution that helped you on the program? 

16. How was your family affected by your being on vwrk furlough? 
(Get description of family situation, visiting patterns, and 
family problems arising from work furlough.) 

17. What does your family think: about your participation in work 
fllr lough? 
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18. Have you experienced any problems with your family (your wife)? 
If yes, what kinds of problems? 

19. If you had a wife receiving welfare, was the grant affected by 
your coming on the program? 

20. Was the relationship with your parole agent better or worse than 
it would have been had you been released to regular parole with­
out work furlough? In what way better or worse? 

21. Have you ever been on parole before? If yes, how much money 
(savings and loan from the Department) did you have· the day you 
initially went on parole? 

220 How does an inm~te get into the work furlough program? (Get a 
description of the selection process and how decisions are made 
at each point in the process.) 

23. What different types of inmates get into the program? (What is 
sought here is a descriptive typology of furloughees, using the 
respondent's language.) 

24~ How do these different types do on the program? (Which types are 
successful and unsuccessful?) 

25. What is the purpose(s) of the work furlough program as you see 
it? 

26. How well is the program working? Is it achieving the goals you 
think it has? 

27. What are the problems that furloughees have in successfully 
completing the program? 

28. What types of rule violations routinely occur? How are they 
handled by the staff and the furloaghees? 

29. For how long should a furloughee be placed on the program--l, 2, 
or 3 months? Why? 

30. Do you consider the program to be a success or a failure, and 
how is it a success or B failure?" 

31. Is there any way to improve the program? 
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APPENDIX D 

DEPARTURE REPORT 

. 'FROM 

WORK FURLOUGH PROGRAM 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIoNS 

....................................... , ................................ Facility 

................................ M on th .......................... : ..... y car 

............... : ................ Inmate Number .................................................... Name 

1
·.1 ........... ~ ................ _ ... Date Received 

\ 
c\ 

U RElEASE INFORMA nON 

.................................................... From (Hub lnst.) 

(J' 

r I 
............................ Date of release from Work Furlough Program 

1
1{ 

·,1 

! 

I 

I , 

Reason for release: 

.... : ........... 1. To parole 

................ 2. To discbarge 
................ 3. Returned to prison. for: 

................ 1. New felony commitment 

................ 2. Other criminal act 

............... .3. County request 

............... .4. State request 
__ ..... ~ ....... .5. Inmate request 

................ 6. Medical reason 

•............... 7. Other. (specify ) ............................................................................................................. . 

............... .4. Death 
............... 5. Escaped 
.......... ~ ..... 6. Other (specify) ................................................. . 

.................... Length of stay in program (days) 

.................... Number of days worked, less normal days off 

$ ................ Total amount earned in program 

............•... Amount rerrlltted to dependents 

................ Amount placed in savings 

........ .-...•... Amount to County for keep 

................. Amount to other (specify) ....................................................................................................................... . 

INITIAL EMPLOYMENT 

_ ............... 1. Job available at arrival in program. 

................ 2. No job available at arrival in. program 

First job worked: 
............................................... .10 b Ti~e 

................................................ Salary per hour rate 

........ ~ ...................... Days worked per week 

................................ Hours worked per week 

Cop.i~ te:.: 

OrlDln.,,1 _ Admlniatr:ativc St"tiatia &ecUon 
1rt coPy __ Work FurloC-~h AdmlnIatr2tor, P,,"CS 
211<1 copy _ C""rd;n2{or'. File 

CDC 1601 6M Sets 41]1 Fol. 
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-70-

Table 1 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Prisoners Considered for Work Furlough Eligibility by a Prison 
Classification Committee in FY 1969-70, by Eligibility Class­
ification and $ubsequent Work Furlough Placement, by Com­
mitment Offense 

Eligibility classification 

Type of commitment offense Eligible 

Total Not eligible Total Placed on 
work furlough 

Number of prisoners 

Total, all offenses 1,,308 987 321 

Homicide 56 46 10 
Robbery 256 195 61 
Assault 68 52 16 

Burglary 274 193 , 81 
Theft 132 90 

t 

• 42 , 
Forgery, checks 130 86 44 

Rape, other sex 127 114 13 
Drug 215 173 42 
Miscellaneous 50 38 ! 12 

Percentages 

. 
Total, cl.l offenses 100% 100% 100% 

Homicide 4 5 3 
Robbery 20 20 19 
Assault 5 5 5 

Burglary 21 ( 20 ) [ill 
Theft 10 ( 9 ) QI] 
Forgery, checks 10 ( 9 ) D1J 
Rape,other sex 10 em ( h ) 
Drug 16 18 13 
Miscellaneous h 4 4 

L:J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

. 
.. 

145 

6 
30 

9 

42 
13 
20 

8 
14 
3 

100% 

4 
21 
6 

29 

9a 

14 

6 
10 
2 

Not placed on 
work furlough 

176 

4 
31 
7 

39 
29 
24 

5 
28 

9 

100% 

2 
18 

4 

22 
16a 

14 

3 
16 

5 

a Among prisoners classified as eligible for work furlough, those with a commitment offense of theft were 

significantly less liekly to actually enter work furlough. 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF COR.RIDJTIONS 

Table 2 Prisoners Considered f~r Work Furlough Eligibility by a 
prison Classification 03:ttee in FY 1969-70, by 
Eligibility Classifica,io and Subsequent Work Furlough 
Placement, by Prior Crimi ,Commitment ~ 

~~~~~~~~i~\I~'~~~,~~~~~{ 
I :Ertg;l.bility classification 1 

prior criminal commitments 

Total 

Eligible 

Total Placed on t Not placed i 
Not ~ligible 

work furlo~10rk furlolll , 

----------~--~----~--~---

Total, all prisoners 

No priors 

Prior jail/juvenile, total 

One or two 

Three or more 

Number of prisoners 

1,308 987 

127 95 

639 477 ~ 

314 237 
325 240 

542 415 

321 

32 

162 

77 

85 ' 

127 

J 

145 

17 

63 

33 
30 

65 

15 

99 

44 
55 

62 

Table 3 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Prisoners Considered for Work Furlough Eligibility by a Prison 
Classification Committee in .FY 1969-70, by Eligibility Classification 
and Subsequenb Work Furlough Placement, by ~e 

FJigibility claSsification 

Age at 1969 birthday .1."ligi ble 

Total, all ages 

Younger group, total 

20 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 34 

Older group, total 

Mean 

35 - 39 

40 - 49 
50 - 80 

Total Not eligible 

Number of prisoners 

1,308 

755 

202 
312 
241 

553 

157 
222 

174 

9137 

539 

145 
216 
178 

122 

173 

153 

Total 

321 

216 

57 
96 
63 

105 

35 
49 
21 

Placed on 
work furlough 

145 

88 

18 

41 
29 

57 

19 
31 

7 

Frior prison 
__________________________ -----L-------------1-------------1------------~------------~--------~~ Meman 

35 

32 

36 

33 

32 

30 

32 

32 

Total, all prison~rs 

No priors 

Prior jail/juvenile, total 

One or two 

Three or more 

Prior prison 

100% 

10 

49 

24 
25 

Percentages 

100% 

10 

48 

24 
24 

100% 
10 

50 

24 
26 

40 

100% 
9 ') 

45 

____ ---------------,----~------------~-----------L--------~------------~-----,' 

Total, all ages 

Younger group, total 

20 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 34 

Older group, total 

35 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 80 

100% 

58 

15 
24 
18 

12 
17 

13 

Percentages 

100%, 

( 55 

15 
( 22 ) 

18 

w] 
12 

18 

rnJ 

10 
C2QJ 
20 

( 33 ) 

11 

15 

( 7) 

12a 

28 
20 

Not placed' on 
work furlough 

176 

],,28 

39 
55 
34 

48 

16 
18 
14 

31 

29 

a,b 
h didn't subseq,uently enter work furlough were significar , 

Prisoners declared e1:i,gible for work furjlOUg~ lW 0 mmitments wher~as those who entered work furlough wer,~ 
more likely to have only prior jail,or uriveruj~~o juveniie commitments. The same relationships werel~ ___________________ -'-_______ ....I.. ______ --'L--______ -'-______ .......I'--_____ _ 
si nificantly less likely to have onl.y p or or • . ' [j fO~ prisoners with only three or more jailor juvenile corruro.tments. ~ . Statistically significantly higher than ~xp~cted at .05 level or less. 

'- .. 

o 
( ) 

statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

Stati,sticallysignificantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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I ( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

i i a 

b 

Among prisoners classified as eligible for work furlough, those aged 20-24 were significantly less likely to actually 
enter work furlough. 

Among prisoners classified as eligible for work furlough, those aced 40-49 were significantly more likely to actually 
enter work furlough. 

Among prisoners classified as eligible for work furlough, those aged 35-80 were significantly more likely to actually 
enter work furlough than those aged 20-34. 
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Table 4 

RaciuJ.-ethnic group 

Total, all groups 

White and other 

Black 

Chicano 

Total, all groups 

White and other 

Black 

Chicano 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF' CORRECTIONS 

Prisoners Considered for Work Furlough Eligibility by a Prison 
Classification Committee in FY 1969-70, by Eligibility Class­
ification and Subsequent Work Furlough Placement, by Racial­
Ethnic Group 

Eligible 

Total Not eligible 

Numuer of prisoners 

1,308 9B7 

782 599 

349 241 

177 147 

Percentages 

100% 100% 

60 61 

27 ( 24 ) 

14 !lil 

Total 

321 

IB3 

108 

30 

100% 

57 

00 
( 9) 

Placed on 
work furlough 

145 

94 

43 

8 

100% 

65a 

30 

6b 

c=:J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

a Among prisoners classified as eligible for work furlough, those who were white and other were 
Ukely to actually entel:' work furlough. 

1 
'1 , 
~ 1 

176 
':1 
J 

'.1 

89 
:1 ,. 
., 

65 
II 

I, 

22 li 
i 

lO~ 
~j 

51a :c: 

37 

13b 
~; 

b Among prisoners classified as eligible for work fllrlough, those who were Chicano were 
to actually erffier work furlough. 

significantly less 1:i.kel)' t:: 
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CALIlORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Table 5 Prisoners Considered for Work FurloUgh Eligibility by a Prison 
Classification Committee in FY 1969-70, by Eligibility Class­
ification and Subseqaent Work Furlough Placement, by Base 
Expectancy Score 

Kligibility classification 

Base expectancy score Eligible 

Total Not eligible Total Placed on l Not placed on 
work furlough r work furlough 

To tal, all prisoners 

o - 45, total 

0-16 

17 - 26 
27 - 32 

33 - 45 

46 - 76, total 

46 - 52 
53 - 68 
69 - 76 

Me an 

11e dian 

Total, all. prisoners 

0-45, total 

0-16 

17 - 26 
2:.7 - 32 

33 - 45 

46 - 76, total 

46 - 52 

53 - 68 
69 - 76 

Number of prisoners 

1,308 987 321 

885 672 213 

26 20 6 
178 133 45 
206 164 42 
475 355 120 

423 315 108 

199 l48 51 
191 141 50 
33 26 7 

40 40 40 

39 .39 40 

Percentages 

100% 100% 100% 

68 68 66 

2 2 2 

14 13 14 
16 1.7 13 
36 36 37 

.32 32 34 

15 15 16 

15 l4 16 

.3 .3 2 

o Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( SJuatisticdily significantly lower than expected at ,05 level or less. 

145 176" 

8.3 130 

4 2 
16 29 

14- 2a-
~,9 71 

62 46 

29 22 

.30 20 

3 4 

43 .39 

43 .38 

100% 100% 

57a 
74

a 

.3 1 
li 16 
10 16 

.34 40 

43a 26a 

20 13 
21b lib 

2 ;2 

a A"Ilong prisoners classified as eligible for work furlough, those with BE scores of 0-45 were significantly less 
likely to actually enter work furlough than those with BE scores between 46-76. 

b 
Among prisoners classified as eligible for work furlough, those with BE scorbs of 53-68 were significantly more 
likely to actually enter work furlough. 
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Table 6 

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

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Prisoners Considered for Work Furlough E1igib~~tr ?y a Prison 
Classification Committee in FY 1969-70, by F~gkbility.Class­
ification and Subseqy.ent Work Furlough Placement, by History 
of Illegal Drug Use 

.1 

" Eligibility classification 'f 
I-----~-,-----------------;l Illegal drug use in order 

"t a of seven. y 
J 

Table 7 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORftECTIONS 

Prisoners Declated Eligible in Wi. 1969-~0 but Not Placed on Work 
Furlough Compared to Those Placed in State Operated or in County 
Operated Work Furlough Facilities, by T,ype of Corrmdtment Offense 

Placed on work furlough 

Type of commitment offense 

Eligible but 

not placed on 

Total Not eligible 

Eligible 
I------r----~~--_{.j 

Total Placed on work furlough State operated 
facilities 

County operated 
work furlough 

Number of prisoners 

'rotal, all prisoners 
-----------------~------r-------r_----~------~--~~i 

176 lI'9tal, all offenses 
'! 

Total, some drug use 

Opiates 

Other drugs 

Marijuana 

Dangerous drugs 

Total, all prisoners 

Total, some drug use 

62 :; Homicide 

30 Robbery 

32 Assault 

28 r; Burglary ;, 
4 

114 
Theft 

Number Per cent 

176 100% 

4 ( 2 ) 

31 18 

7 4 

39 22 

29 [1QJ 

24 ( 14 ) 

5 3 

28 em 
9 5 

facilities 

Number Per cent Number Per cent 

, 

, 148 
,. 100% 812 100% 

50 OJ 1 1 

19l 24 28 19 

36 4 8 5 
181 22 30 20 

83 ( 10 ) 25 17 

100 12 40 [][I 

26 3 6 4 
112 

.) 

14 6 ( 4 ) 

33 1+ 4 3 

~ ~~--------------------------~----------------~------------------------~-------
18 b Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

Opiates 

Other drugs 

Marijuana 

Dangerous drugs 
16 .~) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

21: 
None known 65 ~. 

:i 
----'----------L-----~----~----~----~---f1 

.! a Multiple drug users are reported only in the most severe category as officially determined by the Department;] 
Corrections. 

CJ 
( ) 

statistically significant1:y higher than expected at .• 05 level or less. 

Statistically significantly lower than eXpected at .05 level or less. 
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Table 8 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Prisoners Declared Eligible in FY 1969-70 but ~ot Placed on Work 
Furlough Compared to Those Placed in State Operated or in County 
Operated Work Furlough Facilities, by Prior Criminal Comnri.tment 

-~-!. 

Eligible but" Placed on work furlough 

-

not plac.ed on State operated County operated 

" , 
1 

Prior criminal commitment 

--.-~~-

TotRl~ ~Jl prisoners 

No priors 

Prior jail/juvenile, total 

One or two 

Three or more 

Prior prison 

work furlough 

Nmnber Per cent 

176 100% 

15 9 

99 00 
• 

44 25 

55 em 
62 ( 35 ) 

facilities 

Number Per cent 

812 100% 

81 10 

379 ( 47 ) 

167 21 

212 ( 26 ) 

352 [JiTI 

I 
,I ; I 0 Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

; , ( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

: I 

! " 
I 
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facilities 

Number Per cent 

148 100% 

19 J3 

51 
~ 

( 34 ) 

33 22 

18 ( 12 ) 

78 rn:J 

, 
;.-
0-
j ., 
'{ 
1 , 
I 
'; 
1 ;t 
of 

} 

Table 9 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
, 

Prisoners Declared Eligible in FY 1969-7o-but Not Placed on Work 
Furlough Compared to Those Placed in State Oper&ted or in County 
Operated Work Furlough Facilities, by Age 

" Eligible but Placed on work furlough 

not placed on 
Age at 1969 birthday work furlough State operated County operated 

facilities facilities 
. Number 
i 

Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent 

, 

Total, all ages 176 100% $12 100% 

, Younger group, total 128 [TIJ 485 ( 60 ) 

20 - 34 39 1221 93 ( II ) 

25 - 29 55 31 216 27 

30 - 34 34 19 176 22 

Older group, total 48 ( 27 ) 327 [401 

35 - 39 16 ( 9 ) 126 1m 
40 - 49 18 ( 10 ) 155 rnJ 
50 - 80 14 8 46 6 

:Y.ean 31 - 34 -
'iledian 29 -- 32 -

; 

;D 
!( ) 

Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 
tI 

Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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148 100% 

78 ( 53 )) 

10 ( 7 ) 

l~ 28 

26 18 

70 om 
20 14 

39 r:m 
II 7 

35 -
34 -
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I 
; 
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Table 10 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Prisoners Declared Eligible in FY 1969-70 but Not Placed on \oJ'ork 
Furlough Compared to Those Placed in State Operated or in County 
Operated Work Furlough Facilities, by Racial-Ethnic Group 

Placed on work furlough 

Racial-ethnic group 

Eligible but 

not placed on 

work furlough State operated 
facilities 

Couaty operate 
facilities 

-

d 

Number Per cent Per cent Number Per c ent 

Total, all groups 176 100% 812 100% 

White and other 89 ( 51 ) 486 [QQJ 

Black 65 rnJ 225 ( 28 ) 

Chicano 22 rn:J 101 l2 

c==J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
./ 
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148 

117 

23 

8 

a 100% 

em 
( 16 

( 5 

) 

) 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Table 11 Prisoners Declared Eligible in FY 1969-70 but Not Placed on Work 
Furlough Compared to Those Placed in State Operated or in County 
Operated Work Furlough Facilities, by Base Expectancy Score 

" ~ 
I -
'f , 
t Eligible but Placed on work furlough 
; 

not placed on 
Base expectancy score work furlough State operated County operated 

facilities facilities 

, Number Per cent Number Per cent Number "Per cent 

'-
Total, all prisoners 176 100% 812 100% 

0- 45, total 130 ern 568 70 

o - 16 2 1 26 3 

17 - 26 29 em 105 13 

27 - 32 28 em 123 15 
" 33 - 45 71 40 314 39 

46 - 76, total 46 ( 26 ) 244 30 

46 - 52 22 13 104 13 

53 - 68 20 11 117 11+ 

69 - 76 4 2 23 3 

, Hean 39 - 40 -
l{edian 38 - 39 -

:0 Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

~( ) statistically significantly lower than expected at 405 level or less. 
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148 100% 

92 ( 62 ) 

1 i, 

./ 
7 ( 5 ) 

10 ( 7 ) 

74 50 

56 !2]J 

22 15 
27 18 

7 5 

44 -
42 -
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Table 12 

. 

'f'YPes who fail 

Total 

Alcoholics 

Narcotir; addicts 

"Depends on the individual" 

Work furloughees who " ••• have 
succeeding ••• " 

"Troublemakers" 

Lazy, unmotivated workers 

GALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Responses of Work Furloughees in FY 1969-70 and 
Staff to the Question: What types of work fur10ughees 
fail to successfully complete the program? 

Work furloughees 

Number Per cent Number 

60 100% 18 

10 17 8 

6 10 2 

4 7 0 

no intention of 
3 5 0 

2 3 1 

0 0 2 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARnw.tlT OF COrum;TIONS 

Table 13 State Prisoners Entering the Work FurlOUgh Pregrsm for Hen in FY 1969-70 by 
Location of Facility by Occupational Statu. <:ncl Type of Occupation Held While 
on Work Furlough 

Per cent 

100% 

44 

11 

0 

0 

6 

11 

Occupational category Total 

Total 

, 

: II, all prisoners 960 630 

iilth incomplete data 82 49 
'-dlh usable data 878 581 

'iith usable date, total 878 581 

Unemployed, total 47 18 
!'llployed, total 831 563 

;.u, all occupations 831 563 

;;tIe collar, total 72 43 

Profe3sional, technical and kindred 15 12 
Uanagers, administrators and non-farm 6 4 
Sales 26 15 
Clerical and kindred 25 12 

E!.ue collar f tot al. 759 520 

Craftsmen, foremen and ld.ndred f tot.al. 186 ll6 

Mechanic 41. 32 
Painter 24 6 

C!U'pentel' 19 11 

IJac~.inist 17 12 

Electrician 9 9 
All other craft, etc. 73 46 

Operatives, except transport, total 188 J.46 
Welc.er 35 29 

Service station attendant 34 23 

Shed ,jorker 17 17 

Asr.embler 13 11 

All other operatives, etc. 89 66 

Transportation equipment oparator 18 12 

Laborers, except farm 257 171 

Farm laborers and foremen 12 11 

Service workers, domestic, etc., total 98 64 

Cook 37 22 
I Janitor, maintenance 25 17 

Dishwasher 17 12 

All other service r etc. 19 13 

J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

- ) Statbtically significantly lower than expeched at .05 level or less. 

Location of work furlough facility 

State prison 

r~ Chino Soledad San Tra~ Total 
(CIIl) (CTF) Quentin (nvr 

Number of prisoners 

309 147 134 40 148 

11 21 12 5 19 
298 126 122 35 129 

298 126 122 35 129 

0 8 10 0 4 
298 118 112 35 125 

298 118 112 35 125 

28 5 9 1 19 

9 0 2 1 1 
3 1 0 0 0 

l2 :3 0 0 8 
4 1 7 0 10 

270 113 103 34 106 

70 12 25 i 9 26 
13 5 9. 5 7 
3 2 1 0 1 
8 0 0 :3 2 
5 3 3 1 2 
8 0 1 0 0 

33 2 11 0 14 

66 39 28 13 24 

18 9 0 2 2 
6 0 15 2 11 
0 17 0 0 0 
3 0 1 7 2 

39 13 12 2 9 

6 2 4 0 2 

89 45 30 7 33 

8 0 0 :3 1 

31 15 16 2 20 

10 8 2 2 9 
8 0 9 0 4 
6 6 0 0 4 
7 1 5 0 3 
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County jail --
t I San F.!.ve 

~ateo othor 
jails 

.73 7$ 

3 16 
70 59 

70 59 

1 :3 
69 56 

69 56 

13' 6 

1 0 
0 0 
6 2 
6 4 

56 50 

14 12 

4 :3 
1 0 

1 -.. 
1 1 
0 0 

7 7 

17 7 

0 2 
10 1 
0 0 

1 1 
6 3 

1 1 

a 25 

0 1 

16 4 

8 1 

3 1 
2 2 

3 0 

Critt • 

halJ.'way 

house 

(State) 

182 

14 
168 

168 

2$ 

143 

143 

10 

2 

2 

:3 
:3 

J 
133 

44 
$ 

17 

I 6 
J 3 

I 0 

13 

18 

4 
0 

0 

0 

14 

4 

53 

0 

14 

6 

4 
1 

3 

) 

, . , 

i. 
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Table 14 

Occupational category 

Total, all prisonere 

With incomplete data 

With usable data 

With 1I.able data, total 

Unemployed, total 

Employed, total 

Total, all occupatione 

White collar, total 

Proresaional, technical and kindred 

Managers, adminiatrat.ora and non-farm 

Saleo 

Clerical and ktndred 

Blue collar, total 

Creftemen, foremen and ktndred, total 

Mechanic 

peinter 

Carpenter 

Nachiniet 

Blectrician 

All other crafte, etc. 

Operative., except traneport, total 

Welder 

Service etation attendant 

Shed worker 

Aesemblel'" . 
All other operativee, etc. 

Transportation equipment operator 

Laborers, except. farm 

.rarm laborers and foremen 

Service workero, domestic, etc., total 

Cook 

Janitor, maintenance 

nl..h~aaher 

All other service, etc. 
-

CALIFmNIA DEP AR'IMENT OF COl1REJTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work FUrlough Program for Men in FY 1969-70 by 
Location of Facility by Occupational Status and Type of Occupation Held 
While on Work FUrlough 

Total 

Total 

Percentages 

100% 100% 100% lOO';t 

~ 8 ( 4 ) rn:I 
92 92 00 ( 86 ) 

lOO';t lOO';t 100% lOO';t 

5 ( 3 ) ( o ) 6 

95 rm [1@ 94 

100% 100';t loo% 100% 

9 8 9 4 

2 2 OJ 0 

1 1 1 1 

3 3 4 3 

:3 ( 2 ) ( 1 ) 1 

91 92 91 96 

22 21 24 ( 10 ) 

5 6 4 L. 

:3 1 1 2 

'1 2 :3 0 

2 2 2 :3 
1 2 3 0 

9 8 [ID 2 

23 rnJ 22 [ill 

4 5 []] UJ 
4 4 ( 2 ) ( 0) 

2 3 0 14 
2 2 1 0 

11 12 13 11 

2 2 2 2 

31 30 30 38 

1 2 :3 0 

12 11 10 13 

5 4 3 7 
:3 :3 :3 ( o ) 
2 2 2 5 
2 2 2 1 

Location of work furlough facility 

100% 
9 

91 

100% 

a 
92 

100% 

8 

2 

0 

( o ) 
[]] 

92 

22 

8 

1 

0 

:3 
1 

10 

25 

( 0) 

[ill 
0 

1 

11 

it 

27 

0 

14 

2 

UJ 
0 

S 

Tracf 
(DVI) 

100% 

13 
aa 

100% 

0 

100 

100% 

:3 

3 
0 

0 

0 

97 

26 

rn:J 
0 

9 

:3 
0 

0 

em 
6 

6 

0 

20 

6 

0 

20 

9 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

100% 

rnJ 
( 87) 

100% 

3 

97 

100% 

em 
1 

0 

[]] 

UJ 
( 85 I 

21 

6 

1 

2 

2 

0 

11 

19 

2 

DJ 
0 

2 

7 

2 

26 

1 

16 

7 
:3 

:3 
2 

o Stat:!.ot1cally 6ignificantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) S~atiQtically aignificantly lower than expected at .0, level or less. 
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100% 

4 

96 

100% 

1 

99 

100% 

rnJ 
1 

0 

OJ 
DJ 

( 83.) 

20 

6 

1 

1 

1 

0 

10 

25 

0 

[IT! 
0 

1 

9 

1 

( 12 ) 

0 

em 
em 

4 

:3 

i 4 

F.i.ve 
other 
jeils 

100% 

Em 
( 79 ) 

100% 

5 
95 

100/0 

11 

0 

0 

4 

7 

89 

21 

5 

0 

2 

2 

0 

13 

13 

4 
2 

0 

2 

5 

2 

[ill 

2 

7 

2 

2 

4 
0 

Critt. 

hal1'l<'l' 

house 
(state) 

100% 

8 

92 

100% 

IliI 
( 85) 

lOOt 

7 

1 

1 
2 

2 

9) 

I1lJ 
4 

12 

it 
2 

0 

9 

(13) 

3 
( 0) 

0 

0 

10 

3 

37 

0 

10 

4 
3 
1 

2 

CAJ~IFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Table 15 Responses 
Question: 
for which 

of FY 1969-70 Work Furloughees to the 
What skills did you use on work furlough 

you received training in prison? 

Use of learned trade skills 

Total 

Trade skills learned and used, total 

Auto mechanics 

Shoe repair 

Cabinet making 

Sheet metal 

Welding 

Baking 

Refrigeration 

Electronics 

No trade skills learned, or trade 
skill learned but not used 

-85-

Work furloughees 

Number 

60 

12 

4 
2 

1 

l' 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Per cent 

100% 

20 

7 

.3 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

80 

) 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Table 17 state Prisoners Entering the Worl: t\lr10U!lh Program for }len in IT 1969-70 
by Location of Facility and Occupational statu. and Hourly Wege Rate 

Table 16 -- , 
Employed Males 14 Years' Old and Over in California in 1970 
and State Prisoners F~tering the Work Furlough Program in 
FY 1969-70 by Type of Occupation Locatl.on .or work furlough facility 

Major occupation group 

Totals 

With incomplete data 

Unemployed 

Occupation not reported 

With usable data 

Total with usable data 

White collar type, total 

Professional, technical and kindred 

Managers and administrators, except farm 

Sales workers 

Clerical and kindred workers 

Blue collar type, total 

Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 

Operatives, except transport 

Transport eqp.ipment operatives 

Laborers, except farm 

Farmers and farm managers 

Farm laborers and foremen 

Service and private household workers 

Male, employed, 14 
years old and over in 
California in 1970 

Number Per cent 

100% 

284,602 
4,414,054 

4,414,054 100% 

2,050,862 46 

788,277 18 
542,630 12 
363,695 8 
356,260 8 

2,363,192 54 

864,585 20 
467,773 II 

223,772 5 
271,659 6 
38,592 1 
93,583 2 

403,228 9 

-
h 

State prisoners enter 
ing the work furloug 
program in FY 1969-7 0 

Number 

960 

82 

47 

831 

831 

72 

15 
6 

26 
25 

759 

186 
188 
18 

257 
o 

12 

98 

Per cen t 

100% 

100% 

( 9 ) 

( 2 ) 
( 1 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 3 ) 

C2Il 

~ 
!]1J 

( 2) 

mJ 
( 0 ) 

1 
[121 

C] Dtatistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

e ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

Occupational. status and hourly wage rat.e 
Total 

Total 

:Jtall aU prisoners 960 630 

l/ith incomplete data 82 49 
IIlth usable data 878 581 

:t,al with usable data 878 581 

Unemployed, total 47 18 
!llployed, total 831 563 

~ ~lI]~p~d WOI k furlQ.lY!jhees 831 563 

IIidMint W""e interval 

$.81 $1.62 or less 20 9 
1.75 1.63 - 1.87 62 53 
2.00 1.88 - 2.12 198 163 . 2.25 2.13 - 2.37 110 77 , 
2.,0 2.38 - 2.62 137 89 
2.75 2.63 - 2.87 63 40 
3.00 2.88 - 3.12 82 46 
).50 3.13 -3.87 80 43 
4.50 3.SS - 5,12 66 39 , 
6.60 5.13 - 8.0'; 13 4 t 

!1n $2.64 $2.53 

illan $2.50 ($2.30) , 
I 

i ':':1t all prisoners 100% 100% 

~ nth incomplete data 9 8 

~ IIith usable data 92 92 
J< 

100% 100% t ::\al with usable data 
y , 

,""'ployed, total 5 ( 3 ) 
il:lployed, total 95 IE 

t ~el f:'lIolQ:l!:d work furloughees 100% 100% . I!1dMint Watl. interval 
~ 

1.61 $1.62. or less :2 ( 2 ) 
1.75 1.63 - 1.87 8 OJ 
Mo 1.88 - 2.12 24 []2J 
2.25 2.13 - 2.37 13 14 
2.$0 2.38 - 2.62 17 16 
2.75 2.63 - 2.87 8 7 
3.00 2.88 - 3.12 . ( 8 ) 

3.50 3.13 - 3.87 10 ( 8 ) 
4.50 3.88 - 5.12 8 7 
6.60 5.13 - 8.06 :2 1 

\ :J Statistically significaotly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

i 1 statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or 1es •• 

The chi square tests run on this table were not calculated on the nurnbers in the first column 
since their very large size would have almost automatically made all the tests significant. In 
order to compensate for t.his :probl. em the percentage distribution of the first column (those per­
centages in the second column) were multiplied times the N in the third column in order to create 
a distribution of expected values. Then the observed distribution was tested against the hypothetic~ 
expected distribution for each occupation category versus all other occupation categories. [: 
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state prison 

Ohino Soledad San Tra0 Total 
(CDI) (CTF) Quentin (DVI 

Number of prisoners 

309 147 134 40 148 
11 21 12 5 19 

298 126 122 35 119 

298 126 122 35 129 

0 .- 8 10 0 4 
298 118 112 35 125 

298 118 112 35 125 

3 1 2 3 6 
25 15 9 4 6 
70 50 29 14 21 
48 16 11 2 21 
60 8 19 2 27 
29 6 3 2 5 
23 8 11 4 24 
19 10 11 .3 8 
19 4 15 1 4 

2 0 2 0 .3 

$2.54 $2.35 $2.76 $2.28 $2.61 

$2.42 $2.10 $2.50 ($2.00) $2.50 

Percentages 

100% 100;1\ 100;1\ 100;1\ 100% 

( 4 ) [ill 9 13 em 
00 ( 86 ) 91 as ( 87) 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

( o ) 6 a 0 3 
I:IOO-:J 94 92 100 97 

100f, 100% 100% 100% 100% 

( 1 ) 1 :2 OJ 5 
a em 8 11 5 

24 rn:J 26 [liQ] ( 17 ) 
16 14 10 6 17 

@.l ( ?) 17 6 22 

10 5 ( 3 ) 6 4 
8 7 10 11 ern 

( 6 ) 9 10 9 6 
6 ( 3 ) em 3 ( 3 ) 
1 0 2 0 2 
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County jail Critt. 
halfway 

San Five 
Mateo athe.!' house 

jail. (State) 

73 75 182 

.3 16 14 
70 59 168 

70 59 168 

1 3 25 
69 56 143 

69 56 143 

0 6 5 
1 , 5 .3 

10 .- 11 14 
11 10 12 
19 8 21 

5 0 18 
11 13 12 
6 2 29 
3 1 ~.3 

.3 0 6 

$2.82 $2.36 $3.12 

$2.50 $2.25 ~ 

100% 100% 100% 

4 em 8 

96 ( 79 ) 92 

100f, 100% 100% 

1 5 lIS] 
99 95 ( as) 

100% 100% 100f, 

0 rn:J 4 
( l) 9 ( :2 l 

:-5 20 ( 10 ) 
16 18 a 
00 14 15 

7 ( 0) em 
16 1]2] 8 

9 4 00 
4 2 00 
4 0 4 

) 
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Table 18 

Time spent in 
work furlough 

(in days) 

Total, all 

3 31 

32 61 

62 91 

92 121 

122 151 
152 200 

Mean 
Median 

-
Total, all 

3 - 31 
32 - 61 

62 - 91 

92 - 121 

122 - 151 
152 - 200 

C ALlroRNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Stat 
FYl 
in W 

e Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program in 
969-70 Who Were Released to Parole, by Time Spent 
ork Furlough and Parole Outcome at Six Months 

Pat'ole outcome at six months 

all Total 
priso ners 

66 6 

3 5 
190 
28 1 

4 
9 

8 

3 
19 

74 
72 

100% 

8 

29 

42 

13 
6 

3 

Outcome not 

known 

Number of 

51 

6 

17 
18 

8 

2 

o 

67 
66 

prisoners 

Percentages 

100% 

12 

33 
35 

16 

4 
0 

Total 

615 

47 
173 
263 

76 

37 
19 

74 
73 

100% 

8 
28 

43 

12 
6 

3 

Outcome known 

Favorable 

550 

44 
152 

237 

65 

35 
17 

74 

73 

100% 

8 
28 

43 

12 
6 

3 

c=:J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significant1710wer than expected at .05 level or less. 

< 

Unfavorable 
J 

65 

3 
21 

26 

11 

2 
2 

71" 
70 

100% 

5 
32 

40 

17 

3 

3 
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CALIFORNIA DEPAR'lMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Table 19 Stete Prisoners Enterlng the Work furlou h Pro 
by Location of Facility d 1>\ k furl g gram for Men in FY 1969-70 

an or ough Program Outcome 

I 
Location of work furlough facility 

Total , 

,Program outcCJlIe 

Total 

~, all p.";'soners 960 630 

",ees:U'Ul 686 436 

paroled 666 421 
Discharged 20 15 

::successful 274 194 

:!soaped 67 41 
Returned to prison 207 153 

Hew felony conunitrnent 1 1 
other criminal act 5 3 

: Count" request 19 1 
state request 26 25 
Inmate request 7 6 
l!edical reason 12 II 
Joo termination 12 12 
Ho employment available 4 .3 
Disciplinary or inaOility to adjust 116 88 

Fired, poor performance on job 5 3 

all prisoners 100% ~ 

71 ( 69 ) 

Paroled 69 67 
~Seharged 2 2 

!::essful 29 em 
!!oaped 7 7 
iaturned to prison 22 LID 

New felony conunitrnent 0 0 
other criminal act 1 0 
County ~equest :2 0 
State request 3 4 
Inmate request 1 1 
"Medical reason 1 :2 
Job termination J. 2 
Ho employment available 0 0 

iltBoiplinary Or inability to adjust 12 rn:J 
Fired, poor perforrnance on job 1 0 

a atistically fU!;nificantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

; Mistically significantlY" lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

I 

( 

state prison . 
Chino Soledad San '!'rae)" (CIM) (CTF) Total 

Quuntin (Dvr 

Number of pzi.Boners 

309 147 134 40 148 
219 91 94 32 llO 
214 86 89 32 105 

5 5 5 0 5 

90 56 40 8 38 
21 II 8 1 II 

69 45 32 7 27 
1 0 0 0 0 
0 2 1 0 0 
0 0 1 0 18 

21 2 2 0 0 
3 1 2 0 1 
7 1 2 1 0 

10 0 0 2 0 
0 0 3 0 0 

26 39 20 .3 6 

1 0 1 1 2 

Percentages 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

71 ( 62 ) 70 80 74 
69 59 66 80 71 
2 3 4 0 3 

29 ill] 30 20 26 

7 7 6 :; 7 
22 em 24 18 18 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 1 1 0 0 
0 0 1 0 12 
7 1 1 0 0 
1 1 1 0 1 
2 1 1 3 0 
3 0 0 5 0 
0 0 :2 0 0 

8 ) em 15 S ( 4) 

0 0 1 .3 1 

County jail 

San Five 
Mateo other 

jails 

73 75 

57 53 

54 51 
3 2 

16 22 

3 8 

13 14 

0 0 
0 0 

13 5,. 
0 0 
0 "' 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 S 

0 2 

100% 100% 

78 71 

74 68 

4 .3 

22 29 

4 II 

18 19 

0 0 
0 0 

IS 7 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 

W ( 0) a 

o 3 

.'t"',,,.....~ "''', 

Critt. 

halfway 

house 

(state) 

182 ) 

140 

.0 

0 

42 

15 

27 ' 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

22 

0 

100% 

77 

77 
0 

23 

S 

( 15 ) 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

12 

0 

. I 

\ 
' ... ,. 

i , 
i 
t 

i. 
i 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Table 20 State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program in FY 1969-70 
by Six-Month Parole Outcome by Type of Release from Work Furlough 

Discharged or released to parole by 7/31/71 
Six-month parole outcow~ 

Total Directly from After failed on 
work furlough work furlough _______________________________________ i ____________ ~ ____________ ~ __________ _ 

Total, all prisoners 

Discharged or not paroled by 7/31/71 

Outcome unknown (pending) 

Outcome known 

Total, outcome known 

Favorable, total 

No known violation 

With minor violation 

Unfavorable, total 

Miscellaneous 

Return to prison (total) 

Short-te~ placement 
Violation of parole condition 

New commitment (court) 

Total, all prisoners 

Discharged or no'!; paroled by 7/31/71 

Outcome unknown (pending) 

Outcome known 

Total, outcome known 

Favorabie, total 

No known violation 

With minor violation 

Unfavorable, total 

Miscellaneous 

Return to prison (total) 

Short-term placement 

Violation of parole condition 

New commitment (ccurt) 

Number of prisoners 

960 

115 

79 
766 

766 

672 

521 

151 

94 

."'3 

61 

21 

20 

20 

Percentages 

100% 

12 

8 

80 

100% 

88 

68 

20 

12 

4 

8 

3 
3 
3 

c::J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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686 274 

20 95 
51 28 

615 151 

615 151 

550 122 

438 83 
112 39 

65 29 

21 12 

44 17 

16 5 
II 9 
17 3 

100% 100% 

3 35 

7 10 

90 55 

100% 100% 

[§.2] ( 81 ) 

cru ( 55 ) 
18 26 

II 19 

3 8 

7 II 

:3 3 
2 6 

3 2 

i; 
f 
~ 
r. 
I 
j' ;. 

& 
\' .p 
r~~· 

* n 
" £ 
f· 

f 

Table 21 

CALIFORNIA DEPAR'IMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Responses of FY 1969-70 Work Furloughees and 
Staff to the Question: What types of rule 
violations occur routinely? 

Type of routine rUle violation 
Work furloughees Staff 

Number Per cent. Number 
, 

Total 60 100% 18 

Drinking alcoholic beverages 40 67 13 

Returning late to facility 34 57 16 

Visiting women without permission 9 15 3 

Using illegal drugs 12 20 3 

Absent from work 2 3 5 

Bringing in contraband 2 3 4 
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Per cent 

.. 
100% 

72 

89 

17 

17 

28 

22 

> 
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Table 22 

CALIFORNIA DEPAl~TMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Responses of FY 1969-70 Work furloughees and Staff 
to the Question: What types of problems led to 
work furloughees failing to successfully complete 
the work furlough program? 

---
Work furloughees Staff 

Types of problems 

Number Per cent Number 

Total 60 100% 18 

Drinking alcoholic beverages 31 52 14 
-' 

Returning late ,to facility ft 17 1 
.; 

Visiting women without permission 9 15 3 

Using illegal drugs 16 27 3 

Bringing in contraband 2 3 3 

Lack of communication between staff, 
and staff and work furloughees 3 5 0 

Failure to hold a,job 4 7 4 
-

On program for too long a period of 
time 6 10 0 

-92--

J 

Per cent 

I 
100% 

78 

6 

17 

17 

17 

0 

22 

0 

Table 23 

CALIFORNIA DEPAR'IMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Prisoners Declared Eligible in FY 1969-70 but Not Placed on Work 
Furlough Compared to Those Placed in State Operated or in County 
Operated Work Furlough Facilities, by Ristory of Illegal Drug Use 

Eligible but Placed on work furlough 
not placed on 

County operated Illegal drug use, by State operated 

order of severitya work furlough facilities 

Number Per cent Number Per cent 

Total, all prisoners 176 100% 812 100% 

Total, sone drug use 62 [liJ 288 35 

Opiates 30 [ill 154 19 

other drugs ,32 em 134 17 

Marijuana 28 ern ill 14 

Dangerous drugs 4 2 23 3 

None Known il4 ( 65 ) 524 65 

. 
c::J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

facilities 

Number Per cent 

148 100% 

22 ( 14 ) 

8 ( 5 ) 

14 ( 9 
, 
I 

9 ( 6 ) 

5 .3 

126 [N] 

a Multiple drug users are reported only in the most severe category as officially determined by the 
Department of Corrections 
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T£ible 27 

CALIFORNIA DEPMTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

n state Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program i 
FY 1969-70 by Type of Departure from the Work Furloug h 
Program and Commitment Offense 

Type of departure from the work furloug h program 

Type of commitment offense Total, all departures To parole or discharge 

Number Per cent Number Per cent 

Total, all offenses 960 100% 6a6 100% 

Homicide 51 5 43 rn 
Robbery 219 23 165 24 

Assault 44 5 29 4 

Burglary 211 22 l3l ( 19 ) 

Theft lOS 11 70 10 

Forgery and checks 140 15 110 ern 
Rape, other sex 32 3 2S [1] 

Drug llS 12 84 12 

Miscellaneous 37 4 26 4 

c==J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

-94-

To escape or prison 

Number Per cent 

274 100% 

8 ( 3 ) 

54 20 

15 5 

SO ~ 

38 14 

30 ( 11 ) 

4 ( 1 ) 

34 12 

11 4 

, 

t 

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

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS • 

Table 25 state Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program in 
]7 1969-70 by Type of Departure from the Work Furlough 
Program and Prior Criminal Corrun:itments 

- -
Type of departure from the work furlough program 

Prior criminal corrun:itments Total, , all departures To parole or discharge To escape or prison 
: 

Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent. 
t 
I all prisoners 960 100% 686 t fotal, 100% 274 100% 
, 

No prior corrun:itments. 100 87 em \ , 10 J3 , ( 5 ) 1 r Jail/ juvenile 9 total 430 45 314 .46 116 42 ~ 

~ One or two 200 21 153 22 47 17 , 
b 
[- Three or more 230 24 161 23 69 25 f': 

r 
Prior prison 430 45 285 ( 42 ) 145 IE 

0 Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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Table 26 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program in 
FY 1969-70 by Type of Departure from the Work Furlough 
Program and Age 

=============::;:==============================::::' '::::::1 

Type of departure from the work furlough program 

Age at 1969 birthday 

Total, all ages 

Younger group, total 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

Older group, total 

35 - 39 

40 - 49 
50 - 66 

Mean 

Median 

Total, all departures 

Number 

960 

563 

103 
258 
202 

397 

146 

194 

57 

34 

33 

Per cent 

100% 

59 

11 

27 
21 

15 
20 

6 

To parole or discharge 

Number 

686 

403 

68 

189 

146 

283 

101 
144 .,I 

38 

34 

33 

Per cent 

100% 

59 

10 

28 

21 

41 

15 
21 

6 

o Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or lesse 

( ) statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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To escape or prison i , 
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Number Per cent f. 

274 

160 

35 
69 
56 

114 

45 
50 

19 

34 

32 

~ 
100% ~ 

58 

13 
: 

25 !, 

20 
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16 

18 

7 

; 

I 

t ; 
~ . , 

l 
; 
i 

I 
l' , 
I 
f 
! 
j 

I-
I 
I" , 

~ \' r 
! 

", -'-... 

{,~t 

.J:: 
.~ go 
~~ 
~&: 
a 

~~ 
.J::~ 

Cf) go~ 
6 r-f+:l 

~ &5 
~ ~t: 

aQ.)p.. 
~~::l 

(.) 

~~~ r:. 
0 +:l ro 
E-t 

p..() 

Z ~~] 
-~ .~ ~~ 

Q.) a 

~ ~Q.)~ 
~ $.,-1 
A III () 

< M ~ ro 

~ 
~..a~ 
a '1j 
III 0 fa .,-1 I:'-

~ ~iffi 
Q.)O'H 

(.) ~ r-i ~ 
~~~ 

I:'-
N 

Q)' 

~ 
E-t 

- . 

§ ~ .-.... 
Q.) 

~ III () I:'- '" § 'd H 
I.C\ N :j 

p.. Q) '-' 

s p., 

~ ~ 6b () ~ 
a III Q) 

a Q) 

! ...::t '" r-f :; I:'- I.C\ I:'-

.J:: ~ N r-f 

M 
6 

~ Q) 

~ ~ .~ 

8 
.-.... 

Q) § .J:: () '" 0' 
0 () N 
~ III ~ r-f • 

:8 Q) '-' Q.) p., 
.J:: 
+:l ~ 

S 
0 

a Q) 

t: r-I 
a H a Q) Q.) 

~ '(8 I:'- l:- N a :$ I:- '" 
~ 

a Z '" r-f 

E-t 
p.. 
Q) 

III e 
III III 
Q) III 
r-i Q.) 

~ 
r-f 

0 ~ 
0 

r-f 

~ 
r-f 

~ r-f 
r-f 

I.C\ 
0 I.C\ 
• 0 

" '1j 

cg III ~ Q) 

Q) a Q) g-() 
~ '" r-f 

$ ~ H rl 
N r-f 

Q) 
p.. p.. 

~ 

~ 
M .,. Q.) 

'Cd ~ ~ 8 'CO 0' 
..;t ~ 15 0' '" N 

E-t 
Z 

~ ii1 
'1j I 
Q) '1j t'-

+:l Q) 0' 
() 13 I 
Q) 

~ Q) 

Q.) ~ 
fa 

Q.) 

fa .J:: 
+:l ,.c: 
H 

+:l 
Q.) 

~ .J:: 
M 

:E r-f 

~ ~ 
§ § 
() () 

p.. 
g 
~ no 

c::l t!=l 
.~ .~ 
.r-! .r-! 
III III 

() 

] H 
III Q) 
p.. .J:: 

+:l 6 15 Q) 

~ 
~ 
M '1j 

.r-! r-f § a 
() 

'Cd § ro Q) .!<: 
~ +:l () () .. § ro :E ~ r-f 

15 
jJ:l (.) 

E-t 

~ ~ red 
() () 

.r-! .r-! 
+:l +:l 
III III 

.r-! 'M 
~ ~ 
+J ~ Cf) 

n .-.... 

u '-' 

) -> 



~-. ----------------------------------------------d~'" --------~---

ii 
j:' j" . 

r' , 
I'." 

Table 28 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners 'Entering the Work Furlough Program in 
FY 1969-70 by TYPe of Departure from the Work Furlough 
Program and Base Expectancy Score 

Type of departure from th~ work furlough program 
1------

100% 

!]I] 

OJ 
ern 
1181 

41 

( 19 ) 

10 

( 8 ) 

( 1 ) 

__________________ ~ ____ --~------~------~------~------L-----
o Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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Table 29 

i Other drugs, total , 
!' 
f. Marijuana , 
l: 
i. Dangerous drugs 
.: 
IYone known 
r~ 

CALIFORNIA DEPAR'l}lENT OF CORRECTIONS 

St,ate Prisollers Entering the Work FurlOugh Program in 
PI 1969-70 by Type of Departure from the Work Furlough 
Program and RLstory of Illegal Drug Use 

TYPe of departure from the work furlough progran. .. , 

Total, all departures To parole or discharge To escape or prison 

Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent 
--

960 100% 686 100% 274 100% 

310 32 218 32 92 .34 
. 

162 17 ll3 16 49 ' 18 

J.4$ 15 105 15 43 16 

120 13 86 13 3/+ 12 

28 3 19 3 9 3 

650 68 468 68 182 66 

r . 
I:hlt~ple drug users are reported only in t he most severe t I~partment of COl:'rections. . ca egory as officially determined by the 

\ 
I st \ atistically significantly higher thaJl ~x:pected at .05 level or less. 

II Statistically significant,ly lower thFU1 expected at .05 level or less. 
; 

f: 
ti 
j: 

i' 
j. 

i, 
f' ;. 
r 
r~ 

-'19-

.. 
. I 
, f· 

1 
• I. 

,. 
~, 
i 

, , 
i 
I 



i'l 

CALIFORNIA DEPAR'IMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Table 30 St&te Prisone:o:-s Entering the Work Furlough Program in 
FY 1969-70 by TYPe of Departure from the Work Furlough 
Program and Work History 

Prior to imprisonment before TYPe of departure from the work furlough program 

Table 31 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough PrQgram in 
FY 1969-70 by Type of Departure fnom the Work Furlough 
Program and History of Alcohol Involvement 

Type of departure from the work furlough program 
entered work furlough, worked 

six months or longer for 
one employer 

Total, all departures To parole or discharge To escape or prison Alcohol involvement Total, all departures To parole or discharge To: escape or prison 

Total, all prisoners 

Yes 

No 

Number 

960 

654 

306 

Per cent. 

100% 

68 

32 

Number 

686 

497 

189 

Per cent 

100% 

cru 
( 28 ) 

.I 
c==J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

-100-

Number 

274 

157 

117 

Per cent 
Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent 

100% 
, ll, all prisoners 960 100% 686 100% 274 100% 

( 57 ) : 
\Jilll 

Yes 479 50 313 ( l~6 ) 166 .. [ill , 

~o 481 50 373 [ill 108 " ( 39 ) 

~~. ------------~----~~------~-----~------~------~----­
\ Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. ) 
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Type of commitment offense 

Total, all offenses 

Homicide 
Robbery 

Assault 
Burglary 
Theft 
Forgery, checks 
Rape, other sex 
Drugs 

Miscellaneous 

Total, all offenses 

Homicide 
Robbery 

Assault 
Burglary 
Theft 
Forgery, checks 
Rape, other sex 

Drugs 

Miscellruleous 

,'-,,~.-,- '-.-" :···cc.····:·cc·c·:.:­'---,-'.--

Table 32 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF COIlIlmTIONS 

state Prisoners Entering the Work FUrlough Program for Men in FY1969-70 by 
Location of Facility and Commitment Offense 

Location of work furlough facility 

Total State prison 

Total ,I Chino ! Soledad San Trac) Total 

L (CIM) I (CTF) Quentin (DVI 

- .- .~ ._-- -_._---_._-- ---~-.---- .. -

Number of prisoners 

960 630 309 147 134 1;0 148 

51 41 27 3 7 4 1 

219 137 63 27 1;0 7 28 

44 31 II 3 11 6 8 

211 11.3 70 41 28 4 30 

108 63 26 20 15 2 25 

11;0 79 1;0 24 10 5 1;0 

32 14 7 1 :5 3 6 

ll8 94 46 23 17 8 , 6 

37 28 l 19 L 5 3 1 4 

-- - --- ------ ~ ---

Percentages 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

5 OJ \. 
[]] 2 5 10 ( 1) 

23 22 20 18 00 18 19 

5 5 4 2 C[) [ill 5 
22 23 23 28 2l 10 20 

II 10 8 14 II 5 em 
15 ( 13 ) 13 16 ( 7 ) 13 em 
3 ( 2) 2 1 2 8 4 

12 [ill 15 16 13 20 ( 4) 

" 

, ..... + 

County jail 

San 
"Mateo 

-~------

73 

1 
18 

2 

15 
10 

19 
2 

4 

2 

100% 

1 

em 
3 

21 

14 

,00 
3 

5 

'I I J '_2 __ 
4 4 

--' 
IT! 3 3 J 3 3 

--- -- ---- -- - ~- ~------ --~ - 1...---- - --

c:=J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

'a: _ 

-

Critt. 
halfway 

Five 
other house 
jails (State) 

----

75 182 

0 9 
10 54 
6 5 

15 38 
15 20 
21 21 

4 12 

2 18 

2 5 

100% 10CJ% 

( 0) 5 
( 13 ) 30 

8 3 
20 2l 

[]Q] 11 

I][] 12 

6 DJ 
( 3 ) 10 

3 3 

~~~~"'·T:G;;:Wf~~~tmJtz,...mm~··:::1' ·,-wr .. ;;;~trtf'lli'!jSi'-<"1~'Sft;;?"f~1 ... :!Ho.m· ...... """ ... .,...,,;;z;z;&""*1'~"<:'iA7W'*tr ... 'f"..,$''G''·:-Pb?.,.,'V·t-;;;t"""'.j 9_:;=-~",",' ,.<H:1 .,> ~"':'--""':"U_"~'; C l.O~. k.~"'0:""~j: • .;.:.'."';~~ :-','~ _ .~ __ ;~.'":.u~_ s'~·-".-:q;gttl\tiit·,.,,<'!"~h?5M_.;f"'r-:ri,.""n .. '-' ..... di'Z .... '""""~1k1,..!"''''""'''*·,.,"'.,,'.'rHtreS8'''''(>-zm1;W.,;;;*5h'mtP'Ji''"'%i7t1iffim""'swu4 
. c~'On.N:t..A Dl!a;"Al""l."r"l.l!:N".L" OF COIU~·.r:LON:;lo 

Table 33 State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program for ,-len in FY 1969-70 
by Location ot: Facility and l'rior Criminal Commitments 

Location of work furlough facility 

Prior criminal commitments Total State prison 

Total Chino Soledad 
(CIM) (CTF) 

Number of prisoners 

Total, all prisoners '960 630 309 147 

No prior commitments 100 64 38 5 

Prior jail/juvenile, total 430 294 136 75 

One or two 200 134 69 33 

Three or more 230 

~Ji7 
42 

Prior prison 430 272 135 67 

Total, all prisoners 100% 100% 

No prior commitments 10 10 

Prior jail/juver,rl.1e, total 45 47 

One or two 21 21 

Three or more 24 25 

Pr:!.or prison 45 43 

"-- ----- ------- - - --- I~ -

c::J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less 

( ) statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

Percentages 

100% 100% 

12 ( 3) 

44 51 

22 22 

22" 29 

.44- 4b 

I . __ L ----------

-103-

San Trac) Total 
Quentin (DVI 

134 40 148 

11 10 19 

61 22 51 

20 12 33 

41 10 18 

62 8 7El 

100% lrxtf, 100% 

8 m:J 13 

46 55 (:34 ) 

15 30 22 

31 25 ( 12 ) 

46 ( 20 ) [ill 

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

County jail Critt. 

halfway 
San Five house Mateo other 

jails (State) 

I 

73 75 1El2 

5 14 17 

26 25 85 
, 

- 16 17 33 

10 8 52 

42 36 ao 

100% 100% 100% 

7 'em 9 

36 ( 33 ) 47 

22 23 18 

( 14 ) ( II ) 29 

00 48 44 

: .. ,.~",- "';;; 
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Table 34 

Base expectancy score 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Prisoners Considered for Work Furlough Eligibility by a Prison 
Classification Committee, by Eligibility Classification and 
Subsequent Work Furlough Placement, by Base Expectancy Score 

Eligibility classification 

Eligible 

Total Not eligible Total Placed on 
work furlough 

Not pla~d on 
work fUJ:!ough 

----------------------------~------------~----------~----------~------------~------,=---
Number of prisoners 

Total, all prisoners 1,308 987 321 145 176 

o - 45, total 885 672 213 83a 130a 

o - 16 26 20 6 4 2 
17 - 26 178 133 45 16 29 
27 - 32 206 164 42 14 28 
33 - 45 475 355 120 49 71 

46 - 76, total 423 315 108 62a 46a 

46 - 52 199 148 51 29 22 
53 - 68 191 141 50 30b 20b 

69 - 76 33 26 7 3 4 

Mean 40 40 40 43 39 

Median 39 39 40 43 38 

percentages 

Total, all prisoners 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

o - 45, total 6B 6B 66 57a 
74a 

0-16 2 2 2 3 1 
17 -.26 14 13 14 11 16 
27 ··32 16 17 13 10 16 
33 .. 45 36 36 37 34 40 

46 - 76, total 32 32 34 43a 26a 

46 -- 52 15 15 16 20 13 
53 - 68 15 14 16 21b 11b 

69 -- 76 3 3 2 2 2 

-
a Among prisoners classified as eligible for work furlough, those with BE scores of 0-45 were significantly less 

likely to actually enter work furlough than those with BE scores between 46-76. 

b Among prisoners classified as eligible for work furlough, those with BE scores of 53-68 were significantly more 
likely to actually enter work furlough. 
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Table 36 

__ . _ ,_.< __ ~. '-'_'_' _ •.•• ~ .. "_~.~ o>,~~._" ___ ._,,._ ~.~ 

""->-• ...-,--.~~-. 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF C<JRR]X;TIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program for ~!en in FY 1969-70 
by Location of Facility and Commitment Offense 

-
Location of work furlough facility 

Type of commitment offense Total State prison 

Total • Chino Soledad San Trac) Total 
(CIM) (CTF) Quentin (DVI 

._---------

Number of prisoners 

Total, all offenses 960 630 309 147 

Homicide 51 41 27 3 
Robbery 219 137 63 27 

Assault 44 31 II 3 
Burglary 211 143 70 41 
Theft 108 63< 26 20 

Forgery, checks 140 79 40 24 
Rape, other sex 32 1:4 7 1 

Drugs 118 94 46 23 

Miscellaneous 37 28 19 5 

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

Total, all offenses 100% 100% 

Homicide 5 CD 
Robbery 23 22 

Assault 5 5 
Bu,rglary 22 23 
Theft II 10 
Forgery, checks 15 ( 13 ) 

Rape, other sex 3 ( 2 ) 

Drugs 12 [ill 

Miscellaneous 4 4 

--_l...---------~ - ----

o Statistically signific,antly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

Percentages 

100% 100% 

OJ 2 

20 18 

4 2 

23 2El 

8 14 

13 16 

2 1 

15 16 

OJ I 3 

134 

7 

40 
11 

28 

15 

10 

3 

17 

3 

100% 

5 

00 
C[J 
21 

II 

( 7 ) 

2 

13 

2 

~:::rr""'~"",~~"~.~""'.--.;':~""""""'~:"-~"'--'''';'''~'-;''. -~,-' -:'~".'~~~"~'".""~-- - ~'-:-."···7";'''· '>--'~~'-\'~ , .... ~.~ ... ~~ -·-"'""-'~"""''''''''~'''''''''''''''''';:'~~#i'ilfi'tP,2DlSJ1)64''l;.'iij:t''C. ... ;;;;:tf~~~:~ ,~_.~.'-"'_,",,'._~' 

40 

4 

7 

6 

4 
2 

5 

3 

8 

1 

100% 

10 

18 

[ill 
10 

5 
13 

8 

20 

3 

'-. 

Tab~e 37 State ~soners Entering the Work Fur10ugh Program £or Men ~ FY ~969-70 
by Location of Facility and History of Illegal Drug Use 

l48 

1 

28 

8 

30 

25 

40 
6 

6 

4 

100% 

( 1 ) 

19 

5 
20 

I em 
rn:J 

4 
( 4 ) 

3 

~ Location of work furlough fac:ility 

Illegal drug use in order of sever:itya Total state prison 

I I Toto1 j .. ~_ L'""'" San Tra3 
(CIM) (CTF) Quentin (DVI 

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

Number of prisoners 

Total, all prisoners 960 630 309 147 134 40 

Total, some drug use 310 '227 103 58 53 13 

Opiates 
\. 

162 116 53 28 30 5 

other drugs 148 11l 50 30 23 8 

"Marijuana 120 92 41 26 18 7 

Dangerous drugs 28 19 9 4 5 1 

None known 

I 
650 I 403 206 89 81 27 

I 

" 

I I 
Percentages 

Total, all prisoners 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Total, some drug use 32 00 33 r:m 39 33 

Opiates 17 18 17 19 22 13 

other drugs 15 IJ:[] 16 20 17 20 

Marijuana 13 [ffi 13 em 13 18 

Dangerous drugs 3 3 3 3 4 3 
, 

None known 68 ( 64 ) 67 ( 61 ) 60 68 
-

a Multiple drug users are reported only in the moat severe category as officially determined by the Department of Corrections. 

o statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or 1e~B. 

( ) statistically s:ing::l.ficantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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Total 

l48 

22 

8 

14 

9 

5 

126 

100% 

( 14 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 9 ) 

( 6) 

3 

mJ 

.-
County ja:il Cr:itt. 

I 
halfway 

San Five 
Mateo other house 

jails (state) 

73 75 I 182 

1 0 9 
18 10 54 

2 b 5 
15 15 38 

10 15 20 

19 21 21 

2 4 12 

4 2 18 

2 2 5 

100% 100% 100% 

1 ( 0) 5 

m:J ( 13 ) 30 

3 8 3 
21 20 21 

14 []Q] 11 

[]Q] I][J 12 

3 6 CD 
5 ( 3) 10 

3 3 3 

County jail Critt. 

I 
ha1f!:!ay 

San Five house Mateo other 
jails (State) 

73 75 182 

13 9 61 

7 1 38 

6 a 23 

5 4 < 19 

1 4 4 

60 66 121 

-- --" -- . - --

100% 100% 100% 

( 18 ) { 12 ) 34 

10 ( 1) 21 

8 11' 13 

7 5 10'· 

1 5 2 

[@ [@ 66 

- --

.... ,......,._ .. -:--_ •. " • .,,._._,_._. "~_-;~r;,.::~~.,:..'.., 



Table 38 

Prior to i.urprison-
ment bef'ore entered Total 

work furlough, 

worked six months 
or longer 

f'n,.. one emnlover 

Total, all 'prisoners 960 

Yes 654 

No 306 

Total, all prisoners 100% 

Yes 68 

No 32 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work FUrlough Program f'or Men in 
'FY 1969-70 by Location of' Facility and Work History 

-
Location of' work furlou.gh f'acility 

state prison 

Total Chino Soledad San Trac) Total 
(eIM) (CTF) Quentin (DVI . 

(- --- - --

Number of prisoners 

630 309 147 134 40 148 

420 225 85 85 25 104 

210 84 62 49 15 44 

-. - - --~ 

Percentages 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

67 [1TI ( 58 ) 63 63 70 

33 ( 27 ) [@ 37 

I 
38 30 

I 

~L 

c==J Statistically significantly higher than~xpected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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. 

County jail Critt. 

half'way 
San Five 

Mateo. other house 

jails (state) 

73 75 182 

46 '58 130 

27 17 52 

r-" ~ 

100% 100% 100% 

63 77 71 

37 23 29 

. 

~!"r<:'"~";:'~~""""~ '~~:""'-:-''"'1'-rr'''j''''f~''''''~~·~~----''''''"''~~::::-:·---~~~-;'';''''·''''''~~'-'-,-j'''''''''''''-'''''··"'-""::::::::::::::::::.":,=~--~'~~~ ..... -.. -.-'~~:""""-:'~"'-'''"'''"'''''',;-~.,.,.-.;-'~ . ...,::;--:---~~.~,-:~:--,,,,,~,-----~,,,-~ __ .. .- -.,>o"".~ ':"'~-<,-,-~-,,<,""'-' '-,- --.~ ~"",:'''''' __ 4'''~:'~ __ ' __ ''''. ,··";;t~-,.~7'~'~-· ~~-~j1jJ?£J""'_ 

Table 39 

Total. 
Alcohol involvement 

,. . 

Total, all prisoners 960 

Yes 479 

No 481 

Total, all prisoners 100% 

Yes 50 
, 

No 50 " 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program f'or Men in 
FY. 1969-70 by Location of Facility and Alcohol Involvement 

Location of work furlough facility 

'. 
State prison 

Total Chino Soledad San Tracy Total 
(OIM) COTF) Quentin (DVI) 

Number of' prisoners 

630 I 309 147 134 40 148 
,. 

327 157 72 76 22 77 

303 152 75 58 18 71 

I 
Percentages 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

52 51 49 57 55 52 

48 49 51 43 45 48 

c==J Statistically signif'icantlY,higher than expected at .05 level cr less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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____ ---.~,:_;...._, ._, _~_'''' ___ '_:''-'-'.:~ __ '-7"''_-M_' ____ ,:, 

~-

County jail Critt. 

half'way 
San Five house Mateo other 

jails (State) 
--

73 75 182 
, 
35 42 75 

38 33 107 

100% 100% ?-OO% 
48 56 (41) 

52 44 [liJ 

.~ 
1 
I
i' 
i 

;,1 

" l 

I: 

11 
~: 

II 
l: 
(' 

! 

11 

11 

/: 

I 
I 
j' 
i 
i 
11 



rype of commitment offense 

Total, all prisoners 

Homicide 

Robbery 

Assault 

Burglary 

Theft 

Forgery, checks 

Rape, other sex 

Drugs 

Miscellaneous 

Table 40 

Total 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program for Men in PI 1969-70 Qy 
Difference in Time Between Actual and Originally Scheduled Parole or Dis­
charge Date Qy Commitment'Offense 

Actual parole or discharge date Was: 

7 or more days before Within 6 days of origi- 7 days up to 1 year originally scheduled nallY scheduled date afl:;er originally date scheduled ,date 

Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent 

960 - 100% ll3 100% 6S1 100% III 100% 
51 5 II [10 I 37 5 2 2 

219 23 29 26 155 23 2S 25 
44- 5 4 4 33 5 6 5 

2ll 22 25 22 135 ( 20 ) 32 29 
lOS II l4 12 7l 10 II 10 
14O 15 17 15 104 15 12 II 
32 3 2 2 2S OJ 1 1 

llS 12 9 S 93 ern 13 12 
37 4 2 2 25 4 6 5 

c==J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

e ) Statistically Significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

" 

1 year or more after 
originally scheduled 

date 

Number Per cent 

55 100% 

1 2 

7 13 

1 2 

L9 [lli 

12 [22] 

7 13 

1 2 

3 5 

4 7 

-;==~~~~~z~=:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~====== 
~~7,-,-.-.--., '."'''-?P"_; ..... ~' . ..........-..~_,. 

Table 41 State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program for Men in PI 1969-70 by 
Difference in Time Between Actual and Originally Scheduled Parole or Dis­
charge Date by Age 

Actual parole or discharge date was: 

Total 7 or more days before Within 6 days of origi- 7 days up to 1 year 
Age at 1969 birlhday originally scheduled nally scheduled date after originally 

date scheduled date 

Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent 

Total, all ages 960 100% 113 100% 6S1 100% III 100% 

Younger group, total 563 59 66 5S 402 59 65 59 

20 - 24 103 11 13 12 72 11 11 10 

25 - 29 25S 27 23 20 191 2S 29 26 

30 - 34 202 21 30 27 139 20 , 25 23 

Older group, total 397 41 47 42 279 41 M 41 

35 - 39 146 15 15 13 103 15 17 15 

40 - 49 194 20 2S 25 135 20 20 lS 

50 - 66 57 6 4 4 41 6 9 S 

Mean 34 34 34 34 

Median 33 34 32 32 

c==J Statistically significantly t~gher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

'-
-lll-

_.~.~_. _. _' . ....... ..-~A~~ __ '.~..-.-......-___ ._. ____ ...,.;...~ __ ,, ___ , ____ ...-"' "'''~_~_-:-,~_'~ 

1 year or more after 
originally scheduled 

date 

Number Per cent 

55 100% 

30 55 

7 , 13 

15 27 
S 15 

25 45 

II 20 

II 20 

3 5 

34 . 
31 

.. 



Table 42 

Total 
Racial-ethnic group 

Number 

Total, all prisoners 960 

White and other 603 

Black 248 
~ 

Chicano 109 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program for Men in FY 1969-70 by 
Difference in Time Between Actual and Originally Scheduled Parole or Dis­
charge Date by Racial-Ethnic Group 

~ -
Actual parole or discharge date \ .. as: 

7 or more days before Within 6 days of origi- 7 days up to 1 year 
originally scheduled nally scheduled date after originally 

date scheduled date 

Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent 

100% ill 100% 681 100% III 100% 

63 83 em 420 62 68 61 

26 25 22 182 27 30 27 

11 5 ( 4 ) 79 12 13 ~ 12 

I 
-

c==J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

~ 
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'-. 

1 year or more after 
originally scheduled 

date 

Number Per cent 

55 100% 

32 58 

11 20 

12 L~ 

'~~''''~''''''''~ ."""~ _ ........ '_-""..~'" .....v~_~~_. __ . -:--.-'~~.. "'-::::::;c:::::: .• :'-,::"","""":" ~",,;,'--' 
~.,.....,_. ___ ~ ~-~t"---~-:':.---.w -_ .. ",- --~'.:-"',~ "~_"""".::.~'~-'--"~~-"!,,":,".,,~,~,,.,~ 

; ...• ~ ... ......,..~.~,..~~~~' 

Illegal drug use in order 

of severity 

Total, all prisoners 

Total, some drug use 

Opiates 

Other drugs 

Marijuana 

Dangerous drugs 

None known 

Table 43 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Ezi.:.ering the Work Furlough Program for Men in FY 1969-70 by 
Difference in Time Between Actual and Originally 5cneduled Parole or Dis­
charge Date by Illegal DI'ug Use History 

Actual parole or discharge date was: 

Total 7 or more days before Within 6 days of origi- 7 days up to 1 year 
originally schedUled nally scheduled date after originally 

date scheduled date 

Number Per cent Number Fer cent Number Per cent Number Per cent 

960 100% 113 100% 681 lOO'fo III 100% 

310 32 32 28 223 33 4D 36 

162 17 14 12 116 17 19 17 

148 15 18 16 107 16 21 19 

120 13 10 9 93 14 15 14 

28 3 8 7 14 ( 2 ) 6 5 

650 68 81 72 458 67 71 64 

\ 

\. 
c:=J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

" 
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1 year or more after 
originally scheduled 

date 

Number Per cen 

; 

55 100% 

15 27 

13 24 

2 ( 4 ) 

2 ( 4 ) 

0 0 

4D 73 . 

:r'-''---~ 

;1 



Prior criminal commitments 

Total, all prisoners 

No priors 

Prier jail/juvenile, total 

One or two 

Three or more 

Prior prison 

Table 44 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program for Men in FY 1969-70 by 
Difference in Time Between Actual and Originally Scheduled Parole or Dis­
charge Date by Prior Criminal Commitments 

-
Actual parole or discharge date was: 

Total 7 or more days before Within 6 days of origi- 7 days up to 1 year 
originally shceduled nally scheduled date after originally 

date scheduled date 

Number Per cent Number Per cent Nhmber Per cent Number Per cent 

960 100% 113 100% 681 100% III 100% 

100 10 18 rnJ 78 11 ( 3 ) 3 

430 
- 52 46 45 305 45 54 49 

200 21 29 26 147 22 19 17 

230 24 23 20 158 23 35 . em 
430 45 43 38 298 44 54 49 

- --

CJ Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less 

St~~istically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

-1..l.4-

1 year or more after 
originally scheduled 

date 

Number Per cent 

55 100% 

1 ( 2 ) 

19 35 

5 ( 9 ) 

14 25 

35 rnJ 

~~~; "-:-;P'~,~""'~'~'~""'_'_; ......... ~...::::::::.:: ____ "'".~ __ .,...... -.., __ ~ ... _~ __ ,...,~.....,..._ 
.... ':.4----""~~~::::.:::::.:::::::~~ .. ,..--...-......,.."._==_~~ ......... --. ~:--~-~~,,;:;:::.---r-~-...~-~-~-"~""-". "._ ._.,'''"_<~'''''' " •. c" .. _-- ~p ~""_ "'"~_'_ -~~~~ 

Table 45 

Base expectancy score 

Number 

Total, all prisoners 960 

Total, o - 45 660 

o - 16 27 
17 - 26 112 

27 - 32 133 
33 - 45 388 

Total, 46 - 76 300 

46 - 52 126 
53 - 68 l44 
69 - 76 30 

Mean 40 

Median 39 

-

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program for Men in FY 1969-70 by 
Difference in Time Between Actual and Originally Scheduled Parole or Dis­
charge Date by Base Expectancy Score 

., 

Actual parole or discharge date was: 

Total 7 or more days before Within 6 days of origi- 7 days up to 1 year 
originally scheduled nally scheduled date after originally 

date scheduled date 

Per cent N"TJIb'~r Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent 

100% ill 100% 681 100% III 100% 

69 61 ( 53 ) 457 67 96 [~ 

3 1 1 18 3 3' 3 
12 4 ( 4 ) 70 ( 10 ) 28 em 
14 14 12 ~F~ 13 19 17 
40 42 37 281 41 46 41 

31 52 00 224 33 15 ( 14 ) 

13- 18 16 94 14 8 ( 7 ) 
15 30 1271 104 15 7 ( 6 ) 
3 4 4 26 4 0 ( o ) 

45 41 34 

I 
45 40 34 

r=:J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

"-.. 
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1 year or more after 
originally scheduled 

date 

Number Per cent 

55 100% , 
46 [1lliJ 

5 [2] 
10 18 
12 22 
19 35 ,,1 

9 ( 16 ) 

6 11 
3 ( 5 ) 
0 0 

33 

33 



Table 46 

-
Prior to imprisorunent before 

entered work furlough, worked 

six months or longer for Total 

one employer 
, 

Number 

Total, all prisoners 960 

Yes 654 

No ,306 

I 

',-" ... ,":_" 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program for Men in FY 1969-70 by 
Difference in Time Between Actual and Originally Scheduled Parole or Dis­
charge Date by Work History 

Actual parole or discharge date was: 

7 or more days before Within 6 days of origi- 7 days up to 1 year 
originally scheduled nally scheduled date after originally 

date scheduled date 

Per cent Number Per cent lfumber Per cent Number Per cent 

100% JJ3 100% 681 100% III 100% 

68 81 72 473 69 69 62 

32 32 28 208 31 42- 38 

c==J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

e statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

Table 47 

Alcohol involvement 

Number 

Total, all prisoners 960 

Yes 479 

No 481 

-116-

\.. 

CALIFORNIA DEPJ>.RTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

state Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough Program for Men in FY 1969-70 by 
Difference in Time Between Actual and Originally Scheduled Parole or Dis­
charge Date by Alcohol Involvement 

Actual parole or discharge date was: 

Total 7 or more days before Within 6 days of origi- 7 days up to 1 year 
originally scheduled nally scheduled date after originally 

date scheduled date 

Fer cent !~umber Per cent Nl!!!!ber Per cent Numbe:r Per cent 

100% JJ3 100% 681 100% I III 100% 

50 44 ( 39 ) 328 48 74 [@ ! 

50 69 [ill 353 52 37 ( 33 ) 

c==JStatistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. '-
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...... 

1 year or more after 
originally scheduled 

date 

Number Per cent 

55 100% 

31 56 

24 44 

1 year or more after 
originally scheduled 

date 

NUlnber Per cent 

55 100% 

33 60 

22 40 

-.-.. -. --:;'~'''''''''''':''~-~'':'-.":-'.:'''~ ~;.--......=..",~--""",,-
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r Table.49 

I 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIOIlS 

State PriecmerB Ent~ring the Work Furlough Program in FY 1969-70 
with Known Parole Outcome, Compared with Ot.here Relea.osed to Parole a 
in FY 1969-70 by Parole Advance (PA) and Temporary Community 
Releaee ~TOR) Experience, by Sixrllonth Parole Mccne ! 

11================~====T==================================== 
Work fur- Parolees without ~rk furlough experience 

I 
1 
! 
I 
} 

Six-month parole outcome 

:1-
n 
11 

II 
II p 
d 
H 
'I 
!I 
I) 
II 
~ i q 
Ii 
" q 
n 
t ~ 
" II ~ { 

!I 
)1 

q 
J !i 1 11 

!1 
H 
I, 

If 
" II 
Ii 
\1 
II 
II n 
f! 
" .j it 
H 
H 
t! Lr ,I 
I) 
Ii 
Ii 

Total, all prisoners 

Outcome unknown (pending) 

Outcome known 

Total, outcome lmown 

Favorable, total 

No lmown violation 
With minor violation 

Un1'avorable, total 

J.tI.sce11aneoul! 

Return to ploieon (total) 

Short-tel~ placement 
Violation of parole condition 

Uew conm\.tment (court) 

Total, all prisoners 

Outcome unknown (pending) 

Outcome lmown 

Total, outcome lmown 

Favorable, total 

No lmown violation 
With minor violation 

Unfavorable, total 

J.tI.ece11aneous 

Return to Ill"ison (total) 

Short-tElrm placement 
ViolaticJn of parole condition 

New commitment (court) 

loughees 

with 
lmown 

parole 
outcome 

845 

79 
766 

766 

672 

521 

151 

94 

33 

61 

21 
20 

20 

100% 

9 
91 

100% 

( 88 ) 

( 68 ) 

00 
rnJ 

4 

[If.] 

3 
3 

[2] 
Ll 
I,'j 
11 a Excluding prisoners entering parole from work furlough. 

" 

Total 

Without 
PA or 

TOR 

Number of prisonsrs 

5,4<37 3,246 

526 319 

4,961 2,927 

4,961 2,927 

4,378 2,547 

3,523 1,987 

855 560 

583 380 

205 132 

378 248 

160 98 

l43 102 

75 48 

Percentages 

100% 100% 

10 10 

90 90 

loof, 100% 

88 87 

71 68 

17 19 

12 13 

4 5 

8 8 

3 3 

3 3 
( 2 ) 2 

I' I! [::::J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

n ( ) statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less • 

l! 
'I n 
(! 
j,.i 

td 
P 11 
!l 
P 

~ 
!:j 
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With PA and/or TOR experience 

Total 

2,241 

201 
2,034 

2,0'.34 

1,831 

1,536 

295 

203 

73 

130 

62 

41 
27 

loof, 

9 
91 

100% 

90 

rn:J 
( 15 ) 

10 

4 

6 

3 
2 

( 1 ) 

PA and 
TOR 

527 

'J7 
490 

490 

452 

382 

70 

38 

16 

22 

11 

7 

4 

loof, 

7 

93 

loof, 

[2[j 

!?lID 
( 14 ) 

( 8 ) 

3 

( 4 ) 

2 

1 
( 1 ) 

PA only TOR only 

107 1,607 

8 162 

99 1,445 

99 1,445 

93 1,286 , 
84 1,070 

9 216 

6 159 

3 54 

3 105 

1 50 
2 32 

0 23 

J.fX!1.. 100% 

7 10 

93 90 

loaf, 1t:XJ!, 

94 S9 

OOJ rn:J 
( 9) ( 15 ) 

6 11 

3 4 

3 7 

1 3 
2 2 

0 2 

With any 
PA 

634 

45 
589 

589 

545, 

' 466 
79 

44 

19 

25 

12 

9 

4 

With any 
TOR 

2,134 

199 
1,935 

1,935 

1,738 

1,452 
286 

197 

70 

127 

61 

39 
27 

17' loof, 

9 

91 

loof, 100% 

['t3J 90 

em [15J 
( 13 ) ( 15 ) 

( 7 ) 10 

3 4' 

( 4 ) 7 

2 3 
2 2 

( 1 ) ( 1 ) 
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Six .... :·arole outcome 

Total, all prisoners 

Not paroled as of 7/31/71 
Outcome unknown (pending) 

Outcome kno,-m 

Total t outcome knmm 

Favorable, total 

No known violation 

With ndnor violation 

Unfavorable, total 

!.fi.ecellaneous 

Return to prison (total) 

Short-term placement 

Violation of parole condition 

New commitment (court) 

------

Total, all prisoners 

Not paroled as ur • :31/71 

Outcome unknown (pending) 

Outcome known 

Total, outcome lmOl'II! 

Favorable, total 

No known violation 

With minor violation 

Unfavorable, total 

ULscellaneous 

Retu.."'!l te, p.-:i.son (total) 

Short-term placement 

Violation of parole condition 

Neli commitn;e~t (cou»h) 

-------------~ 
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630 

77 

56 

497 

497 

439 

331 

108 

58 

20 

38 

12 

l" 
10 

100% 

12 

9 

79 

100% 

88 

67 

22 

"12 

4 

8 

2 

:3 
2 

o StatisticallY' significant1;! higher than expected at .05 le""l or leos. 

( ) Statistically significantly'le";er than expeoted at .00 level"or l"on. 
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Location of work furlough facility 

State prison 

Chino I Soledad I San 
1 

Tra3' Total 
(C1H) (CTP) Quentin (DVI 

Number of prisoners 

;;09 147 134 40 l48 

40 21 14 2 2l 

31 8 16 1 8 

238 118 104 37 ll9 

238 ll8 104 37 ll9 

222 99 88 30 109 

169 74 65 23 92 

53 25 23 7 17 

16 19 16 7 10 

6 5 5 4 2 

10 14 II :3 8 

5 4 3 0 0 

:! 4 7 3 2 

3 6 1 0 6 

Percentages 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

13 14 10 5 14 
10 5 12 ( :3 ~ 5 

77 80 78 rnJ 80 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

r:m 84 85 81 92 

"71 63 63 62 ['ill 
22 21 22 19 14 

( 7 ) 16 15 19 8 

3 4 ; ill] 2 

( 4) J2 11 8 7 
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County jail Critt. 

l I 
halfway 

San F.i.ve house Hateo other 
jails (state) 

73 75 182 

10 II 17 
6 2 15 

57 62 150 

57 62 150 

51 58 124 . 
41 51 98 
10 7 26 

6 4 26 , 
1 1 II 

5 :3 15 

0 0 9 
1 1 2 

4 2 4 

I 

100% 100% 100% 

14 15 9 
S :3 8 

78 83 82 . 
100% 100% 100% 

89 94 ( 83 ) 

72 [@ 65 

18 II 17 

( II ) 6 ern 
2 2 7 

9 5 10 

(l 0 6 

2 2 1 

7 J :l 
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Table 52 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF COP..RECTIONS 

Responses of FY 1969-70 Work Furloughees to the 
Question: Which relatives did you visit while 
you were on work furlough? 

Type of relative(s) visited 
Work furloughees 

Number Per cent 

Total 

Relatives visited, total 

Wife with or without children 

Children alone 

Parents alone 

Brothers or sisters alone 

Whole family (parents, wife and 
children) 

"Family" unspecified 

No relatives visited, total 

No family in area 

Family resides in area 

Not answered 
\. 

\. 

122 

" 

60 100% 

37 62 

S ,~ 13 

5 S 

5 S 

4 7 

3 5 
12 20 

13 22 

10 17 

3 5 

10 17 

...... 

Table 53 Selected FY 1969-70 Study Groups by Base Expectancy Score 

" 
State prisoners entering work £urlough in FY 1969-70 All men entering 

. '<0''''- I S~,.. 
parole in FY 1969-

Base expectancy score Not in sample 70 except those 
(BE) entering rrom work 

£urlough 

~~~ '--------~- ~---~--

Number of prisoners 

Total, all prisoners 960 96 864 5,487 

Total, 0-45 660 63 597 3,948 

o - 16 27 0 27 159 
17 - 26 112 15 97 775 
27 - 32 133 12 121 897 

33 - 45 388 36 352 2,1l7 

Total 46 - 76 300 33 267 1,539 

46 - 52 126 14 112 719 
53 - 68 144 14 

J 

130 698 

69 - 76 30 5 25 122 

Mean 1,0 41 1,0 39 

Median 40 39.5 39 38 

Percentages 

, 

Total, all prisoners lCti'j1 100% 1CfY/, 1CfY/, 

Total, o - 45 ( 69 ) 66 69 rn:J 
0-16 . 3 Q 3 3 

l7 - 26 ( 12 ) 16 II ern 
27 - 32 '" 14 13 14 16 

33 - 45 om 38 41. 39 

Total, 46 - 76 [ill 34 3l ( 28 ) 

46 - 52 13 15 13 13 , 
53 - 68 l5 l5 l5 13 

69 - 76 3 5 3 2 

c::J Statistically signi£icantly higher than expected at' .05 level or less. 

Statistically, significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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Prisoners con-
sidered £or work 
furlough eligi.-

bility by prison 
classifiCation 

committees 

1,308 

885 

26 

178 
206 

1,75 

423 

, 199 
'191 

33 

1,0 

39 

100% 

68 

2 

14 
16 

( 36 ) 

32 

l5 
15 

3 

';.. ,-, 
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Pa...'"'01e outc(Jt!i! 

Total, all prisoners 

~t"""'" \l!lknoWn (pending or di.cllarged) 
Mc(X:)e known 

~ 

Total., rut"""", known 

Favorable, total. 

No known violation 

l!I.th minor Violation 

Unravoreb1e 

Miacell.aneoua 

lletu:rn to prioon (total.) 

Short-term placement 
Violation or parole Condition 

H"" cOlll1ll.tment (court.) 

Failed work .t'Urlough (totol) 

"':";<+"";:"~~.,,,,..,, .... ;,."'~" •. :.::.,; '~.-:;. .. ~ ·,,·",;r:··,~,:. -:::;::;"'\ --. 
,".'.#1.-

Ci\L!ro~1L\ lEJ'AZm!El11' OF" WllllECTI0I5 

Table 54 Six-tlOrlth follow-<Ip !~ Date of Entry of 960 Men Entertng tbe Work furlough l'rogra:o 
and 7.~ ~en naced /Xl Parole in FY 1969-70 A.5U!lIing That Failure on Worl< i\lrlongb 
'Was the Same ,as Failu..-e on Parole 

J Parolees Location of lrorlt furlaugi> facility 

>dtll=t 
work State pr.ison 

furlough Tal:al. Total. Chino Soledad San rom Total. 
experience (ClM) , (CIF) ~entin 

'\ 

NwWer or prisoners 

5,487 960 630 309 1.47 134 40 u.s 
526 S5 39 16 13 9 1 9 

4,961 905 591 293 134 125 39 139 

4,961 905 591 293 134 125 39 139 

4,378 rm 381 197 74 81 29 99 

3,523 528 325 170 59 70 26 92 
855 79 56 27 15 II 3 7 

5S3 298 210 ~ 60 44 10 40 

205 13 7 3 1 2 1 1 

378 II 9 3 3 2 1 1 

160 3 3 2 1 0 0 0 

l43 6 0 2 2 1 1 

75 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 

274 194 90 56 40 8 38 

County jail 

San Five 
Mateo Qther-

jails 

73 75 

6 3 
67 72 

67 72 

50 49 

47 1.5 

3 4 

17 2;, 

0 1 

1 0 

0 0 
1 0 
0 0 

16 22 

~---~ ----~~~~-------~ 

:Perce:ntages 

Total, all prisoner. 100% l.OCI,( ~ :LOO% 10Cf1, :LOO% 100% 

Mcaoe _ (pending or discilal'ged) 9 6 6 5 9 7 2 

~tc_ known 91 94 94 95 91 93 98 

Total, rut come known 100% 100% 10Cfl, :LOO% 10Cfl, 100% 100% 

l'avorsllle, total (][J (67 ) ( 64 ) 67 ( 55 ) 65 74 

Ho known Violation [QID ( 58 ) ( 55) 58 (44) 56 65 

l!I.th minor violation [~ ( 9) 9 9 II 9 8 

Unravorable, total ( 12 ) rn::J 36 33 m:J 35 26 

Hiscellaneous 4 1 1 1 1 2 3 

Return to prison (total) 8 1 2 I 2 2 3 

Short-term jllaeement 3 a 1 I Q 1 0 

Violation of parole condition 3 1 I Q 2 2 3 

!lew cOlll1ll.tment (court) 3 0 Q 0 0 0 0 

Failed work furlough - 30 33 31 42 32 20 

i 
CJ Statistically !!ignificently higher tban e"""cted at .05 level or less. 

( ) statistically sighificently iower than. e"""cted at ,0-5 level or l.ss • 

.. ~ r~'- .,..-"~ 

Table 55 State Prispners Entering the Work FUrlough 'Program in FY 1969-70 
with Known Parole outcome, Compared with others Released to parole" 
in FY 1969-1970 by Parole Advance (PA) and Temporary Comnrunity 
Release (TCR) Experience, by Commitment OUense 

Work Iur- Parolees without work furlough experience 
loughees 

Type Of. con:m.tment offe!l$e with 
With PA and/or TOR experience 

known Without 

100% 

6 

94 

100% 

71 

66 
5 

29 

1 

1 

0 

I 

0 

27 

parole 
Total PA or Total 1 PA and I PA only I TeR only With any 

outcome TOR TCR PA --
Number of pri.oners 

r--~-

I 
Total, all ofrerises 845 5,487 3,246 2,241 527 107 1,607 634 

Homicide 48 213 ll4 99 31 9 59 40 
Robbery 204 l,ll5 600 515 136 26 353 162 
Assault 42 23B 148 90 24 4 62 2B 
Burglary 176 1,155 693 462 9B 22 342 120 

Theft B4 535 334 201 42 .5 154 47 
Forgery, checks 124 523 308 215 62 9 l44 71 
Rape, other sex 32 406 262 l44 30 6 lOB 36 
Drug 109 1,108 657 451 B7 22 342 109 

Miscellaneous 26 194 130 64 17 4 43 21 

--
Percentages 

Total, all ofrenses 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
HooIi.cide rn ( 4) ( 4) 4 6 B ( 4) 6 
Robbery (]ltJ ( 20 ) ( IB ) 23 26 24 22 26 
Assault .5 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 
Burglary ..... 21 21 21 19 21 21 19 

Theft 10 10 10 9 B 5 10 7 
Forgery, checks ffiJ ( 10 ) ( ,9 ) ( 10 ) 12 8 ( 9) II 
Rape, other sex (OJ) OJ OJ ITI 6 6 ( 7) 6 
Drug ( 13 ) @J []Q] [N.J 17 em [ill !TIl 
Miscellaneous :3 4 4 :3 :3 4 :3 3 

" 
Excluding prisoners entering parole from work furlough. 

CJ StatiaticalJ.y signi.!:i,cantly higber than expected at .05 level or les". 

( ) Sl;stistic~ signi.!:i,cantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

/' 
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100% 100% 

8 4 

92 96 

100% :LOO% 

75 68 

70 63 

4 6 

25 32 

0 1 

2 C 

0 0 

2 0 

a (j 

24 31 

lIith any 

TCR 

2,134 

90 

489 

86 

41tO 

196 

206 

13B 

429 

60 

1.00% 

4 
23 

4 

21 

9 
( 10 ) 

( 6) 

f]QJ 

3 

Critt. 

hal.fwa;r 
bouse 

(state) 
~~-~-

l62 

7 
175 

175 

171 
III 

16 

1,9 

1 

0 
0 
1 

42 

:LOO% 

4 
96 

10Cfl, 

em 
61 

9 

( 27 ) 

3 

1 

Q 

0 
1 

23 
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Table 56 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTNENT OF CORRECTIONS 

State Prisoners Entering the Work furlough Program in FY 1969-70 
with Known Parole Outcome, Compared Iv"ith Others Released to Paro1ea 

in FY 1969-1970 by Parole Advance (PA) and Temporary Community 
Release (TCR) Experience, by Prior Commitments 

Work fur- ... Parolees without work furlough experience 

loughees 

?rior criminal commitments with " 'nth PA and/or TCR experience 

known Without 

parole Total PA or Total PA and PA only 

outcome I TCR TCR 

Number of prisoners 

Total, all ~soners 845 5,487 3,246 

No ~or commitments 94 487 254 

Prior jailfjuvenlle, total 387 2,755 1,649 

One or two priors 186 1,306 761 

Three or more priors 201 1,-449 888 

Prior prison, any 364 2,245 1,343 

-- - --- ----.. -~--

Percentages 

Total, all prisoners 100% 100% 100% 

No prior commitments [ID ( 9 ) ( 8 ) 

Prior jail/juvenile, total ( 46 ) [2Q] [ID 

One or two priors 22 24 23 

Three or more priors (rnJ) 26 1]1] 

Prior prison, any 43 41 41 

a Excluding prisoners entering parole from work furlough. 

c==J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) Statistically significantly lo~ler than expected at .05 level or less. 

-1.26-

2,241 527 107 

233 68 17 

1,106 247 41 

545 '\ 137 30 

561 liO li 

902 212 49 

100% 100% 100% 

10 13 16 

49 47 38 

24 26 28 

25 21 ( 10 ) 

40 40 46 

TCRonly 

1,607 

148 

818 

378 

440 

641 

100% 

9 

[ill 

24 

27 

40 

--

With any With any 

PA TCR 
J ~- --

634 2,134 

85 216 

288 1,065 

167 515 

121 550 

261 853 

--~ --~ 

100% 100% 

13 10 

45 [~ 

26 24 

( 19 ) 26 

41 40 

-.~ -- --- --

;t-,-,-.~~~~,~-~_~_, __ :-:.\.~::::::::,:~r::~:'-;·::::_~2·:'~';:=~:=-7.-~-:::::;.-""':=:~::,.,.::::::~:=:::--:~:-=-:::-.: =:-~:::~':~=::::;"~:=:~~:::-~~;~~;;I\._"';j~;""':::;;';:;:·':;~~--;::~::;-"-:'~',...-"-:~ ~ - W~'_-:= __ '_'--:';"_::~ __ ,:--"~::': ;:-:·:,:::'::'~::·:-==-:::~·~:::-:':"":::::=:=..::'::~-.::':::'~,·:.:~-::::.::::::::.:.=t:::::::----2:::;;::::::::::,",,:::::=:.~::::::::--",_~. 

Age at 1969 birthday 

Total, all agee 

Younger group, total 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

Older group, total 

.35 - 39 

40 - 49 
50 - 86 

i-lean 

Median 

TotaJ., all ages 

Younger group, totaJ. 

20 - 24 

25 - '29 

31 - 34 

Older group, totaJ. 

35 -39 

40 - 49 

50 - S6 

Table 57 State Prisoners Entering the Work f'urloW;h Program in FY 1969-70 a 
with Knmm Parole Ou.tcome, Compared with Ot.hers Released to Parole 
in FY 1969-1970 by Parole Advance (PA) and Temporary Conununity 
Release (TCa) Experience, by Age 

Work fur- Parolees without work furlough experience 

loughee. 

with ,lith FA and/or Tell. experience 

known Without 
Total PA or Total PA and PA only Tell. only 

parole TOll. Tell. 

outcome ~ '------- ----

Number of prisoners 

845 5,4f!f7 3,246 2,241- 527 107 1,607 

506 3,222 1,836 1,386 320 58 1,008 

91 65.3 385 268 62 11 195 
234 1,4J.,2 B17 625 151 24 450 
181 1,127 634 49.3 107 23 .36.3 

339 2,265 1,410 855 207 49 599 

12B 819 465 354 81 18 255 
164 1,044 643 401 98 23 2$0 

47 402 302 100 28 8 64 

34 34 35 33 33 34 33 

32 32 33 32 32 34 32 

Percentages 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

60 59 57 62 61 54 63 

11 12 12 12 12 10 12 

28 26 25 28 29 22 28 

21 21 20 22 20 21 23 

40 41 43 38 39 46 37 

15 15 14 16 15 17 16 

19 19 20 18 19 21 17 
( 6 ) 7 OJ 4 6 7 4 

a Excluding prisoners entering :Parole from work fw:olough. 

c:::J Statistically :::ig:'.i.fi.~sntlY' 'b.igaer t.hen eXFfcted at ~05 level or less .. 

( ) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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I I ~'"- With any 
PA TCR 

634 I 2,134 

378 1,32!! 

73 257 

175 601 

l30 470 

256 so6 

99 336 
121 378 
36 92 

33 33 

32 32 

100% 100% 

60 62 

12 12 
-0 28 

21 22 

40 38 

16 16 

19 18 

6 4 

1 
1 

ir 
I: 
II 
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: Base expectancy score 
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tb l 
N! 
7l 

! 
I 
1, 
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fatal, all prisoners 

0- 45, total 

0-16 
17 - 26 
27 - 32 

33 - 45 

46 - 76, total 

46 - 52 
53 - 68 
69 - 76 

Mean 

I 
t 
'Iledian 

I 
{ ~ 

I Jotal, all prisoners 
ii 
I, I; 0-45, total 

I o - 16 I, 

f! 17 - 26 

L 27 - 32 
I: 33 - 45 Ii 
l' 

46 - 76, total 

tl 
46 - 52 
53 - 68 

H 69 - 76 
ii 

,I 

-

CALIFORNIA DEPiffiTHENT Oli' CORRECTIONS 

Table 59 State Prisoners Entering the Worle F\u'~o\lgh Program in FY 
with Known Parole Outcome, Compax'ed with Others Released to PBr'olea 
in FY 1969-1970 by Parole AdvlUlce (PA) and Temporary Community 
Release (TCR) Experience, by Base Expectancy Score 

Work fur-

loughees 

with 

known 

parole Total 

outcome 

845 5,487 

565 3,948 

18 159 
94 775 

114 897 
339 2,117 

280 1,539 

115 719 
136 698 

29 122 

41 39 

40 38 

100% 100% 
( 67 ) em 

2 3 
( 11 ) CID 
( 13 ) rnJ 

40 39 

33 28 

14 13 
IJ.QJ ( 13 ) 

OJ ( 2 ) 

-
Pa:rolej~B without work l'ur~ough experience 

-------

Without 

PA or Total 

TCR 

Number of prisoners 

3,20/' 

2,39S' 

95 
'479 
548 

1,277 

847 

393 
382 

72 

38 

37 

Percentages 

,.,. 
100% 

em 
3 

em 
crn 
39 

26 

12 
( 12 ) 

( 2 ) 

2,2 4l 

49 

64 
96 
49 
40 

1,5 

2 

3 
8 

6 92 

26 
16 
50 

3 
3 
. 
40 

9 3 

100% 

69 

:3 
13 
16 
37 

31 

15 
14 
2 

llith PA and/or TOR expflrience 

-
PA and PA clIlly 

TCR 

I 

527 107 

338 68 

8 4 
54 9 
84 19 

192 36 

189 39 

90 14 
84 20 
15 5' 

.... 

4l 45 

40 40 

100% 100% 

64 64 

:2 4 
10 8 
16 18 
36 34 

36 36 

17 13 
16 1.9 
3 5 

TCRonly 

1,607 

1,143 

52 
233 
246 
612 

464 

222 
212 
30 

39 

313 

100% 

[llJ 

3 
[ill 
15 
38 

29 

14 
13 

( 2 ) 

i,a Excluding prisoners entering parole trom work furlough. 

1:0 Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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103 
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104 
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Table 61 

CALIFORNIA DEP AR'l'MENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Reductions or Additions to Prison Time Serveda by state 
Prisoners Who Entered the Work Furlough Program in FY 
1969-70 

-
State prisoners who entered the 

Reductions or additions to prison time work furlough program in FY 1969-70 

served in days 
Number of Percent of Number of 
prisoners prisoners daYEl 

Totals 960 100% +45,546
b 

Reductions in time served, total ll~ 12 - 5,656 

180 to 262 days 8 1 - 1,620 
90 to 179 days 5 1 - 510 
30 to 89 days 56 6 - 2,695 

7 to 29 days 4l;. 5 - 826 
1 to 6 days 2 0 - 5 

Paroled or discharged on original 
parole or discharge date 664 69 0 

Additions to time served, total 181 19 51,202 

1 to 6 days 15 2 28 
7 to 29 days 17 2 278 

30 to 89 days 24 3 1,351 
90 to 179 days 31 3 3,948 

180 to 1,091 days, total 94 10 45,597 

180 tv 364 days 34 4 9,112 
365 to 729 days 4l;. 5 22,154 
730 to 1,091 days 16 2 14,331 

Mean time served 47.4 

Median time served 0 

a These calculations Were based on the assumption that the work fur10ughees would 
have been released to parole or discharged. on his original parole or discharge 
date if he had not participated in the work fUrlough program. 

b This number is the total number of additional days served in prison by work 
furloughees minus the days they didn't serve due to parole date advancements. 
It is used to calculate the mean time served number. 
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CALIFORNIA DEPAR'IMEl't'T OF CORRECTIONS 

Table 62 Total and Random Sample of State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough 
Program in FY 1969~70 by Interview status and by Commitment Offense 

i Sample 
TYPe of' commitment offense 

~ Total Not in sample Total Interviewed 
i 

Number of prisoners 

Total, all offenses 960 864 96 59 

Horrdcide 51 49 2 1 

Robbery 219 201 18 11 

Assault 44 37 7 4 

Burglary 211 191 20 13 

TIleft 108 96 12 4 

Forgery, checks 140 119 21 13 

Rape, other sex 32 28 4- 4-

Drugs 118 109 9 8 

Miscellaneous 37 34 3 1 

Percentages 

Total, all offenses 100% l~; 100% 100% 

Rorrdcide 5 6 2 2 

Robbery 23 23 19 19 

Assault 5 4 7 7 

Burglary 22 22 21 22 

TIl eft 11 11 13 7a 

Forgery, checks 15 ( 14 ) em 22 

Rape, other sex 3 3 4 7 

Drugs 12 13 9 14-

Miscellaneous 4 4 3 2 

1 I 

0 Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

C Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

Not 
interviewed 

37 

1 

7 

3 

7 

8 

8 

0 

1 

2 

100% 

3 

19' 

8 

19 

22a 

22 

0 

3 

5 

a \-fork furloughees not interv:i.ewed were significantly more likely to possess theft type commitment offenses 
than were work furloughees who were not interviewed. ' 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Table 63 Total and Random Sample of State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough 
Program in FY 1969-70 by Interview Status and by Prior Criminal Com­
mitments 

Prior criminal commitments Total Not in sample Total 

--
Number of prisoners 

Total~ all prisoners 960 864 96 

No prior commitments 100 89 11 

Prior jail/juvenile, total 430 390 40 

One o;t· two 200 178 22 

Three or more 230 212 18 

Prior prison 430 385 45 

Percentages 

Total, all prisoners 100% 100% 1CJO% 

No prior commitments 10 10 11 

, Prior jailfjuvenile, total 45 45 42 

One or two 2l 21 23 

Three or more 24 25 19 

Prior prison 45 45 47 

c:=J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

) statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

Sample 

Interviewed 

59 

9 

22 
, 

15 
J 7 

28 

100% 

15 

37 

25 
l2a 

47 

Not 
interviewed 

37 

2 

18 

7 
11 

17 

100% 

5 

49 

19 

30a 

46 

a Work furloughces who had three or more jailor juvenile prior commitments were significantly more likely to be 
not interviewed than interviewed. 
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Table 64 

, . Age at 1969 birthday 

Total., al.l ages 

Younger group, total. 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

Older group, total. 

35 - 39 

40 - 49 

50 - 66 

Mean 

Median 

. 

Total., all ages 

Younger group, total. 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

Older group, total 

35 - 39 

40 - 49 

50 - 66 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Total. and Random Sample of state Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough 
Program in FY 1969-70 by Interview Status and by Age 

Sample 

Total. Not in sample Total. Interviewed 

Number of prisoners 

960 864 96 59 

565 509 54 33 

103 95 8 3 

258 229 29 17 

202 185 17 13 

397 355 42 26 

146 127 19 ~ . 
.u. 

194 178 16 9 

57 50 7 6 

34 34 34 35 

33 33 33 33 

Percentages 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

59 59 56 56 

11 11 8 5 

27 27 
j 

30 29 

21 21 18 22 

41 41 44 44-

15 15 20 19 

20 ! 21 17 15 

6 , 6 7 10 

c==J StatisticaJ..ly significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) statistical.ly significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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37 

21 ( 

5 

1:2 
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16 
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8 

7 

1 

33 
i , 

30 
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100% 

57 

14 

32 i 

11 

43 , 
: 

22 

19 
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Table 65 

Racial-ethnic group 

Total., all groups 

White and other 

Black 

Chicano 

Total, aJ..l groups 

White and other 

Black 

Chicano 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Total. and Random Sample of State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough 
Program in .FY 1969-70 by Interview Status and by Racial.-Ethnic Group 

Sample 

Total. Not in sample Total. Interviewed 
~ 

Number of prisoners 

960 864 96 59 

603 542 61 39 

248 223 25 13' 

109 99 10 7 

Percentages 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

63 63 64 66 

26 26 26 22 

11 11 10 12 

c==J StatisticaJ..ly significantly higher than expected at .05 leveJ. or less. 

( ) Statistical.ly significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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Table 66 

Base expectancy score 

Total, all prisoners 

o - 45, total 

o - 16 

17 - 26 

27 - '32 

'3'3 - 45 

46 - 76, total 

46 - 52 

5'3 - 68 

69 - 76 

Mean 

Median 

, 

Total, all prisoners 

o - 45,total. 

o - 16 

17 - 26 

27 - '32 

'3'3 - 45 

46 - 76, total 

46 - 52 

53 - 68 

69 - 76 

-

CALIFORNIA DEPAR~ OF CORRECTIONS 

Total and Random Sample of State Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough 
Program in FY 1969-70 by Interview Status and by Base Expectancy Score 

Sample 

Total Not in sample Total Interviewed 

Number of prisoners 

960 864 96 59 

660 597 6'3 '35 

27 27 0 0 

112 97 15 9 
1'3'3 121 12 7 
'388 '352 '36 19 

'300 267 '3'3 24 

126 112 Ih 8 

1411- 1'30 14 12 

30 25 5 4 

40 40 41 4'3 

40 '39 ,39.5 43. 

.. Percentages 

... 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

69 69 66 59 

'3 '3 0 0 

12 II 16 15 

14 14 1'3 12 

40 41 '38 32 

31 31 34 41 
13 1'3 15 14 
15 15 15 20a 

'3 '3 5 7 

c::J Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

) Statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 

~ , 
1 
1-

t Not 1" 

interviewed" 
'I---.L 

1i 
l' 

'37 " i 
28 I 

I 

0 

6 

5 

17 

9 , 

6 
r 

2 

1 

'39 

39 
f 
f:. 

; 

I 
; 

100% : 

I 
, 

76 [' 

0 
" 

16 
I 

14 l, 
i, 

46 i 

24 

16 
-, I:.. e ,. 

J 

'3 
, 

L .'. 

a Work furloughees with BE scores of 53 - 6S were significantly more likely to be interviewed than not' interview~ . . ; 
I 
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Table 67 

Illegal drug use in 

order of severitya 

Total, all prisoners 

Some drug use, total 

Opiates 

Other drugs 

Marijuana 

Dangerous drugs 

None known 

Total, all prisoners 

Some drug use, t.otal 

Opiates 

Other drugs 

M.arijuana 

Dangerous drJgs 
-

None known 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Total and R~dom Sample of state Prisoners Entering the Work Furlough 
Program in FY 1969-70 by Interview status and by History of Illegal 
Drug Use 

Sample 

Total Not in sample Total Interviewed 

Number of prisoners 

960 864 96 59 

:310 284 26 16 

162 152 10 5' 

148 1'32 16 II 

120 106 14 9 
28 26 2 2 

650 580 70 43 

Percentages 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

'32 [ill ( 27 ) 27 

17 18 10 8 

15 16 14 18 

13 12 15 15 

I '3 3 2 '3 

I 
( 67 ) IE 6S 7'3 

.' 

Not 
Interviewed 

37 

10 
.. 

5 .. 
5 

5 

0 

27 

100% 

27 

14 
" 

14 

14 
0 

73 

.. 
a Multiple drug users are reported only in'the most severe category as offically determined by.the Depa;rtment of: 

Corrections. 

D' Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

( ) statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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CALIFORNIA DEPAR1MENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Table 68 Total and Random Sample of state Prisoners Entering the Work FUrlough 
Program in FY 1969-70 by Interview Status and by Work History 

Prior to imprisonment before Sample 
entered work fUrlough, worked six 

months or longer for one employer Total Not in sample Total Interviewed 

Number of prisoners 

Total, all prisoners 960 864 96 59 
Yes 654 592 62 hO 
No 306 272 34 19 

Percentages 

Total, all prisoners 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Yes 68 69 65 68 
No .32 31. 35 32 

o Statistically significantly higher than expected at .05 level or less. 

statistically significantly lower than expected at .05 level or less. 
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Table 70 

Gross earnings 

Dollars amount 

Number Per cent 

Totals 74 100% 

$ 0 7 9 

1- 49 0 -
50 - 99 4 5 

100 - 199 5 7 

200 - 399 10 14 

400- 599 7 9 

600 - 799 9 12 

800 - 999 $ 11 

1000 - 2807 24 32 

Mean $742 

Median 701 

-- -----.--~ 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Gross Earnings and Their Distribution for a Samplea of the 960 State 
Prisoners Who Entered the vlork Furlough Program in IT 1969-70 

Distribation 01 earnings 

Support for'dependents Savings I State and county de-
ductions for "room and 

- ,-

board" and Parole Agent 
supervision 

Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent 
-,. 

74 100% 74 100% 74 lWtl, 

65 88 19b 26 9 12 

3 4 12 16 13 18 

0 0 9 12 18 24 

1 1 11 15 17 23 

3 4 14 19 10 14 

0 - 6 8 3 4 

1 1 1 1 4 5 

1 1 2 3 0 0 

0 - 0 - 0 -
$37 I $156 $144 

0 103 99 

-----

Other-income taxes, 
transportation, tools, 
union dues, lo1ardrobe, 
meals, insurance, etc. 

Number Per cent 

74 100% 

8 11 

2 3 

6 8 

12 16 

17 23 

9 12 

10 14 

5 7 

5 7 

$405 

354 

a The 74 work furloughees used are a purposive sample selected from a random 10% sample of 96 work furloughees selected from the 960 work furloughees 
who entered the program in IT 1969-70. The 22 work furloughees in the random sample who were not used were not used because the financial sections 
of their Departure Report from the Work Furlough Program forms contained obvious errors and omissions. 

b Eight of the 19 work furloughees appeared, on the basis of the Departure forms, to have left the program in debt. Their indebtedness occurred 
either through their use of funds they transferred into their work furlough account from their prison account or from their receiving a loan from 
the Parole Division which they were unable to repay. 
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