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;\BSTRACT 

~le N~rfolk Fellowship is based at Massachusetts Correctional 

Institution-Norfolk, ~ m~dium security facility for adult male 

offenders. The Fellowship programs bring together, in small groups, 

prisoners and volunteers from. the com'Tlunity in an attempt to create 

an atmosphere of fellowship. These programs operate in the institu-

tion and in the community providing a unique opportunity for continu-

ity of participation both before and aftp-r rele~se. 

This study focuses on three major areas of concern: recidivism, 

differential treatment effects and financial benefits. In terms of 

recidivism ... the Fellm,rship is a positive corre\.;tional program, effec-

tively reducing recidivism for program regulars. In terms of dif-

ferential treatment effects, the program is most successful \d th 

the following groups: blacks, _.those married or previously married, 

~hose with prior militaryseryice, thoBe 30 or older at present 

incarceration, and parolees.. The financial benefits were substantial, , 

being $262,240 over a four year period. - . 

. , 
. , 
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I • .INTRODUCT ION 

It has long been recognized that one of the most negative 

aspects of incarceration is a prisoner's loss of contact with the 

community. Society changes at a rapid pace and when the prisoner 

who has had little feedback about the changes is released to the 

community,he faces re-entry problems somewhat akin to re-entry 

'problems fac<~d by returning Peace Corps Volunteers. The adjustment 

period can be overwhelmi.ng, leading to confusion, problems, and 

too often reincarceration. The Norfolk Fellowship Foundation Inc. 

runs a group of programs which address the problems created by 

isolation from the community. 

The Norfolk Fellowship began in 1958 under the direction 

of Rev. Robert. Dutton, the Protestant Chaplain at the Nassachusetts 

correctional lnsti tution - :"1orfolk. Since thenl under the guidanc~ 

of loirs. and HeV'. DuttonJ the Fellowship has gro'Nt} and expanded, pro­

ducing various spin-off groups along the way. The objective of 

the Fellowship is: 

"to cr€~ate an utmosphcre of fellowship, one 
that fosters mutual understanding, acceptance, 
and respect B.monq its participants. 'T"Ihe re­
sult is t.O '':!l1hanc~ in each person a feelinq f)f 
self-worth as a part of grO'l.~th ·towards greater 
social mat1Jr.:i ty. It is expected that this pr.o­
gram thereby contributes to meeting corr.ec­
tionalobjectives. 1I (From a statement of pro­
gram objecti.\1"E'G September 2'), 1972) 

The principal method the F'ellO'\\1ship uses to reach its objectives is 

to create o?oortunities boi:h. inside and outside the institution for 

involv0"1Gnt of corn:mni ty volunteers with inmates 3.nd form.'3r i nm0.tos 

so that meaningful comr.nmicQtion· I-!an toke place. 'rho Fellowship, 

! , 
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currently offers four different programs: 

Thursday Night Groups - these are permanent inmate_led 

discussion groupe which meet Thursday evenings inside 

MeI-NorfoJ 1c i'li th outmates (volunteers from the COf(,-

munity) in attendance. There are currently eight groups 

with about 15 participants in each group and a ratio of 

approximately one outmate to two or three inmates. 

Social Education Meetings - somewhat si~ilar to the 

Thurs,day Night Groups but smaller, wi th empha~is upon 

"growth towards greater social matur.ity". 'T'hese groups 

follow a curriculum of social education topics and the 

inmate/outmate ratio is often· one to one. 

Regional Meetings - Relationships between inmates and 

outmates continue after release. t"onthly meetings are 

held in different regions of eastern and central ~!assa-

chusetts. Wives of ex-inmates and outmates also attend. 

Re-entry Program - These men are also volunteers, the 

difference being that they are ex-offenders. 'T'he p.x-

Offenders function as outm~tes giving a very personal view 

of problems facing the "ex-con" on release. 

Programs such f'lS the Fellowship are particularly relevant 

no,,,,,. 2\s pointed out in the N"ational Advisory Commission on Crim­

ina-I 'Justice Standards and Goals" 

IITn institutions, community involvement can play a 
crucial role in "normalizing" the environment and 
d~'clopinq offcnd0rs' ties to thr COD~Jn~tv, ~s w~ll 
as chcmcri nq community attitudes tm:F1rr'l of Een?er::; . 

'Major i;1stitutions seldnm hnve enough money ;;\)"1" e~{­
pertise to "~""rYr\:,l i. 8'" t1'e tasks r.f') ........ l,j ... ,,.., 1-1"""7 

responsihle. Community participdtion in instituti.onal 
program~ ~h()111"l i~lpr.··)Ve institut-ion"11 rroqr-:rn~, 1)~.;')',,; 
dOWi1 isolation, and help the off.enc'lcr explore tho 
possibilities for his adjustment to the community.lll 

~-----'----------""""'''''''''''~''''''''''=='''''''''='''''''''-=-~''''''----- .----.------~ -~---~---
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I I • FOCUS OF THE STUDY 

This study was undertaken by the Research Unit of the 

Massachusetts Department of Correction in an effort 1:0 evaluate 

the effectiveness of the Fellowship program. The study ','lill focus 

on three major areas of concern: recidivism, differential treat-

ment effects" and financial bAnefits. These foci can be stated in 

question form: 

(1) ;'ih::lt ar3 the effects of the Fellowship on . 
recidivism rates? 

(2) Does Fellmvship participation affect different 
types of offenders in different 'ilays; 

(3) Do financial benefits result from the Fellowshio? 

This effort is similar in scope and structure to a ,study 

done in 1969 by Carney, Panagopoulos and Gardner. 2 The present 

study both updates and verifies earlier efforts while at the same 

tlme revealing som8 new findjngs~ 

III. HETHODOLOGY 

Two cohorts were examined in this study. Cohort I was 

the fellowship Cohort with an N of 219. The Fellowship Cohort con-

sisted of all prisoners who were members of the Fellowship for at 

least three months and were released from :'lCI-Norfolk beb.,reen 1966 

and 1969. Cohort II ,.,as the Norfolk Cohort with an "J of 198. The 

Norfolk Cohort consisted of all prisoners released from MCI-Norfolk 

during the year 1966. 

The Norfoik Cohort was the focus of extensive recidivism 

research in 19723 which culminated in the construction of a base 
, . 

expectancy table based on this cohorts actual recidivism exnerience. 

A base expectancy table (see ~ppendix A) is constructed of those 

offender attributos \-.'hich have proven throngh 3ctll"l1 expcri.oncC' to 

be most highly predictive of recijivism. By applying the base 
• I 
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expectancy table to the Fellowship Cohort" a theoretical "expected" 

rate of recidivism can be derived. For examplc~by comp~ring two 

different men using the base expectancy table in Appendix AJit is 

readily apparent that prisoner A is much more likely to be a recid-

ivist than prisoner B, and the "expected" rates of recidivism, 57.9"~ 

vs. 0.0%, reflect this likelihood. 

SArvlPLE BASE EXPECTANCY RATES' 

Prisoner A 

Two or more prior arrests 
for Property offense 

Parole as type of 
release 

Nine or more prior 
arrests 

Length of incarceration 
16 months or more 

E~cted Recidivism Rate 57.~1o 

Prisoner B 

One or fewer arrests for 
property offenses 

25 or older at present 
incarceration 

24 or older at first arrest 

EXpected Recidivism Rate O.~10 

Using the base expectancy methodology one can examine the effects 

of a program by comparing the'expected recidivism rate of program 

participants with tneir actual recidivism rateo 

Another method for examining pr.ogram effects is by com-

paring ,FellCl\>IShip Regulars with Fellowship Dropouts. Regulars were 

defined as those men who continued Fellowship program participation 

until their day of release. Dropouts were defined as those men who 

for onc reason or another qui,t parti~ipat,ing' .in the program prior to 

their release. 4 The t<egnlar-Dropout distinction wi l] Ol"! di sctlSf)p.fl in 

more detail later. 

't{hen collecting th ~ recidivisll1 ,·1"t.n fc)r to,he li'cllml.hj '"I 

, I 
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Cohort' the same definition of recidivism was used as ha~ been used 

for the Norfolk Cohort. T?ecidi vism was defined aoS; II (:~) rcincarccr.a-

tion (B) within two yeRrs of release (C) for thirty days or mere 

(D) in a county, state or federal correctional institution (S) l·,hnthcr 

as a parole violator or as the result of a conviction for ~ new crim­

inal offense. 1I5 

Note to the 'T'echnical Reader 
Throughout this paper the tests of significance 
are contained in the notes for the interest of ~h~ 
technical rertder. ",·there comparisons are beti'leen 
the two cohorts the x2 for independent samples is 
used. \1here comparisons are made within the Fel-
10\vship Cohort, that is betwee~ the expected ana 
uctuCll recidivism rates, the x for a one sample 
case was used. In cases where there was sup!'or.t 
for a directional hypothesis a one-tailed test 
was used. Much of the support for directional 
hypotheses came from earlier resparch done on the 
Fellowship. 2 In all cases the exact probability 
level is givenr such as p = .03: except whpr.e th~ 
probability was less than .001 and then it is 
stated p <.001. 

IV. FINDINGS 

A. Recidivism - In an overall gross comparison of recidivism 

rates between the two cohorts.. IIgross" meaning not taking into account 

individual differences between the two groups, the FelloHship re-

cidivism rate of 31. 9% compares quite favorably with the Norfolk re­

cidi vism rate of 41. 3%.6 

.r.ORFO~ 

41.3 

TABLE 1 

COHORT R.1~VISM R:\'t'ES 

EltLT-DWSHIP, 

31.9 

DIFFEREnCE 

-9.4 

A more sophisticated comparison is provided by controllinq for 

individual difference~ betwe~n the two groups th~Qugh thn Hn~ of. b~se 

expectancy scores: that is bY' generating "expected tl rfltes of r~cidivism 
• I .. 
. . 
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for members of the Fellowship Cohort. The Fellowship Cohort's 

~,(per::ted rec:!,di vism is 36.5% which is approxim~tel'" 5 ~r('~nti'\ge 

7 points higher tha,n their actual recidivism rate of ,11.9'/0. 

. 
EXPECTED 

36.5 

TABLE 2 

FELLOWSHIP RECIDIVISM RATES 

ACTUAL 

31.9 

DIFFERENr:::E 

-4.6 

f' 

~,e expected vs. actual comparison has the effect of controlling 

for individual differences between the two cohorts on those factors 

which have proven to be most highly predictive of recidivism. It 
, 

says that taking into account the fact that the Fellowship Cdhort 

had fewer high recidivism risk cases than the Norfolk Cohort~the 

Fellowship Cohort's recidivism rate was still 5 percentage points 

lower than expected. 

While this method of comparison has cer·tain advantages) the 

Fellowship group used for comparison has a built in negative bias. 

That iSJ the Fellowship Cohort taken as a whole, (N = 219) contains 

a large number of men (t~ = 84)' who quit the Fellowship prior to re-

lease: thes~ men could not be considered successful program partici-

pants. When the dropouts are eliminated £rom the group.l1eaving 

only the program regulars (N = 135), a better estimate of the Fel-

lowship's effects on recidivism emerges, a reduction of 11.4 per­

centage points. 8 

Dropouts 

Regulars 

N -. 

84 

135 

TABT.E 3 

PROPOU'1'~~ vs. REGUL' .:{S 

ZX!.">ECTED 
I7..~CT.nT.VISH 

30.0 

40.3 .. I 

. , . ' 
:a= m&:ii ) 

AC'l'Uf. T.J 
RECIDl'VT'3~i 

-35.7 

28.9 

+S.7 

-11.4 
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This distinction between program dropouts and regulars will be dis-

~Bsed in further detail later. It is important to mention that 

this reduction in recidivism can be stated in tWI) \-lays: (1) recidivism 

was reduced 11.4 percentage points, that is from 40.3% to 28.9% or 

(2) one can say the recidivism rate was reduced by 28.YIo, that is 
. 

11.4 is 28.3% of the or'iginal rate of 40.3. 

In gr.aphic summary the recidivism rate comparisons can be 

illustrated as follows: .. 

GRM'H 1 
Q~OtTP RECIDIVISH R1>.TE Cm,fPA~rSONS 
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5~ P4 (:) rt: p, 5 &~ 0. 
." r-l ." r-l 'r1 r-t 

r-lX ,c::rd 0.rc1 ,c rd r-lK ~~ r-l rtJ , III ~ ." 0) 
(f) ~ r-l r,' 

Q) 6t ~t 5t 0) 5t IX. ft.l 
r-l ri: 5~ r-l "':: r-l.-l,' 
r-l r-l r-l 
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There are other methods of assessing the Fellowship's effects 

on recidivism. One can examine how recidivism rates vary: 

- by length of Fellowshiy involvement 

- by type of Fellowship involvement 

- by continuity of program participation both pr~ 
and post-release 

Recidivism bv Length of Fellowship Inv01vement 

t· 

Taking the number of months of Fellowship involvement while 

at Mer-Norfolk and looking at those with more than one year parti-

cipation vs. those with one year or l,ess", it appears (see table 4) 

that the longer a prj.soner ~vas in the Fello\'1ship the better hi s 

chances were of not becoming'a recidivist. 9 

RECIDIVT;S~·1 BY T..E!\TGTH OF FELLOJY§HIP P.?\ ~'!'IC::'?,\T!O;:-'''' 

LENGTH OF EXPECTED AC TU.Z\ T.J 

PARTICIPATION .,CT RECIDIVISM RATE RECIDIVISM R:"\T'S DI'PF'S1.ENCS ., 

1 year or less 141 37.6% 35.5% -2.1% 

1 year plus 78 34.5% 25.6% -8.9'% 

Recidivism byyvr~ of Fellowship Involvement 

As described in Section I there are four basic programs 

offered by the Fellowship: the Thursday Night Groups, the Social 

Education Groups, the Re-entry Groups and the Regional Groups. ~s 

graph 2 and tables 5 and 6 illustrat~particip~tion in ~ny of the 

Fellowship progri3.ms appearA to reduce reci.r:1ivislll}O, 11 

*"'" aam::t ............ n:z: 

. . 



,--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

GRAPH 2 
I . 

. 
, I ! .. , 

I 

! .45 
I I 

, I 

40 
, I 

35 

30 

25 

20 

45 

40 

35 

30 

20 

45 

40 

t 
I 

i' 35 

.30 

25 

; I I . I ! . ' -.1u- i I ! t 

. ; 
~divism Rate by Tvpe and ~mount of 
Fellowshi,E rnvob.rement whil,e in p,ris~n . 

I ! 
I I •. , 

I ; ~ I , i 
I , , 

,",. 
j 

, 

I • .1 . I 
;' , ,.' 

I 

, , 

' .. ... f I !. 1- • 
f 1 I ! ..... .... .... 

less than 20 

I • 
I . 

\ 1 .... 

I , 

I I 
l' 

• f 

., , 

.... 

i I 

20..!S9 

# of ~1ursday Night .Meetings 

, ' 

none 

L 

t! .. 

, 

1 , -

1 
I 

i ':~' 
, I . 

. ~. r" r"·i + 
! Tot": 

• !". , ..! ...... 

· , , t 
i ,~ .. 

• j , -i ~-I , 

'12, ,or 'less: 1'3:...24 
· . 

i • !',; .. I 

_ - - .Expected 

Actual 

60 + 

• I 

: t ., . 

, 
I ; 

)Expected 
-/ . '.~ 

I ' t 
• f l,t t"·· 
. 1/ f- .. 't 

) 
I 

i I r 

t' 

Act'ual 

r 
, 

25 Or' more~ 

# of Social· Education· Meetings 
, I 

\' : 

... -

, ' , ,. 
i 
;' 

, . 
I 

--

: i 1 

t· 

. , 
~ . 

I ; 

I 

[ 
, 

r , 
t 

r 
r 

i 
., 

j • ~ 
I 

! i i • 

:,' 
.,.. _-Expected 

I I 

, t ,,' 
. I 't"l • I 

l\ctual 

, 

~ 

f 
i 
I , 

" . 

--
, 

~-------TL~o~W.----------nM~e~ar.~------~H~r~q~r~.------------~-
(25 or less) (25-f)() (61 plus) '.-

i r' 'l'otal t4'umber of ~1aet;~ngs Insi:dQ 

i 
I I 

i 

, . 

f · 

.i . · 

.. 
, 

I .. 

I • 

• I 
I 

, ... 

! · , 

, . II 
t 
l I 

. ; 

, . 
~ , . 

~ ! , . 

• ! 
.- ........ ,,~.. 1 

j. ". 
, I 

-t Af' .. , .. t , 

, · " 

, , 

; I 

· . 

• t 

I 
. I 

1 t t' t ~ 

, \ t t 

, I 



No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

N 

197 

22 

.2L 

150 

69 
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TABLE 5 

RE-ENTRY PROGRAM PARTICIPATIO~ 

EXPECTED 
RECIDIVISM 

36.4 

38.4 

REGIONAL 

EXPECTED 
RECIDIVISM 

35.1 

39.5 

ACTUAL 
RECIDIVISM 

33.0 

22.7 

TABLE 6 

HEETINGS PARTICIPATION 

ACTUAL 
RECIDIVISM 

33.3 

28.9 

DIFFERENCE 

-3.4 

-15.7 

DIFFEP...ENCE 

-1.8 
-10.6 

Recidivism by Continuity of Program Participation both Pre-and 
E.Q..at_Release 

, . 

One of the more unique aspects of the Fellowship program is its 

ability to provide a great dea~ of program continuity to partici-

pants. Unlike most correctional programs the Fe).lo\<lship is not re-

stricted to operating either inside or outside the institution. 

Rather, the Fellowship rdns programs both inside and outside the in­

stitution. Therefore, the same type of meetings \vith basically the 

same fa'ni1iar-faces and friendshi~s that were available to a man in 

the institution are also available to the man when he hits the street. 

Borne program participants drop out -of the' Fellowship prior to 

release and subsequ~ntly seldo~ if eve~ participate in the post-re­

lease Fello\'lship programs, __ ~_~_e. '._ Regional Groups or Re-entry Groups. 

illmost (lxclusivcly those who were not dro~')o'lts. '1'}I''1r'''f:Qr'~ hv ~ivi--3in(l 

the Fello\<lship Cohort into Dropout- s, those who dropr,>f'!rl 011t of thp 
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Fellowshi.1-- prior to r.~lci!3e and Regulars, those who participated up 

until theil.' release, one can examine the effects of continuity in 

progr~~ particip~tion. Sxamining table 7 it appears that continu-

ity of program participation is a very important factor in the re­

duction cf recidivism~ 

Dropou~:s 84 

TABLE 7 

DROPOUTS vs. REGULARS 

-EXPECTED 
EECIDIVIS~·1 

30.0 

40 .. 3 

.z\CTUAL 
RECIDIVISM. 

35.7 

28.9 

DIFFERENCE 

+5.7 

-11.4 

After examJning thz .)":t-s'cts of the Fellowship program on 

.t'u~idivism in 9"?Det'i3.1 it: b'accit:\cS\ important to see if there is·a 

Ci$l.-tf:'lin group of offer,c,6J:'s ,,{hose re~idivism rate is exce~ionally 
, .. 

reduced or perhap~ a group t:ht1t seems adversely. affected by the' pro-

gram. In this study infornmtJon was collected on 50 variables com-

prising five general areas: 

.- General Background Characteristics 

- Criminal History 

-' Data OIl Present Incarceration 

Recidivism Data 

- FellmoJship Program Data 

Here in the text of the report only those \Tariables producing 

signific~nt diff~rp'~c~8 will be elaborated upon. These v~riabl~~ 

will hp. presented in the follm..,ring sequence; 



- Background Variables 

Race 
Marital Statup 
Service 
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Present Incarceration Variables 

Parole Violation or N'e,'l Offense 
Type of Release 

Background Variables 

Race 

Comparing, the racial make-up of the Fellowship Cohort with the 

Norfolk Cohort (table 8) it is evident that thG Fellowship attracts 

'a, disproportionate number of blacks. 12 This appeal to the blacks 

is further illustrated by the racial make-up of the Dropouts and 

the Regulars (table 0'. About half (47.1%) of the whites ,.,ho join 

t.he program eventually become Dropouts i..;hile only about. a quarter 

(27.6%) of the blacks become Dropouts. 13 

TABLE 8 

RACIAL Ml'.k"'E_TJP OF THE NORFOLK COHORT COMPlLR8!) TO TT-IS FB'LT.f-)TYSHTP CO?'O?T 

NO~FOLK . FE JJL01fTSHIP 
N ~ N ~ 

't'lliite 220 (73.8) 121 (55.3) 

Black 78 ( 26.l) 98 (44.7) 

TOTAL 298 (100.0) 219 (100.0) 



,---

-14-

TABLE 9 

RACIAL H2\'KE-UP OF DROPOUTS COMP.lillED TO m~GULARS 

BLACK ~'~HITE 
Felloiolship N % N % 

Dropouts 27 (27.6) 57 (47.1) 

Regulars 71 (72 .. 4) 64 (52 .• 9) 

TOTArJ 98 (100.0) 121 (loq.O) 

The blacks also appear to benefit more from the prog=am in 

terms of recidivism than the whites do (table 10). The blacK re-

aidivism rate is reduced 17 percentage points while the whites. is 

reduced 6 percentage points. 14 

TABLE 10 

RECIDIVISM RATES BY R\CE 

NORFOLK FELLOWSHIP DIFFERENCE 

White 39.5 33.9 -5.6 

Black 46.8 29.6 -17.2 

Marital Status 

Married or formerly married prisoners seem to benefit more from 

the Fellovlship than do single prisoners (table II). r4ari tal status 

is highly correlated with age at incarceration, since the younger 

prisoners were more lik,ely to be single when incarcerated. This 

raised the possibility of a spurious correlation between recidivism 

and marital status. However, even when aqe at incarceration is held 

f'!onstant there is still '1 signi.ficant rel~ltionshit") between marital 

status and recidivism. lS 

" , 

. , 
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T}\BLE 11 

~IORFOLK DIFFERENCE 

Single 

Married or 
Formerly 
}1arried 

Mi1itaEY Service . 

42.1 

40.,8 

46.2 +4.1 

24,.~ -1.6.7 

~~ose prisoners i'lho have served in the military seem to bene-

fit more from the Fellowship than those who never served. Of the 

!Qen who served., those with 'honorable d.;ischarges recidivated less than 

those who received other types of discharges. 16 

T2illLE 12 

RECID1V1SM BY HILI'!'ARY SERVICE CATEGOt:<y 

NORFOLK FELLOWSHIP DIFFERENCE 

Never Served 40.6 41.4 +0.8 

Serveg 
Honorable Discharge 45.8 15.9 -29.9 
Other type of 
Discharge 36~7 33.3 -3.4 

present Incarceration Variab1e~ 

Reason for Current Incarceration and Type of Releuse 

There are t\.,.o ways of loo1cing at parole as a variable: (1) ~'las 

the current incarceration the result of a parole violation? and 

(2) \'las the current J:01ease from prison thc result of a parole or n 

suIt of a criminal offense apP(1ar to benefit much more from th(~ 

Fellowship than those who are incarcerated as the result of a parole 

-----------------~. ~.-.~-.~~ . 
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v i olation. 17 The evidence also seems to suggest that those in­

ca"cerated for a parole violation might have been adversely affected 
18 

y the Fellowship. 

TABLE 13 

RECIDIVISM ~~T~ BY REASON FOR PRESENT INC~qCERATION 

'RE1\SON 

Parole Violation 

Criminal Offense 

RECIDT'lrSM ~. _____ _ 
NORFOLK 

36.8 

42.6 

TABLE 14 

-

FEL~OWSIi!P DIFFERENCE 

5B.O 

23.9 

+21.2 

-lB.7 

B13CTDIVISM RATE BY TYPE OF RELEASE 

TYPE OF RELEASE 

Parole 

Discharge 

1~ORFOL.1{ 

45.9 

24.6 

RECIDIVISN RATE 

29.7 -16.2 

40.9 +16.3 

At f'irst these re:sul ts seem conflicting. However there is a highly 

significant relationship between the two variables. That is, those 

prisoners whose IIpresent incarceration 11 was for a parole violation 

are for the most part those prisoners whose subsequent "type of re-

I I' d . 1.. t . . 19 h d i ease' was a ~scltarge a. sentence exp~rat~on. In ot er ""or S, t 

is the same peoplE' ·"ho do so poorly in table.'"' ],:3 and 1 ~. 

Ag~ at Incarceration 

The uvcroge age nt i. ncarceration for both the ~Torfolk ;0hort 

furt.her supported by compi.J.ri n0 th~ Cl.VerilgE'! qrrp. (")'p 7~rOl")/)lji.~~ anrl n'1tJ_ 

----'-------~-------~------. -----
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lars; both grrmps h.~lY8 an <lvp.ragc age of If) YCi1rs, suggesting that no 

particular .:'lgc grOlll1 h;"] S i"\ gr.~ater propensity to aro::> out th:m ::lny 

other. But "lhen eXf1.TT1inir.g rp.cidivism the results are 'Iuite: different. 

As table 15 inaicRtes, those prisoners who are 30 years or older 

when incarcerated benefit from the F'ellOl-vship far more than those 

29 years or younger 'f1hen incarcerated. 20 

AGE AT RE~TDl~'.r..~~.L5 f\ TE --.. ------
lNCA~CEDJ,TI0t! NORFOLK 1!'r.: l,TJ)T.;C'::r TP i)Ir1!'r;~r~~TcB ---
29 or younger 41.5 38.8 -2.7 

30 or older 41.0 23.5 -17.5 

The financial benefits of the Fello"'lship progra.m derive mainly 

from the'reduction in recidivism. There were 219 men in the Pel-

1o'\'lship Cohort. The 1\ actual II recidivism rate of these men \'las 31.9% 

or approximately 5% Imyer than the "expected" recidivisf"l rate of 

36.50/0. This 5% reduction represents roughly 11 of the 219 men in the 

Fello''lship Cohort. The average length of incarcer:ation for the Fel-

lowship Cohort was 34.8 months. The yearly per capita cost of incar-

ceration at Mel-Norfolk is $8,220 makin9 the monthly per capita cost 

$685. Multiplying this monthly figure $685 times the average months 

of incarceration, 34.8 months, gives 11S approximately ~23,8dO as 

the average per capita cost of a F'ellm'lship parttci pnnt IS st:lY at 

Mel-Norfolk. Taking this average per capita cost of ~23,8~O and 

multiplying it tirn88 11, the theQ}:etical r.?r:tuction in recir:1ivism ~luo 

to the effectivoness of the Fello"'Ship, gives us :;;262, 2L~O as an (.:;lS-

.' , 

. ' 
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timate of the dollars saved by reduced recidivism during the four 

year study period. 

The foregoing falls far short of a c.omprehensive cost-benefit 

analysis. It fails to take into account costs incurred bV the police 

and courts in processing a recidivist. It also does not attempt to 

attach any cost to the public for the direct economic less due to 

crimes committed .or the indirect c.ost~ such as prisoners' families 

.on ,,,elfare. The am.ount saved might i'ilcrease twofold 'YTere it. possible 

'to give a good estimate .of these costs. But the above analysis does 

give some estimate of the magnitude .of savings resulting from a re-

aucti.on in recidivism due t.o a program like the Norfolk Fellowship. 

v. SUMHl>.RY 

This study ,'las desj gned, to e,raluate the Fel] o~·,shj.p in throe 

different areas~ (1) recidivism, (2) differential treatment effects, 

and (3) financial benefits. In all three areas the Fellovlship emerges 

as a very positive correctional program. ~~e Fell.owship significantly 

reduces recidivism for program regulars, it has appeal and is effective 

,'lith a '.vide variety .of t;>risoners, and, finallY, the financial benefits 

resulting fr.om the program .operation are substantial. 
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NOTES 

1. "lational .. 4vi sorv ':om:11i ssion on Criminal Justice StCl'ltd<:trds '1nd Goals. 
(1973) t'Corrcctions ft "lashingt.on/D.~., United States GovernmF'nt Printing 
Office 

2. (;arnnv, Pan<'l9"opoulos ;:n", fi;"lrnn~r (1969) "An Evaluation of the Effect 
of the f;'e llo'!]shi n Pr0f1ra'U at Hcr -Norfolk on Red. -'1i vi sm," Massachusetts 
DeT);:)rtment of Correction (',Umeo) 

3 ... Graves, David S. (1972) ft?.n n.nalysisof Recidivism Among Men Released 
from ~1CJ -Norfolk During 1966 It, Massachusetts Department of Correction 
("fimeo) 

4 .. This is the same jefinition thnt 't,l'as used in the (;arney, Panogo'?Qulos 
and Gardner article referred to in number two above. 

5. Graves, Davia S. (1972) It."\n Analysis of Recidivism A.rnonq Men Released 
from t\1.C:r-~1orfolk During 1966", ~lassachusetts Department of Correction 

6. Norfolk Cohort 

Recit3i .. 'Tists 

Non Recidivists 175 

x2 = 4.678 p = .02 

7. Pe110wshiE Cohort 

8. 

Exoected 

Recidivists 80 

Non Recidivists 139 

x2 = 1. 97 . p = • 08 

Dropouts 
Expected ~bserved 

Recidivists 25 

Non Recidivists 59 

p _ .. 12 

30 

54 

. ' 

Fello.",shin Cohort 

70 

149 

70 

149 

Regulars 
Expected Observed 

54 39 

81 96 

.. 6. oS .oo~ 
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FellowshiE Cohort 
One year or less More than one year 

Expected pbs~~d Exp~teq Ob~rved 

Recidivists 53 50 27 

Non ~ecldivists 88 9l 51 
2 2 

X - .27 p= .31 X = 2,77 p= .05 

"Fellowship Cohort-

Recidivists 

No_ Re-entry 
Expected Observed 

72 65 

Non Recidivists 125 132 . 

x2 = 1.07 p = .15 

Fe'll 0';1 SId "Q 
N0_ Regi onal 

Expected Observ~:'d 

Recidivists 53 50 

non Recidivists 97 100 

x 2 = .26 P = .40 

Norfolk Cohort 

\'fuH:.e 220 

Black 78 

X2 = 19.40 p.(.OOl 

E:el1owsl1Jp 

~ 
Black 

DrOpou-t:s 27 

Regulars 71 

X2 = 8.76 P = .003 

Yes Re-entry 
Expected Observed 

8 5 

14 17 

X2 = 1.77 P = .09 

Cohort 
Yes KegJ.onaJ. 

Expected Observed 

27 20 

42 49 

X2 = 2.98 P = .04 

Fel1m"ship Cohort 

121 

98 

Cohort 

Nhite 

57 

64 

20 

58 
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\,n1:t.~~ 
Norfolk Fellowship 

Recidivists 

Non ~ecidivists 

87 

133 

x2 = 1.07 P = .15 

41 

80 

v 2 
J~ 

Blnck ----Norfolk Fellowship 

37 29 

41 69 

= 5.90 p :: .008 

15. Single Married 
Norfolk F'e 11o'\yshi:R Norfolk 1!'ello\yBhip ----

Recidivists 

Non "Recidivists 
? 

• '\: '= .31 :? = .20 

L '-'ari tal status 
Q = single 
::. == ol:.her 

48 

66 

36 

42 

x2 

Correlation Analysis 

= 

46 

68 

5.95 

20 

64 

"0 .- .007 

2. Recidivism 3. Age at Incarceration 
o = non recidivist r~ Ye~r.s 
1 .- l:t::I,..iDivi::.\:; 

Zero order partial r12 = 
First order partial r12.3 = 

Coefficient 
'--.2263 

-.1629 

Significance 
.001 
.009 

Degrees of Pree~o~ 
217 
217 

16 ~. 

17. 

Recidi ViStt1 

Non Recidivists 
2 

HQg£~able Discharge 
Norfol1<: Fe llo'dshi ~ 

38 

45 

11 

58 

X = 15.36 p(.OOl 

'1edJU vi st· s 

'l\Ton 'ieC"idivists 
., 

'f< 
I' ~ 5.?O "" 

Parole Violation 
l'Torf:olk'-----F-eIYowship 

21) 30 

tI'3 ~2 

-:: .01, 
"> 

Criminal Offnnsp­
NorfoIk----rr..-l-fo\~ship 

9R tlO 

132 127 

... ,., - 11.gr::. 



18. 

19. 

20. 

-22-

!'1arolc 
Norfolk Fellowship Discharae 

Norfolk r.'cllo~"ship 
Recidivists J.07 

Non Recidivists 126 

x 2 
== 11.1 P (. O()! 

Type of Release 

Parole 

Djscharge 

x2 = 48.39 P(.OOI 

29 
Norfo1'k 

Recidi ,,..1 sts 73 

Non Recidivists 103 

X2 = .21 P = .32 

5;( 

123 
') 

16 

49 

18 

X' = 3.25 P - .04 

T')rAsent rncarcerati.Q!l 

or 

Parole Violation 

24 

28 

Cri~inal Offen~~ 

151 

16 

This table. yields a contingency coefficient'of 
.425 

Younger 30 or Older 
Fellowshi9 NorfOlk Fello'.·lShip 

47 50 ~n 

74- 72 75 
.., 

X4~ ... 7.52 P = .OO~ 

21. Massachusetts Department of Correction (1971) ItStatistic:1J. l">r.;pOr-tR of 
the Com'Tlission€'r of Corr'2ction I' ~ Commonwealth of ~~l.~S'" ChUS0t tr:, T"l.lblic 
Document No~ 115. 
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BASE EXPECTANCY OF RECIDIVISM CATEGORIES FOR NORFOLK 

O}''E OR FEW"ER ?5 OR OLDER AT 121~ OR OLDER 

I 
TOTAL NORFOLK PRIOR ~~~STS FOR PRESENT IN- IN!' F'IRS'P AfmE:'1T 

R.....k'J...EASEES PROPERTY OFFENSES CARCERATION 23 OR YOUNGER 

DURmG 1966 N= 116 N= 78 
AT FIRST ARREST 

14.1% Return 
23.3% 

N= 298 Return 24 OR YOUNGER om: OR MORE 

41.3% AT PRESENT IN- CODEFENDANTS. 

CARCERATION 
. 

Return N= ;Po 42.1~ Retun 

:m CODEFENDANTS 

DISCHARGE OR TOTAL TIME PREVIOUSLY 

INCARCERATED 30 M0NTHS 

TWO OR MORE PRIOR EXPIRATION AS 
IJR !vl"ORE . 

ARRESTS FOR TYPE OF RELEASE 
i'l'(ITAL TIME PRE.'VIO~SLY 

PROPERTY OFFENSES N= 48 INCARCERATED 29 HONTHS 

31.)% Return OR LESS 
N= 182 

PAROLE AS TYPE 8 OR FEWER PRIOR 
. NO 

52.7% 
ARRESTS MILITA.l1.Y SERVICE OF R.....k'LEASE 

Return . 
IN= 57 . N= 134 

60.4% Return 43.9% Return SOME 

MILITARY SERVI:::E . . 
9 OR MORE PRIOR LENGTH OF PRESENT 

iAP.:-mSTS 
INC.A.RCEFATION 16 . . 
~':O?7"F:~ r:? j.iORE 

~I.: 77 f-----
LE2'!GTH OF' PlESE?\:'"T , f72.7% Return . 
}l':~A.~CERhTIDN 1 S 
~"""'lYrt.":'Cf r\'~-I T ~nn 

R.1i,,:'l-'ll:.m ?_~t~ . 

N-= 29 .... ,r-........ ~ 
. 

N= 49 22.4% 

N=23 26.1% 

N::-:: 15 66.7% 

N= 31 23.3% 

~r= 17 !!7.1% 
: 

N= ;6 :;0.6% 

N= 2:: 66.7% 

N= ~ 57.% 

~'.' -~ -- • .. -~ 
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