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Murder, being the sensationalized subject that it is, receives a dispropor- 

tionate amount of coverage from the media. Newspapers give us the daily details 

7,qhile television follows the police and courts in "actionn. But coverage ueually 

stops once an offender entera prison and therefore little is known about what 

happens to a murderer beyond that point. This report will look at murder from 

the viewpoint of corrections. It will examine what happens to a murderer after 

the verdict of guilty. Specifically the report will deal with first degree 

murderers in Massachusetts. It will trace the historical development of laws 

which define and set the penalty for first degree murder. It will discuss the 

role plea bargaining plays in determining who gets tried for firet degree murder. 

It will answer questions such as: What is the difference between a respite and 

a stay of execution?- Can a first degree murderer be released on parole? Also 

national and state trends of first degree murder will be analyzed. Finally, 

movement of first degree murderers through the Massachusetts correctional system 

will be examined. First degree murder is a particularly relevant subject at 

this time due to the innnediacy of two related issues. 

First, the perennial issue of capital punishment has been given new emphasis 

by a recent Supreme Court decision (Furman v. Georgia) declaring capital punish- 

ment to be "cruel and unusual punishmentn due to Its inequality of application 

and therefore in violation of the Eighth Amendment b the Constitution. Currently 

there are bills in the Massachusetts legislature attempting to reinstate capital 

punishment.* 

+ Just prior to publication of this report there was legislative action on 
this issue. Governor Sargent vetoed a major piece of legislation attempting 
to reinstate the death penalty. Similar legislation can safely be anticipated 
from the next legislative session. 



Secondly, a n d  more parochial  t o  Massachusetts, i s  the  i s sue  of f'urloughs 

!'or f i r s t  degree l i f e r s .  I n  l i n e  with a nat ional  trend Massachusetts authorized 

and i n i t i a t e d  a furlough program in 1972. Furloughs a r e  temporary re leases  

i n t o  the  c o m i t y  i n  an attempt t c  help  an inmate maintain so l i d  t i e s  with h i s  

1 
family and community, and .to help  minimize the  i s o l a t i o n  of prison l i f e .  A 

recent  ru l ing  by the  s t a t e ' s  Attorney General has suspended fbrloughs f o r  

f i r s t  degree l i f e r s .  P r i o r  t o  t h i s  r u l i ng  there  had been 156 f i r s t  degree l i f e r  

furlcughs with only 1 v io l a t i on  yie lding a success r a t e  of 99.4%. The Attorney 

General 's ru l ing  i s  current ly  being challenged i n  court.** 

- ** J u s t  p r i o r  t o  publ ica t ion of t h i s  r epor t  the re  was a jud ic ia l  decis ion 
r e in s t a t i ng  furloughs f o r  f irst  degree l i f e r s .  Legis la t ion attempting 
t o  deny filrloughs f o r  f i r s t  degree l i f e r s  can be expected i n  fu tu re  l eg i s -  
l a t i v e  sessions.  



What is First Degree Murder? 

Massachusetts defines first degree murder as ~'E4urder c-tted with delib- 

erately premeditated malice aforethought, or with extreme atrocity or cruelty, 

or in the commission or attempted commission of a crime punishable with death 

or imprisonment for life, is murder in the first degree. Murder which does not 

appear to be in the first degree is murder in the second degree. The degree of 

mrder shall be found by the jury. " (G.L., c. 265, s. 1 ) A person convicted 

of first degree murder receives the death penalty unless the jurg reconmends 

mercy in which case the sentence becomes life imprisonment. The statutory 

authorization permitting a jury to recornend that the death penalty not be 

imposed became effective in 1951. (G.L., c. 256, 8.2, as amerided by c. 203 

Acts of 1951). The jury cannot recommend mercy if 'ZIP nuder was conrmitted in 

7onnection with the comission of rape or an attempt to commit rape. 

Plea Bzrgaining- 

Plea bargaining is described by Arnold Enker as "an arrangement between 

the prosecutor and the defendant or his lawyer, where5y in return for a plea of 

guilty by the defendant, the prosecutor agrees to press a charge less serious 

tnan that warranted by the facts which he could prove at trial. w 2  In Massachu- 

setts, as in the rest of the count-qr, plea bargaining plays a large part in 

determining who will eventually come to trial for first degree murder. During 

the years 1956-1905 Massachusetts indicted 154 people for first degree murder. 

Ofthose 154 people 97 or63pleaded guilty either at the indictment stage 

or as a f~r.al plea before trial.' The remaining 57 or 37% entared pleas of not 

guilty and went to trial. Of these 57 defendants 3 or 59.6% were eventually 

convicted of first degree murder. A complete breakdown on the final disposition 

of these 57 defendants is given in the table on the following page. 
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TABLE A 

DISPOSITION OF 154 FIRST DEGREE MURDER INDICTMENTS 1956-1965 

AT INITIAL TRIAt OUTCOME OF 7 
PLEA/TRIAL OUTCOm INDIC'IMENT FINAL PLEA 

0 
"NOT GUILTY" FINAL PLEAS 

Not Guilty 

Guilty to Lesser Charge 

TOTAL 

Not Guilty by Reason of 
Insanity 

Guilty: Clemency Not 
Recomended 

Guilty: Clemency Recomended 

TOTAL 

Tangentially it should be mentioned that during the same time period, 

1956-1965, the total number of reported murders and non-negligent manslaughters 

in Massachusetts was 837. The source of this figure is the Federal Bweau of 

Investigation Uniform Crime Reports. It includes all reported incidents of 

"the willful killing of anotherff and is based "solely on police in~estigations.~ 4 

Pulling these figures together we see that 837 reported incidenta or nauder and 

nonnegligent manslaughter produced 154 first degree murder indictments. These 

154 first degree murder indictments produced 34 convictions for first degree 

murder. 

A note of caution should be added. These figures are given solely to 

provide a rough measure of comparison and should not be used to impute causation 

due to their nature; the indictment and conviction figures are reported by the 

courts using legal definitions. The incident rate of murder and nonnegligent 

manslaughter is reported by the police using uniform crime reporting definitions. 

Table B is on the following page. 





It is hoped that the afore going discuasion will help put all the following 

"facts" regarding "first degree murderers" in a proper perepective. 

THE SENTENCES 

The Death Penaltx: Past, Present, Pending. 

Using the Bible as his source Reverend Nathaniel Ward first introduced the 

death penalty for the crime of murder, and 9 other offenses, into the Ejay Colony 

Laws in 1641. These laws remained basically unchanged and became part of the 

Constitution of the Comonwealth of Massachusetts as adopted by the people 

in 17%'. In the 1850's opposition to capital punishment became strong and in 

,852, in an effort to "keep pace with her sister statesw5 Massachusetts elimina- 

ted the death penalty for all offenses except murder. In 1858 again following 

the example of other states the legislature modified the murder law by dividing 

the crime of murder into two degrees. First degree murder waa punishable by 

death, second degree murder by life imprisonment. 

In 1898 the legislature (~omnonwealth h u e  c. of the Acts  of 1898) 

replaced hanging with electrocution as the method of execution.6 Since that 

time 233, persons have been convicted of first degree murder. Of these 233 people 
'7 

I or 57s received death penalty sentences while the other 100 people or 

4% received life imprisonment. Twenty one of the 133 death penalty sentences 

were invalidated by the Furman decision. 



TABLE C 

THE DEATH S-CE 

January 1, 1898 to January 1, 1973 

Sentenced to Death 1 1 2 ,  

Executed 65 (58%) 

Died Awaiting Execution 1 ( 1%) 

Comitted Suicide Awaiting Execution 1 ( 1%) 

Not Executed 45 ( 40%) 

New Trial, Sentence Vacated 4 

Sentence Coum~~ted or 
Reduced and: 

Released on Parole 22 

Died in Prison 5 
Stil.1 Serving 14 

-'F 

TOTAL 

* Minus 21 cases due to Furman decision adjustment. 



June 29, 1972 the Supreme Court mled that the death penalty was "cruel 

andunusualpunishment" and therefore in violation of the Eighth Amendment to 

the Constitution. The factor which makes the death penalty most cruel is the 

inequality with which it is applied to the poor and nonwhite semnts of the 

population. In Massachusetts there is currently legislation* aimed at rein- 

stating the death penalty under different sets of conditions than those which 

the Court has declared unconstitutional. The arguments pro and con capital 

punishment annually fill volumns and it is not the purpose of this report 

to try and enumerate them. However, it should be noted in pass* that the 

ma<jority of arguments center around the death penalty's use as a deterrent. 

Abolitionists. have over the years produced many systematic studies attempting 

to document the ineffectiveness of the death penalty as a deterrent, 8+9,10,11,12,13 

retentionists ham not produced any such attempts. As Bedau has stated, 

"History has yet to record a single empirical study undertaken by those who 

defend the death penalty on deterrent grounds." 
14 

Life Imprisonment: Past, Present, Pending. - 
In 19C7 a bill allowing the jury to reconmend mercy when finding a person 

guilty of first degree murder passed in the lvhseachusetts Senate but was defeated 

by one vote in the House. Once again, forty-thsee years later when only three 

states still had the mandatory death sentence for murder such a bill failed 

again. Finally, in 1951 a bill was enacted which authorized the jurg to recomaend 

that the death penalty not be imposed if the murder was not comltted during 

a rape or in an attempt to commit rape. In such cases the mandatory eentence 

would be life imprisonment. The difference between a sentence of life imprison- 

ment for first degree murder and second degree maurder is that w i t h  a life 

* See footnote on pagel. 



sentence for second degree an offender is eligible for parole after serving 

a minirm of 15 years whereas with first degree murder an offender is ineligible 

for parole unless his sentence is commuted by the Governor and hia council. 

This is basically the way the law exists today. 

Since 1951 when the jury was first authorized to recormend that the death 

penalty not be imposed 132 people have been sentenced for first degree muder. 

Of these 132 people, lor! or 76% received life imprisonment while 32 or 248 

received the death penalty. Of the 100 offenders given life sentences 75 are 

currently serving their origianl life sentence, one died while doing so. m e  

man had a new trial and was found not guilty. Twenty three offenders had their 

sentence commuted or reduced and of these 14 were released on parole and 9 are 

still incarcerated. 

TABLE D 

FIRST DEGREE MURDER - LlPE IMPRISONMENT 

January 1 , 1951 to January 1, 1973 

Sentenced to Life Imprisonment 100 

Currently Senring Life 75 

Died While Serving Life 1 

New Trial Found Not Guilty 1 

Sentence Conxnuted or Reduced 23 

And Released on Parole 14 

And Still Incarcerated 9 

23 

TOTAL 1 OC 



In retrospect it is interesting to examine what effect giving the jury 

discretion in capital cases had upon conviction trends in Massachusetts. In 

1919 R.T. Bye found that a slightly larger portion of convictiane was secured 

in murder cases in states which had abolished the death penalty than in states 

which had retained it. l5 One could infer from w e t s  findings that giving 

the jury a non-death penalty option would result in a propoFtionate redistribu- 

tion of types of convictions in murder and non-negligent manslaughter cases. 

To test this hypothesis the proportionate distribution of first degree murder, 

second degree murder and manslaughter convictions was examined for eight years 

prior and eight years post the 1951 change in Massachusetts law. No significant 

differences were found. A more detailed analyais of this polnt is contained 

in Appendix A. 

Furloughs for Lifers 

Currently an important piece of legislation affecting firet degree lifers 

concerns the furlough program. A furlough is a temporary release into the 

comnunity in an attempt to help an inmate maintain solid ties wlth hie famlly 

and community, and to help minimize the isolation of prison life. When the 

furlough program first began in 1972 first degree lifers who were eligible 

were given f'urloughs along with the rest of the inmate population. In March 

of 1973 a first degree lifer failed to return from furlough thereby becoming 

the first such lifer to escape while on furlough. This escape began a series 

of events which culminated in a xuling by the State's Attorney General that 

the granting of furloughs to first degree lifers was not authorized by law. 

This niling by the Attorney General was contrary to the practice and goals 

of the Department of Correction. The philosophy of the Deparhent of Correction 16 



is that if the incarcerated offender is helped to maintain solid ties with both 

his family and c m i t y  it will make his reintegration into the oaaaunity 

easier and hopefully more permanent. Consistent with that philosophy the law 

governing furloughs (G.L., c. 127, s.90A as amended by c. 777, a. 18 of the 

Acts of 1972) has provisions for the granting of f'urloughs to "violent 

offendersw including first degree murderers. Specifically the dispute between 

the Attorney General and the Department of Correction centered upan clause (f) 

which states that furloughs may be granted '*for any other reason consistent 

with the reintegration of a conmitted offender into the ~omaaunity.~ The 

Attorney General ruled that as long as first degree murderers are not eligible 

for parole they cannot be reintegrated into the c-ity and therefore are not 

entitled to f'urloughs. The Department of Correction queetione the A t t o m y  

General ' s conclusion on two points ( 1 ) it seems to alight the faot that even 

though first degree murderers are sentenced to life Imprisonment with no pro- 

visions for parole, quite often they have their sentences conmuted or adjusted 

and end up on parole and back in the comrnvlity and, (2) it seem to imply 

that the rehabilitation process should simply be suspended while an offender 

is not eligible for parole. Also the Department of Correction feele that a 

furlough record would be the only indication available of an offender's trust- 

worthiness in the community and therefore of great value to the Qovernor and 

his council when they consider commuting a man's sentence. 

The Attorney General's ruling resulted in the cancellation of furlaughs 

for first degree lifers. Prior to this cancellation there had been 184 firet 

degree lifer furloughs in the 9 nonths since the beginning of the program with 

only one escape yeilding a success rate of 99.55. It is ironic that a l e  

murderers as an offense group have had +he best success rate in the *lough 

program, first degree murderers are no longer considered eligible for fblougha, 



while just the inverse is true of other offenae groups. The Attorney General's 

ruling is currently being challenged in court.* 

Appeals 

A n  individual convicted of first degree murder has two avenue8 of appeal 

open to him. Appeals can be made on constitutional grounds to either the State 

Superior Court of the U.S. Supreme Court. Also on the state level all first 

degree murder cases and evidence are automatically subject to review by the 

Supreme Judicial Court of the county in which the caae was tried. (G.L. c. 278, 

s. 33E as amended by C. 453 Acts of 1962). If the court is not satisfied that 

justice was served it may (1) order a new trial or (2) direct the entry of a 

verdict of a lesser degree of guilt, and remand the case to the superior court 

for the imposition of sentence. Of the 117 first degree murder oonvictions 

fro= 1963-1972, 22 of them or 1% were affected by these procedures. Of these 

22 people, 5 received new trial8 while the other 17 received reduced sentences 

or reduced charges and therefore reduced sentences. 

Respites 

A respite is a temporary stay of execution. In Massachusetts a person 

awaiting execution may receive a respite in one of two ways. The Supreme 

Judicial Court may grant a "stay of execution" if it needs more time to complete 

its review of the case. (G.L., c. 279, s. 49~) Additionally the Governor 

with the consent of the Governor1 s Council may grant a respite. (G.L. c. 279, 

s. 49) 

At present there is no need for respites in Masaachueetts due to the 

Furman v Georgia Supreme Court ruling. 

- 

I *  See footnote on page 2. 



Corr~nutations and Parole 

The Governor may with the advice and consent of his Council, and upon 

-mitten petition of an offender commute the sentence of a first degree murderer. 

(G.L., c. 127, s. 152) If the sentence being conmutcd is death it is normally 

commuted to life imprieonnent without possibility of parole. If the sentence 

being comted is life it is normally colamuted to a t e rm of years to life. 

( e . g . ,  27 years to life) Usually the tern of years is of such a length that 

the offender becomes eligible for parole. Originally the law governing parole 

(G.L., c 127, s. 133) made no provision for the granting of parole to first 

degree lifers. Then in 1956 an act was approved which stated that a first 

degree murderer who has his sentence conmuted as provided in (Q.L., c. 127, 

s. 54) shall thereafter be subject to the provisions of law governing parole 

for persons sentenced to lesser offenses. The procedure leading from commutation 

of a first degree sentence to parole is not a comnon one. In the past ten yeare 

there have been only 10 such cases. 



FIRST DEGREE MURDER, A STATISTICAL SUhMRY 1900-1973 

A. Current or Final Disposition 

This da.ta represents a statistical summary of the disposition of those 

persons convicted of first degree murder in Massachusetts from January 1, 1900 

to January 1 ,  1373. The disposition can be either final or current. Final 

dispositions include electrocution, died, suicide or release. Current dis- 

positions include serving life or serving altered sentence. The d a k  presented 

is a composite of two part studies plus a ten year update. Table E is frequency 

counts. Table F is the same data converted to percentage by time frame for 

piurposes of comparison. 

R. Trends: National and State -- 
It is an unfortunate fact that crime rates have steadily risen over the 

past de.-ade. Spe~ificall:.~ the national rate of murder m d  nonnegligent manslaughter 

(P". ~"'Bc-)  rose rron 5.' in 4?6f tc 7.0/'10' ,c?" (indident/population) in 1970, an 

inpreacc of 563'. A t  the same time the Massachusetts M & NNM rate rose from 1.5 

in 1960 to 3.5 in 1970, an increase of 133%. While the percentage increase in 

the ;?a~t eecade is much greater in Massachusetts than in the U.S., 13% vs 56$, 

the incident per lr@,000 population remains lower in Massachusetts than in the 

7 6 vs. 7.8. If one examines the commitment figures of the Massachusetts TJ.S., ,., 
Correctional Institutions (MCI'S) for the same time period a very interesting 

fact emerges. The comnitment rate for murder and manslaughter rose from .6 in 

1 J/ to I .  4 1'1 3C, CC.0 (comlhents//population) in 1970, an increase of 133% 

exactly reflecting the states M & NNM increase for the same time period. See 

Table G. 



TABLE E 

FREQUENCY COUNTS 
-OR FINAL DISPOSITIQNS 

DEATH PENALTY SENTENCES 

T m  FRAME 

I-I-1900 519-1947 1-1 -1 963 
to to to 

2-1 0-1 947 12-31 -1 962 1-1-1973 TOTAL 

Electrocution 65 0 A 0 
Died Awaiting Execution 1 0 0 1 

65 

Suicide Awaiting Execution 0 1 0 1 
New Trial, Found Not Guilty 2 1 
Sentence Commuted or Faduced 
and Released on Parole 

19 +l 1; +, &7 6: fl 
15 7 22 

and Died in Prison 4 1 0 
and Still Incarcerated 

5 
- 9  ............. Death Sentence Sub-Total 87 19 27 1 33 

--.,A@ -2 

LIFE IMPRISONMENT SENTE;NCES 

Currently Serving Life 0 5 70 75 
Died While Serving Life 0 0 1 1 
New Trial, Found Not Guilty 0 0 1 
Sentence Commuted or Reduced 0 5+l 1 A- 23'1 
and Released on Parole 0 5 9 14 
and Still Incarcerated 0 0 9 - 9 

Life Sentence Sub-~otal .............. 0 10 90 1 00 

TOTAL 

CUMULATIVE mrAL 

A Last execution in Massachusetts 5-9-1947. 
B Jury first authorized to recomnd life in 1951. 
C 18 of these cases are a result of the Furman decision. 



TABLE F 

PERCm!At3$9 
C U R .  OR FIML DISPOSITImS 

T r n  FRAME 

I-I-1900 5-1 9-1947 1-1-1963 
to to to 

DEATH PEXALTY S-CES 5-1 0-1 947 1 2-31 -1 962 1-1-1973 

Electrocution 75 0 A 0 
Died Awaiting Execution 1 0 0 
Suicide Awaiting Execution 0 3 0 
New Trial, Found Not Guilty 2 3 1 
Sentence Comnuted or Reduced 22 .- e l  . a.!! 
and Released on Parole 17 24 
and Died in Prison 5 3 

22 7 
0 

and Still Incarcerated - 0 - 32 - 22 
Death Sentence Sub-Total .............. 100 65 23 

LIFE IMPRISONMENT SEWIW'TCES 

Currently Serving Life 0 
Died While Serving Life 0 
New Trial, Found Not Guilty 0 
Sentence Commuted or Reduced 9 
and Released on Parole Z 
and Still Incarcerated - 0 

Life Sentence Sub-Total ............... 0 

TOTAL 1 @w 

A Last execution in Massachusetts 5-9-1947. 
B Jury first authorized to reconmend life in 1951. 
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TABLE G 

::ONPARISON OF NATIONAL - EATL WIT% MGjACHUSETTS RATE 
AND =I MURDER AND M A N S L B U G m  COEPII'IMENT RATE 

MASSACHIJSETTS 
VRNNM HATE 



Once again a note of caution should be added. The national and state M & NNM 

data is collected by the police using uniform crime reporting definitions while 

the MCI comnitments data is reported by the Department of Correction using 

judicial definitions. 

C. Movement of First De~ree Lifers Within the Massachusetts Correction 
Institutions. 

It is a comnon misconception that once a person is convicted of first 

degree murder he is sentenced to a maxirm security institution due to his 

violent nature and remains there for the duration of his sentence. This view 

is not entirely accurate. Of the 117 people sentenced for first degree murder 

between 1-7-63) and 1-1-73 only 58 or 4% remain in MCI, Walpole the state's 

adult maximum security correctional institution. The other 59 offenders or 

51% are either in other state correctional institution8 where there is less 

emphasis on security, or out of the state system entirely. See Table H. 

It should also be noted that the year prior to the Funnan decision the 

Massachusetts Legislature passed a law that in effect did away with "Death Row". 

(G.L. c. 279, s. 44 as amended by c. 1055, Acts of 1971.) The effect of this 

law was such that all inmates confined to "Death Row" were tranferred to the 

general prison population and afforded the same rights and privileges as other 

inmates to include "full participation in the educational and work programs, 

within theprison." Additionally it has long been recognized that murderera 

are among the most well behaved of prisoners and once released have a recidiviem 

rate only 1/6 that of all other offendem combined. 17 



TABLE II 

:ST DEGREEE MURP1733S: I)ISTnILYJ'?'ION BY M.C.I. OF PERSONS COMMITTED -- 
JAETARY I, 1963 TO JANUARY I, 1973 

MCI LOCATION AS OF JANUARY 1, 19 
WALPOLE NORFOLK CONCORD BRIDGEWATER73 FWWINGHAM 6?=* 

MAXIMUM SECIXITY 
ADULT MALE 

* Other Includes: Transferred to House of Correction or Out of State 
New Trial Sentenced Reversed or Reduced 
Commuted and Paroled 
Died While Incarcerated 



s-ry 

m e  purpose of this report was to provide information about first degree 

murderers in a correctional system. The historical development of the definition 

of, and the sentence for, first degree murder has been reviewed as have the 

legal procedures governing post conviction decisions regarding first degree 

murderers. Additionally an analysis of state =.! national trends was done to 
provide a measure of comparison. Finally, the inter-institutional movement of 

first degree murderers was charted to illustrate the variety of security settings 

filassachusetts employes with first degree murderers. 
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A P P E N D I X  A - - - - - - - -  
,IN i'J.YUCSIS OF THE: EFFECTS OF 1951 W ON JURIES S-CING BEJi.AVI:OR 

Problem L'tatement: In lL)51 the Massachusetts Legislature enacted a law giving 

the jury discretion in first degree m d e r  cases. No longer would the death 

penalty be mandatory for first degree murder, rather at the discretion of the 

jury the penalty could be life imprisonment. In 1919 R.T. Bye found that a 

sllghtly larger portion of convictions was secured in murder cases in states 

dhlch had retained it. This raises the question of how the 1351 ruling effected 

nonvictlons in Massachusetts 

Hypothesis: The 1951 ruling giving the jury discretion in first degree murder 

cares resulted in a greater percentage of homicide cases producing first degree 

murder convictions. 

Pefinition: Homicide cases are all cases resulting in first degree murder, second 

degree murder and manslaughter convictions. 

I4ethod: To examine the effects of the law data was collected on all commitments 

to the I~Iassachusetts Correctional Institutions for first degree murder, second 

degree rrmrder and manslaughter for the years ?943 to 1959. The data was then 

split into tdo groups, the eight years prior to 1951 and the eight years post 

1??1. Data from 1951 was eliminated because of the transitional state of 

the laws that year. 

To adjust for annual fluctuations in the total number of codtments the 

data r-;ac transformed from frequencies to percentages.  a able I) the data was 
t,ks~-. riubnltted to analysis of varisnce. 
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Resultst -- The analysis of variance on pre and post 1951 convictions produced no 

significant differences in any of the offense categories. These results do not 

support the hypothesis that giving the jury discretion in 1951 would produce 

an increase in first degree murder convictions. 

While the distribution of verdicts (i. e., first degree, second degree, 

manslaughter) remained unaffected by the 1951 law, the frequency with which 

death was given as a sentence decreased significantly. Comparing the frequency 

with which homicide cases resulted in death sentences as opposed to other 

sentences (life or a tern of years) one sees that in the 8 years prior to 1951 

the death sentences were given 15% of the time as opposed to 3 of the time in 
2 the 8 years post 1951. This analysis produced a X = 15.87 which is significant 

at p .001. 

Death Sentence 
Other Sentences 
For Homicides 


