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_increased frustrat1on and tens1on W]th?ﬂ the Ffacilities.

Process was des1gned to remedy some of the prob]ems offthe'old
se.ect1on procedures, .28 system that relied on the Judgment

of a three-man commwttee in each correct1ona1 facility. Wnder "G
the old system, fey exp]1c1t criteria ex1sted to a1d committee
members in their ch01ces,‘ano ‘inmates therefore had no clear

idea of how entry into the Program was gained. As ayconsequence
of th1s Toose]y structured decision process, 1nmates felt tenpo-

rary release selection’ to . be arbltrary and unfair, Teading to

172

The point system‘edopted by the Department consmsted of ten

»1tems,@slx based on the applicant’'s pr1or cr1m1na1 h7story and

vE]mIra (a medium secur1ty pr1son for younger men)

;(a med1um security fac1]1ty ror rmen).

the remaining four focused on behavior in the facility.1 The new
se]ectwon process was 1mp7emented on “a tr1a1 basis beglnn1ng the

1ast week in September at four Depertment facilities: Auburn,(a

max1mum securxty facility for men); Bedford Hills (a wed1um :
securwty facility, the Department 3 on]y pr1son for women)

and Wallkill® .

I NCJIrps

| i,

TFor a descrlptlon of the develdpment of the po1nt Syst :

Barbara Dunkel, Cecifia M. Falbe, John Masten and R. Nayne Parsons,
Design -of a Po1nt System for Temporary Re]ease Tﬁﬁtﬂmn~4$be§¥,
Inst1tute of Just1ce, December, 1976) -
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”Le11g1ble inmate in the p1lot fac111t1es.

point system and accompanying procedures.

One of the main ob3ect1ves of the new se]ect1on process was

‘to be fa1r in the treatment of app71cants. Frcm the poxnt of

v1ew of decrea51ng 1nmate d1scontent W1th temporary release

select1on, it matters 11tt1e 1f the new select1on process 1s

Q

fairer than the old- one unless 1nnates percewve 1t as such.

o @

Therefore a forty-two page 1nnate manua] was d1str1buted to each -

The manua1 described

the various types of temporary release programs, the new se]ect1on

process (Inc]udzng both the p01nt system and "the associated
procedures), and the forms used in process1ng an application.
Also, a v1deotape describing the new selection proce/s was pre

Y better @Jﬂ

undegstand the new procedures. (Unfortunate?y, not a]] inmates

pared and shown to 1nmates in order that they might |

had seen the v1deotape at the t1me of the interviews described

in this report ) An add1t1ona1 feature of the new procedures

was a personal interv1ew with each app]1cant by‘a temporary

reTease interviewer at the beg1nn1ng of the application process.

Dur1no the interyiew the applicant's po1nt score and its impli-

cat1ons were explained to the inmate, along with any special

c1rcumstances (such as outstand1ng warrants that precluded

part7c1pat1on in the program), and any questxons the inmate might

have were answered.

Since considerable effort had been takén to explain the

it ‘would be

&

been processed

new .process to inmates,MVera researchers decided
useful to ta]k to inmates'whose applications had
under the new selection system to gauge their react1on to the
Consequently 139
inmates were;contacted at the pilot facilities. .Structured,

5

4

Gspec1f1cs "

&

self adm1n1stered quest1onna1res were g1ven to 126 of these

Inmates (see Append‘a I1Y. Th1s quést1onna*re conta1ned 43 -

items measurlng the 1nmate s att1tudes toward var1ous aspects/‘

.

of the, temporary release se]ect1on process. The format of the

quest1onna1re required each resppndent to read the quest1on and

i

then 1nd1cate his own op1n1on by p]ac1ng a mark 1n the b1ank T

correspond1ng to “agree strong]y” ‘agree moderately" "disagree -

moderately", or disagree strong?y" Respondents were 1nstruct°d

;to Teave the four spaces for an ﬁtem biank 1f they d1d not

\\

understand the quest1on, d1sagreed with the wording or aSsumptuons
of an item to the extent that they could not respond, or had no
opinion. . ATl respondents were promwsed complete dpnf1dent1a11ty;
In addition to the structurdd questionnaires, 38 inmates "
were 1nterv1ewec in ha1f hour 1nterv1ews (26 of these interviews
were w1th app11cants who also comp]eted the questionnaire).
The 1n—person 1nt rview was Targely open-ended, thereby allowing
the’ 1nmate\womp1ete Iat1tude to respond to such questions as
"What do you like about the new se1ect1on process? (Probe for

The 1n -person 1nterv1ew was designed to allow for

n

”greater subtlety of response than can be obtained with a forced-

P

choice questionnaire. = ; : C

An important methodological issue‘in giving a self-administered

5

questionnaire to 1nmates is wheth r or not 1nd1v1duals, such as
inmates, with poor educatxona] ba'kgrounds can mean1ngfu11y

respond to a questionnaire that presupposes the ability to read

‘
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quest1on 1n the present context 1s to see 1f the responses are
cons1stent with our substant1ve expectat1on, that 1S§ do the |
answers "make sense?" Fortunate?y, they do. For example, only
“o° 5% of those: comp]etxng ‘the self- adm1n1stered questionnaire
**: agreed wmth item 18, "Only inmates conv1cted of crimes of v1o1ence
shou]d be allowed in temporary re]ease."3 An 1nspect1on of .the
responses to each item, shown in Appendix II, shows that on the
whole it appears that most inmates were ‘able to compTete the ques-
tionnaire Also, other patterns in the data are evidence that

the responses to the Ttems appear to be meaningful.

&

. | Knowledge of the System y
Lo , I S : , ) | |
~In contrast to some other characteristics of.the temporary“

release program- and selection prccess, the use of the point «

system appears to be something that almost all inmates can v

Thus 92%

[ et
viewed ‘knew which category of the po1nt sys.tem they fell in.

understand .and reTate to. of the 38 applicants inter-

Sixty-four percent had determined their score before‘meet1ng with

5

the intervi&wer.4 Furthermore, only 8% of those completing the

questionnaire gave an incorrect answer {i.e., agreed) to'itemGZO,

o ' "Under the new selection process, the longer an‘applicant“s

¥ \ o

4

i zFoﬂDexampie, 38% of a sample of 379 temporary re]ease applicants
" chave attained no more than ninth grade;, only 29% have graduated from
high school. These figures are prov1dedtby the temporary re]ease

management information system. -

3The content of this item is, of course, preposterous, it was in-
cluded precisely for the purpose of checking to see if responses

20 ’ were substantwvely meaningful. ,%5¢ﬁ§/f

4There were strong differences by sex; only 25% of the viomen, as
contrasted W1th 81 of the men, had scored themse1ves

R
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criminal reoord; the more points he gets.J" e R
;Inmate %nowTedge'about otHer aspects of the temporary
release: program also appeared substant1a1, if not as, h1gh as’

for the po1nt system.5 As shown mn Tab]e 1, 3 of the other 4

. factual quest1ons viere answered correctly by maaor1t1es of

inmates. Tne one quest1on wh1ch only a m1nor1ty ef 1nmates e
g

(rough]y one th1rd) answered correct]y concerned the :egaT

P

def1n1t1on of temporary release e11g1b111ty

In sum, inmates appear to understand quwte%well the concept
of the point system. \Presomab]y‘this is because of its analogy
to numerically graged sohpoi tests. Furthermore, most applicants
understand the ppint system well enough to determine their scores
by themselves Finally, other factual questions showed a sub-
stantial undersoand1ng of the temporary release program.

TABLE 1 }
PERCENTAGE RESPONDENTS GIVING. CORRECT

ANSWER TO FACTUAL QUESTIONS

Item No. wOrding % Correct
3A The only reason you can get a furlough is to 70%
maintain family ties. ‘
9 Educational leave is only for finishing high 75
school. '
14 Anybody w1th1n 2 years of paro]e or conditional 35

release, according to the law,

is eligible to
apply for temporary reTease

38 'Fur10ughs are given for any purpose. R - 67

Ny

5/ 2

5§ince the inmate manual describing the new selection process
discusses all of the factual questions. asked on the questionnaire,
an applicant who read and understood the manual shou]d be able

te answer all five® questions correctly.
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Attitudes Toward Temporary Release Selection

A frequent complaint about the old selection process was

_that is took too Tong. Eighty nine percent of the applicants

. . o ‘ . S
completing the qpestionnaire agreed with item 6, the old se}ec

-in person with previous temporary re]ease exper1ence, 40% mentioned

in response to an open-ended question therlength of the old pro-
cess aéusomething they disliked. 6 These figures are especially
meanxngfu] in view of the 1mportance inmates attach to a prompt

disposition for their appl1cat1on' 91% agree w1th item 26,

M
"knowing right away if you're a]]owed to go out on- temporary

release is almost as 1mportant as going out.” S1nce the new
process eliminates Albany rev1ew for the great maJor1ty of cases,
the time needed to process an application should be substan-

tially less than before.? Although no question was asked about
this aspect of the new procedures, 1t 1s probably accurate to
assume that most inmates wou]d view the new process better on r

B
[N : v M ES 23
BT i & £

» th"ls Counb’ ' . ;"bm o

The amount of time taken to process'app1ic§tions was the

ofily feature mentioned by any .sizeable proportion of those
. »

questioned about the old process. The issue of rudsons for
2N = . o

tion process took too Tong." Of the 30 app11cants 1nterv1ewed 'Qj/’

W

Rl
6 uestion read "What did you d1s]1ke about the (on) process?
FZ?iyqpercent is a s1zeab]e proportion for an open- ended question.

7No accurate statistics comparing these times are avatlaale.
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\den1a1 does not appear highly sa11ent as a source of d1scontent e

to inmates: of the 19 app]xcants/reaected under the old system,

only 1 (=5%) ment1oned this as someth1ng "they d1s11ked 8

Turn1ng to quest1ons that measured general attwtudes toward
the new se]ectTOn process, we f1nd op1n1ons to be divided in
favor of ard opposed to the new system For exampIe, 41% of the

sample agree w1th item 10, "temporary release selection is unra1r"

487 agree tha "given the dxff1cu1ty of makxng seTect1on, the

“temporary release process is about as fair as poss1b1e" (item 39),

and 47% agree that "the temporary release selection process snouid

"only the best people are selected for temporary release” (item¢38).

‘Similar responses were obtained from questions in the personal

interview. When asked to name th1ngs they both Tiked and ‘dis-
11ked about the new selection process, 18% of the 37 respondents
named only things they disliked, 35% named things they both Tiked
and disliked, and 46% listed only things they 11ked Finally, 3
the point system was endorsed by roughly ha]r the respondents
(52o agreed W1th .tem 5, "a point system is a fa1r way of selec-

ting people for temporary release"). In sum, o"1n1ons appear to

be split for and against the new seTect1on process; with  possibly

i

a slightly larger percentage of 1nmates in. favor of the new pro-
cess than opposed.
We again find mixed responses to questions explicitly com-

paring the new selection process to the o]d one. Forty three

8These responses do not necessariiy mean that inmates do not care
abaut knowing reasons for denial; & plausible interpretation is
that reasons for denial under the cld system are adequate ex-
Planations from the inmate’s point of view, although inmates

may (and probably wi]l) disagree with the decisiop.

be completely overhauled" (item 32). Forty percent agree that -

B
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S S percen+ agree thdt "“the new seTectwon procedures are bas1ca1]y
the same as the old ones,"°(1»em ]5), a not 1naccurate percep-

: . tion in %1ew of thg\swm11ar results of the o1d and the new selec- .

DU “tion proéess Ly \\BEF\\e%aTuat1ve compar1son of the/»wo:
se]ection system{: 73% of £§§ respondents d1sagree w1th 1tem 30,

A "the new seiect:on procedures are not as good as the on " and |

e a majority of those quest1oned agree that "the new se]ect1on pro-

cess s better than the old one” (item 43).10 When asked in the

personal interview "do you th1nk the new selection process is

’ rajrer than the old one?", 68% of the 28 respondents answered

il

tyes'. o : ‘ B e
A number of questions askeduabout spec1f7c aspects of the

O se]ecﬁ1on process. Gre feature of the new procedures that proved

4

unpopu]ar with 1nmates is the heauy emphasis of .the po1nt system
od,prler crimInaT?recprd, especially as measured by crimes of "

} e u107QBCé. Forty ‘two percent of inmates interviewed in person ¢

fd not think it fair to take away po1nts for crzmes of V1olence 11

U l‘*

F1fty nine percent agree that "everyone should be a]]owed in.

Ao

temporary reledse, regard]ess of what he or she ﬁhas been con-
. N
victed of" (item 4). Large majorities-of inmates in the samp]e

e“ feel that an app11cant should not be den1ed temporary release on

account of his record; 72% disagree with 1tem 29,;"sgme people

e o A R

i
i

- , gDunkel, et al, op. cit., p. 37. Y
° 10This question was ' not asked at Auburn Correct1ona1 Facility.

‘ Since inmates at Auburn are critical of the new pdocess, having

3. . asked this question at this facility would probably have lowered
) the total percentage agree1ng with the question from the 67%

. ) Tevel in our data. 4 |

o } "

]]The question read "do..yousthink it's fa1r to take awaJ p01nts for
crimes of violence?"

[
i

1]
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have such bad records that they should never be allowed in tem-

porary”releaseJ,;and 90% dfsaggee that "inmates convicted of

crines OfGViO]ence’“§“Ch‘as robbery or assault, should not be

allowed to part1c1pate in temporary release" (1tem 36). Tue

attItudes of the vast majority of inmates appear to be> succ1nct1y
captured in item 37, s1nce 93% agree that "it's not fair to
evaluate an applicant on the basis of what he did be fore he got
to prison since he may - have changed whvle doing time."

- One of the ways avaiﬂable to 1nmates to demonstrate that
they have changed ig program par@icipaiion. That most inmates
appear willing to eogage in these activities if they think it
wi1].bring them rewards such as tempeorary release and parole is

evidenced by the 75% who agree that "not participating in programs

or work assignments should make it harder to get into temporary

release" (item 25). These -responses occurred in the context of
a point system heavily penalizing applicants with lengthy crimi-
na]irecords; whether or notra”Sma}]er percentage would be willing
to base temporary release acceptance §§§program'part%cipation if
the past intruded Tless rema1ns to be seen. |

Aside from participation in programs and wark assiénments,
institutional behavior can oost easi]y be judged by an inmate's
dfscip]inary record. But inmates on thevaverage are less inclined
to be evaluated forutemporary‘réTease on the basi?lof their,dis-
ciplinary record: 55% agree that "an inmate's disciplinary rétord
is not a good way of Jjudging his suitabilitp for‘temporary
release” (item 31). The dirony in these responses is that inmates
want to be evaluated in the way that is least predictdve of tem-

: 7
porary release success. Criminal history and disciplinary be-
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havior were predxct1ve of success, wh1Te program part1c1pat1on 0 temporary release committee" (item 27) mety percent agree -

was not. 12° N Athat "correct1oﬁe off1cers shou]d‘be nn the temporary release

Another aspect of the new process unpopu]ar-with inmates : : comm1ttee 51nce\they know 1nmates best" (1tem 8) and 59% d1sagree

73 automatwc rejection for those having a P°1”t score in the Tow = that "correct1ons officers shouldn"t be on the temporary release

range Seventy seven percent d1sagree ?hat "1nmates with Tow

=

committee since all they care about is discipline® (item 24)_ o

po1nt scores should not be aT]owed to part1c1pate in temporary Despite whatever crit;cis@g they might have about the TRC's

~release" (item 41), and 89% agree that "no applicant should be  decision-making, though, inmates seeém to welcome the opportun1ty

denied an opportunity to appear before the temporary release to appear in person before tke committee. Of the 16 inmates

'ccmmittee"‘(item 34). “interviewed in person who had appearéd before the committee,

Several questions focused on the temporary release committeé's 13

ﬁ]%“thought the experience'worfhwhile.
:decﬁsion-making.< Inmates do not apnear to believe that the com-

- ) . . . .. . DETERMINANTS OF ATT TUDES TOWARD TEMPORARY RELEASE SELECTION -
mitiees grant temporary release participation either on the basis ,

O

of bl"'lbes OY‘ p"‘rsona] re1at1un5h1p5. (Note the answel"s tQ 'ltem) 2, \ ’09 Thuxs far the ,ana'lys-is has examined theanswer:s to each

23, and 35 .n APPend1x II.) But inmate evaluation qf the TRCs' per- G qnestion independent]y of agything we know about the respondents.

- . B *—' o - - ; . - . () -
formance is again mixed: 49% agree that "the temporary release : In this section ‘we examine the distribution of responses according

committee generally does a good job in making.its decisions” u;\“ , to the facility the inmate is in and his point score category.

(item 19). The sample is(roughly»evenly split over the issue of Each item in the questionnaire waS‘crosstabulated against

Tess éiscretion in the committees' decisions. Fifty four per- ' | i?*l

the'respondent's facility and the range-disposition category

&

cent agree that "the temporary release committee should not have . v he fell in.1% Since this produced 86 tables (two for each item

B

so much discretion in deciding on temporary release applicants"” in the questionnaire), it is 1mpract1ca1 to reproduce all of them

(item 33), and 61% agree that "there should be more rules about i here. Tables 2 through 5 are four of these, chosen because they

how the temporary release committee chooses participants for c1ear1y portray thecdnterest1ng re]at1onsh1ps in th@ data.

‘‘‘‘‘‘

temporary release" (1tem 22). Fina1]y, there does not appear to Tables 3 and 5 1nd1cate that a respondent s att1tudes toward

S e A e
T N A s

"be any.consensus on the issue of TR§~ ompasition. ‘Sixty four per-
- N ©

the selective process change accord1ng to the range-disposition

cent agree that "there should be inmate representatives on the ] .

. ¢ 2 v ‘ 3Exact1y the saie percentage of the 36 respondents questioned
about their meeting with the temporary release interviewer
thougnt the interview to be worthwhile. .

. ¥

1258e Dunkel et al, o i :
» Op. Cit. o
oo \ ]4Range dispgsition is defined as fcl]ows. low range-automati-

cally denied; middle range-denied by TRCy middle range-pending; .
m1dd1e range- approved by TRC; and high range-automatically approved.

v ot . — Y B " e & ssateeranrn O e
s N 7 . .
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inmates at both Elmira and Bedford Hills (61%

‘or moderately) with the item.

- 12 -

©

category he fal]s ?n. Inmates who are approved, e]ther auto-‘

mat1ca.1j or by the temporary reTease(committee, are much more

3favorab1y d1sposed toward the se]ect1on process than those who

0
are~reaected Many of these d]fferences are quwte Targe for
survey data For examp]e, Table 3 shows that only 18% of those
in the low range agree that "the temporary release committee

[s%}

generally does a good job in makjng its decisions" (item 19),

while fully 78% of those in the high range agree (either strongly

It is 1nterest1ng to note that\

\)i

swnce app?xcants in these twe ranges do not go before the temporary

release committee, there 15 norﬂog1ca1 reason why att1tudes
teward the@;omm1ttee“shou1d differ between these two groups.
Two possible explanations are'first that applicants misunderstand

the process to the extent that the commit

tee is credited with the

b

respon51b111tj for decisions falling in these ranges, and, |
second, that the range and dispesition so affect the app11qént‘s
attitudes that opinions with respect to all aspects of the
seiechion procass are coloreo by range and disposition.

Tables 2 and 4-show homratfmtudes toward the process vary

by facility. Although d1fferenre§ between fac111t1es are

\.\

not as Iarge as those between cate@pr1es of range- d1spos1t1on,

there are cons1stent differences. Elmira and Bedford Hills

inmates are more ‘positiye in their attitudes toward selection

than ihmates at Auburn end~wallki11. For example, majorities of

and 68% respec<

tiyely) agree with ifem‘TQ, while the situtation_is reversed at

Auburn and Wallkill, with 27% and 38% agreeing respectively.

i e DS T e
e g B g e

%&‘

o
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TABLE 2

—_ 0
e

(27)

N

o

< “ ITEM 19, BY FACILITY -t
Ttem 19: The temporary' : FACILITY
release committee gene- R
rally does a good job .
in makirg its decisions Elmira Bedford Auburn Wallkill
Agree_ Strongly: 198 37% 3% 10%

4 . L. R o
Agree Moderately 42 31, 24 28
Disagree Modereﬁely 15 9 ° 33 24
Disagree Stronpjy 23 23' 38 38
Total % | 99% *  100% 99%*  100%
Number in Column " (26) (35) (33) (29)
* Does not sum?to 100% due to rounding errors.

ITEM 19 BY RANGE-DISPOSITION :

Item 19: The terporarjl\ Low,auto- Middle, Middle High,
release corm1teee gene- matically disap- ‘ Approv, Automa-
ratly does a good job denied proved Middle by TRC tically
in making 1ts decisions _ by TRC Pend. . ‘Approved
Agree Strongly 0% 0% | 4% 43% 17%
Agree Moderate]y 18 30 24 26 61
Disagree’ roderateTy‘ - 30 0 32 16 13
D1sagree Stronq1y 52 60 40 10 _S
Total % . 100% Toog  100% 1008  100%,
Number. in Column (10)  (25) (23)
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- LT T TABLE ‘a ' P RN B ° : Svnce the proportlon of Tnmates fa171ng in the ranges of & o
a7 R T T ® Hhe po1ne system varues by fac111ty (See Tab]e 6 in Append1x I),-'
. ITEM 5 BY FACILITY | {
_ ‘“ - IR o ST - the d1fferences by fac1]1¢y shown In Tabies 2 and 4 may svany -
;o Item 5: A po1nt : reﬁk\ct the Tact %hat some fac111t1es have an overa11 1ower-
- system is a ‘fair . . : .
way of.seleﬁtxng R -wv-, -FACILITY ‘ seorxng popaIat1on than others and hence have app11cants who areA
people for tempo- e ‘ e Lo | \
. ‘rary release: - Elmira gedford Auburn. ‘Wallkill Tess pos1.1ve 7n thexr atty tudes about the se]ect1on pnocess
| . \ “ o : Lo - “ '
Q'Agree Strongly Ca 48% 'h 399 - 124 -~ 10%. than respondents at. other Tacrkii;es. Thus the fac111ty diffe- .
i Agree Moderately ’”';20 ] - 22 3 31 - 26 ; rences in attxeudes observed in Tables 2 and 4 may result who]ly
E'Disagree Hoderaﬁely.vo 4 ' 11 19 o 16 ;)V'from the dxfferent scores of the peop]e in the fac111t1es.‘
i . ) G
Disagree Strongly 28 28 38 48 : oAnother possxb111ty is that there is someth1ng about the facilities -
, Total % e 100% - 106% - 100% Jkﬂoz, e d1fferences in types of 1nmates or temporary release adm1n1s»rat1ve
"Number in Column < (25) (36) .. (32)  (31) practices, and so forth -that accounts “for attitude dlffenences.'
. Q ' U; A o ‘ 2 between faCTTILTES cver and above those dwfferences we wou]d ex~=
'TABLE 5 .pect so]e]y on uhe ba51s of p01nt scores. In brief, the s;rategy
o . ITEM 5 BY RANGE-DISPOSITION AMsed to answer this question was to form\ﬁwo att1tude sc ales,
. T : ° \\*§\\,//
Item 5: A point . Ls ’ one measuring general affect towards the selection p ocess (the
system is a fair Middle, ¢ ' Middle, High, . E
way-of selecting Low,auto- disap- " ‘Approv. automa- ~extent to which the respondent approves or disapprovesfof the
people far tempo- matically proved M1dd1e by tically ’ . ’ , \ -
rary release denied by TRC _Pend: TRC ,HApproved selection’process) and the other measuring the extent to which
AgreedStrongly 7% 30% 7 32% 47% 26% | the respondent feels thathsoﬁe people shoilld be excluded from
Agree Moderate]y : - 11 20 24 27 -39 3‘ - femporefy release, and then use these scales as dependent variables
| Disagree Voderaeeﬁy 14 '10 , 12 15“ 13, in a multiple reoressiqn, The details of the analysis are p?e-
D1sagree Strongly 68 - 40 ‘ 32 A 13: 22 sented in Appendix' I 5nd“on1y the substantive results are dis-
" Total % S0 1009 . t00%  100%  100% 100% cussed here. . | | | .
Number in co]umn u (28) (10) (25) ; (36)  (23) The results of the ena]ysis in Appendix I indicate that,
C i | - . | for generaﬁ affect towards the seTection process, feciIity does
o | have an effect on‘@ttiﬁudes in addition to that explained by
© . R range-disposition. Thusqoifferences in attitudes between facilities
&5 | 2 o | k : 3 N . ¢
D,g . & o
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differences.
'difficult' inmates - those with greater expressed hostility

S 16 - s

an not exo]axned who]lj by the range d1spos1t10n categorj an

: %_,_ |
app11cant fa11s 1n. UnFortunately, these results do not tell us

~ what it is about a fac1]1ty ‘that accounts for these d1fferences,_ 8

though some specu]at1on is useful - One poss;b111ty is the

different adm1n1strat1ve pract1§ﬁs in the temporary release pro-:

- grams at facilities (such as va@ymng 1nterv1ewer styles,ulengthsb

of t1me needed to process appTwcatvons, the way applicants are

treated by TRC's, and so on) account for‘these differences.

" Another possibility detthet inmates .at. various facilities have

d?fferent characteristics accountind for these attitudinal

For examp]e; a poTicy ot'transferring the more

towards the correctTOnal system - to Wailkill and Auburn could

\\\
also account for the patterns observad in the data. A]though

both explanations are possxb]e, observat1ons of program 1mp1emen-

tation at the four pilot facilities certainly suggest .the plausi-

b111ty of the first one. _
The results of the ana]ys1s descrIbed in Apd;ndix I have

other imp]ications. Fer example, the tendency of applicants

_denied by the TRC to have more favorable attitudes than those

]

falling in the low range suggests that hosti}ity towards the

program can be reduced by somehow giving inmatesdin-the low

)
range an opportunity to appear before the TRC. Among the alter-~

natives already discussed by ‘Vera staff are el1m1nat1ng

the low range altogether, lowering the boundary between the
10w and middle ranges, and ﬁnstituting a periodic review by the
TRC of those applicants in the low range with no possibility of

gaining enodgh points tnrough improved institutionaT behavior to

&

4§ 2

move into the middle range.

\)

et L S o

. process,

"]7— S | ’ ‘-‘c

The resu]ts also show that an app11cant s eva]uat1on‘of ‘the

)
process is more favorable Lhe more he knows about the se]ect1on

One is that greater understandwng of the process Ieads to more

favorable att]tudes. Another 1s that the resu]ts are spurious,
that the. type of 1nmate most Tikely to understand the se]ectlon
process we]l is also the type likely to have favorable attitudes
‘toward the process. A]though we cannot estab11sh the truth of
either hypotbes1s, the pqaus1b111ty and pragmat1c 1mp71cat1ons
of the first hijthESTS, if true, suggest that gfeater effort
be taken in the future to exp1a1n the system to inmates.
F1n111y, we note that 1in terms of" explaining affect toward
the se1ect1on process we haVe done remarkab]y we]] Almost half
of the var1ance of" AFFECT, the scale measuring general approval
or disapproval of the se1ect1on process, has been explained by
the regression; an amount that is(oertain]y high for attitude
data;r Furthermore, one-third ¢f the variance is explained
by range-disposition categories alone. In other words, attitudes
toward the system are stnongly determined by whether or not
and how the app11cat1on is approved or den1ed While we have
pointed out a few ways that the results suggest the program
might be modified so as to increase its acceptance by inmates,
1t is clear that no matter how muct the selection process is
designed, modified, or eiplained to inmates, denying an inmate's
epp]ication will,on the average,create some hosti]ity towards
the program,

In short, the only way to w1n compiete acceptance

7

of the selection process by inmates is to let everyone QUL,
@
an implication of no great pract1ca1 importance. ‘

Aga1n9 the explanat1ons of this f1nd1ng are speculative.

N A ;[
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| APPENDIX I |
'MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ATTITUDES

o

As HfseuSSedoip‘tﬁe'texig ftpigfofjietepesf'feekpoﬂy%f :
9 différent degrees of suppert for the new seTection‘process
. in the four faC111t1es are accounted for by the d1fferences
in scores at the four fac1?1t1es or whether fac111u1es have
an effect Independent of score. One problem adding to the
difficulty of answerihg this question is the corre]atfoh
" between facility and point score range;disposition.w&As shown
~in Table 6, inmates at Bedford Score higheet,'whi1e_those at
Auburn score Towesp. Inmeies at the two remain%ng faeifit%es;
Wallkill and Eimira, score on the average about the same, ane
are Tntermediefe in their scores compa;ed to the other two
facilities.® o
This. type of problem can best be analyzed using multiple
regression, a technique that examineéathe effect of several
independent or predictor variab]eé on a single dependent
variable and, if two or mofe independent variables are corre-
lated with one another, determines the corrected effect of any
variable o? the dependent variable by contrelling for thep

4]

effect of other variab?es in the equation. In the present

k c1rcumstance there are 43 poss1b1e dependent variables (each

1eem on the quest1onna1re), which, if each were ana]yzed
separately, would be mOre regressions thanfconven1ent to
analyze. Thus we have cembined soma of the items intowtwo\
scales and analyzed the scales, npt the fndividual j;emg.

The scales weregéonstructed by scoring the four possible
-1, 2, 3 and 4 such that

. A
answers - "agree strongly", etc.

the response most approving of the point system and allied

g
e

e- 19 -
TABLE 6

RA&GEZDIS#OSITION“BY‘%AciLITY* o
s . FACILITY

; o vw BeeforeJ
7 ’ S | Auburn Wallkill - Elmira " _Hills
Low-&utomaticefgy denied ‘. 24% - 18% o 17% 10%
_ﬂﬁdd]e-denied'by TRC - 3 34; ; 39 | gé 13-  5
 Midd1e-approved by TRC™ - - 31 31" ‘ 36 | 42
High-automatically approved 11 - 13 11 34
(Total % Approved)** (42%) 14%) (473) 77%

Total ¥ ¢ _100% 101% 1008 99%
(Number) b 2! (202) (351) (155)

*xnese figures are based -on 941 appl1cat1ons processed during the first

Vb

nine weeks of the pilot peried.™ They are taken from a DOCS memorandum
from Leo Bisceglia to Clark Wilson, dated December 13, 1976. Due .
to rounding errors all columns may not total to 100%. ’ AR

** This is the percent of all applications approved ut the fac111ty,
either by the TRC or as result of falling in the high range. It

is (subject sto rounding error) the sum of the third and fourth rows
of the uab]e

?

e e e i AR

e s e

s i i s



‘is that they correlate with one anothar.
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procedufes (either "agree strongly" or "disagree strongly",
depending upon thé‘wording‘of the item) is scored "4". The
next step was to compute a matrix of correlations (Pearsdn r's)

of all 43 items. This mqtrix wai/»%sua11y examined to locate

" groups qf items that mutually correlate with one anotﬁér.]sf

Examination of the intercorrelafions’led to the development of
two scales éonsiéting of ten and four items each. The first
scale, labelled AFFECT, consisted af ten items measuring'the

respondents' affect towards the present ;elgction}processﬂﬁ

.The second scale, called EXCLUDE, contained four items measuring

the extent to which the respondent agreed wifh the present

_p&licy of exciuﬁing some applicants from the program.17 Each
. ) .

respondent was assigned a scale scove equal to his average.
value on_ the {tems in the scale. Since items artl scored 1, 2,
3, or 4, scale scores range from 1 to 4, with a higher value on

theyff;st scale corresponding to a positive attitude toward the
se]éctionjbfccass,gand a higher score on theaéecond scale
indicating‘greater acceptance of the exclusionary policy.

Each of these scales was regressed on the following set of
eight variab]es:A four dummy variables.corresponding to each |
category of range-disposition save low-automatically denied;

three dummy variables corresponding to each facility save
K : il

]SAccording to scaling theory,items must be measuring the same
underliying dimension if they are-to be combined into a scale.

One indication that a set of items measures a common dimension

In choosing items to
combine into a scale, one must consider the substantive meaning .’

]

- of the items as well as their intercerrelations.

16The items are numbers 2, 5, 10, 15, 19, 23, 30, 32, 35, and 39.

17The items are numbers 4, 13, 29 and 41.

-0
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Bedford Hills; and a variable measuring the number of correct ,’
fésponses’to'the five factual items'bn‘tﬁe questiOnnaire.18 .

The last variable, NFACT, was'forméd‘by counting the number

of correct responses to items 3A, 9, 14, 20, .and 38, the five

o

factual ifems on the Questionnairew; A correct answer was con-
sidered to ‘be "di;agreé sthohglyﬁ or ”disagree’mcaeraté1y", )
since all items were word@@g&ych thatjagreement would cgrrespond
to ah incorrect answer. fhe distribution of scores on NFACT::

is -as follows: | ..
Cumulative

Number of Correct Answers o %gggggg ~Percent
None - : , 1.6% ‘} 1.6%
One | 9.5. 1.1
Two ' 21.4 - . 32.5
Three s . 2006 53.2

_ Four L, 26.2 79.4
Five . 20.6 100.0

.These figures indicate, for example, that 20.6% of the sample

answered exactly three questions correctly, and that 53.2% answergd

‘three or fewer questions correctly.

187 dummy variable is one coded 1 if an attribute is present in a
particular case and 0 if the attribute is not present. For tech-
nical reasons a set of n nominal variables must be-represgnted in
a regression eguation by n-1 dummy variables. Thus the five
categories of range-dispositions are represented by on@y four
dummy variables. An inmate falling in the middle-pending cate-
gory would be scored 1 on the dummy variable corresponding to this
category and 0 on all others. The omitted category, low range-
denied, serves as the reference point in the analysis to which, the
other four dummy variables are compared. An applicant falling im
the low range is uniquely identified by the fact that he is scored
0 on ail four of the dummy variables corresponding to .the other
four range-disposition categories. Similarly, the four facilities
are represented by three dummy variables. Bedford H1}]§ has been
omitted and serves as, the reference point for the facility .
dummy variables.
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. Table 7 shows the” resu]ts ofcregress1ng AFFECT and EXCLUDE ;g
ﬂ .ﬁfi%b on thi;e1ght 1ndependent variables. gFFECT is. exp?%ined much . ?2‘
o more strongly by the var1ab1es in the regress1on thﬁn LXCLUDE “‘?i
(47 2% and 9.9% of tne corrected var1ance respect1ve]y) Sub- ;E
“ stantlveTy, this means that knowledge of an app]1cant S range- ;J
disposition category, faci]?ty, and so forth, giVes‘ys a much :%j
mb}e accurate prediction of his overall a%fect for the selection | i
process than it does his feelings about exc1ud1ng peop]e from %ﬂ
~ the probiam. Th¢@3be1ng rejected by the program, for instance, | é
& is much more liKely to leave one with a negative”feeliﬁe for ‘fﬂ
< the se]ectIOn process than to cause a change in att1tqdes toward Oﬁ
admitting pecp]e into the program. \ g @ %'
Another 1mp11cau10n of the findings is that fac111ty does : §=
have an effect on attitudes 1ndependent of range- d1spo¥1t1on, E
especially pronounced on AFFECT. Thus adding fac111ty dummy g
_Vvariables adds 13.5% to the variance explained of AFFE&T over g
that explained solely by range-disposition. The reéres§1on %
A coefficients for facilities in the AFFECT equation indiFate that. ¢
£]n1ra inmates do not d1f‘er not1ceab1y in their att1tLge;£toward %
g the select1onvprocess from Bedfo..'H i1¥s” inmates, and that | i ‘g
” Wallkill and Auburn inmates are about one-half a point'%esg ”%g
favorable than Elmira or Bedford Hills inmates.19 Look1ng at ; g:
the AFFECT equation, E1m1ra inmates on the average are “03 scale ;
points Tess favorable in the1r attitudes than Bedford Hx]]s in-
/ \, | |
. TQSince no dummy var1able is present for Bedford H1T7s,}1t is
the reference point against which other facilities are conpared
7 o S
D !
TTE—T 5 - : TSRS

In each equation, residual degrees of freedom =“108

S ;' _ 23 - 0 ‘:3‘ ",; ‘t‘\ij‘\
)  TABLE 7 o 0 vy
REGRESSION ANALYSIS’ OF 'AFFECT AND EXCLUDE
Dependant Variable .= AFFECT S :
; | Unstandardized ,
' : N C , -Regression Standard o RZ: .
~ Independent Variable . Coefficient L Error Increment
','Mfﬁ&1e;- Denied .38 -?3
Middle - Pending W42 .15 &
' . : .325
Middie - Approved ) .68 U .15
H?gh - Approved .56 .16
ET]k]l] "-49 .]4 N
Elmira -.03 A4 .135
- .15
Auburn _'49 - .
NFACT .13 .04 .057
TOTAL CORRECTED RZ = 472 '
ﬁependent Vafiab]e'= EXCLUDE
| Unstandardized ‘ 5
” Regression Standard R# -
Indenendent Variables _ Coefficient Error Increment
, ! % _trror increment
:ﬂiddle—nenied . .54 .33
Middle-Pending .44 22 150
* Middle-Approved .54 .22
High-Approved L 86 .24
Hallkill i .11 .21
Elmira ,/ .24 .20 .015
- Auburn ' .11 | 22
NFACT .06 .063) .012
« ) * TOTAL CORRECTED RZ = -.099

i S

g e
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‘mates

;Whenqcontroliing~for the other variahles in the equation,
while dpplicants‘?rom Auburn'and‘wa11kill<arenb5th‘ 49'points
Jes favorab]e. S1nce the four poss1b1e responses to each 1tem

‘are\scored 1-2- 3 4 a .03 po1nt d1fference is 1n51gn1f1cant

A d1fference of one -half po1nts, however, 1s substant1ve1y , <

. . N

@

meaningful.
. Looking at EXCLUDE,
to be statistically s1gn1f1cant (addwng the ‘three facility

facility differences are not large enocugh

- dummy var1ab]esj¢o the equatzon increases R2 by Qn]y ] 5 per-:
centage points, as compared to 13.5 percentage points for AFFECT)
Thus facility appears “to have an 1ndependent effect on AFFECT,
but not on EXCLUDE. : ; :
The category of rahge»disposition without a dummy variable
and henCeﬂserving~as.the reference point fs the low-automatfcaily

The pos1t1ve coefficients for the other four

TR T

categories 1no1cate that respondents fa111ng in these Tatter

denied range,

four categor1es are on the average always more favorab]y or1ented
to the new procedures than those in the low categories, a fxnd1ng
_that, is immediate]y substantively pTausibTe. The finding that

applicants who have been denjed by the TRC are more positive in

their attitudes than those falling inothe low range ‘suggests

- that the chance at least to argue one's case before the committee

<

tends to result in more support, for the system.

Differences between the last four categories of range-

disposition are not Targe enough to ba statistically significant

with this size sample,;though the resu]tsgare suggestive 1in

substant1ve1y plausible ways. Respondants whose appldcations

have been approved - either by the TRC or by virtue of falling

[

;those who have been den1ed ‘L

tem. Mov1ng from zero to-5 correct answers appears to 1ncrease o

e T S e P S = o
‘ : oo ‘ B B )
. . - 25 -, <::> . : R
. o 3 . : I

in the;high range

- appear more approvwng of the system thanc

o

I . o S

L

F1na11j, we a]so note that as one S factual’knOWTedge about

the new selection process‘increases, so does support for the sys-

one s support as measured’ by AFFECT by about two-thirds of.

Qe

a sca]e point, a not 1ns1qn1f1cant amount The possible inter-

pretatvons of this f1nd1ng are dxscussed 1n the text.
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P APPENDDN I1
|  INMATE QUESTLONNAIRE

[}

&

mioctObér 1976

g

o

Temporary Release Program Applied For

Edupationa]ALéave

N

Your Point Score:
¢ . :

Application was Approved

gon

.TEMPORARY RELEASE PROGRAM

. o
©

x Furlough Work Release

Range: ,Low Middle High

Disappr@vaﬁ

Answer each of the f0110w1ng quest1ons according to whether you agree

strongly, agree moderately, disagree moderately, or disagree s;rong?y

Put a check in the blank corresponding to your opinion.

If you don't

have an opinion about any statement or- dnn t understand the statement,

Teave it blank and go on to the next one.
disagree strongly with the statement,

good program."
shown.
thase questions.

For example, suppose you
"Temporary Release is not a

Then you should mark the blank on the right as
For the most part, there are no right or wrong answers to
None of your answers will be revealed to any onsa

in the Department, either in Albany or in this fac111ty

are comp]ete1y confidential.

- 1. Temporary Ra]ease is not a good

program. (Exampie)

2. The best way to get a %urlsugh
is to be good friends with a
staff, member.

32. The only reason you can get a
furlough is to ma1nta1n family
ties.

3b. People with serious'psychiatric
.prtoblems should not be allowed
in Temporary Release.

4. Everyone should be allowed in
Temporary Release, regardless
of what he or she has been con-
victed. 0

5. A point system is a fair way
of selecting people for Tem-
porary Releass.

Figures are percent of respondents giving each answer to every quesL1on. Du ﬁ
to rounding error, numbers may not sum to 100% across every row.

S NN 4 2
. N

Your answers

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DI%AGREE

STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STROMGLY|

L/
26 22 31 20
33 26 25 16
27 Gza 13 36

e e

e

A Nt | A

AN

D

i ;

10.
11.
12.

13.

14.

15.
16.
S 17.

18.

old ones.

© AGREE

- Inmate Questionnaire

AGREE DISAGREE . DISAGREE
STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STROVGLY

-‘The old . se]ect1on process took
- too long. .

Inmates shoqu be able to meet

with a counselor both before -
and after going on a furlough.

Corrections officers should
be on the Temporary Release
Committee since th°j know
jnmates best. » .

S
Educational leave is only for
finishing high school.

Tamporary Release selection

~is unfair.

A11 Temporary Release deci- |
sions shou]d be made in Albany.

Peop]e should be selected into
Temporary Release on the basis
of a lottery.

Everybody should be allowed in
Work Release, even if only for

. a faw months.

Anybody within 2 years of parole
or conditional release, accor-
ding to the law, is eligible to
apply for Temporary Release.

The new selection procedures
are basically the same as the

The Temporary Re]ease program
should be abolished since most
people don't get much out of it.

0n1y jnmates with good work
records should be allowed in 7
Work Release.

Only inmates convicted of
crimes of violence should be
allowed in Temporary Release.

o]

< 4
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Vs - PGREE  AGREE_ DISAGREE DISAGREE e EATH R P - Apmate Q“85t7°”"a1re' o
T STRONGLY: MODERATELY MODERATELY' STRONGLY o S SR e |
o ’ ' Co T B o I L R : ‘ "AGREE AGREE DISACPEE DISAGREE i
1. The Temporary Release Com- LT e L e ‘ . % . STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGLY |
“mittee generally does a good ~ . = - LR EP I Sha e ) . : . SR SO e b ‘ f
job in making its dec1§1ons.A o o1sg 318« ‘jﬂﬁﬂ« 315 31. An inmate's disciplinary 1 e I PR 'nggﬁgl
20. Under th selection p%% - SR ' - record is not a good way of e e e
. ndey the new sSere - e . S = ~ judging his suitability for RN T
cess, the ]onger an app]vcant S ? , » . 1‘& Temgoriry Release. Y 30% 26% 26% - 18%
. criminal record, the more . - IR . i 75” N . ) ™.
) points he gets. . S A . , LA —2 22. The Temporary Release se]ec- ,
' ' o / ‘ ' tion process should"be com- .~ . . . I 8 PRI
21. The number of spaces for | pletely oﬂfrhau1ed om 24 22 29 21
Work Release should be greatly* o ’ : - \ . N , o —
increased. o A7 a8 -3 —_— '33. The TemporaFy Release Com- )
4 = ‘ : o mittee should not have so
.2z There 'should be more rules ’ much discretion in deciding . . . :
P’ about hOW the TempO,Y‘aY‘y' Re~ . on Ten-porary Re'{ease Ap_, .ol L . ' , [
1 ,1ease Committee chooses parti- Y \ . 9 plicants. . : 24 .29 , 25 © 21 |
cipants for Temporary Release. 40 21 - 23 16 ; ‘ ] | —— —_— ;
. ; : 34. Ma applicant should be denied i
23. Mambers Of.the Temporary Re- .« ot an opporturr‘ty to appear be-~ .
 © lease Committee generally | : fore the Temporary Release ‘ L e
give furloughs only to in- o , Cowm1ttee. 78 10 3 8
. mates they Tike." 15 ~.l§__ ,_gg_ ’, ””igu ) S e
: . , CeT - ‘ G . 35. An easy way to get a furlough - R . ' i
24. Corrections officers shouldn't ' ° I :s to gr1bi a mgmber of theg - : | ,
be on the Temporary Release " . : ' Temporary Release Committee - . : “ K
Committee since all they care ‘ o (or staff). , , o 7 3. g 80 E
about is dxsc1p11ne : ° 29 12 25 | . 34 o , : C— —_— |
‘ ‘ - 36. Inmates convicted of crimes
- 25. 'sMot participating in programs of violence, such as robbery
@ or work assignments shou]d ” . or assau]t,'should not be
Temporary Release. - A4 82 AN 14 Temporary Re?ease. : |
26. Know1nggr1ght away if jouére ;f R 37. It's not fair to evaluate an ;
~allowed to go out on Tem- = , U a e 2 . applicant on the basis of
I"porary Release is almost as im- 70 21 5 . what he did before he got
portant as gcnng out. ¥ oo ) ——a “Q ’ ' —_— to pr1¢;on since “he may
haveschanged while doing - . =
27. There should be inmate repre- . i timej g g .70 23 3 4
sentatiyes on the Temporary L ‘ 3 *° B ° . - , , —_—
Release Comm1ttee : . A3 — 38. Furloughs are ngen for any ' .
& - ; PUY‘POSE. : ]9 . ]4 3]8 36
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