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In the spriné and summer of 1976 the Vera Institute of
Justice, under contract to the New York State Department of
Correctional Services; designed a point system and accompanying
procedures to be used in selecting among candidates for the
Department’s temporary release program. This new selection
process was designed to remedy some of the problems of the old
selection procedures, a system that relied on the judgﬁant
of a three-man committee in each correctional facility. Under
the old system, few explicit criteria existed to aid committee
members in their choices, and inmates therefore had no clear
idea of how entry into the program was gained. As a consequence
of this loosely structured decision procass,'inmates felt tempo-
rary release selection to be arbitrary and unfair, leading to
increased frustration and tension within the facilities.

The point system adopted by the Department consisted of ten
itehs, six based on the applicant's prior criminal hisfory and
the remaining four focused on behavior in the Facility.! The new
selection process was implemented on a trial basis beginning the
last week in September at four Department facilities: Auburn {a
maximum security facility for men), Bedford Hills (a medium
security facility, the Department's only prison for women),
Elmira (5 medium security prison for younger men) , ahd Wallkill

(a medium security facility for men).

YFor a description of the development of the point system see
Barbara Dunkel, Cecilia M. Falbe, John Masten and R. Wayne Parsons,
Design of a Point System for Temporary Release Selection (The Vera
Instituce of Justice, December, 1976).




One of the main objectives of the new selection proceés was
to be fair in the treatment of applicants. Frem the point of
view of decreasing inmate discontent with temporary release
selection, it matters little if the new selection process is
fairer than the 01d one unless inmates perceive it as such.
Therefore a forty-two page inmate manual was distributed to each
eligible inmate in the pilet facilities. The manual described
the various types of temporary release programs, the new selectien
process (including both the point system and the associated
procedures), and the forms used in processing an application.
Also, a videotape describing the new selection process was pre-
pared and shown to inmates in order that they might better
understand the new procedures. (Unfortunately, not all inmates
had seen the vicdeotape at the time of the interviews described
in this report.) An additional feature of the new procedures
was a personal interview with each applicant by a temporary
release interviewer at the beginning of the application procéss.
Duriné the interview the applicant's point score and its impli-
cations were explained to the inmate,ralong with any special
ciréumstances {(such as outstanding warrants that precluded
participation in the program), and any questions the inmate might
have were answered.

Since cansiderable effort had been taken to explain the
new process to inmates, Vera researchers decided it would be
useful to talk to inmates whose applications had been processed
under the new selection system to gauge their reaction to the
point system and accompanying procedures. Consequently, 138

inmates were contacted at the pilot facilities. Structured,
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self administered questiohnaires were given to 126 of these
inmates (see Appendix II). This questionnaire contained 43
items measuring %he inmate's attitudes toward various aspects
of the temporary release selection process. The format of the
gquestionnaire required each respondent to read the question and
then indicate his own opinion by placing a mark in the blank
corresponding to "agree strongly”,"agree moderately", "disagres
moderately”, or disagree strongi&". Respondents were instructed
to leave thé four spaces for an item blank if they did not
understand the question, disagreed with the wording or assumptions
of an item to the extent that they could not respond, or had no
apinion. A1l respondents were promised complete confidentiality.

In addition to the structured questicnnaires, 38 inmates
vere interviewed in half hour interviews {26 of these interviews
were with applicants who also completed the questionnaire).
The in-person interview was largely open-ended, thereby allowing
the inmate complete Jlatitude to respond to such questions as
"What do you like about the new selection process? (Probe for
specifics.)” The in-person interview was designed to allow for
greéter subtlety of response than can be obtained with a forced-
choice guestionnaire.

An important methodological fssue in giving a self-administered
questionnaire to inmates is whether or not individuals, such as
inmates, with poor educational backgrounds can meaningfully

respond to a questionnaire that presupposes the ability to read



and think through questions.2 The only way of answering this
qﬁeét%oﬁ in the ﬁreééﬁf context is to see if the responses are
consistent with our'substantive expectation; that is, do the
answers "make sense?“- Fortunately, they do. - For example, only

% of those compTeting the self-administered questionnaire

agreed with item 18, "Only inmates convicted of crimes of violence
shou}d‘be allowed in temporary re?ease.“3 An inspection of the
responses té each item, shown in Appendix II, sheows that on the
whole it appears that most inmates were able to complete the ques-
tionnaire. Also, other patterns in the data are evidence that

th2 responses to the items'appear to be meaningful.

Knowledge of the System

In contrast to some other characteristics of the temporary
release program- and selection process, the use of the point
system appears to be something that almost all inmates can
understand and relate to. Thus 92% of the 38 applicants inter-
viewed knew which category of the point system they fell in.
Sixty-four percent had determined their score before meeting with
the interviewer.4 Furthermore, only 8% of those completing the
questionnaire gave an incorrect answer {i.e., agreed) to item 20,

"Under the new selection process, the longer an applicant’s

ZFor example, 38% of a sample of 379 temporary release applicants
have attained no more than ninth grade; only 29% have graduated from
high scheol. These figures are provided by the temporary re]ease
management information system.

3The content of this item is, of course, preposterous; it was in-
cluded precisely fTor the purpose of checking to see if responses
were substantively meaningful.

4There were strong differences by sex; only 25% of the women, as
contrasted with 81% of the men, had scored themselves.



criminal record, the more points he gets.”
Inmate knowledge about other aspects of the temporary

release program also appeared substantial, if not as high as

for the point system.5 As shown in Table 1, 3 of the other 4
factual guestions were answered correctly by majorities of
inmates. The one question which only a minority of inmates
(roughly éne—thfrd) answered correctly concerned the legal
definition of temporary release eligibility. |

In sum, inmates appear to un&erstand quite well the concept
0% the point syétem. \Presumab?y_this is because of its analogy
to numerically graded school tests. Furthermore, most applicants
understand the point system well enough {0 determine their scores
by themselves. Finally, other factual questions showed a sub-
stantial understanding of the temporary release program.

TABLE 1
PERCENTAGE RESPONDENTS GIVING CORRECT
ANSWER TO FACTUAL QUESTIOMS

Item Mo. Wording ' % Correct
3A The only reason you can get a furlough is to 70%
maintain family ties.
g Educational leave is only for finishing high 75
school.
14 Anybody within 2 years of pérole or conditicnal 35

release, according to the law, is eligible to
apply for temporary release.

38 Furloughs are given for any purpose. 67

5Since 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 should be able

to answer all five questions correctly.



Attitudes Toward Temporary Release Selection

A frequent complaint about the old selection process was
.that is took too lonc. Eighty nine percent of the applicants
completing the questionnaire agreed with item 6, "the old selec~
tion process took too long." Of the 30 applicants interviewéd
in person with previous temporary release experience, 40% mentionad
in response to an open-ended question the length of the oid pro-
cess as something they distiked.® These figures are especially
meaningful in view of the importance inmates attach to a prompt
disposition for their application: 91% agree with item 26,
"knowing right away if you're allowed to go out on temporary
release is almost as important as going out.” Since the new
process eliminates Albany review Tor the great méjority of cases,
the time needed to process an application should be subsian-
tially less than before.? Although no question was asked about
this aspect of the new procedures, it is probably accurate to
assume that most inmates would view the new process better on
this count. -

The amount of time taken to process -applications was the
only feature mentioned by any sizeable proportion of those

questioned about the old process. The issue of reasons for

6The question read "What did you dislike about the {o1d) preocess?”
Forty percent is a sizeable proportion for an open-ended question.

7No accurate statistics comparing these times are available.



denial does not appear highly salient as a source of discontent
to inmates: of the 19 applicants rejected under the old system,

only 1 (=5%) mentioned this as something they disliked.8

Turning to questions that measured general attitudes toward
the new salection process, we find opinions to be diviged in
favor of and opposed to the new system. For example, 41% of the
sample agree with item 10, "temporary release selection is unftair®,
48% agree that "given the difficﬁ]ty of making se]ectibn, the
‘temporary release process is about as fair as possible” {item 39),
and 47% agree that "the temporary release selection process should
be completely overhauled” (item 32). Forty percent agree that
"only the best peonle are selected for temporary release” (item 38).
Similar responses were obtained from questions in the personal
interview. When asked to name things they both Tiked and dis-
Tiked 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 liked. Finally,
the point system was endorsed by roughly half the respondents
(52% agreed with item 5, "a point system is a fair way of selec-
ting people for temporary release"). In sum, opinions appear to
be split for and against the new selection process, with possibly
a slightly larger percentage of inmates 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 olc one. Forty three

8These responses do not necessarily mean that inmates do not care
about knowing reasons fTor denial; a plausible interpretation is
that reasons for denial under the old system are adequate ex-
planations from the inmate's point of view, although inmates

may (and probably will) disagreze with the decision.



percent agree that "the new selection procedures are basically

the same as the old ones,” {item 15), a not inaccurate percep-
tion in view of the similar resuits of the old and the new selec- .
“tion prgcess,g In a more evaluative comparison of the two
selection systems, 73% of the respondents digagree with item 30,
"the new selection procedures are not as good as the old," and

a majority of those questioned agree that "the new selection pro-
cess is better than the old one" (item-43).]0 When asked in the
personal interview "co you think'the new selection process is

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

3} ]

yes
A number of questions asked about specific aspects of the
selection process. One.feature of the new procedures that proved
unpopular with inmates is the heavy emphasis of the point system
on prior criminal record, especially as measured by crimes of
violence. Forty twe percent of inmates interviewed in person
did not think it fair to take away points for crimes of vio]ence.H
Fifty nine percent agree that "everyone should be allowed in
temporary release, regardless of what he or she has been con-
victed of" (item 4). Large majorities of inmates in the sample

feel that an applicant should not be denied temporary release on

account of his record; 72% disagree with item 29, "some people

gﬁunkel, et al, op. cit., p. 37.

107his question was - not asked at Auburn Correctional Facility.
Since inmates at Auburn are critical of the new process, having
asked this question at this facility would probably have lowered
the total percentage agreeing with the question from the 67%
level in our data.

Mrhe question read "do you think it's fair to take away points for
crimes of violence?”



have such bad records that they should never be allowed in tem-
porary re]ease“,:and 0% disagree that "inmates convicted of
crimes of violence, such as robbery or assault, should not be
.allowed to participaté in temporary release”‘(item 36). The
attitudes of the vast majority of inmates appear to be succinctly
captureﬁ in item 37, since 93% agree that "it's not fair to
evaluate an applicant on the basis of what he did be¥ore he got
to prison since he may have changed while doing time."

One of the ways available to inmates to demonstrate that
they have changed is program participation. That most inmates
appear willing to engage in these activities if they think it
will bring them rewards such as temporary release and parole is
evidenced by tha 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-
nal records; whether or not a smaller percentage would be willing
to baée temporary release acceptance on prog%amrparticipation it
the past intruded less remains to be seen.

Aside from participation in programs and work assignments,
institutional behavior can most easily be judged by an inmate's
disciplinary record. But inmates on the average are less inclined
to be evaluated for temporary release on the basis of their dis-
ciplinary record: 55% agree that "an inmate's disciplinary record
is not a good way of judging his suitability for temporary
release™ (item 31). The irony in these responses is that inmates
want to be evaluated in the way that is least predictive of tem-

porary release success. Criminal history and disciplinary ba-



- 1¢ -
havior were predictive of success, while program participation

was not.1?

Another aspect of the new process unpcpular with inmates
"is automatic rejection for those having a point score in the 109
range.. Seventy seven percent disagree that "inmates with low
point §cores should not be allowed to participate in temporary
release” (item 41), and 89% agree that "no applicant should be
denied an opportunity to aﬁpear before the temporary ré?ease
‘committee” (item 34). .

Several qﬁestions focused on the temporary release committea’s
decision-making. Inmates do not appear to belijeve that the com-
mititees grant temporary release participation either on the basis
of bribes or personal relationships. {Note the answers to items 2,
23, and 35 in Appendix II.) But inmate evaluation of the TRCs' per-
form#nce is again mixed: 49% agree that “"the temporary release
committee generally does a good job in making its decisions”

(item 19). The sample is roughly evenly split over the issue of
less discretion in the committees' decisions. Fifty four per-
cent agree that "the temporary release committee should not have
so much discretion in deciding on temporary release applicants”
(item 33), and 61% agree that "there should be more rules about
how the temporary release committee chooses participants for
“temporary release” (item 22). Finally, there does not appear to
"be any consensus on the issue of TRC composition. Sixty four per-

cent agree that "there should be inmate representatives on the

]ZSee Dunkel et al, op. cit.
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temporary release committee" (item 27). Fifty percent agree

that "correctjons officers should be on the temporary release
committee since they know inmates best"” (item 8) and 59% disagree
.that "corrections officers shouldn't be on the temporary release
committee since all they care about is discipline® (item 24).
Despite whatever c¢riticisms they might have about the TRC's
decision-making, though, inmates seem to welcome the opportunity
to appear in person before‘the committee. Of the 16 inmates
“interviewed in perscn who had appeared before the committee,

81% thought the experience worfhwhi]e.la

DETERMINANTS COF ATTITUDES TOWARD TEMPORARY RELEASE SELECTION

Thus far the analysis has examined the answers to each
question independently of anything we know about the respondents.
In this section we examine the distribution of responses according
to the facility the inmate is in and his point score category.

Each item in the questionnaire was crosstabulated against
the réspondent's facility and the range—djspésition category
he fell in.1% Since this produced 85 tables {two for each item
in the questionnaire), it is impractical to reproduce all of them
here. Tables 2 through 5 are four of these, chosen because they

clearly portray the interesting re1atibnships in the data.

Tables 3 and 5 indicate that a respondent's attitudes toward

the selective process change according to the range-disposition

13gpxactly the same percentage of the 36 respondents questioned

about their meeting with the temporary release 1nuerv1ewer
thougnt the interview to bes worthwhile. :

ldpange-disposition is defined as follows: low range-autcmati-
cally denjed; middle range-denied by TRC; middle range-pending; .
middle range-approved by TRC; and high range-automatically approved.
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category he falls in. Inmates who are approved, either auto-
matically or by the temporary release committee, are much more
favorably dispdsed toward the selection process than those who
are rejected. MNany of these differences are‘quite Targe for
survey.data. For example, Table 3 shows that only 18% of those
in the low range agree that "the temporary release committee
generally deoes a good job in making its decisions” (item 19},
while fully 78% of those in the high range agree (either strongly
‘or moderately) with the item. It is interesting to note that
since applicants in these two ranges do not go before the temporary
release committee, there is no logical reason why attitudes
toward the committee should differ between these two groups.
Two possible explanations are first, that applicants misunderstand
the process to the extent that the committee is credited with the
responsibility for decisions falling in these ranges, and,
second, that the range and dispesition so affect the applicant’s
attitudes that opinions with respect to all aspects of the
se]ecfion process are colored by range and disposition.

Tables 2 and 4 show how attitudes toward the process vary
by facility. Although differences between facilities are
naot as large as those between categories of range-disposition,
there are consistent differences. Elmira and Bedford Hills
inmates are more positive in their attitudes toward selection
than inmates at Auburn and Wallkill. For example, majorities of
inmates at both Elmira and Bedford Hills (61% and 63% respec-
tively) agree with item 19, while the situtation is reversed at

Auburn and Wallkill, with 27% and 28% agreeing respectively.



TABLE 2

ITEM 19 BY FACILITY
ITtem 19: The temporary FACILITY
release committee gene- -
raily does a good job
in making its decisions Elmira Bedford Auburn Hallkill
Agree Strongly 19% 37% 4 10%
Agree loderately 42 31 24 28
Disagree Mocerately 15 9 33 z4
Disagree Sironaly 23 23 38 38
Total % 99% *  100% 99%* 100%
Yumber in Column (26) (35) (33) (29)
* Does not sum to 100% due to rounding errors.
TABLE 3
ITEM 19 BY RANGE-DISPOSITION
Item 19: The temporary Low,auto- Middle, Middle High,
release commitize gene- matically disap- Approv. Automa-
ratly does a good job denied proved Middle by TRC tically
in making its decisions by TRC Pend. ‘Apnroved
Agree Strongly 0% 10% 4% 43% 17%
Agree Moderately 18 30 24 26 61
Disagree Moderately 30 0 32 16 13
Disagree Strongly 52 60 40 10 9
Total % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Number in Column (27) (10) (25) (31) (23)
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TABLE &

ITEM 5 BY FACILITY

Item 5: A point
system is a fair ’
way of selecting FACILITY

people for tempo-
rary relesase: Elmira Bedford Auburn Wallkil]
Agreze Strongly 48% _ 39¢ 12% 10%
Agree Moderately 20 s 22 31 . 26
‘Disagree Moderately 4 11 19 . 16
Cisagree Strongly 28 28 38 48
Total % ' 100% © 1083 100% 100%
Number in Column (25) ‘ (36) (32) (31)
TABLE 5

ITEM 5 BY RANGE-DISPOSITION

Item 5: A point

system is a Tair Middle, Middle, High,
way - of selecting Low,auto- disap- Approv. automa-
people for tempo- matically proved Middle by tically
rary release denied = by TRC Pend. TRC Approved
Agree Strongly 7% 30% 32% AT% 26%
Agree Moderately 11 20 24 27 3%
Disagree Moderately 14 10 12 13 13
Disagree Strongly 68 40 | 32 13 22
Total % 1004 100% 100% 100% 100%

Mumber in column (28) (16) (25) (30) (23)
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Since the proportion of inmates falling in the ranges of
the point system varies by facility {See Table 6 in Appendix I},
the differences by facility shown in Tables 2 and 4 may simply
reflect the fact that some facilities have an overall lower-
scoring population than others and hence have applicants who are
less positive in their attitudes about the selection process
than respondants at other facilities. Thus the facility diffe-
rences in attitudes observed in Tables 2 and 4 may result wholiy
" from the different scores of the people in tﬁe facilities.
Another possibility is that there is something about the facilities -
differences in types of inmates or temporary release administirative
practices, and so forth-that accounts for attitude differences
batween Tacilities over and above those differences we would ex-
pect solely on the basis of point scores. In brief, the stratagy
used to answer this question was to form two attitude scales,
one measuring general affect towards the selection process {the
extent to which the respondent approves or disapproves of the
se?eétion process) and the other measuring the extent to which
the respondent feels that some people should be excluded from
temporary release, and then use these scales as dependent variables
in a multipie regression. The details of the analysis are pre-
sented in Appendix I and only the substantive results are dis-
cussed here.

The results of the analysis in Appendix I indicate that,
for general affect towards the selection process, facility does
have an effect on attitudes in addition to that explained by

range-disposition. Thus differences in attitudes between facilities



are not explained wholly by the range~-disposition categaory an
applicant falls in. Unfortunately, these results do not tell us
_ what it is about a facility that acceunts for these differences,
though some specuTat%on is useful. One possibility is the
different administrative practices in the temporary release pro-
grams at facilities (such as varying interviewer styles, Tengths
of time needed to process applications, the way appliicants are
treated by TRC's, and so on) account for these differences.

" Another possibility is that inmates at various facilities have
different characteristics accounting for these attitudinal
differences. For example, & policy of'transferring the more
'difficult' inmates - those with greater expressed hostility
towards the correctional system - to Wallkill and Auburn could
also account for the patterns observed in the data. Although
both explanations are possible, observations of program implemen-
tation at the four pilot facilities certainly suggest the plausi-
bility of the Tirst one.

\The results of the analysis described in Appendix I have
other implications. Fer example, the tendency of applicants
denied by the TRC to have more favorable attitudes than those
falling in the low range suggests that hostility towards the
program can be reduced by somehow giving inmates in the low
range an opportunity to appear before the TRC. Among the alter-
natives already discussed by Vera staff are eliminating
the low range altcgether, ltowering the boundary between the
Tow and middle ranges, and instituting a periedic review by the
TRC of those applicants in the low range with no possibility of
gaining enough points through improved institutienal behavior to

move inte the middle range.



The results also show that an applicant's evaluation of the
process is more favorable the more he knows about the selection
process. Again, the explanations of this finding ére speculative.
One is that greater understanding of the process leads to more
favorable attitudes. Another is that the results are spurious,
that the type of inmate most likely to understand the selection
process well is alsc the type likely to have favorable attitudes
‘toward the process. Although we cannot establish the truth of
either hypothesis, the plausibility and pragmatic implications
of the first hypothesis, if true, suggest that greater effort
be taken in the future to explain the system to inmates.

Finally. we note that in terms of expliaining affect towarc
the selection process we have done remarkably we1j. Almost halrt
of the variance of AFFECT, the scale measuring general approval
or disapproval of the selection process, has been explained by
the regression, an amount that is certainly high Tor attitude
data. Furthermore, one-third of the variance is explained
by range-disposition categories alone. In other words, attitudes
toward the system are strongly determined by whether or not
and how the application is approved or denied. HWhile we have
pointed out a few ways that the results suggest the program
might be modified so as to increase its acceptance by inmates,
it is clear that no matter how mucﬁ the selection process is
designed, modified, or eﬁp?ained to inmates, denying an inmate's
application will,on the average,create some hostility towards
the program. In short, the only way to win complete acceptance
of the seijection process by inmates 1s to let everyone out,

an implicaticn of no great practical importance.
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APPENDIX I

MULTIVARTATE AMALYSIS QOF ATTITUDES

As discussed in the text, it is of interest to know if
different degrees of support for the new se]ection'process
in the four facilities are accounted for by the differences
in scores at the four facilities or whether facilities have
an effect independent of score. One problem adding to the
difficulty of answering this question is the corre]atfon
 between facility and point score range-disposition. As shown
in Tab1e_6, inmates at Bedford score highest, while those at
Auburn score Towest. Inmates at the two remaining facilities,
Wallkill and Elmira, score on the average about the same, and
are intermedijate in their scores compared to the other two
Tacilities.

This. type of problem can best be analyzed using multiple
regression, a technigue that examines the effect of several
independent or predictor variabies on a single dependent
variéb?e and, if two or more independent variables are corre-
lated with one another, determines the corrected effect of any
variable on the dependent variable by controlling for the
effect of other variables in the equation. In the present
circumsfance there ére 43 possible dependent variables (each
item on the questionnaire}, which, if each were analyzed
separately, would be more regressions than convenient to
analyze. Thus we have combined somz of the items into two
scales and analyzed the scales, not the individual jtems.

The scales were constructed by scoring the four possibie
answers - "agree strongly”, etc. - 1, 2, 3 and 4 such that

the response most apnroving of the point system and allied
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TABLE 6

Low-automatically denied
Middle-denied by TRC
Middle-approved by TRC

High-automatically approved

(Total % Approved)**

Total %

{(Number)

Auburn
243
34
31
11

(42%)
100%
(231)

FACTLITY™*
FACILITY .
' Bedford
WallkiTll Elmira Hills
18% 17% 10%
39 36 13
31 36 42
13 11 34
84%) (a73) 775
101% 100% 99%
(204) (351) (155)

*These figures are based on 941 applications processed during the first
They are taken from a DOCS memorandum

nine weeks of the pilot period.
from Leo Bisceglia to Clark Wilson, dated December 13, 1876.
to rounding errors all columns may not total to 100%.

Due

** This is the percent of all applications approved at the facility,

either by the TRC or as result of falling in the high range.
is {subject to rounding error) the sum of the third and fourth rows

of the table.

it
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procedures (either "agree strongly™ or "disagree strongly",
depending upon the wording of the item) is scored "4". The
next step was to compute a matrix of cdrre?ations (Pearson r's}
of all 43 items. This matrix was visually examined to locate

groups of items that mutually correlate with one another.15

Examination of the intercorrelations led to the development of
two scales consisting of ten and four items each. The first
sqale, Tabelled AFFECT, consisted of ten items measuring the
respcndents“affect towards the present selection process]5
The second scale, called EXCLUDE, contained four items measuring
the extent to which the respondent agreed with the present
pelicy of excluding some appiicants from the program.]7 Each
respondent was assigned a scale score equal to his average
value on the items in the scale. Since jtems are scored 1, 2,
3, or 4, scale scores range from 1 to 4, with a higher value on
the first scale corresponding to a positive attitude toward the
selection process, and a higher score on the second scale
indicating'greater acceptance of the exclusionary policy.

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

three dummy variables corresponding to each facility save

1sAccording to scaling theory,items must be measuring the same
underiying dimension if they are to be combined into a scale.
One indication that a set of items measures a common dimension
is that they correlate with one anothar. In choosing items to
combine into a scale, one must consider the substantive meaning
af the items as well as their intercorreiations.

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

]TThe items are numbers 4, 13, 29 and 47.
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Bedford Hills; and a variable measuring the number of correct
responses to the five factual items on the questionnaire.78 |

The last variable, MFACT, was formed by counting the number
of correct responses to items 3A, 9, 14, 20, and 38, the five
factual jtems on the questionnaire. A correct answer was con-
sidered to be "disagreé strongly" or “disagree moderately”, |
since all items were worded such that agreement would correspond
to an incorrect ansver. The distribution of scores on NFACT

is ~as follows: ‘
Cumulative

Mumber of Correct Answers Percent Percent
None | | 1.6% 1.6%
Cnea 9.5 11.1
Two | 21.4 32.5
Three ' 20.6 53.2

~ Four 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% answered

three or fewer questicns correctly.

18 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 represented in
a regression eguation by n-1 dummy variables. Thus the five
categories of range-dispositions are represented by only 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 comparad. An applicant falling in
the low range is unigquely 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 Hills has been
omitted and serves as the referance point for the facility

dummy variables.



- 22 -

Table 7 shows the results of regressing AFFECT and EXCLUDE
on the eight independent variables. AFFECT is explained much
more strongly by the variables in the regression than EXCLUDE
k47.2% and 9.9% of the corrected variance respectively). Sub-
stantively, this means that knowledge of an applicant's range-
disposition category, facility., and so forth, gives us a much
more accurate prediction of his overall affect for the selection
process than it does his feelings about excluding people from
the program. Thus being rejected by the program, for instance,
is much more Tikely to leave one with a negative feeling for
the selection process than to cause a change in attitudes toward
aé¢nitting people into the prbgram. |

Another implication of the findings is that facility does
have an effect on attitudes independent of rgnge~dispos%tion,
especially pronounced on AFFECT. Thus adding facility dummy
variabies adds 13.5% to the variance explained of AFFECT over
that explained solely by range-disposition. The regression
coefficients for facilities in the AFFECT equation indicate that
Eilmira inmates do not differ noticeabfy in their attitudes foward
the selection process from Bedford Hills inmates, and that .
Wallkill and Auburn inmates are about one-half a poin{ less
favorable than Elmira or Bedford'Hills inmates.19 Looking at
the AFFECT equation, Elmira inmates on the average are .03 scale

points less favorable in their attitudes than Bedford Hills in-

195ince no dummy variable is present for Bedford Hills, it is
the reference point against which other facilities are compared.
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TABLE 7
REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF AFFECT AMD EXCLUDE

Dependant Variable = AFFECT.

Unstandardized

- Regression Standard RZ
Independent Variable Coefficient Error Increment
Middle - Denied .38 .23
Middle - Pending ‘ 42 .15
Middle - Approved .68 .15 .325
High - Approved .56 .16
Wallkiii -.49 .14
Elmira -.03 14 .135
Auburn ’ ~-.49 : .15
NFACT .13 .04 .057

TOTAL CORRECTED RZ = 472

Dependent Variable = EXCLUDE

Unstandardized

Regression Standard RZ

Inceoandent Variables _ Coefficient Error Increment
Middie-Denied .54 .33
Middle-Pending .44 .22

.150
Middle-Approved .54 .22
High-Approved ‘ .86 24
Wallkill L1 .21
Elmira .24 .20 .015
Auburn L1 .22
NFACT .06 .06 .012

TOTAL CORRECTED R% = .099

In each equation, residual degrees of freedom = 108
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mates when control?éng for the other variables in the egquation,
while applicants from Auburn and Wallkill are both .49 points
less favorable. Since the four possible responses to each item’
.gre scored 1-2-3-4, a .03 point differehce is insignificant.

A difference of one-half points, however, is substantively
meaningful.

Looking at EXCLUDE, facility differences are not large enough
to be statistically significant (adding the three facility
dummy variables to the equation increases R2 by only 1.5 per-
centage points, as compared to 13.5 percentage points for AFFECT).
Thus facility appears to have an fndependent effe;t on AFFECT,
but not on EXCLUDE. |

The category of range-disposition without a dummy variable
and hence serving as the reference point is the low-automaticaily
denijed range. The positive coefficients for the other four
categories indicate that respondents falling in these latter
four categories are on the average always more favorably oriented
to the\new procedures than those in the Tow categories, a finding
that is immediately substantively p?aﬁsib]e. The finding that
applicants who have been denied by the TRC are more positive in
their aftitudes than those falling in the 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 large enough to be statistically significant
with this sijze sample, theough the rasults are suggestive in
substantively plausible ways. Respondents whose applications

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



in the high range - appear more approving of the system than
those who have been denied.

Finally, we also note that as one's factual knowledge about
the new selection process jncreases, so does support for the sys-
tém. Moving from zero to 5 correct answers appears to increase
one's support, as measured by AFFECT, by about two-thirds of
a scale point, a not insignificant amount. The possibie inter-

pretations of this finding are discussed in the text.
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APPENDIX II
INMATE QUESTIOHNMAIRE October 1976

TEMPORARY RELEASE PROGRAM

Temporary Release Program Applied For: Furlough Work Release

Edqcationa] Leave

Your Point Score: Range: Low Middle High
4 .

Application was Approved Disapproved

Answer each of the following questions according to whether you agree
strongly, agree moderately, disagree moderately, or disagree strongly.
Put a check in the blank corresponding to your opinion. If you don't
have an opinion about any statement or don’t understand the statement,’
teave it blank and go on to the next one. For example, suppose you
disagree strongly with the statement, "Temporary Release is not a

good program."” Then you should mark the blank on the right as

shown. For the most part, there are no right or wrong answers to
these questions. MNone of your answers will be revealed to any on2

in the Department, either in Albany or in this Taciliiy. Your answers

are comnlately contiidential.,

AGREEL AGREE DISAGREE DISAGRE!
STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGL
Temporary Release is not a good
program. (Example) ' L///
The hest way to get a furlough
js to be good friends with a .
staff member. 10% 11¢ 22% 58%
The only reason you can get a
furlough is to maintain family
ties. : 12 18 20 50
People with serious'psychiatric
problems should not be allowed ~ S
in Temporary Release. 26 22 37 20
“EVeryone should be allowed 1in
Temporary Release, regardless
of what he or she has been con-
victed. 33 26 25 16
A point system is a Tair way
of selecting people for Tem-
porary Release. 27 25 13 36

Figures are percent of respondents giving each answer to every question. D
to rounding error, numbers may not sum tc 100% across every row.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.
17.

18.

The old selection process took
too long.

Inmates should 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 they know
inmates best. =~

Educational leave is only for
finishing high school.

Teamporary Release selection
is unfair.

A1l Temporary Release deci-
sions should be made in Albany.

People should be selected into
Temporary Release on the basis
of a lottery.

Everybody should be allowed in
Work Release, even if only for
a few months.

Anybady 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
old ones.

The Temporary Release program.
should be abolished since most

people don't get much out of it.

Only inmates with good work
records should be allowed in
Work Release.

Only inmates convicted of
¢rimes of violence should be
allowed in Tempecrary Release.

AGREE

AGREE

Inmate Questionnaire

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGLY

69%

62

34
14
25

14

46

51
22
12

el

20%

28

16

11

16

17

14

22

10

17

28

20

26

12

24

24

5%

40
58
31

57
80

18

31

31

68

71



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

The Temporary Release Com-
mittee generally does & good
job in making its decisions.

Under the new selection pro-
cess, the longer an applicant's
criminal record, the more
points he gets.

The number of spaces for
Work Release should be greatly
increased.

There should be more rules
about how the Temporary Re-
Tease Committee chooses parti-
cipants for Temporary Release.

Members of the Temporary Re-
lazse Committee generally
give furloughs only to in-

- mates they Tike.

Corrections officers shouldn't
be on the Temporary Release
Committee since all they care
about is discipline.

Mot participating in programs
or work assignments should
make it harder to get into
Temporary Release.

Xnowing right away if you're
allowed to go out on Tem-
porary Release is almost as im-
portant as going out.

There should be inmate repre-
sentatives on the Temporary
Release Committee.

Only the best people are selected

for Temporary Release.

Some people have such bad records
that they should never be allowed

in Temporary Release.

The new selection procedures are

not as good as the old method.

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
STROMGLY MODERATELY MOCERATELY STRONGLY
18% 31% 20% 319
A A L RA
A7 6 -3 3
A0 21 23 16
15 13 22 50
29 12 25 34
44 32 1 14
70 21 5 4
48 17 13 23
19 21 30 30

15 32 40
12 15 34 40




31.

33.

34.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

An inmate's disciplinary
record is not a good way of
judging his suitability for
Temporary Release. '

The Temporary Release selec-
tion process should be com-
pletaly overhauled.

The Temporary Release Com-
mittee should not have so
much discretion in deciding
on Temporary Release Ap-
plicants.

Mo applicant should be denied
an opportunity to appear be-
fore the Temporary Release
Committee.

~nh easy way to get a fTurlough
is to bribe a member of the
Temporary Release Committee
(or staff).

Inmates convicted of crimes
of vioclence, such as robbery
or assault, should not be
allowed to participate in
Temporary Relesase.

It's not fair to evaluate an
applicant on the basis of
what he did before he got

to prison since he may

have changed while doing
time.

Furloughs are given for any
purpose.

Given the difficuity of
making selection, the Tem-
porary Reléase process is
about as fair as possible.

The Temporary Release Com-
mittee should be allowed to
Took at anything it wants
in an applicant's folder

in making jts decision.

AGREE
STROMGLY

Inmate Questionnaire

AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
MODERATELY MODERATELY STROMGLY

30% 26% | 26% .18%
24 _EE__ _EER_ 24
O B
L
A
7 2 21 69
70 23 I
19 14 _El_ﬂ ’ %E_*
24 24 _Eg__ %imm
28 31 21 20



- 5 - Inmate Questionnaire

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
STROMGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STROMGLY

47. Inmates with Tow point
scores should not be allowed

- to participate in Temporary
Release, 67 16% 25% 529

42. It is unfair to check an ap-
plicant's record for a history

of mental T1iness. 9 12 35 45
43. The new selection process is
better than the old one. 37 27 11 25
(N-83)*

*Since this question was not asked at Auburn and of some respondents
at Bedford Hills, the number of respondents is smaller for this item.

A1l other items were administered to 126 inmates.



