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FOREWORD 

Jails have traditionally been the neglected stepchildren 

of the corrections arena. They have neither received the level 

of resources available to state and federal institutions nor have 

they been subjected to as much public scrutiny. yet many offen­

ders housed in jails are at a critical junctur~ in their criminal 

careers. They are between the ju.venile institutions and the "big 

time." If their criminal tendencies are not deflected into more 

constructive avenues at this point, many will most certainly grad­

uate to our state penitentiary systems. To write off these per­

sons at this point is to simply invite more havoc for both them 

and society. 

For these reasons, this report, based on experience in 

developing an education program in a jail--the Berkshire House of 

ccrreotions,--is timely and should prove thought provoking. Col­

laborative efforts between the jail staff and an outside agent, 

the University of Massachusetts Sohool of Education were under­

taken through the Model Education Program. Its purpose was to 

make the jail a more humane and productive environment and to 

construct positive linkages for the jail and its residents with 

the surrounding community. Having observed the quality of life 

within the jail, I can attest to the fact that something did hap­

pen to alter rather dramatically the kinds of relationships which 

we have come to expect of jail life. This report is meant to 

document those changes in a readable format; explain why they oc-

ix 
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curred; and explore policy implications that may be of interest 

to others in the corrections field. 

The research effort has had several unique characteris­

tics. First., it has functioned in an action research mode en­

couraging the part~cipation of various interested parties in in­

strumen.t deveJ~opment, analysis I and formulation of new policies 

based on the res.=arch findings. Staff, outside service providers, 

and inmates halTe been involved throughout the research project. 

Seconaj the f0rmer project director of the Model Education Pro­

gram, Dr. Norma Gl ucks te\rn, has served as the director of the r,:a­

search effort. At first blush, the reade:r.: may be inclined to 

shout, "bias!" However, because of the conscientiousness of the 

research staff and because of the participation of outside groups, 

'Rho frequently had conflicting interests I this x'eport j,s a fairly 

self critical appraisal of an intensive effort t,o reform a jail. 

The report is probably no more biased than one that would be pre­

pared by an "outside evaluator," and it is probably moria informa­

ti ve. Third, a key data collection component dep'ended on th~! ef­

forts of a live-in participant obse\rver, Finn Aag'8 Es!:cu.sen. His 

efforts have added much to the credibility of the findings by pro­

viding us with a "real life" snapshot of what happens on the "in­

side. " 

This report should pl.·ovide helpful, prac'cical sugges­

tions for persons considering reforms in othler jails. Also, the 

program described here should illustrate clearly how action 

x 
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oriented people can become responsibly involved in the evaluation 

of action programs. 

Robert B. Coates 
Center for Criminal Justice 
Harvard University 
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According to the 1970 National Jail Census, there were --------,,'------
3,921 jails in this country housing some 141,588 inmates on any 

given day. Estimates on the number of inmates in the period of 

1 a year run from one to four million persons. According to a 

survey conducted by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 

u.s. Department of Justice, a jail can be defined as a "locally 

administered institution that has the authority to retain adults 

24 hours or longer. The intake point for the entire criminal 

system, the local jail is used both as a detention center for 

persons facing criminal charges, and along with prisons, as a 

correction facility for those serving sentences. Inmates sen-

tenced to serve time in these local jurisdiction jails tend to 

rep:t:esent the younger offenders in the national crime statistics. 

They are often young men and they are likely, failing successful 

intervention, to commit progressively more serious crimes and 

end up populating state and federal prisons. 

Despite the critical life junctures at which jails of-

ten see inmates, very little has been done to improve the county 

jail system or to intervene in the inmates' lives. Though some 

jails do offer minimal services to inmates, most do nothing but 

provide barely decent facilities in which inma'r;;es do "dead time." 

To date, there has been no comprehensive national approach to the 

lMattick, Hans W., "Contemporary Jails in the united states: 
An Unknown and Neglected Area of Juctice," in Glaser, Daniel, 
Handbook on Corrections, New York: Rand McNally, 1975, 
p. 780. 
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situation in county jails. For instance, there has been no com­

prehensive effort to introduce programs to stimulate the success­

ful reintegration of young offenders back into society and prevent 

recividism at the early stage of a criminal career before crime 

has become a self-perpetuating style of life. 

The need for the effort is obvious--crime statistics 

have been on the rise, particularly among the young. Jail in­

mates across the abord have deplorably low educational levels 

and poor employment records. These factors, even when the nega­

tive effects of institutionalization themselves are discounted, 

mitigate against successful r.eintegration into the co~nunity. 

When the effects of institutionalization are added, the problem 

becomes even more serious. In jail, these young men waste away 

with li'l:tle to occupy them beside watching television or playing 

Ping-Pong. They become conditioned by the institutional environ­

ment to become passive, irresponsible and dependent. They are 

treated like children, given no responsibility over their daily 

lives, no opportunities for self-development and no guidance in 

that direction. The jail experience, far from acting as a deter­

rent to crime, esascerbates the very problems that may have put 

the person in j ail in the firs"1: place. 

This description of county jails has been put forth by 

many experts in the field of corrections. In a range of eloquently 

stated reports, noted criminologists such as Goldfarb, Mattick, 

Glaser and Flynn share a similar point of view. Jails, they agree, 
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are the "bastard stepchildren ll of the whole criminal justice sys-

tern; at the same time, and ironically, they are also one place 

in the system where intervention in inmates' lives has the most 

potential for success. 

Local jails simply do not get the same national atten-

tion that: state and federal facilities do. Because their popula-

tions pose less of a public threat, because jails are administered 

locally and are not usually subject to state or federal monitoring, 

because they tend to be understaffed and underfinanced, because 

of the t.endency of the local citizens to prefer an "out of sight, 

out o.f mind" criminal policy, j~ils rarely get the scrutiny that 

other institutions, correctional or otherwise, should face in a 

free society. Jails are often forgotten by the average citizen 

as well as state legislatures and regarded by correctional ex-

perts as the most degrading f backw'ard and repressive places in 

the entire penal system. In addition, reform-minded people have 

often passed over county jails because they assume that inmates 

are sentenced there for periods too short to make programming 

beneficial. 

Edith Flynn describes jails as places where the "chief 

characteristics are crippling idleness, anonymous brutality, 

human degradation and repression.,,2 Daniel Glaser points out 

2Flynn, Edith Elisabeth, "Jails in Criminal Justice," in 
Lloyd, E. Ohlin r Prisoners in America ( Engle\olood Cliffs I Ne~-v 
Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1973, p. 59. 
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that, "The major costs to society from jail conditions probably 

stem not from clear violation of moral norms that the inmates 

suffer there, but rather from the prolonged idelness of the in-

mates in highly diverse groups cut off from much communication 

with the outsider~.,,3 Jones explains: 

The majority of county and city ja~ls are more 
or less independent units, each having a cer­
tain autonomy. The grounds, buildings and e­
equipment are owned by the respective counties 
and cities. In a majority of cases the build­
ings are old, badly designed, poorly equipped, 
,and in most instances in need of urgent repairs. 
They are not properly heated, ventilated or 
lighted. They do not have the necessary facil­
ities for the preparation and service of food; 
proper and adequate provision for bathing and 
laundering are missing; sanitary arrangements 
are, for the most part, primitive and in a bad 
state of repair; only in rare instances are 
there proper hospital facilities or means for 
caring for the sick and infirmed; religious ser­
vices are infrequent; educational activities are 
almost completely unknown •... Recreation is 
mostly restricted to card playing, and in ~eneral, 
complete idleness is the order of the day. 

The National Advisory Commission on Standards and Goals has taken 

note of these deficiencies and made extensive recommendations, 

calling for increased d«3velopment of vocational, educational, 

counseling and job placlement programs. The April 1976 Report to 

the Congress by the Accounting Office on the Conditions in Local 

County Jails echoes this. It points out that despite large ex-

3GlaSer, Daniel, "Some Notes on Urban Jails," Crime in the 
City, New York: Harper and Row, 1971, p. 238. 

4Jones, American Jails, Centennial Congress of Corrections, 
1970, p. 5-6. 
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penditures of funds on programs for corrections, county jails 

still represent an untapped area for reform. The Commission 

calls for the establishment of a national priority program for 

the' upgrading of county jails. 

The county jail population offers enormous potential 

for successful intervention. The fact is that the county jail 

system may be the one part of the overall correctional system 

where something effective can be done. 

The ultimate goal of any correctional reform, beyond 

fundamental concerns for safe, humane, and decent institutional 

standards, is obviously the effor.t to reduce recividism by mak­

ing the correctional experience an effective means of keeping 

the offender from returning to crime. Recent literature in cor­

rectional reform suggests that this is best accomplished by a 

two-pronged approach--keduce the negative affects of incarcera­

tion while introducing programs that prepare reintegration. These 

ideas have given birth to the concept of "community-based correc­

tions," which sets as its task the establishment of links bet­

ween the correctional facility and the surrounding community. 

County jails are ideally suited to be a site for this 

reintegrati ve, cOIUimuni ty-based correctional approach. The small 

size of most jails, their location within the community, their 

minimum security inmate population, and the young age of their 

inmates makes them go,od candidates for preparing their population 
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for entry-level jobs in the workforce. All of these. factors con­

tribute to making county jails a correctional site with significant 

potential. 

A further potential of the county jail lies in the pos­

sibility, due to small. size, of transforming it into a new environ­

ment, supportive of the growth of its members. Many jails huve 

attempted to institute reintegrative programs and failed because 

the programs were instituted in an environment whose nature miti­

gated against success. Jails are often negative, hostile, and 

tense places which create suspicion, caution and lack of coopera­

tion among people who work or are incarc~rated in them. Discipline 

and administration are often authoritarian and arbitrary. New 

programs for the offender often get misused as systems of rewards 

where punitive measures of control are the rule. For reintegra­

tion programs to be successful, they must offer participants an 

arena for decision making and self-reliance. Only in this way 

can they permit a level of personal investment in a program that 

will be sufficient to make its successful completion possible. 

Therefore, the environment in which the new programs are offered 

is as crucial as the program itself. County jails, especially 

because of their S,_ \all size, offer an ideal opportunity for the 

creation of such a new and supportive environment. 

The Model Education Program, educationally oriented, 

community-based reintegration program, was developed as an experi­

ment to work with the county jail population. It emerged as a 
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joint effort between the University of Massachusetts and the 

Sheriff of the Berkshire County Jail and House of Corrections. 

From 1973 to 1976, these two institutions worked in close collabo­

ration to create a demonstration program to show what could be 

done to transform a county jail. 

The Model Education Program was based on the premise 

that programs to reintegrate offenders back into society would 

not succeed unless the context in which they were offered was 

supportive of specific goals for reintegration. Thus, the trans­

formation of the jail environment itself was seen as a key factor 

of the program. By transforming the jail from its traditionally 

negative and hostile environment to one of support and advocacy 

for inmates, it was hoped that the manner in which inmates par­

ticipated in reintegration programs would improve on the chances 

for success of the programs themselves. The Model Education Pro­

gram was conceived of as a comprehensive effort in which pr:Jgrams 

offering new opportunities to offenders would be developed in the 

context of a support and service system that would enable them to 

work, perhaps for the first time. 

Education was seen as the overall vehicle of this effort, 

but it was not restricted simply to providing classes and courses 

to inmates. Instead, an educational thrust would inform every 

aspect of the new programs--its systems or program development, 

its approach to assessing jail and inmate needs, and its efforts 

at providing inmates with the necessary personal and skill resources 
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that would enable them to function more successfully in the com­

muni ty. Overall 'I:::he Model Education Program held to bhe basic 

educational premise that, with guidance, individuals can learn 

to make better use of their own and society's resources. 

There were three key components of this Model Education 

Program: 1) the creation of an ~rironment of support and advo­

cacy for inmates; 2) the "opening" of the j ail to outside sources 

of support, community agencies, community scrutiny, and community 

participation, and the enabling of incarcerated inmates to go out 

into the community to pursue the opportunities that COUld. help 

them; and 3) the participation in the change process of an outside 

change agency, in this case a university, that. could provide re­

sources, impetus I and a persist/ant commitment to the change pro­

cess. No "closed" institution like a county jail could be expected 

to change without outside intervention when that change would de­

mand a reorganization of such t.hings as existing jobs and entrenched 

bases of power. 

Following the thr(ae-year creation of the Model Education 

P:r:ogram, the need for some form of evaluation of its processes, 

successes and failures was seen as a valuable endeavor. Sufficient 

national attention had been focrused on thi~; eXperiment to suggest 

that its lessons might be applicable to similar institutions else­

where. Though no evaluative mechanism had been built into the 

creation of the program, j.t see:med that sufficient data could be 

gathered at this, point t:o offer informed insight into what had been 
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carried out. It was decided that a case study approach would best 

sui'l:. the desired aims, and thus data were collected from a number 

of sources--in-depth interviewing, participant observation and 

collected program materials. This case study method of evaluation 

was chosen in order to present an overall description of both 

the change process ~nd its affects on the institution. By the 

same token, the goal of this evaluation was to write a report that 

emphasized an overall description of the program and its methods 

as well as a qualitative description of its results. The .report 

was not constructed to give a strict statistical analysis, but 

rather to provide useful information for potential practitioners 

as well as to give interested observers an overall evaluation 

of the Model Education Program. 

Since the Model Education Program was designed to use 

a cooperative and self-help approach to chang~a, an "action­

research" design was chosen for the evaluation study. This meant 

that the people who had participated in ,the program from its in­

ception were asked for input into different stages of the evalua­

tion--in its formulati.on, management, and during the review and 

interpretation of data. Such an evaluation would not merely in­

form interested outsider parties, but would also help the program 

reassess its directions. 

It should be noted that the study focused primarily on 

testing the hypotehsis that a jail could be made into an environ­

ment of support and advocacy for inmates. The second hypothesis 
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put forth by the Model Education Program was that this new en­

vironment would promote the success of reintegration programs 

for the offenders. However, to test adequately this second hypo­

thesis would be a much larger undertaking than was possible within 

the scope of this evaluation. It would require a study of reci­

vidism patterns which would require a long-term study and the use 

of a control group. The present study did attempt to make some 

preliminary evaluations in that direction by looking at the ex­

tent of participation in the new reintegration programs and the 

perceptions of people who participated in them. The attitudes 

and experiences of these participants give a good preliminary in­

dication about the relationship betw'een making a j ail into a sup­

portive environment and the success of i~s reintegrative programs. 

This report concentrates on four evaluation topics: 

the changed jail environment, "opening" the jail for reintegration 

programs, the use of an outside agency as an instrument of change, 

and the potential for replication of the Model Education Program. 

Chapter I gives an introductory overview of the pro­

cesses, programs and goals of the Model Education Program. It 

tells how the program first came into being and describes the 

stages of development. It discusses some of the particularly 

unusual features of the program. This chapter also establishes 

some of the premises on which the Model Education was based and 

gi ves a general insight into its particular :J-t:.yle of bringing about 

institutional change. Because the Model Education Program was a 
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complex, compre!hensive, and many-faceted progr<aril, a carefnl, read­

ing of this first chapter is suggested for eas~e in interpre!ting 

the data and conclusions drawn in the subsequent chapte:cs. 

Chapter II describes the evaluation methodology" paying 

particular attention to a case study approach to data collection. 

Chapter III addresses the question, "Can a jail be 

changed from a hostile and indifferent environment to one of sup­

port and advocacy?" Here I attention is given to exan.ining the 

environment of the j cLil as it now exists in comparison to how it 

was before the MoC:el Education Program. Particular issues related 

to this changed environment are considered, among them security, 

decision making, communication, and a new style of management. 

Chapter IV addresses the question, "Can a jail be 

'opened' in order to enable the reintegration of its inmates 

back into society?" Here the extent to which outside agencies 

and individuals were allowed to involve themselves in the jail 

will be discussed. Additionally, the extent to which offenders 

were able to go out into the community to take advantage of edu­

cation and vocational opportunities will be oonsidered. 

Chapter V asks the question, "Can an external change 

agency, such as a university, be used in bringing about change 

to a county jail?" Here the particular advantages and problems 

of this teaming of tw'o institutions in a change effort will be 
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considered. What are the benefits of this change strategy, and 

wha.t are its inherent liabilities? 

Chapter VI considers whether the Model Education Pro­

gram is a likely cnadidate for replication in other similar insti­

tutions. Was there anything so unusual or extraordinary about 

the Berkshire Jailor the factors which brought the Model Educa­

tion Program into being that would prevent its successful repli­

cation elsewhere? 

Finally, Chapter VII summarizes the key and important 

findings of the report, focusing on the particular strengths and 

weaknesses of the Model Education Program. If the Model Education 

Program met its mandate of creating a model for bringing change 

to county jails, what, if anything, does this contribute to an 

understanding of the overall problems of county jails? 

In addition, Chapter VII includes specific recommenda­

tions to the National Institute of Corrections, who sponsored 

this evaluation study and report. These recommendations are a 

distillation of the implications of the overall report with spe­

cific thought given to further directions for action. 

We hope you will find this report both informative and 

helpful. We have not attempted here to come up with the defini­

tive approach to solving the problems of county jails. We wish 

only to share the details of an experiment that proved a valuable 
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endeavor to the many who participated in it. 

An Executive Summary precedes the chapters and has been 

·prepared to provide a synopsis of the maior points elaborated in 

the full report. Those readers desiring a complete discussion 

of the topics, however, are advised to turn directly to Chapter 

I. 
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This summary is intended to highlight the topics 

covered in detail in the te~t. In order to avoid repetition, 

it is suggested that those who desire full information on the 

Model Education Program turn directly to the text. 

Introduction: The Position of the County Jail 

Local jurisdiction correctional facilities known as 

jails or county houses of correction are "the intake point for 

the entire criminal system," according to the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration. As such, they generally house the 

younger and fi,rst time offenders, who are likely, without suc­

cessful intervention, to become recividists and end up populat-

ing our state and federal correctional institutions. Estimates 

of the total number of inmates incarcerated under these circum-

stances range as high as four million a year. Up to this point, 

however, this group has received little attention in national 

correctional reform efforts. 

Recent correctional literature has pointed to the 

value of "community-based corrections" as a strategy for rein-

tegrating offenders back into productive roles in society. By 

tying a correctional facility to the surrounding community and 

its resources, it is hoped that offenders can take advantage of 

educational and vocational opportunities that will give them an 

alternative to crime. The 1970 National Jail census l revealed 

lLocal Jails: A Report Presenting Data for Individual County 
and City Jails from the 1970 National Jails Census. u.s. Department 
of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, National Crim­
inal Justice Information and Statistics Service. 
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that there are some 3,9 21 ~~ounty jails acrOSSl the cou.ntry, hous­

ing, on an average day, abou"t 141,600 offenders. 

County jails are particularly suited to ,:1 community­

based reintegration correctional strategy. They offer the oppor­

tunity to work with a younger group of offenders before they have 

developed long criminal histories. This younger population is 

also of an age appropriate to entry-level jobs in the workforce. 

And, the administrative relationship of jails to local towns and 

counties makes them well situated to become linked to the local 

community. 

Despite this potention inherent in county correct­

ional facilities, they remain, as most correctional experts con­

cur, the bastard step-children of the entire criminal justice 

system. 

Facilities are sub-standard; reintegration programs 

are minimal; and the inmates do "dead time," passing days with 

little but Ping-Pong and television. A high proportion of these 

inmates have substandard educational backgroullds and poor employ­

ment records. In these jails, they are treated li~e children, 

conditioned to be dependent and passive, and given no opportu­

nities for self-development. This can be described as the nega­

tive effects of institutionalization. The net result is that the 

jail experience, far from acting as a deterrent to crime, may in 

fact promote crime by reinforcing negative attitudes. 
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The Model Education Program 

The Model Education Program is an effort to address 

this situation~ It is a comprehensive, educationally orien·t:.ed, 

community-based, reintegration program operating in the Berkshire 

county Jail and House of Corrections in Pittsfield, Massachusetts. 

It emerged as a joint effort between the University of Massachu-

setts and the sheriff of Berkshire County. From 1973 to 1976, 

the j ail and the uni versi ty worked in close collaboration ·to de-

. velop a demonstration projec·t. of what could be done to transform 

a county correctional institution. Following the three-year dem-

onstration project, the National Institute of Corrections funded 

a study to evaluate the program" This evaluation was carried 

out from October 1976 to November 1977 and this report represents 

a summary of its findings. The Model Education Program now con-

tinues under the direct administration of the Berkshire Jail and 

is part of the jail's regular and on-going operations. 

The Model Education Program was based on the premise 

that jails have an obligation to try to assist the reintegration 

of inmates back into their communities under circumstances that 

reduce the likelihood of a return to crime. The program was de­

veloped with the understanding that efforts to reintegrate offen-

ders back into society would not succe~~ :i,n~n environment that 

undermined the reintegration goals. This meant that the jail had 

to become an environment of support and advocacy for inmates. 

Thus, the Model Education Program attempted to initiate a corn-
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prehensi ve systems chanc]e, tranforming the j ail from a negative, 

hostile and authoritarian environment to one that would allow 

collaboration, trust a,nd cooperation among those who lived and 

worked there. 

participatory program development and participatory 

management were chosen as two mechanisms to create this new jail 

environment. They were also seen as ways to counter the nega­

tive effects of institutionalization since they would allow in­

mates to have an impact on the circumstances that affected their 

daily lives. Education was adopted as the overall vehicle of 

this effort and as a, means of giving inmates the skills and Cl.~e­

dentials they would need to enter the workforce as well as the 

"life <;;xillsll they would need in order. to succeed in civilian 

life. An e~ducationcll framework also provided the underlying 

philosophy of the PJ~ogram, which said that with effective sup-

port and guidance, people can learn to make better use of both 

their own and their society's resources. 

There wI=re': four major objectives in the Model Educa­

tion Program: (1) the creation of an environment of support and 

advocacy for inmates; (2) the "opening" of the jail to the out­

side community--to community agencies, community scrutiny and 

participation--while also allowing inmates to go out into the 

community to pursue the opportunities that could help them; (3) 

the participation of the University of Massachusetts as an out­

side change agent to facilitate institutional change at the Berk-
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shire Jail; and (4) the establishment of a model for correctional 

reform that might be applicable to other county jails. 

Evaluation Methodology 

The evaluation study of the Model Education Program 

was designed to assess the program's success at meeting each of 

the four objectives. An "action-reaearch" design was chosen for 

the study so that people who had participated in the program since 

its inception would have input into the evaluation all along the 

way--at its formulation, in its management, as respondents to 

interviews 1 and at. the review and interpretation of data. Addi­

tionally, a case study approach to the evaluation was followed 

so that a variety of sources of data could be brought together 

in order to give a comprehensive view of the institution, the 

program and tis participants. 

Data for the evaluation was gathered from three major 

sources: (1) questionnaires administered to inmates and correc­

tional staff, and interviews conducted with Model Education Pro­

gram staff, community agency personal, U-Mass students and faculty 

and a wide variety of people variously connected with the program; 

(2) participant-observation by a graduate student associate who 

spent 52 days living inside the cell block; and (3) a review of 

program materials as well as comparative data from other similar 

county correctional institutions. Though each data source could 

stand by itself, the validity of any p.:r.ece of information was in-
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creased when other sources served to substantiate it. In all, 

those who were either interviewed or answered questionnaires 

included 80 incarcerated inmates, 27 Berkshire correctional of­

ficers, 48 people variously connected to the program as staff, 

community agency representatives, former inmates, University of 

Massachusetts participants, and seven university graduates who 

had participated in a student-inmate program in which students 

earned college credit for living in the Berkshire Jail. In addi­

tion, data was used from interviews conducted a year before with 

14 correctional officers employed in the jail before the incep­

tion of the Model Education Program. This data provided a very 

general basis of comparison. 

Program Overview 

Before proceeding into a review and interpretation 

of the evaluation data, it will be helpful to present an over­

all description of the Model Education Program. This overview 

will be offered without supporting data and is meant only to 

serve as a general introduction to -the scope and nature of the 

project. 

The Berkshire County Jail and House of Corrections 

is a 107-year-old facility located in Pittsfield, Massachusetts, 

a city of 56(000 people in a largely rural section of the western 

part of the state. The j ail houses an average of 80 inmatel:;, 

95 percent of whom are male, five percent female, and 90 percent 

xxxii 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

white. The median age of inmates is 22.3 years. Most inmates 

are sentenced for periods up to two-and-a-half years for crimes 

ranging from breaking and entering to manslaughter. At least 

68 percent of the inmate population in January 1977 had not com­

pleted high school. The correctional staff are all white and 

range in age from 24 to 65. In January 1977, all but three had 

completed high school. In the fiscal year during 1975 and 1976, 

the Berkshire Jail operated on a budget of $520,705.43. The 

total cost of keeping an inmate incarcerated for one year was 

$6,665.13, or $18.21 a day. Correctional officer salaries range 

from $11,078 to $13,605 per year. 

In the Berkshire Jail, inmates reside in a four-tiered 

cell block that is kept locked throughout the night and day. 

Each inmate has his own cell, equipped with a cot, wash basin, 

and toilet. Inmates are required to be at breakfast at 7:30 a.m., 

are free to roam through the cell block during the day, and are 

locked back into their cells at 9:00 p.m. each night. The jail 

has an upstairs story with classrooms, meeting rooms, and of­

fices. This is where the Model Education Program has made its 

home. In Berkshire Jail parlance, this area is called "the 

upstairsfl--a term used loosely to refer to the overall Model 

Education Program. By the same token, the "downstairs;" is where 

the daily operations of the jail are based. 

Before the inception of the .Model Education Program, the 

Berkshire Jail typified most county correctional institutions. 
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Aside from minimal educational and work release programs, there 

was virtually nothing for inmates to do but hang around the 

block all day or do menial institutional work. Discipline was 

strict and administration was authoritarian. As an observer of 

the Berkshire Jail, Professor Fred Cohen of the Criminal Justice 

Program of the state University of New York at Albany recalled, 

" .••• The resentment, alienation, and passivity engendered in 

inmates seemed to heighten the chances of a return to a criminal 

life style.,,2 

The development of the Ivlodel Education Program took place 

over a three-year period and can be divided into three distinct 

phases: (1) entry into the jail--the creation of a supportive 

environment; (2) program development and implementation--using 

participatory program development as a change strategy; and (3) 

transfer and transition--the institutionalization of the Model 

Education Program as regular and on-going operation of the Berk­

shire Jail. 

The Program began officially with a planning grant given 

by the Fund for Improvement of Post-Secondary Education in July 

1973. At that time, both the jail and the University of Massa­

chusetts assigned full-time staff to the project, creating what 

came to be known as an "external-internal change team." Before 

2cohen, Fred, "Comment, Jail Reform: An Experiment That 
Worked? II , Criminal Law Bulletin, Vol. 12, #6, p. 760. 
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the official start of the program, weekly meetings were held at 

the jail in which university staff met with inmates, correctional 

officers and jail administrators. Over time, this meeting was 

institutionalized as a regular weekly event and became one of 

the major participatory mechanisms of the Model Education Program. 

The first year of the program was dedicated to building 

trust in the jail and breaking down a long held antagonism bet­

ween inmates and correctional officers. Human relations train­

ing methods were used and many formal and informal meetings were 

held. A Governance Board was formed to make policy decisions 

relating to the program, and later, relating ·to the entire jail. 

The Governance Board was composed of inmates, correctional of­

ficers, and U-Mass representatives. At the same time two pilot 

projects were begun under the Model Education Program auspices: 

the Concord Reformatory Project in which a training team of five 

Berkshire inmates and correctional officers taught a human rela·· 

tions course to inmates at Concord state Reformatory; and the 

Berkshire-Belchertown Project in which four inmates and one cor­

rectional officer traveled daily to the Belchertown State School 

for the Retarded so that inmates could participate in in-service 

training and become full-time retardation counsellors on work 

release from t.he jail. This Berkshire-Belchertown Project de­

veloped into an on-going career training program for Berkshire 

inmates. At the same time, two college courses were instituted 

at the jail which gave university-level credit to participants. 

The courses were arranged through the University Without Walls 
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Program at U-Mass. The student-inmate program, in which univer­

sity undergraduates lived in the cell block under the same condi­

tions as inmates, was also instituted during this time. 

Also, at this time, a National Advisory Board, made up 

primarily of nationally known correctional E~xperts, began bi­

annual meetings at the jail to provide guidance and support to 

the program. 

All of these programs served to develop credibility 

for the change effort in the jail. They also developed a broad 

base of participation and served to identify inmate and correc­

tional officer leadership. Correctional officer5 who super­

vised the Concord and Belchertown Projects were role models for 

a new concept of correctional work in which correctional offi­

cers would act as counsellors, teachers, and program coordina­

tors. At the same time, correctional officers, inmates, and 

program staff went out together into the community to begin nego­

tiating a cooperative relationship between the jail and the 

various community and state social service agencies. For thB 

Model Education Program was based on an understanding that it 

not dUplicate services and resources already available in the 

wider community. Instead, it would serve as a mechanism for 

identifying and using already existing resources by teaching 

inmates and offioers the skills to make use of them. 

In the second stage of implementation of the Model Educa­
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tion Program, a participatory method of program development was 

instituted. This was a mechanism for identifying inmate rein­

tegration needs, designing programs to meet them, and developing 

the resources and funding to make those programs possible. The 

process of participatory program development was also meant to 

be an education in itself, providing inmates with work and manage­

ment skills that would help them on the outside. In the course 

of participatory program development they learned skills in 

needs assessment, program development,proposal writing l fund 

r~ising, negotiation, and resource management. 

Among the new programs that were developed in this 

way were such things as a self-help drug group, a basic adult 

education and high school equivalency program, a series of 

"survival" courses on subjects like consumer education and fi­

nancial management. Courses taught in the jail under a variety 

of auspices ranged from human sexuality to auto mechanics and 

computer programming. A. self-classification system TAras used 

as the basis on which inmates participated in these new programs. 

This was consistent with the Model Education Program premise 

that inmates would have greater success with career and educa·· 

tional choices they made for themselves. At the same time, the 

Model Education Program was set up to provide a support base for 

the individual inmate as he experimented with these new oppor­

tunities that had been made available to him. 

In the third year of the Model Education Program, uni-
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versity personnel gradually cut back their participation and 

transferred full responsibility for the program to local com­

munity and jail staff. At this transfer stage, an Educational 

Policy Committee was formed which provided the central focus 

for the on-goi.ng educational programs. The three-year develop­

ment period of the Model Educati~n Program terminated in July 

1976 with the conclusion of the grant from the Fund for the 

Improvement of Post-Sfacondary Education. By this time, however, 

jail staff and inmates had succeeded in securing a va.riety of 

other program grants, including $136,000 for the creation of a 

pre-release center. This grant and the overall Model Education 

Program is now administrated by a correctional officer who, fol­

lowing his work with the ~qodel Education Program, was promoted 

to the position of director of education of the Berkshire County 

Jail. 

Evaluation Findings 

The evaluation of the ~-1odel Education Program focused 

on a consideration of its four major objectives and each one 

was seen as a question to be answered: (1) Can a hostile and 

indifferent jail environment be made into one of support and ad­

vocacy for inmates? (2) Can a jail become an "open~1 institution 

facilitating the reintegration of offenders back into the com­

munity? (3) Can an external agency such as a university be in­

strumental in bringing about change to a county jail? (4) Can 

the Model Education Program at the Berkshire Jail be replicated 
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in other county correctional institutions? 

In an overall sense, the accomplishments of the Model 

Education Program can be detected in responses to the e,raluation 

question, "What specific things have changed in the jail since 

the introduction of the Model Education program?" The answers 

fall into nine major groupings, the most frequently mentioned 

being "the atmosphere has improved and there are more programs" 

(20 percent); "the jail is more open to outsiders" (14 percent) i 

lIincrease inmate involvernent l1 (11 percent) i and "an adapting and 

upgrading of starf n (11 percent). In order to look at these ob-

servations in greater detail, the four research questions will 

be addressed one by one. 

1. Can a hostile and indifferent jail environment 

be made into one of support and advocacy for 
I 

inmates? 

The Model Education Program was based on the premise 

that helping inmates make a successful return to society re­

quired offering them new opportunities as well as creating the 

kind of supportive environment that would make real utilization 

of these opportunities possible. This environmental change aimed 

both at the quality of interaction among people and at the style 

of institutional management. 

The evaluation investigated the areas of communication, 
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d\~cision making, security, discipline, and -the work and attitudes 

of correctional officers. The data revealed overall that the so­

cial climate of the jail had taken on a new quality of cooper~­

tion, openness, and reason as a result of the new programs. Dis­

putes are now channeled through mechanisms that have been set up 

both to mediate grievances and to discover solutions to problems. 

Inmates have learned that it is within their grasp to identify 

their needs, design programs, and qain support to get those spe­

cific needs met. New patterns of inmate leadership have emerged 

as well. In contrast to an old style of inmate leadership, which 

functioned primarily for intimidation, the new inmate leaders 

are those who demonstrate that they are adept at orchestrating 

change. 

AdditionallYI the data indicate that there are a sig­

nificant number of friendships within the jail now--among inmates, 

between inmatesl and some correction.al officers, and between in­

mates and program staff. A number of inmates stated in inter­

views that individual correctional officers and program staff 

have become role models for them. In the cell block itself, 

there is a significant increase in inmate solidarity; and com­

munication among inmates on issues of mutual concern takes place 

in both formal meetings and informal discussions. At the same 

time, the nature of security within the jail has changed as the 

old style of strict military-like supervision has waned. There 

is a great deal more daily activity centering around the jail. 

Inmates are in and out of the cell block and the jail itself 
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with greater frequency; at the same time, a wide variety of out­

siders are frequent visitors to the jail. In interviews many 

correctional officers reported finding this activity disconcert­

ing and said that theix:' job is more difficult now that they have 

more activities and more outsiders to monitor. However, there 

is no evidence that infringements of discipline and security 

have worsened. In fact, the variety of new programs designed 

by the inmates themselves appear to c..ave a self-disciplining 

function. Additionally, it appears that the newly systematized 

forms of participation in the jail p:'C'ogram development and in 

program management mean that there is less opportunity for frus­

trations to build up and cause inmates to take grievances into 

their own hands. There is also evidence that correctional offi­

cers have begun to use their disciplinary authority in a more con­

sistent and fair way. The old indiscriminate mass lock up as a 

form of discipline has been replaced by a system of carefully 

assessing who caused a particular disturbance and punishing only 

the appropriate offender. 

The reported discomfort of correctional officers with 

the more "open" jail, however, signals one of the most signifi­

cant findings of the evaluation: the failure of the Model Edu­

cation Program to get significant support or participation from 

correctional officers. Of the 27 officers working full time, 

only four became highly involved in the program, involved, ~hat 

is, to the extent that their daily work responsibilities were 

significantly altered from their old job duties as line officers. 
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This lack of correctional officer involvement was paralelled by 

another problem revealed in the evaluation--a realignment of sub­

groupings in the jail so that some hostility and mistrust began 

to develop between the "upstairs"--those associated with the pro­

gram--and the "downstairs"--those choosing not to be associated 

with it. Both groups included some officers and inmates since 

the downstairs' officers worked with a group inmate trustees. 

'.nle data suggest that the lack of substantial involve­

ment by correctional officers is attributable to a number of 

factors: (1) the lack of sufficient orientation and training 

of correctional officers by Model Education Program staff; (2) 

a general mistrust on the part of correctional officers of the 

U-Mass staff as being "college bound" a.nd "theoretically oriented" 

outsiders; (3) a general feeling among correctional officers 

that the U-Mass staff were coming into the jail on behalf of 

the inmates and as such were not interested in the situation of 

correctional officers or would side with inmates against them; 

and (4) a confusion or fear about the new job duties and atti­

tudes that were being expected of them as advocates on behalf 

of inmates. 

The data also showed discrepencies between the offi­

cers' and the inmates' impressions about each other's relative 

power to affect such things as disciplinary procedures and jail 

policy. Inmates feel they have less power than correctional 

officers report thinking the inmates have. Over and over again 
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the correctional officers expressed opinions that indicated 

-their view of themselves as a disenfranchised group. While 

the sheriff of the Berkshire Jail was generally seen as instru­

mental in introducing the reform program into the jail, some 

participants indicated th&t they would have valued a more direct 

involvement by him in the actual operations of the program. They 

suggested for example that he might have been able to play an 

instrumental role in easing the tension of the "upstairs­

downstairs" split. 

2. Can a jail become an "open" institution and 

establish community ties that facilitate the 

reintegration of inmates back into their com­

munities? 

The Model Education Program was based on the premise 

that "opening" the jail to permit stronger community ties would 

promote the possibility of successful reintegration of inmates 

back into society. Allowing community representatives and agen­

cies into the jail to deliver services in cooperation with the 

Model Education Program, and allowing inmates to go out into the 

community to participate in programs offered there, were seen 

as means of preparing an inmate to return to a productive role 

in the community. An additional objective of "opening" the jail 

was to break down the negative stereotypes about jail and inmates 

in the community in hopes that when the inmate tried to make his 

adjustment back into s0ciety, he would not be hindered by old pre-
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judices. By the same token, opening the jail to outsiders was 

expected to genera'ce conununi ty concern about the jail itself 

and establis:h conun'Unity interest in seeing that the Model Educa­

tion Program and similar programs were maintained. 

The evaluation revealed that the jail had been sub­

stantially "opened" as a result of the Model Education Program. 

A wide variety of reintegration programs were created. The pro­

blem was addressed with the understanding that reintegration pro­

grams would have a much greater chance of success if they were 

offered as part of a comprehensive effort and backed up with 

guidance, coordination and support. Internal program mechanisms 

such as a Wednesday Night All-Jail Meeting, a Governance Board, 

or a drug group, were seen as helping inmates with "life skills" 

and as a means of improving inmate self-confidence. Programs 

involving educational and vocational opportunities were seen as 

a way of giving inmates the skills and credentials they would 

need to make entry into the job market. The Model Education 

Program attempted, as much as possible, to see that these latter 

programs were offered to inmates through existing community agen­

cies and schools. 

Inmate, self-report data indicated a high degree of 

participation in these programs, ranging from five percent who 

were enrolled in the U-Mass University Without Walls Program 

working toward college degrees , to 43 percent who regularly at­

tended the Wednesday night All-jail "town meeting." Data also 
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showed that a majority of inmates now identify "rehabilitative-

reintegrative goals" as the primary purpose of their incarcera­

tion experience. Forty-six percent felt the Model Education 

Program had given them a skill tha.t would help them in the com­

munity, and 37 percent felt that the program would help them "a 

lot" in not returning to jail. (Discounting 17 inmates who did 

not participate in the program, the 48 percent felt the Model 

Education Program would help them "a lot" in staying out of jail 

in the future.) 

A particularly interesting component of this !jopen" 

jail policy allowed former inmates to return to jail to visit 

friends, staff, and the inmates and also to continue to parti­

cipate in the Model Education Program as long as they felt that 

it was necessary after their release. 'rhis is contrary to cor­

rectional policy in most jails where the return of released in-

mates is seen as a threat to security. Evaluation data, however, 

revealed that this particular innovation may have been a crucial 

aspect of the program by allowing an offender to make a gradual 

adjustment to IIfree society." Many inmates apparently did not 

have relationships on the outside that were as positive or sup-

portive as the ones they developed in connection with the Model 

Education Program. The need for this sort of continuing after­

care also led to the development of Project Re-Entry, which was 

formed by a group of ex-offenders to provide support to newly 

released inmates beginning full-time study on the V-Mass campus. 
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The National Advisory Board, which was created to pro­

vide guidance to the program, was also seen as a valued asset in 

opening the jail. However, it was also considered of less' value 

than what could have been accomplished by the creation of a local 

community board. A local board could have strengthened the ties 

more directly between the jail and the community, and possibly 

have conducted a much needed information dissemination program 

to educate local citizenry about correctional issues. 

In a wider sense, a failure to change local community 

attitudes toward the jail was seen as a significant weakness of 

the program, since citizen attitudes are tremendously important 

in making reintegration programs work. Overall, however, the 

Model Education Program caused the Berkshire Jail to become much 

more open to the community at large. Outside 9articipation 

ranged from visits by school groups, who were allowed to inter­

act freely with inmates, to regular service visits by the variety 

of community agency representatives who developed cooperative 

working relationships with the program. These agencies included 

state departments such as the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Com­

mission, the Department of Education and Labor, and the Parole 

Board; the U.S. Department of Labor's the Comprehensive Employ­

ment Training Act programs; and civic organization such as the 

JayCees. Representatives of these agencies reported that the 

Model Education Program enabled them to better provide services 

by offering them (1) a site to provide services, (2~ access to 

inmates, (3) an opportunity to tryout new and experimental pro-
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grams in a cooperative environment, and (4) an opportunity to 

coordinate with other community agencies in the delivery of 

services. The delivery of services was also improved because 

of the p:ce-selection of paJ:ticipants that evolved t,hrough the 

Model Education program's self-classification system. Since 

inmates made their own choices with t.he guidance and support 

of program staff, they were more likely to make effective use 

of the opportuni tiesl that were offered. The majority of these 

agencies reported benefits from working in cooperation with a 

jail-based, comprehensive program. 

3. Can an exte:rnal agencx. such as a university 

function as a chance agent in assisting reform 

in a jail? 

The Model Education Program was based on an alliance 

between two institutions, one identified as needing change and 

the other charged with the responsibility of functioning as the 

change agent. The university wanted to meet naw demands that 

it become more socially responsible to the community; the jail 

wanted to respond to an increasing call for correctional reform. 

Outsiders could presumably have more leverage in changing an 

institution like a coun·ty jail with entrenched interest groups. 

Also, the University of Massachusetts, as the change agent in­

stitution, had many resources necess'ary for the change effort-­

people with specific change skills, educational opportunities, 

professionals and teachers! and fund raising skills and contacts. 
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The evaluation showed that this alliance between the 

two institutions proved to be an effective strategy for bring­

ing about change. I't was not without conflicts r but overall the 

two institutions were able to maintain a shared commitment to a 

similar set of goals. 

As discussed above, a weakness in this change strategy 

showed up in connection with the failure to get significant par­

ticipation by correctional officers in the new program. Many 

people in the jail, and the correctional officers especially, 

were suspicious of outside "do-gooders." Their university base 

and orientation aggravated the problem because they were view~d 

as somewhat naive about jail life and sometimes too theoretically 

oriented. However, their ability to deliver the resources they 

promised and bring a complex program into operation, slowly gained 

the trust of most people in the jail. The major advantages of 

the U-Mass involvement listed by respondents in evaluation in­

terviews were "resources," the "creative thinking and objectivity" 

brought to bear on the situation, and the way it functioned as a 

"catalyst for change." 

As described above, many of the correctional officers 

felt that the U-Mass staff favored the inmates, while ignoring 

the needs and concerns 0 E the correctiona.l officers. This re­

flects an inevitable problem for an outside change agent attempt­

ing to work within an institution with antagonistic sub-groups. 

If, as outsiders, they appeared too closely allied with either 
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group, they would have lost the support of the other. Perhaps 

the change agent tradition of working on behalf of the lIoppressed" 

group may have been an underlying factor in thA U-Mass team's 

closer alliance with the inmates. Whatever the underlying cause, 

however, had the university team been more cognizant of the pro­

blems inherent in coming into an institution with firmly established 

sub-groupings, they might have avoided the problem of alienating 

a portion of the correctional officers. They could have made 

better provisions at the outset for building strong alliances 

with both groups, taking greater care in maintaining their neu­

trality, and relying on their skills and resource delivery to 

build trust rather than on making philosophical alliances with 

either group. 

A particular innovative aspect of the Model Education 

Program was the student-inmate program in which 18 U-Mass under­

graduates, in six different groups, spent three-month internships 

living in the Berkshire Jail under the same conditions as regu­

larly sentenced inmates. These student inmates played a signi­

ficant role in developing close relationships with inmates and 

encouragin9 their participation in the Model Education Program. 

They also functioned as informal tutors and counsellors. The 

student-inmate program proved to be a valuable experienti3.l edu­

cation for those who participated in it I most of ';'1hom were plan­

ning human service careers. Evaluation data showed that student 

inmates were trusted by sentenced inmates and were able to be 

posit,ive role models for them. 
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A crucial period of this change partnership between 

the two institutions was the final stage when it was necessary 

~or the O-Mass team to leave and test whether the program could 

carryon independently. The fact that many people interviewed 

im the evaluation weren't even aware that O-Mass had officially 

left was a significant indication of the ease with which the 

transition was carried out. U-Mass had, in effect, been prepar­

ing for its departure from the first day of the program by con­

scientiously transferring skills and contacts to local staff and 

inmates. For example, the O-Mass staff taught inmates, local 

staff, and correctj.onal officers to generate their own funds and 

resources by approaching a variety of state, local and general 

agencies. As a result, by the time the grant from the Fund for 

the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education expired, (a grant 

which had been funnelled through UMass and used to implement 

the program), the Model Education Program had become self­

sustaining financially. After the U-Mass departure, reintegra­

tion programs continued on as before. The Governance Board, 

hmo'lever, was disbanded, but was later reconstituted as the 

"Sheriff's Conuni ttee." This provides an illustration of how the 

j aU. retained the original program goals, but needed in various 

ways to re!s"tate them in order to make them more fully their own. 

Howev'er, i 1::. will take a longer period of observation to truely 

assess' whether SUlch things as participatory management and par­

ticipatory program dev~~lopment are maintained in the long run 

in the jai14 
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4. Can the Model Education Program be replicated 

in other county correctional institutions? ---' . - .. 

One of the objectives of the Model Education Program 

was that it serve as a demonstration project of a correctional 

reform strategy for other county jails. To evaluate whether it 

met this particular objective, it was necessary to assess whether 

or not the Berkshire Jail was typical of other county institu­

tions. Secondly, it was necessary to try to determine whether 

the factors that went into bringing about the change could be 

readily available to people interested in put'cing together a 

similar program. 

Overall, data revealed that before the inception of 

the Model Education Program, the Berkshire Jail was quite typical 

of county correctional facilities across the country in regard 

to its size, population, staff, and physical structure. Three 

possible areas of departure from this were: (1) the rel~tive 

racial and ethnic homogeniety of both the inmate population and 

the correctional r)fficers; (2) the availability within the jail 

of a separate physical space in which the Model Education Program 

could locate its offices, classrooms and meeting rooms; and (3) 

longer inmate sentences than the national average for county 

jails. Any of these factors might have bearing on the replica­

bility of the program. None, however, could be considered essen­

tial for successful replication. The issue of the length of sen-

tences suggests, however, thl!tt an effort to replicate -che program 
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in jails where sentences are typically very short would probably 

require substantial program modifications. 

A number of people interviewed in the evaluation com-

men ted that they thought the Model Education Program was able to 

succ'eed because of the fact that some programs for inmates (an 

educational release and work release program) already existed in 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

the j ail. Dat;:~_ from The Nation's Jails 3 show that 67 percent of I 
jails do have some such, non-federally funded programs. 

A description of the social climate of the Berkshire 

Jail before the introduction of the Model Education Program sug-

gests that it typified what has been reported by various correc-

tional experts as the norm for county jails. This indicates that 

th~~ conditions under which the Moder Education Program was brought 

into being were not vnusual in any way that would suggest diffi-

culty at replication. 

In attempting to isolate impor'cant factors leading to 

the success of the Model Education Program, participants were 

asked to list what they thought had been essential in contribut-

ing to whatever success the program had. A wide range of skills, 

resources, individuals, agencies, values, and attitudes of staff 

and participants were mentioned. Skills ranged from "grant writ­

ing ability" to "the ability to bring ideas into reality." At-

3 The Nation's Jails, u.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, 
National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service, 
May 1975. Iii 
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titudes ranged from "sensitivity" and "giving people hope" to 

"the dedication of the staff and their concern for inmates." 

The existence of a third party, who initially brought university 

and jail representatives together to discuss the possibility of 

a joint effor~was also mentioned. The participation of this 

person, an ex-offender, was seen as advantageous in creating and 

introducing the program. Human relations skills were singled 

out as being particularly useful in fulfilling the objective of 

changing a jail environment. 

The issue of funding also has bearing on replicability. 

The Model Education Program developed a specific policy in regard 

to funding which involved a diversification of funding sources. 

It also relied on a variety of state, federal, and local agencies, 

schools, community groups, individuals, and the jail itself to 

provide needed resources for the program. These resources some­

times took the form of direct funding, but were also in the form 

of staff, skills, services and supplies. This type of funding 

policy appears to enhance the possibility of replication because 

it uses a spectrum of resources available in most communities. 

Conclusion 

The issue of replicability goes beyond an evaluation 

of the conditions of implementation and resources brought to 

bear in the course of the change effort. It also includes a 

consideration of the premises, instruments, and strategies used 
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in creating the program. Some combination of these is what is 

likely to make replicability possible. By way of summary, then, 

a list of some of the key components revealed through the eval-

uation as instrumental in the creation of the Model Education 

Program has been designed: 

1. The cooperation of an outside change agent, 
the University of Massachusetts, to provide 
staff, resources, ideas and commitment to the 
change process. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The commitment of the jail's chief administra­
tor to the program and its goals. 

The assignment of full-time staff to the change 
effort by both the jail and the university. 

The creation of a supportive jail environment. 

The use of human relations training to teach 
interpersonal skills and break down antagonisms 
among sub-groups. 

Weekly, all-jail meetings as a forum for dis­
cussion and airing of grievances. 

The use of collaborative, self-help program 
development in order to 

a. Teach life skills like negotiation, 
resource management, cooperation, 
finances, etc. 

b. Continually reintroduce a changing 
inmate population to the reintegra­
tion process. 

c. Give inmates a personal stake in the 
success of reintegration programs, and 

d. Establish a model of cooperative manage­
ment procedures that can be applied to 
jail operations as well. 

The establishment of participatory management 
of the jail wherever possible. 

The creation of new roles for correctional 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

officers as teachers, counselors/ program super­
visors, etc. 

Training inmates and correctional officers to 
find, develop, and make use of existing commu­
nity resources. 

The introduction of a wide variety of educa­
tional and vocational programs, both jail and 
community based, to provide inmates with spe­
cific routes into new jobs and careers. 

The use of a self-classification system in 
which inmates choose their own reintegration 
program. (Not using new programs as a means 
of behavioral control.) 

Using the jail as a site for community agencies 
to offer services to inmates. 

Using the jail as one link in a reintegration 
process that also involves schools, group homes, 
pre-release centers, etc. 

The creation of a governance board with repre­
sentatives of the inmates, correctional offi­
cers, jail administration, and program staff. 

An advisory board of outside experts and in­
terested persons to offer guidance and review 
of the program. 

A comprehensive aftercare program which allows 
released inmates to return to the jail for in­
formal ~upport and continued participation in 
programs as long as they feel the need to do 
so. 

Additionally, it might be useful to review the specific 

programmatic weaknesses of the Model Education Program, revealed 

by the evaluation, defining them in terms of additional strate-

gies that might be incorporated in further such programs: 

1. orientation and training, "together with spe­
cific incentives for participation/ for cor­
rectional officers; 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

The maintenance of a careful neutrality toward 
existing sub-groups by an external change agent 
coming into the jail; 

An on-going community board on which community. 
leaders serve and take an active role in re­
viewing the progress of the program; and 

An effective community education effort so that 
local citizens will be more receptive to inmates 
who try to make their way back into new roles in 
society. 

Recommendations tD the Berkshire Jail 

The original premise of the evaluation was that it be 

an action research model and give feedback to those involved in 

continued operations of the program. As such, the following 

three recommendations are offered. 

1. The Formation of a Community Board 

Repeatedly participants and observers commented on the 

need for some sort of advisory board for the Model Education Pro-

gram to be made up primarily of local citizens and community lea-

ders. This board could provide a link to the wider community and 

help develop community support for both the program and the jail 

itself. It could also serve as a mechanism for insuring that the 

jail remain an "open" institution and accountable to the wider 

community. 
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2. A Program of Community ~ducation 

The need to get greater support from the lOcal community 

was a sentiment echoed over and over again in the course of the 

evaluation. Though the Model Education Program has tried to gain 

community support through such things as staff speaking appear­

ances at community associations, dissemination of information 

through local media, and efforts to bring more community members 

into the jail, distrust C'.nd disinterest in the Model Education 

Program remains the general attitude. This scepticism toward 

correctional reform is typical of attitudes across the country, 

but it has been aggravated in the Pittsfield area because of a 

series of highly publicized escapes from a local state work camp. 

In order to address this problem, a program of community 

education is recommended in which inmate families would be enlisted 

to hold small di.scussion groups in their homes. An individual 

family with a son, daughter, or' relative in the Berkshire Jail 

would invite neighbors, friendsl and relatives to participate in 

an evening discussion in which one or two inmates (including the 

family member serving time) and correctional officers from the 

jail, would give a presentation of the Model Education Program, 

its objectives and their personal participation in it. Partici­

pants would be free to ask questions and air opinions. They would 

also be given concrete ways in which they could offer their own 

volunteer help to the Model Education Program through such things 

as vocational skill training courses and assistance in looking for 

lvii 

- --- -------------" 



job opportunities. An agency such as the Family Advocates Pro-

gram, which is already active in the jail, might serve as the 

link between the Model Education Programs and these inmate families. 

Over time, this small scale and personalized approach to commu­

nity education might also have the added benefit of providing a 

means for inmate families to involve themselves in a more positive 

way in the incarceration experience of their child or relative in 

jail. 

3. Breaking Down the "Upstairs-Downstairs" Split 

The tension in the jail between those working in the 

Model Education Program (upstairs) and those choosing not to 

(downstairs) was mentioned repeatedly in the evaluation. This 

problem could be addressed in several ways~ a) by increasing the 

flow of information between the two groups by a deliberate effort 

to see that both groups be represented on all jail committees and 

boards; b) through a program of orientation for the downstairs 

staff to the projects and objectives of the Model Education Pro-

gram; c) through a concerted effort to assess -the concerns and 

needs of the downstairs staff and develop programs to meet those 

needs; and d) through an effort to develop specific incentives 

for participation in the Model Education Program by correctional 

officers, such as pay advantages, promotions, or school credits 

that could translate into pay increases. 

Additionally, it is important to recognize that the 
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"upstai.rs" staff needs periodic program orientation as well. It 

is essnetial that everyone working in connection with the Model 

Education Program have a thorough understanding of the program 

methods and objectives. Such things as participatory program 

development and participatory management are as important in pre­

paring an inmate for reintegration as any specific educational 

or vocational opportunity. Both tll.e "upstairs" and the "down­

stairs" staffs need to be thoroughly acquainted with the under­

lying correctional strategy on which the program is based. 

Recommendations to the National Institute of Corrections 

The hope of any evaluation is that its findings form 

the basis of further innovative action. The Model Education Pro­

gram was created in order to address problems of county jails in 

general. It is hoped that the present report can be helpful to 

a wide range of correctional innovators and administrators who 

are concerned with the potential as well as the situation of the 

nation's county jail. 

The National Institute of Corrections (NIC) has a spe­

cial interest in county jails because of its commitment to the 

area of state and local corrections. It is, therefore, in a unique 

position to address the needs of county jails from a nationwide 

perspective. It can become the hub of a national reform program 

that enables local county jail sheriffs to work together on pro­

blems that concern them all. 
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Based on the findings of the present report, it is recom­

mended that the National Institute of Corrections be a convening 

agency to bring together a group of interested sheriffs with the 

purpose of introducing them to the concept and operations of the 

Model Education Program. Hopefully, a significant number of these 

sheriffs would consider introducing a similar program in their own 

jails. 

Although NIC would have to provide initial seed money 

for this project, all operating funds could be secured from state, 

local, and federal agencies already set up for that purpose. The 

NIC seed money would be used for two specific purposes: 

The cost of convening a nationally representa­

tive group of county jail administrators, and 

The cost of supporting a small training team 

to work with those jails wishing to initiate 

a program based on the Model Education Program. 

NIC might consider five steps described below in creat­

ing such a national program. 

First, the creation of a training team is necessary. 

This team would use the information gathered in the Evaluation 

of the Model Education Program at the Berkshire Jail to deter ... 

mine how to assist sheriffs wishing to replicate the Model Edu­

cation Program in their jails. The team would develop whatever 
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specific training materials that were needed for this purpose. 

It might pay particular attention to developing training materials 

for work with correctional officers in order to prepare ~hem to 

be participants and leaders in county jail reform programs. 

Second, an initial meeting of interested county jail 

administrators from across the country should be convened. In 

this meeting, county jail administrators would be given an inten­

sive introduction to the Model Education Program by the training 

team. A series of presentations, dis.cussions, and so on, would 

serve to introduce this group of county jail administrators to 

the overall operations, objectives, and methods of the Model Edu­

cation Program. Past participants in the Berkshire Model Educa-

tion Program might be enlisted to describe their own experiences 

and answer questions. 

Thirdly, a second meeting of selected county jailadmi~­

istrators would be called, in which a group of not more than 10 

sheriffs who attended the initial meeting and expressed interes,t 

in creating a similar program in their jails would be brought 

together for a second training session. They would be expected 

to bring members of their jai.l staff, particularly middle level 

managers, to this nuts and bolts session in which the first steps 

of initiating the new program would be set into motion. 

The fourth step would involve visits by the training 

team to each of the participating jails. During these visits, 
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the training team would act. as trouble shooters J assisting on 

specific problems and reviewing the overall progress of program 

development. They might also conduct intensive training sessions 

for local program participants. 

Finally, a semi-annual meeting of county jail adminis­

trators who are setting up Model Education Programs in their jails, 

would be r~convened so they couJ.d compare notes, gain mutual sup­

port, and form the basis of a national reform group for county 

jails. 

We also suggest that NIC consider establishing a sepa­

rate evaluation component for such a program so it could monitor 

t.he progress of the individual jails. This would offer important 

comparative data on the various methods of program implementation. 

It might also provide a means to secure important data regarding 

the effects of these new programs on recividism. 
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ABE 

AIC 

Belchertown project 

BCC 

BHC 

CETA 

"Downstairs" 

"upstairs" 

MEP 

Glossary of Terms 

Adult Basic Education 

American International College 
(Criminal Justice Program) 

In-service training program for 
incarcerated inmates at the Bel­
chertown state School for the 
Mentally Retarded, Belchertown, 
Massachusetts 

Berkshire Community College, 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 

Berkshire County Jail and House 
of Corrections 

Comprehensive Employment Training 
Act (Through CETA, the Federal 
government funds projects charged 
with creating new employment op­
portunities for the unemployed) 

The first floor level of the 
Berkshire County Jail and House 
of Corrections, where most daily 
jail administration and operations 
take place; includes the visitors' 
room, the guard room, the main en­
trance to the jail, the main en­
trance to the cell block, the in­
firmary, etc. It also describes 
a perceived attitude that is des­
cribed in the text. 

The second floor of the Berkshire 
County Jail and House of Corrections 
where the Model Education Program 
is headquartered,' includes Model 
Education P~ogram offices, class­
rooms, meeting rooms, library. 
Again, the term represents an at ... 
tidue tha't, is described in the text. 

Model Education Program; also Model 
Ed 
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I,tas s. RE.~hab. 

NAB 

FIPSE 

U-Mass 

uww 

Project Re-Entry 

VISTA 

Wednesday Night Meeting 

Governance Board 
(later become The Sheriff's 
Committee) 

Student-Inmate Program 

Massacl'.\us,etts Rehabilitation Com­
mission; state agency charged with 
p.r:ovidi,ng services for the handi­
capped 

National Ad'visory Board ... -the Model 
Education pJ:.'ogram' s advisory board 
consisting of local community and 
national figu~es interested in cor­
rectional r:ef.c~m 

Fund for the Imp~o\TE-nnent of Post­
Secondary Education ~hidh provided 
the orig'inal funding fo~-: the Model 
Education Program 

Uni versi ty of Massachuse'tts, 
Amherst, Massachusetts 

University Without Walls Program, 
the University of Massachusetts, 
Amherst, Massachusetts 

Support program for ex-offenders 
located on the Universi'cy of Massa­
chusetts campus and organized by 
ex-offenders from the Berkshire 
County Jail and House of Corrections 

Volunteers in Service to America-­
federal program which provided 
volunteer staff to the Model Edu­
cation Program 

Weekly all-jail meeting held at 
the Berkshire County Jail and House 
of Corrections; a "town meeting" 
originated in connection with the 
Model Education Program 

Board consisting of inmates, cor­
rectional officers and jail admin­
istration representatives and 
charged with making policy decisions 
pertaining to Berkshire County Jail 
programs: and operations 
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I Experiential education program for 

University of Massachusetts under­
gradua te:s in which they spend one I 
college semester living as "sentenced" 
inmates at the Berkshire County Jail 
and House of Corrections 
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The Drug Group 

Voc Ed 

EPC 

GED 

Inmate Communication Center 

Self-helPr inmate initiated, dis~ 
cuss ion group meeting weekly at 
the Berkshire County Jail and 
House of Corrections to help in­
mates with personal problems, 
particularly those that are drug­
related 

Vocational Education 

Educational Policy Committee, a 
group of inmates and correctional 
officers at the Berkshire County 
Jail and House of Corrections 
charged with responsibility for 
d( ,velot?ing curricula for j ail edu­
cational programs as well as inter­
viewing, hiring and supervising 
teachers 

General equivalency diploma 

Orientation program run by inmates 
at the Berkshire COlli~'t,y Jail and 
House Of Corrections designed to 
introduce newly incarcerated of­
fenders to the jail, the Model 
Education Program, and educational 
and vocational opportunities 
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CHAPTER I 

THE MODEL EDUCATION PROGRAM: 

AN OVERVIEW 
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This chapter is designed to introduce readers to the 

processes, programs and goals of the Model Education Program. 

It explains how the program first came into being and describes 

the stages of development during the three-year implementation 

period. The chapter will describe some of the premises on which 

the Model Education Program was built and give some general in~ 

sight into its particular style of bringing about institutional 

change. 

It should be noted at the outset r that this chapter pre-

sents an overview~ It is not the purpose here to detail or inter­

pret findings. General conclusions about the program's operations 

will be suggested, but a more complete presentation of the results 

and consideration of supporting data will come in subsequent chap-

ters in which various aspects of the program are evaluated. 

In July 1973, the Berkshire Jail and the University of 

Massachusetts entered into a three-year partnership to create a 

new approach to correctional reform. Using education as the pri­

mary focus, they agreed to develop a model program to address the 

particular set of problems faced by county jails. With the un­

derstanding that a county jail experience often did more harm to 

inmates than good, this reform partnership set as its primary 

goal the task of enabling county jail inmates to make a success-

ful transition back into productive roles in society. 

3 
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The Model Education Program sought to use the county 

jail system as a key link in re .... routing the lives of often very 

young offenders away from a lifestyle of crime. From the outset~ 

the program was based on the premise that successful change re­

quired collaboration.. Inmates~ correctional officers, jail ad­

ministrators, college professors! students and community members 
• I 

alike were expected to join forces cooperatively and develop a 

program using their own as well as community resources. 

The Model Education Program was also predicated on the 

assumption that meaningful reform would require a total systems 

change in the Berkshire Jail. Central to that change would be 

the replacement of a hostile jail environ.ment with one conducive 

to cooperation and trust. Part of the ,restructuring process would 

be the "opening" of what was traditionally a closed institution. 

This would require that outsiders have easier access to the jail 

and that inmates be allowed out into the community for education 

and training more freely. Clearly, the effort engaged in by the 

University and the Jail would require mitigating community atti-

tudes about jails ~- attitudes that had been years in the making. 

The Berkshire Jail 

The Berkshire County Jail and House of Corrections is 

a 107-year~old facility in Pittsfield, Mass., a city with a popu­

lation of about 56,,000, located ;In a largely rural section.of the 

western part of the state~ The c;lty is primarily white and work­

ing class. Many of its residents work in the local General Elec-
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tric plant, the county's la!gest employer. until recently, unem­

ployment rates have been among the highest in the countrYI but 

were not out of proportion with othe'1: similar areas in New England. 

The jail r encircled by an old metal fence~ is situated 

in a run down part o~ town and is set back from the street. It 

is a three-story~ brick building~ with the sheriff's house at .... 

tached to the front. The old Victorian architecture I the barred 

windows, the neatly tended but unimaginative grounds, give the 

place an atmosphere that could suggest any time of the century_ 

Currently the jail houses an average of eighty inmates, 

95 percent are male and five percent, female; 90 percent a.re 

white and the rest are black. 

This inmate popUlation has undergon~ some notable changes 

oVElr the last eight years. The average age of inmates has been 

dropping. In January 1977, at the time of our survey, the median 

agl; of the inmates was 22.3 years. The median age of all inmates 

se:,'ltenced to the Jail since Jan.uary 1969, is 27. There has also 

I been a shift in the types of offenses _ Whereas 32 percent of in­

ma.ites incarcerated over the past eight years werE~ sentenced for 

I 
I 

public disturbance, currently, only four percent are now in jail 

fot' this offense. Clearly r one reason for this change is the de­

criminalization of alcoholism in Massachusetts ~~ jails in the 

I state no longer serve as "drunk tanks," Another possible contribu .... 

ting factor could be a ch~nge in sentencing or arresting procedures. 

I Property crimes now make up a sizable portion of the offenses. 
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Thirty-six percent of the inmates are in jail for breaking and 

entering or larceny. In a survey spanning the previous eight 

years, an average of only 23 percent of the inmates '\'lere serving 

time for those two property offenses. Inmates sentenced for 

crimes against the person, that is rape, murder, and manslaughter~ 

have also increased in recent years, Finally, there has been a 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

noticable increase recently in the number of offenders from other 

jurisdictions being sentenced to the Berkshire Jail. Though the I 
reason for this is not certain r one possible explanation could 

be the growing reputation of the Model Education Program through-

out the state. There have been a number of specific requests by 

inmates, the Department of Corrections, and individual judges to 

send a particular offender to the Berkshire Jail to participate 

in the Model Education Program. 

Most inmates in Berkshire are sentenced for periods of 

up to two-and-a-half years. Most are young men ranging in age 

from 18 to 25. At least 68 percent had not completed high school 

when they were sentenced to the Berkshire Jail* and about 20 per-

cent had not gone beyond eighth grade. Primarily, the inmates 

come from the local county, though some as mentioned,. are sent 

from other areas. Some are "wrapping up" state time. There are 

also "bound-overs " awaiting trial. During the course of any given 

*This figure may in fact be higher 'chan 68 percent due to 
possible inconsistencies in the self~reporting method by which 
inmates .fill out information on being admitted to the jail. They 
are asked how many years of school they have completed. A reply 
of "12 years" mayor may not mean a high school diploma, was re-
ceived. . 
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year, the jail handles some lp01S inmates. 

The correctional staff that works in the Berkshire Jail 

is also primarily white and from the local area. Their age range 

is from 24 to 65 r with the largest group being between the ages 

of 41 and 50. Of the 27 full~time staff, two are women. All but 

three of the correctional officers completed high school, and 14 

II have had some education beyond that. Prior to working at the 
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jail, over half had worked in manual trades. sixteen have worked 

at the jail for more than six years~ 11 for more than 12 years. 

Administration at the Berkshire Jail is the responsi-

bility of an elected sheriff~ and a chief administrative officer 

whom the sheriff appoints. At the time of the creation of the 

Model Education Program~ the sheriff was John Courtney and his 

chief administrator was Henry Como. Courtney had been in charge 

of the jail since 1962 1 

In the 1975~76 fiscal year~ the Berkshire Jail operated 

on a budget. of $520,705.43.* The cost of keeping an inma·te in­

carcerated for the year was $6,650,13 or $18.22 a day_ The sala-

ries received by correctional officers currently range from 

$11,078 to $13,605 a year .. 

< • 

*Of the money spent directly on inmates,. $57,527,22 went for 
for., $3,172~32 for clothing and materials~ $12~562.45 for medicine 
and medical sl.:4l?plies,., and $21.15 for aid to discharged p:risoners. 
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The physical lay-out of the jail is typical of many 

county correctional facilities. Inmates reside in a four~tiered 

cell block that is kept locked day and night. Each inmate has 

his own cell equipped with a small spring cot, a wash basin, and 

a toilet. Each cell faces on'to Il walk ..... way on the tier. Many in .... 

mates attempt to get privacy by hanging blankets over the bars, 

even though this is a violation of house rules and can result in 

a desciplinary "lock ... up.n Inmates often decorate their cells 

and some have private stereos and radios. Inmates are required 

to attend breakfast at 7;30 a.m~ each morning. They are then 

free to roam through the cell block during the day and are locked 

into their individual cells again at 9:00 p.m. The cell block 

is a noisy place with the sounds of banging, loud music, and 

voices day and night. 

Meals take place in a small institutional mess hall in 

the basement of the jail. Visits with friends and relatives are 

conducted in a large high-ceilinged room in front of the cell 

block and at the center of the jail. Inmates standing on the 

tiers can look out through the bars that enclose them to the 

visitors' room where much of the daily activity of jail business 

takes place. Adjoining this main room is the infirmary, various 

administrative offices, and small women's section, and the guard 

room. 

A rickety stairway leads up to a second story of the 

jail which has classrooms~ small offices and two large meeting 

halls. This is where the Model Education Program has made its 
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I horne since 1973, The walls are decorated with posters and home~ 

made murals. There are crowaed book shelves, study rooms and 

II the Model Education Program's administrative offices. In Berk­
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shire Jail parlance, this area is known as the "upstairs." At 

nearly any time of day, inmates can be found here in classes, 

studying, or engaged in meetingSI informal conversations, and 

discllssions. 

Before the inception of the Model Education Program , 

the Berkshire Jail was a dreary place. The primary attitude was 

one of boredom. Inmates passed their days watching television 

and playing Ping~P.ong. Most seemed thankful for the chance to 

do even the most menial institutional work. Aside from a work ... 

release program~ which enabled a small group of inmates to leave 

the jail for jobs, and an educational program in which a few in­

mates were allowed to attend classes at the local community col­

lege, there were no programs allowing inmates to use their time 

productively to prepare themselves for release from jail. 

Professor Fred Cohen of the State university of New 

York, who has been in a position to observe the jail over the 

past years remembers it this way; 

Prior to the Model Education Program, the Berk­
shire County House of Corrections, functioned 
like virtually every other jail in the country, 
with inmates and staff viewing each other with 
hostility and through the distorted lens of 
stereotyped roles... Correctional officers ,f.re ... 
quently acted in a repressive and authoritarian 
manner and'treated inmates like young children 
not capable of exercising any responsibility in 
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their daily lives ••• The resentment: I alienation 
and passivity engendered in inmates seemed to 
heighten the chances of a return to a criminal 
lifestyle. 1 

Cohen and others involved with the Berkshire Jail be-

fore the Model Education Program came to life remember it as a 

tense and highly authoritarian institution. Administrative pro~ 

cedures operated a~bitrarily. Inmates and correctional officers 

had little basis for rapport~ Inmates weren't allowed even small 

measures of responsibility in determining theil:' day ... to-day lives. 

All this added up to a situation typical of county jails across 

the country. The Berkshire Jail appeared to be fostering an in-

stitutional dependency which could worsen an inmate's chances for 

successful reintegration into society upon release. By isolating 

the inmate from society and offering him no pro/rams for self­

improvement, the j ail appeared to be aggravat.; j ,lg problems that 

were very likely the reason an inmate was LVJarcerated in the 

first place. 

Inception of the Model Education Program 

Early in 1972, the Massachusetts State Legislature 

passed Chapter 777 of the Massachusetts General Laws which pro­

vided for the introduction of work and educational release as 

well as furlough programs in the state's correctional institutions. 

This law was well received by the Berkshire sheriff who had al-

lCohen, Fred, "conunent r Jail Reform; An Experiment That 
Worked?", Criminal Law Bulletin, November/December 1976, Vol. 
12, Number 6, p. 760. 
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ready instituted his own work~release program and looked forward 

to state supported opportunities for more innovations. 

At the same time, the University of Massachusetts was 

also facing institutional reevaluation, A major study entitled 

"The Future of the University of Massachusetts" called for "a 

coherent public service policy, including efforts to assure that 

public service activities serve a university purpose as well as 

a public purpose." The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement 

of Teaching echoed this thrust by encouragj,ng the Uni versi ty to 

move outward into the community where it could employ its vast 

resources "in converting knowl~dge to readily useable forms for 

immediate application" to the pressing problems of sociE:ty. 

Through a set of fortuitous meetings, university and 

jail personnel were able to see that their newly defined goals 

could coincide. Through a third party, an administrator of the 

Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission who had a special in-

terest in corrections, the sheriff was introduced to an ex­

offender and a faculty member of the University of Massachusetts 

School of Education's Juvenile Justice Program. These men to­

gether designed a correctional reform package and agreed that 

education should be the primary focus. Once partnership of the 

two institutions was settled, university faculty members began 

holding regular open meetings at the jail. These so~called 

"Wednesday Night Heetings" were free-for-all discus's.ions covering 

a r'ange of topics connected to j ail reform, but they also focussed 

on particular problems faced by the Berkshire Jail. Meanwhile 
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the Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secon~ary Education (FIPSE) 

in Washington, D.C., agreed to provide a $50,000 planning grant 

for the new program. If the planning proceeded with success, 

FIPSE would presumably provide operational funds, 

Officially, the Model Education Program began with the 

award of the first planning grant on July l~ 19731 it terminated 

as a model program with completion of FIPSE funding on June 30, 

1976. Actually the program started with the decision by the Jail 

and the university to work together and ended with the departure 

of the university staff. The program then continued as a regular 

part of the operations administered by the Jail staff. In a sense, 

which will be discussed later~ the Jail became the program. 

The creation of the Model Education Program can be di­

vided into three distinct phases; 

1. Entry into the jail~ the creatio~ of an environ­

ment supportive of the change process; 

2. Program development and implementation: using 

participatory program development as a change 

strategy; and 

3. T~ansfer and transition: the institutionaliza­

tion of the MEP as part of the regular opera· .. 

tions of the Berkshire Jail! 

Throughout these three stages~ the relationship between 

the two institutions and thai.x staffs also underwent changes as 
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the University staff transferred the necessary skills to jail pe~~ 

sonne]. to enable them to be able to carJ':y on the programs by them-

selves. 

THE FIRST YEAR 

Environment ----........-

people working and living in the Berkshire Jail had seen 

reform programs and reformers come and go with little lasting af­

fect. They were suspicious and cynical about the potential of 

this new program. Furthermore! the antagonisms among the various 

sub-groups in the jail, particula,rly the t.ension and mistrust 

between inmates and officers 1 maole the j ail an unlikely candidate 

for a change process predicated ctn the participation of its members. 

The adversary and unequal relatictnship of the two groups made co­

operation difficult yet the Model. Education Program was based on 

the premise that wi thout cooperat~ion t meaningful change would be 

impossible. 

In the early stages of the program, inmates often sat 

back and watched as correctional ,officers and the university staff 

talked things out. Inmates were ~~autious about joining in or 

taking sides before they could be suretha.t the px:ogram \,;o.s really 

going to amount to something ~ Theil" knew full well that if the 

program fell apart, as many had do,ne before 1 they! d be stuck in 

the j ail to wo;rk things out with the correctional officers agairl. 
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They were not going to take the risk of speaking out until they 

could feel reasonably certain that their actions would not end up 

backfiring. B~lt once i: was clea.r. to the inma·tes that the Model 

Education Prcgram would stay~ they began to be vocal. Then the 

next task was the long and arduous process of breaking down old 

antagonisms between officers and inmates, The objective of this 

was to build up a working trust f and this meant opening up lines 

of communication and discussion. There were many meetings, for­

mal and informal, aimed a-c getting i:nmates and the officers to 

see each other as more than "boys" and "screws." 

Both the univer~.dty and the jail ha.d assigned full-time 

staff members to the Model Education Program. The univer$ity 

hired a project director. and she began work with the funding of 

the FIPSE grant in July 1973. The sheriff assigned two senior 

correctional officers full-time to the Model Education Program. 

One became director of education and the other became assistant 

director. Very qu.ick.ly, the three established themselves as a 

working group, creating what they later referred to as an "internal­

external change agent team." This -team approach was baSjed on the 

understanding that together, because of their different skills 

and constituencies! the three of them ~muld be able to functi.on 

more effectively than anyone of them alone. 

One particularly inn'Jva.tive component of the Model Edu­

ca+:ion Prog'rarn was the introducti.on of II student-inmates II j.nto the 

j aiL There were University of Massachus·"')tts undergraduates who 

e.:;.,. .• ad a semester of credit by spending three months incarcerated 
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t.O give experiential E::ducation to students preparing for possible 

careers in the human service area, and (2) to provide a means of 

encoura.ging inmate participation in the Model Education Program 

through the friendships and trust they. would develop with student-

inmates. It was also hoped that student~inmates would serve as 

models for a new kind of leadership in the cell block -~ a style 

of leadership that would help other inmates rather than control 

and intimidate them. Hopefully~ this would cowlteract, the nega­

tive effects of the traditional patterns of inmate leadership. 

It was also expected that student'""inmates w'Guld offer help In the 

block as tutors for Model Education Program courses and serve as 

informal counselors. In July 1973 f the first group of s·tudent~ 

inmates be'.;fan their "sentence" at the Berkshire Jail. There were 

three men and two women who lived under the same rules, procedures, 

and restrictions as regularly sentenced inmates. 

During this planning stage of the Model Education Pro-

gram, a set of working goals and objectives were developed. These 

represented an amalgam of the needs exp::-essed by inmates and cor-

rectional officers together with the change team's understanding 

of wider issues in corrections. The following list is an overall 

I summary of these initial objectives: 

I 
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1. 

2. 

The creation of a jail environment supportive 
of change and personal growth~ 

The use of collaborative program development 
as ~ means of learning life~management skills. 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7, 

9. 

10. 

11. 

The int,roduction of a n~w management system in,:", 
eluding self-government n democratic decision 
making" fairness, and the rationalization of 
administrative p~ocedures. 

The use of educational methodology through sem­
inars, courses and discussion groups in assess­
ing jail needs and discovering appropriate solu~ 
tions. 

The "opening'" of the jail for easy access by 
outside community members prepared to offer sup­
port or services; "openingn the community for 
easier access by inmates to participate in edu~ 
cational and vocational opportunities. 

The development of new educational and vocational 
opportunities for inmates, as well as correct,:", 
ional officers. 

The creation of new roles and job definitions 
for correctional officers as guidance and teach~ 
ing personnel for inmates. 

Making the resources of community social service 
agencies available to inmates. 

Using the jail as a site for basic adult educa­
tion as a preparation for inmates who could then 
go on to outside colleges and schools. 

Improving the overall quality of life in the 
jail through i.mproved health,care, recreation, 
and personal counseling programs. 

Teaching skills in proposal conception, writing, 
funding, management, negotiation, etc. ~ to ena­
ble inmates and officers to continue to make 
use of community, state, and federal resources. 

First Year Oferations , 

with the hiring of staff, the inception of the student 

inmate prvg::::am an-l agreement on some initial object;i.ves, the Model 

Education Pr~gram began t~ become an accepted presence in the 

jail. The open jail meetings f begun in the spring of 1973, be-

came institutional;i.zed as a regular "town meeting." Issues were 
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discussed, grievances were aired~ and people considered what kind 

of changes might be possible in the jail. These Wednesday Night 

Meetings, as they came to be known~ were also a means of bringing 

interested outsiders into the jail. 

One ex~offender of the Berkshire Jail remembers; 

These U~Mass people were presenting a whole 
different perspective to us than we had ever 
known before, They weren't just griping, they 
were making us really think about the dynamics 
of OUr situation so that we could figure out 
constructive ways to change it. It was some ... 
thing that involved everyone in the jail. Guards 
and inmates had to work together. It meant we 
had to learn to sit down and talk and trust each 
other. It gave inmates a great feeling of con ... 
fidence to learn how to talk in order to work 
things out. A lot of us just didn't have those 
kinds of skills. We'd never been exposed to 
things like that. 

Concurrent with the Wednesday Night Meeting came the 

introduction of a Governanc8 Board. Made up of inmates, correc-

tional officers, jail administrators and university staff, the 

board was charged wi·th the r,esponsibili ty of making policy deci-

sions pertaining to all educational and programmatic issues in 

I the jail. Early meetings of the Governance Board as well as end­
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less informal discussions among inmates and program staff led to 

the decision to proceed with two adjunct, pilot projects ~- the 

Belchertown-Berkshire project and the Concord Reformatory Project. 

In the Concord R,efox'rnatory Project, an inmate-officer 

training team created at the Berkshire Jail taught a seminar for 
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inmates at Concord Reformatory, a state facility more than a hun~ 

dred miles away. The university project director used her own 

background in human relations to prepare this training team. The 

program had three aspects = (1) it met a need expressed by inmatee 

at the Concord Reformatory; (2) it created an opportunity for 

Berkshire inmates and corl':ectional officers to work together with 

shared goalsi and (3) it gave Berkshire inmates and officers train~ 

ing skills 'that they could apply to the development of the Model 

Education Program. This project helped foster the trust that was 

very much needed in the early stages of the Model Education Program. 

At the same time~ it provided leadership training for a small nu­

cleus of inmates and officers who later came to head up 't1":.e Model 

Education Program. 

Also at this timer the Belchertown-Berkshire Project 

began. The Belchertown State School for the Retarded, located 

about a two-hour drive from Pittsfield, had expressed a need for 

volunteer personnel to work on a one-to-one basis with residents. 

The Model Education Program was looking for sites where jail in­

mates could get in-service training in fields that might lead to 

future careers. A program was initiated in which five Berkshire 

inmates and one correctional officer traveled daily to the Belcher­

town School where inmates worked as full-time cotl.nselors. The 

inmates and officer who traveled together to Belchertown built 

up a trus t among themselves that spilled over into the Jail. The 

correctional officer in charge of this group be'Ja.me an example 

to his fellow officers of the job satisfaction to be gained by 

expanding O~1e 1 s role beyond custodial duties '. For inmates, he 
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provided an example of how a correctional officer could be help~ 

ful to them as a counselor and advisor. 

During that first year, a number of other projects got 

underway which tested more ground before expansion into full-

scale implementation Qf educational and voc~tional programs was 

begun. Two evening seminar courses were taught at the jail by 

University of Massachusetts professors, and the school's Univer­

si ty Wi tho1lt Walls Program agreed to give college credit to par­

ticipants. A drug self-help group was started by inmates and 

cont,inued with regular weekly meetings. In the meantime, the 

"externp.-l-internal change team" and a fe~ inmates, who were par­

ticularly active in the Model Education Program, began to contact 

communi ty age,ncies they thought could provide services to the 

jail. They developed cooperative links with agencies like the 

Massachusetts Rehabilitaticn Commission, CETA projects, the Di-

vision of Employment Sec!l1!:i ty, and VISTA programs. 

Chart I-I is a diagram of the process by which the Model 

Education Program was implemenited in the Berkshire Jail. Xt il­

lustr:ates the staged approach by which the Model Education Pro­

gram worked to establish credibility for itself while seeking to 

include' as many people as poss:Lble in the change process. 
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Chart I-I; The Developmeht of the 
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Training through Human Relations 

,Seminars and Pilot Projects 

/ 1 ~ 
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In the first year, a National Advisory Board was created 

to provide guidance to the Nodel Education Program. They came to'""' 

gether twice a year at the jail to participate in a two-day pro~ 

gram of presentations~ discussions and workshops that evaluated 

developments of the program. These meetings brought jail inmates 

and staff in close contact with a group of nationally known figures 

in the field of correctional reform. (See Appendix V for a listing 

of National Advisory Board members.) These meetings were valuable 

in a number of ways~ First, they continued the slow process of 

opening the jail to involvement by outsiders. They also provided 

program participants with benchmarks to ju.dge the progress that 

had been made toward their stated goals. For inmates and correc­

tional officers, who hadn't had much opportunity for professional 

validation in their lives~ this participation by nationally known 

figures gave a needed boost. Finally, each time the Board arrived 

at the j ail for its biannual meeting, inmates and correctional of.­

ficers closed ranks and demonstrated a strong and united front in 

presenting the work that they had done. In small and large ways, 

i~ could be seen that the old antagonisms between these two groups 

were breaking down, and by the end of the first year the collabo­

rative style of operation that. Vias essential for the success of 

the program a.ppeared to be well underway. 
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THE SECOND YEAR 

Program Development ~ Implementation,. U'sin:l 

Participatory Program Development ~ ~ Chan2e S·trate~. 

During the second year,. the focus was on two key con ... 

cepts of the Model Education Program .,... ... the utilizatio:n of pro­

gram development as a learning took and the use of educational 

processes as a format for needs assessment and impleme.ntation. 

It was understood that people would not particip,"l.'!:e 

sincerely in programs in which th2Y had no personal s·t:.ake and 

that programs created by social service for a client group often 

missed the mark of what was really nee.ded. In additi.on, the uni .. ", 

versi ty /staff, with their education orientation, saw that the 

process of program development could teach inmates some of the 

sk~~ls they would need in order to function successfully back in 

socie·t:.y. The p!.'ocess of participatory program development taught 

cooperation and compromise, self-observation and needs assessment; 

the process demands that participants look at goal setting, re­

source management, developing options, isolating workable solu­

tions, writing proposals, negotiating with the keepers of commu­

nity resources, and so forth, 

Chart I~2 illustrates the steps this process usually 

took in the Model Education Program, For the inmates, the exper­

ience of following through on these steps and meeting success by . -

receiving funding and implementing a program thel~ had designed, 
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seemed to be a particularly valuable learning experience in pre ... 

paration for a successful return to society, 

Collaborative program development is also a self~renewing 

process. It provided a way of constantly bringing new people in~ 

to the program and it also allowed continued identification of new 

inmate leadership. These aspects proved crucial because the in~ 

mate population at the Berkshire Jail was constantly changing. 

Educa tion ,. as a change vehicle ~ went hand in hand with 

this participatory approach to program development. The assess~ 

ment of needs as well as decisions about how to best meet them 

required study. Informal seminars evaluated problems and proposed 

solutions that were presented to the Wednesday Night Meeting as 

well as to the Governance Board. This process appeared to teach 

inmates as well as correctional officers valuable lessons in the 

gains to be made in applying their own efforts and intelligence 

to the problems that they faced. 

The second year of the Model Education Program also saw 

a proliferation of new projects. A grant was written and funded 

for a program of mini...,courses on "survival" ....... subjects like con­

sumer education, financial mana;Jement" and job interviewing. A 

Basic Education program was funded by the Comprehensive Employ­

ment Training Act (CETA) in which math and English course.:' were 

offered each afternoon in the jail to ~repare inmates for high 

school equivalency exams.. In line with the Model Education Pro­

gram objective that the;re shDuld be educational opportunities for 
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Chart I-2: The Model Education Program-~ 

Participatory P,rocess ~ Program Develo:emen~ 
'~" \ ,~\ '. 

Eblems felt &~;e~~~~' in'f7~~~1~: ~~~~: ~~~?~i~J 

i~~:~e!~:~ tt~!:~~:' ~~~~~~~~ j,~~~' ~~~~~~~~ : I 
~------------~~-.~~--~~~~.~~.---- ". " 

committee formed to discuss the situation and draw 
up proposals; seminars creat,ed. to . .study, problem 

Proposals discussed informally j 
throughout jail to get feedback 

and makes changes 

proposal discussed formally at 
Wednesday Night all ... jail "town 

meeting" 
~ _______ , __ ~,_~~SJ ____ ~~_. ________ ~ 

Committee makes changes ln proposal -

Proposal brought before Governance Board 
(representative; board of inmates, officers, 
jail adrninistJ':ators I and program staff) 

-----------------------~------------------~ 
~--------~-----------~x------------------~ 
If passed, proposal given to Sheriff for 

approval or veto 

Committee formed for implementation 

o 

~ I 

~ _______________ ._~ ~ --~J ____________ ~ 
Funding (program sta£:E iResearch of community Sign up program I 
provide technical & ad- resources I participant.s I 
ministrative assistance ._ 

~ .JI~.--

Implementa~~nJ 
,J,. 

Evaluation and change in program as 
participants see necessary 
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nars were offered at th.e j ail on the follow'ing subjects! 

Music 
Arts & Crafts 
Human Sexuality 
Law and the Individual 
Sociology 
'rransactional Analysis 
Drama 
Poetry 
Photography 
Audio-Visual Skills 
Family Dynamics 
The Community and Its 

Resources 
Health 
Consumer Law 
Sculpture 
Yoga 
Bible Study 

Auto Mechanics 
Drafting 
Drugs 
Universal Gym Program 
Visual Arts 
Public Speaking 
Writing in the Sciences 
Logic 
Philosophy 
Rheto:r:ic 
Transendental Meditation 
Basic Math 
Basic English 
Basic Science 
Grant Writing and Funding 
Micro-Counseling 
Computer Programming 

vocational programs were slower in developing than edu-

cational ones. Educational opportunities largely had specific, 

built-in rewards such as degrees, that provided a motivation for 

participation. Also, the need the equipment for vocational pro­

grams made them much more costly to introduce. However, limited 

evening courses were offered i,n cooperation with the local trade 

high school and construction of shop facilities began within the 

jail. At the same timer planning began on a proposal to the De­

partment of Educat.ion for an in~jail vocational education program 

which allc)w inmates to explore career choices by offering "on-

hands II experien(~e in a variety of trades. This was funded finally 
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in the third year of the program. 

It should be noted that throughout the course of the 

Model Bducation Program, a II self ... c1assification" system was the 

basis on which inmates participated in program offerings. This 

was consistent with the Model Education program premise which 

said t.aat inmates would haVE! greater success with career and edu .... 

ca't:.iona1 choices that they made for themselves. In that way, 

they would have an investment in the outcome of their participa­

tion; additionally, they would have the learning experience of 

selecting and following through on their own choices. The pro­

gram offerings were also structured so that an individual inmate 

could advance in levels of commitment, initially involving him­

self at a minimal level so that he could gain the self-confidence 

to continue and ,at the same time test the wisdom of his choice. 

Chart I-3 illustrates the system by which these new 

vocational and educational opportunities were intended to prepare 

an inmate for re-integration back into society~ The Model Edu­

cation Program attempted to be one link in a larger system in­

volving other community agencies and institutions. The key Com­

ponents of the Model Education Program's responsibility in this 

reintegration system were; (1) to provide $upport for individual 

inma'l:es as they experimented with new programs .. (2) to provide 

a site in which community agencies could present and deliver ser­

vices to inmates,. (3) to oifer the introduc-I:ory programs which 

would begin a progressive process of commitment and involvement 

by the inrnate~ and (4) to be an on ... going support base where re-
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Chart I .... 3~ The Model Education Program. 

One Link in a Reint'egrat'io'n SystePl 

Various programs instituted in and out af the jail to offer 
educational and vocational opportunities to offenders 

t 
Offenders choose among programs 

self-classif.ication system 

/ 1 
in a 

In-hcuse basic edu~ In-house support ser- Programs at commu-
cation and vocationalf-vices for inmates par-____ ~\nity sites such as 
training offered by ticipating in programs I schools, universi-
MEP staff and local ties, and in-service 
community agencies vocational training 
using jail as a site locales I 
for delivery of ser- ~ 
vices (Inmate combines in-

~ 

service training 
with related college 
degree Program) 

/ 
Inmate presents parole package featuring on-going 

participation in Model Education Program offerings 

Released inmates ~ed to Released inm~continue in 
continue participation in full-time in-service vocational 
in-house programs and sup- training or as full-time Uni-
port servicei versity stUdJrts 

'V' . 
Selected released 1nmates 
act as program volunteers 
and counselors to incar­
cerated inmates 
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leased inmates to return as they went through the difficult period 

of transition back into civilian life" 

Another impo~t~nt aspect to this second year involved 

the "internal-expernal change agent team" which went through a 

significant development in the way it worked, In the first year r 

the project director from the university, the external change 

agent, provided most of the leadership of the program. By the 

second year, she and the assistant education director (who had 

become more active and vocal than the educational director worked 

as' equal partners. In the first year~ when the project director's 

human relations and organizational change ~Jkills had been para­

mount, she had used the opportunity to teach these skills to the 

jail's assistant director of education. He had received his B.A. 

from the University of Massachusetts throt:l.gh the Model Education 

Program, and that, along with his increasing visibility and res­

ponsibili ties, appeared t:o have given him greater professional 

prestige inside the jail. From the outset of the second year, 

the two worked" cloSE: 1'y as a management tea.m. Whereas in the 

first year their allegiances were spli t--·the project director to 

her university associates and the jail C'ldministrator to other 

correctional officers and suspicion of the uni versi ty- ..... they r.lad 

now formed a new and shared an allegiance to the Model Education 

Program and its success, 
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THE THIRD YEAR 

Transfer and Transition--the Instit'utionalization' of the 

Model Education P'rogram into the Berkshire Jail ..----.- ..--- ..--..-

The third year of 'the Model Education Program was a cru­

cial one and far~ranging~ The Model Education Program had to be 

made ready to carryon without the continued intervention of uni­

versity staff. This meant,. a routinization of programming--pro-

grams that only several years back were viewed as impossible pipe-

dreams already were carried on with comparative ease as part of 

the jail's regular operation. Some new and younger correctional 

officers were hired. Although the bulk of the correctional offi­

cers still did not participate actively in the program, the small 

group that did participate became steadier and more enthusiastic 

in their commitment, Renova.tions were undertaken on an old build-

ing on the jail grounds which became the site for vocational train-

ing in mechanics and related trades~ Some of the first inmate 

participants in the MEP ha.d gone on to become full-time on-campus 

students at the University of Massachusetts following their re-

lease or parole from jail~ The first will graduate in January 

1978 with a B.A. While at the university~ this group of ex-offenders 

used the skills they learned in the program to develop and get 

funding for a program of their own~ Project Re~Entry. It provides 

support to inmates on the campus once they are released from jail. 

Project Re~Entry also became the catalyst for a new program, simi~ 

lar to t.he MEl? ~ It recently begun in ano·ther county j ail in the 

area, These MEP graduates~ now themselves based at the university 
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have, in effect,. become "the outside change agent"" introducing 

an educational program into the Franklin County Jail. 

Back at Berkshire,. a key step toward transition was the 

formation of an Educational Policy Committee. This Committee, 

made up of inmates and officers l was charged with the responsi M 

bilities of interviewing, hiring, and scheduling teachers and of 

developing new curricula for the jail. The project director par-

ticipated in the creation of this committee~ but she did not meet 

with it or serve as a member as she would have at an earlier stage 

of the program. Shortly thereafter~ she reduced her work schedule 

to half-time: by January 1976~ just six months before the scheduled 

end of the program, she acted only as a part~time consultant. 

In the meantime r the assistant educational director had 

taken over full administrative duties of all the Model Education 

program's projects and activities in the jail. He had been pro­

moted to the position of educational director for the jail and he 

developed a new funding proposal for a pre-release center which 

would be a half-way house r enabling inmates to live outside of 

the j ail in preparation for their retur'n to society. This grant 

was funded July 1976 for $136 r OOO r and he was assigned as its ad-

ministrator and principle investigator. 

During this crucial transition period~ there was con-

I cern that over time, without the presence of outsiders as advo-

I cates fo!:' change, the jail might slowly return to its former state. 

I There was the fear that program goals, premises and methods might 
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slowly fade l as old, rigid and authoritarian structures came back 

into play. 

In order to address this problem~ specific efforts had 

been made through the first two~and~a~half years to build in both 

stabilization and of self-renewal mechanisms. Inherent in any 

jail is the fact that. the staff is long~term while the inmate 

population is constantly changing. This discrepancy had both 

liabilities and advantages for the problem of institutionalizing 

the Model Education Program, Inevitably the staff~ sheriff and 

correctional officers would have to be keepers of the status quo, 

while the inmates would be vocal advocates consb'~.ntly readdressing 

the program development process. Chart I~4 attempts to illustrate 

this situation. Two key aspects of the program~-a new management 

system and participatory program development--provide, respectively, 

forces toward stabilization and toward continued change. 

Overall~ by the end of the third year of the Model Edu­

cation Program, the jail ha.d changed consi.derably from what it 

had been. Now people from the community and from community agen­

cies were in and out of the jail on a regular basis and quite a 

number of these community agencies had set up systems for provid­

ing services to inmates. The atmosphere in the jail seemed to be 

more relaxed than it had been~ and inmates were in and out of the 

front door of the jail on a regular basis throughout the day as 

they participated in a variety of programs designed to prepare them 

for reo-entry into the community. 
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Chart 1-4: The Model Education Program: 

A Self-Renewing System 

This top of the cir/icle ~~ 
represents the sta­
bilization force 
because it is 
governed by the 
specific insti­
tutionalized 
procedures 
in which 
on-going 
staff hq,ve 
a stake. 

The bottom 
of the cir-
cle repre­
sents a 
force for 
change be­
cause it is 
governed by 
the participa­
tion of new in­
mates who affirm 
their newly defined 
needs. 

(NB; The circular 
change, 

The verticle 
tion, 

vec+.:urs 

vectors 

ew Man gement 
I I 

System 

Participatory 

Program A 
Development 

represent a force 

;rep;resent a force 
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By the third year, some of the areas where the Model 

Education Program had fallen short of its initial objectiveb, 

began to show. For e'xample ll the failure to get a substantial com~ 

mitment on the part of the majority of correctional officers was 

a serious handicap. Another example was the failure to gain ac­

ceptance in some of community. This proved to be a handicap in 

such areas as winning support for the placement of a pre-release 

center in a Pittsfield nl:dghborhood. These and Q'ther problem areas 

will be described and discussed in the chapters of this report 

which focus specifically on program evaluation. 

Wi th the termination of FIPSE funding (which had provided 

two years of operational funds in addition to the initial planning 

grant, which itself had been extended to cover a full-year period) 

university personnel left the jail~ at the same time, the National 

Institute of Corrections awarded a grant of $48,000 for an evalua­

tion study to commence October 1, 1976. The purpose of this grant 

was to develop a cc;u;e study report demonstrating the change pro­

cess that the jail had undergone as well as to indicate the poten­

tial for this kind of change being successful elsewhere. As for 

the transition, the e\"~taluation seems to indicate that it took some 

months for the Model Education Program to stabalize itself after 

the departure of the university staff. But then as the same needs 

that had always existed for education, counseling, and vocational 

training began to be voi<,~ed once again.( there was nothing to do but 

get back to work~ Wednesday N~ght Meetings, the Adult Basic Edu~ 

cation courses{o on~going proposal development, the Belchertown 

Project, the Governance Board~ the Educational policy Committee, 
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the twice weekly trips to the university campus for incarcerated 

University Without Walls students~ the vocational education train~ 

ing, the one-to~one counseling, di~c~ssions, negotiations~ plan­

ning and proposal writing, continued on as before. 

(See Appendix I for a chrDnological outline of the 

Model Education Program~ which indicates the stages of implemen­

tation and the time schedule of agency participation; programs, 

and funding.) 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY OF THE EVALUATION OF 

THE MODEL EDUCATION PROGRA~1 
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The most useful approach to the evaluation of the Model 

Education Program was seen 'co be a case study, A case study 

would offer a comprehensive way of describing and reviewing what 

had been a complex process of institutional change. It would 

also offer a format to look at change strategies, programs, par­

ticipants and the institution itself. Thus, the evaluation fo­

~used on four central issues~ (1) the effects of the program on 

the environment of the jail, (2) the effects of the program on 

the jail's relationship with the outside community and ourside 

community agencies, (3) the change process itse~f, and (4) the 

replicability of such a program in other, similar situations. 

The objective of such an approach was to produce a report that 

would be of particular value to pr&ctitioners in the field of cor­

rectional reform. As such, it would serve both as an introduction 

to the Model Education Program and an evaluation of the program's 

methods and accomplishments. 

A case study lends itself to a qualitative rather than 

quantitative written document. While a range of quantitative data 

was gathered in the course of the study, it was used primarily for 

descriptive information and only secondarily for statistical anal­

ysis. Throughout this report,. a variety of sources of data are 

used to illustrate different as?ects of the program. At the same 

time, information such as demographic data is woveI~ .into the re­

port at various points where it. has particular bearing on the 

topic under discussion. 

A second key decision made in approaching the evaluation 
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I 
was to have it follow an action research design. Action research I 
typically requires a close collaboration between the evaluators 

and those involved in the program being evaluated~ Allowing the 

program staff to give input into the research design and imple­

mentation increases the likelihood that that research will be 

I 
I 

topical and rel~vant. Those being evaluated can provide insight I 
into the feasibility of certain approaches and offer suggestions 

for how to best carry them out. Final decisions must, of course, 

rest with the evaluators--th6Y are the ones with particular ex­

pertise in data collection and analysis and should also be in a 

position to offer a more objective perspective than those inti-

rnately involved in a program on a, day-to-day basis. Furthermore, 

in terms of implementing' recommendations arising out of the re-

search, it is commonly agreed that the greater the degree of par­

ticipation in the process by those being evaluated, the greater 

the involvement and therefore the greater the utilization of its 

findings. According to Claire Sellitz, " ... collaboration far 

outweighs its disadvantages,lIl 

Since the action research model calls for significant 

input from the staff of the program being evaluated, the evalua­

tion of the Model Education Program incorporated informal infor­

mation sharing from the very outset. Once the research instru­

ments had been designed, a two-day, pre-evaluation retreat was 

lsellitz, Claire, et. al., Research Methdds in Social Relations, 
New York: Holt, Rinehard and Winston, 1956, p. 457. 
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held with twenty-five people variously involved in the program. 

They included representatives from the jail, the Model Education 

Program, the University of Massachusetts, conunu,nity agencies y 

and the National Institute of Corrections. This conference had 

a dual purpose: (1) to educate people about the process of eval­

uation--how it is conceived, implemented, and how data is anal­

yzed; and (2) to receive input on the research instruments and 

plans for i~l1plementation. At the conclusion of the data collec­

tion peri(ld a~nd after a preliminary analysis had been prepared, 

a post-evaluation retreat was held. Data was shared with par­

ticipants and various int~rpretations of the data as well as 

their implications were discussed. The evaluators received val·­

uable insights into the data through this discussion and retreat 

participants were provided with a preliminary report on findings 

that Gould presumably affect the Model Education Program work in 

which they were then engaged. To supplement these two formal 

meetings, many informal discussions were held throughout the 

course of the study between evaluators and program participants. 

The initial impulse for the evaluation came from the 

Model Education Program and the jail itself. Toward the end of 

the second year of the program's operations, a group of outside 

evaluators were asked to develop possible research designs that 

could evaluate and document the change effort at the Berkshire 

Jail. Some months later, in the spring of 1976, Dr. Norma Gluck­

stern, who at this time had concluded np.r role as the project 

director of the r.1odel Education Program, used the IIPreliminary 
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Research/Evaluation Design Document,,2 that had been prepared as 

a basis for submitting an evaluation proposal to the National 

Institl,1te of Correct.ions. Funding was secured and the study began 

in october 1976. 

Due to her previous association with the jail, Dr. 

Gluckstern already had access to program and commu~ity agency 

~taffs whose cooperation was needed for the study. Her own ex-

perience in working with the Model Education Program enabled her 

e\Taluation team to proceed with an understanding of what had been 

a relatively complex organizationaJ. change process. The problem 

of objectiv~ty was addressed by including extensive interviews 

with other key participants in the change process. 

Additionally, data from various sources were carefully 
,~t'" 

compared in order to cross-check for consistency. Data for the 

evaluation was gathered from three major sources: (1) interviews 

and questionnaires administered to inmates, correctional officers, 

program staff, community agency representatives, and outside com-

munity members active in the program; (2) participant observation 

by a sociology graduate student who lived in the jail cell block 

for 52 days, and (3) a review of written materials related to the 

program and comparative data on similar county correctional insti-

tutions. 

2Submitted by E. Barnes! Jr., R. Coates, and A. Elwiel on 
April 12, 1975, 
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Interviews and Questionnaires 

Interviews or questionnaires, or both! were administered 

to the following individuals~ 

1. 80 incarcerated inmates 

2. 14 correctional officers employed in the Berk­

shire Jail before the inception of the Model 

3. 

4. 

Education Program 

27 correctional officers currently employed in 

the Berkshire Jail 

48 program staff~ community members, community 

agency personnel, and university staff 

5. 7 University of Massachusetts graduates who had 

participated in the student-inmate program. 

The questionnaire for interviewing inmates was adopted 

from materials developed in connection with the Harvard Center 

for Criminal Justice Study of the De .... institutionalization of the 

Massachusetts Department of Youth services. 3 The questionnaire 

consisted of four major components; (1) background data, (2) 

open-ended and closed questions pertaining to daily operations 

within the Berkshire Jail and the Model Education Program, (3) a 

social climate scale, and (4) a semantic differential test. (All 

3coates, Robert B. ~ Miller ,! Alden rD.; and Ohlin, Lloyd E.; 
"Juvenile Correctional Reform in Massachusetts," A Preliminary 
Report of the Center for Criminal Justice of the Harvard Law 
School, p. 93~ 
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evaluation questionnaires can be found in Appendix 2,) Although 

the population of the jail was averaging about one hundred at the 

time of these interviews in January 1977, some inmates were not 

included in the sample. Most of these were boundovers--non~ 

sentenced inmates awaiting trial who, by law were not allowed to 

participate in MEP. (Current Massachusetts law also requires that 

bound-over inmates be kept separated from sentenced offenders.) 

On the first day of interviewing~ a list was compiled of those in­

mates who were currently serving time. A total of 86 inmates fell 

into this category. Six of the total of 86 declined to partici­

pate, and so in the course of four days of interviewing, 80 in­

mates (nine female and 71 male) were interviewed. This response 

rate of 93 percent is considered quite high for such a study. 

Four specially trained graduate students from the sociology de­

partment of the University of Massachusetts were responsible for 

conducting these interviews. They asked a set of predetermined 

questions listed on the questionnaire, and then asked the inmate 

to self-administer the social climate scale and semantic differ­

ential test. On the average, an interview took 55 minutes. 

The 14 correctional officers who were working in the 

jail before the inception of the Model Education Program were 

actually interviewed in a period that pre-dated the awarding of 

the eV'aluation grant. At that time~ staff of the Model Education 

Program determined a need to establish some record of how correc­

tional officers had perceived the jail and their work there before 

the intervention of the new program. Again, the interview questions 

were adapted from the Harvard Center Study. The interviewing was 
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done by a graduate student from the psychology department of the 

Catholic University, Washington, D.C., during July 1976. ~e 

interview questions focused on general background data as well 

as specific information about training, prior work experience, 

security, and discipline. A social climate scale was presented 

and self~administered7 a semantic differential test was given. 

Interviews lasted an average of 30 minutes. 

It should be noted that while this data did provide 

some useful information for comparing the pre- and post-Model 

Education Program jail~ the sampling of 14 was probably too small, 

and the basis of comparison too general, to do anything but use 

the information for a general qualitative comparison. No attempt 

was made to have this data become the foundation of a strict com-

parative statistical analysis, 

The second set of correctional officer interviews, 

covering all those currently employed full-time in the jail, was 

conducted six months later at the same time as the inmate inter­

views in January 1977. The decision to include only full-time 

employees excluded several who worked regularly but only a sub­

sti tute basis and w'ho were not considered full-time mentbers of 

the staff. The total number of correctional staff interviewed 

was 27, including one matron and one secretary. Once again the 

Harvard study providad the model for the questionnaire and was 

sim~lar to the questionnaire given to the 80 incarcerated inmates. 

It included the same four major components: background data, 

open-ended and closed questions pertaining to the daily operations 
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within the jail and the program,. a social climate scale, and a 

semantic differential test. These interviews were conducted by 

another graduate student from the Catholic University and took 

place between January 19 and 22~ 1977. As with the inmates, the 

first half of the interview was administered orally while the 

social climate scale was self-administered unless the correctional 

officer himself requested it be done orally. These interviews 

took an average of 40 minutes each. 

A fourth set of interviews was conducted with a wide 

range of Model Education Program staff, University of Massachu­

setts personnel, related participants, community agency person­

nel, and some ex~offenders who had previously participated in 

the Model Education Program. A special questionnaire, entitled 

"General Interview Form" was developed for this purpose. It was 

primarily of an open-ended nature due to the diversi·ty of the 

population and included some questions that were appropriate for 

all respondents and others directed to a particular sub-group. 

The data gathered in this way fell into three main catagories: 

(1) information pertaining to~ and an evaluation of, the organi-

zational change process; (2) evaluative descriptions of the jail 

itselfi and (3) description and evaluation of the Model Education 

Program. 

The method of determining who would be interviewed with 

the General Interview Form involved a complex process. A list 

was initially compiled which identified key people, groups, and 

organizations that had been involved in the Model Education Program. 
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This list was expanded at the pre-evaluation retreat, incorporat~ 

ing suggestions of retreat partic:ipants. The interviewing process 

itself in turn identified additional key people~ and thus the list 

grew to number 48, None of the people who were identified declined 

to be interviewed. The interviews were con'ducted by a Catholic 

University graduate student and a research assistant. Depending 

on the degree of contact of the individual respondent with the 

Model Education Program,. the interview varied in duration from 15 

minutes to more than two hours. 

Finally, a separate questionnaire was prepared and mailed 

out to all past participan'l:.s of the student-inmate program who 

could be located at the time of the study. This solicitation by 

mail was conducted by one of the past student-inmates himself, 

presently a graduate student in the Criminal Justice Program at 

the State University of New York at Albany. The questionnaire 

was designed to address the uniqueness of the student-inmate pro­

gram and asked a range of questions about the motivation for par­

ticipation, the jail experience, and the educational impact of 

having participated in the program. Of the 12 questionnaires that 

were mailed,. seven were returned. 

All of the data collected through this formal interview 

and questionnaire process (except that of the student~inmates) 

was collated and analy:~ed by computer at the Catholic Uni versi ty. 

Though the collated da't.a was used primarily in comparative charts, 

some corss-tabulation was also conducted. One key variable that 

was identified and used in the overall interpretation of data was 
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the "degree of involvement" of inmates and correctional staff res~ 

pondents in the Model Education Program. For inmates respondents, 

"degree of involvement" 'N'as defined through the use of self-reported 

data which gave a list of areas of participation in the program. 

Those inmates who did not take part in any Model Education Program 

activities were categorized as "not involved." Seventeen inma.tes 

fit into this category~ The remaining 63 inmates were distributed 

almost equally between the "minimally involved'! (20), "moderately 

involved" (21), and "highly involved" (22). These categories were 

determined by the numbers of program activities in which an indi­

vidual participated~ that is, one to three activities represented 

minimal involvement; four to seven, moderate involvement; and 

eight or more, a high level of involvement. 

The correctional staff sampling was also divided into 

"highly" and "minimally" involved. Working from the assumption 

that all staff are at least minimally involved because their du­

ties in the jail were affected to some degree by the Model Educa­

tion Program, it was only judged necessary to identify those of­

ficers who had participated more fully. Two questions on the 

Correctional Officer Interview Form were used to determine this 

variable: (1) "Have your job duties changed in any way since 

July 19 73, and if yes, have these changes been dur to the Model 

Education Program?" (2) "Have you participated in any of the 

educational opportunities made available through the Model Educa­

tion Program?" If both qnestions were answered affirmatively, 

that officer was highly involved in the Model Education Program. 

There were four correctional officers in this category. Overall, 

45 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

the introduction of the degree of involvement variable proved very 

useful in interpreting the collated interview data. 

Participant Observation 

A rather unique aspect of this evaluation study was the 

role of the participant~observer. For 52 days, he lived in the 

cell block and was housed and treated just like any other inmate. 

No special dispensations were accorded to him by line staff, Model 

Edudation Program staff, or the jail administration. 

Before ent~ring the jail the participant~observer (a 

sociology graduate student and research associate of the Model 

Education Program Evaluation) devised a system for tabulating 

and recording observations. By first identifying the groups with­

in the jail and then accounting for various interactions that 

could occur between these groups, the participant~observer de­

veloped specific categories as a loose guide of observations of 

which to take note~ He kept careful records of these interactions, 

focusing particularly on such social climate indicators as control, 

decision makin~ and fairness. By adhering to this outline, the 

participant-observer was able to focus his obs~rvations and thus 

provide a consistency in his field notes. which provided a basis 

for comparison and cross checking of other components of the study. 

(See Appendix III for the outline used by the participant-observer) • 

The existence of a student-inmate program in the jail 

(see chapter one) meant that the presence of an outsider in the 
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cell block was not something extraordinary, Although no secret 

was made of his purpose--observing and maintaining field notes~­

there were inmates and staff who believed that he was actually 

a sentenced inmate. For example" the day before he completed his 

stay, an inmate ~Ilho had lived two cells away from him for the pre­

viou~3 50 days, \'las surprised to learn that his "tier-'mate" was 

actually a member of the evaluation team. At another time, while 

out in the yard, a correctional officer directed the participant­

observer to move away from a gate that was in a state of disrepair. 

Presumably he was concerned about the possibility of escape, 

Although some inmates knew n0thing about the evaluation 

or the role of the participant-observer, most did. Several in­

mates introduced themselves to the participant-observer early in 

his stay because they had heard about what he was doing. The 

majority of inmates~ however~ considered him to be in much the 

same category as the student-inmates, and as such, he was openly 

accepted and often asked to join in the activities that were a 

regular part of cell block life. Separate data subsequently re-' 

vealed that correctional officers and inmates had grown accustomed 

to the presence of outsiders observing and living in their pre­

viously pri vata ,,~orld. 

In any participant-observation study there i~ the ques­

tion of the degree to which the researcher should be(;ome involved 

in the day-to-day activities of the situation he is observing. 

The participant must be active enough to experience the circum­

stance he is trying to learn about, yet he must also refrain from 
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becoming overly involved and run the risk of losing his objectivity. 

The period of participant~observation took place during 

a turbulent time in the jail. The inmate population had" jumped 

from an average of about 80 to a daily count of 100. With this 

increase came a younger inmate population that was more unruly 

than the older "jail .... wise" inmates of previous years. Just two 

days before the participant-observer's entry, three inmates had 

engineering an escape through the roof of the cell block. This 

caused a tightening of security and an increase in tension within 

the jail. In this unstable setting, it was difficult for the par'­

ticipant-observer to maintain a low profile. Stemming from his 

inclusion on a sheriff's committee organized to deal with these 

problems and his active participation in meetings of the Model 

Education Program~ he was occasionally looked to for opinions and, 

in some instances, intervention, Due to this and scheduling con­

siderations, it was decided to conclude the participant-observer 

role after fifty,..two days rather than to continue on through the 

90 days originally planned. 

Review of Program Materials and Comparative Data on Other county 

Correctional Institutions 

This third major source of data provided a wealth of 

historical information on the program as well as information 

enabling a comparison of the Berkshire Jail with other county 

correctional institutions. It also provided a basis on which to 

address the question of the replicability of the Model Education 
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Program. 

The program materials reviewed included the various 

funding proposals generated in the three-year history of imple­

mentating of the Model Education Program and used to raise money 

for the wide range of projects that developed under the auspices 

of the program. Other materials included documents that had been 

prepared for the bi-annual National Advisory Board meetings in 

the jail and various other materials generated in the course of 

program development, Comparative data on other jails was obtained 

from correctional literature written by experts in the field, The 

Nation's Jails, a census of j ails prepared by Department of Jus·~ 

ticels Law Enforcement Assistance Administration~ and the National 

Criminal Justice Information Statistics Service ,. the Massachusetts 

State Department of Corrections research department~ and informal 

telephone interviews with the sheriffs of both Hampshire and Ply­

mouth County jails in Massachusetts. 

The evaluation methodology described above is outlined 

in the timetable below that indicates the steps of data collection, 

review, analysis, and report preparation. 
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Chart II .... l; 

Summer 1976 

August - December 1976 

october 21-23, 1976 

october ... Decenfuer 1976 

December 1976 ... 
February 1977 

January 19-22, 1977 

February ... June, 1977 

June 27-28" 1977 

July'· August, 1977 

September 1977 

November 1, 1977 

Evaluation Time Schedule 

Interviewing of 14 correctional 
officers employed at jail prior 
to July l~ 1973 

Questionnaire developed 

P~e-evaluation retreat 

participant-observation by research 
associate living inside the jail 
block 

Interviewing of community members, 
community agency personnel, Model 
Education Program staff, and Uni­
versity of Massachusetts participants 

Intervie~"ing of in>! .te and correc­
tional officer 

Data analysis 

Post-evaluation retreat 

Data Review and rough draft of report 
prepared. 

Discussion draft of report prepared 

Discussion draft submitted to the 
National Institute of Corrections 
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All of the data collected in the course of the evaluation 

was applied in considering four key questions identified earlier; 

(1) Can a hostile and indifferent jail environment be turned into 

one of support and advocacy for inmates? (2) Can a jail become 

an open institution facilitating the reintegration of offenders 

back into the community? (3) Can an outside change agency such 

as a university be instrumental in bringing change to a county 

jail? (4) Can the Model Education Program at the Berkshire Jail 

be replicated in other county correctional institutions? In ad­

dressing each of these questions:; care was taken to use the var­

ious sources of data for corroboration and cross~checking. Each 

source could stand on its own, but the validity of any piece of 

information was increased when other sources served to substan­

tiate it. By the same token, when data was contradictory, care 

was taken to determine the source of the discrepancy and judge 

whether the discrepency could be understood in terms of a partic­

ular sub-group's special needs or experience. Sometimes this added 

information for evaluating the program. This style of analysis 

was especially useful within a case-study approach to evaluation 

because it meant that various points of view could be taken into 

account in a way that further served to present the complexities 

of institutional change. 

In the four chapters, one of the research issues listed 

above will be examined in detail. In each case, appropriate data 

is presented~ discussedr. and in some cases used as a basis for 

comparison. Some redundancy in presenting data was inevitable in 

cases where specific information had bearing on more than one of 
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the research questions under consideration. It will be helpful 

to keep in mind that this report .:Ls meant to offer an evaluative 

overview of the Model Education Program. Accordingly~ a narra~ 

tive style of presentation is employed. We hope that this will 

make the data and analysis readily accessible and give the reader 

some useful information. 
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CHAPTER III 

CAN A HOSTILE AND INDIFFERENT JAIL ENVIRONMENT BE TURNED 

INTO ONE OF SUPPORT AND ADVOCACY FOR INMATES? 
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As was mentioned in the introduction jails have long 

been a neglected element of the criminal justice system. This 

neglect is evidenced not only in the archaic physical structures 

of many jails but also in widespread unsanitary and filthy in­

teriors, lack of effective programs for inmates~ and a general 

custodial orientation of jail administrators and staff. Numerous 

writers (Mattick, Flynn~ Goldfarb,. Singer, and Keating) have com­

mented on the dismal state of the nation's jails. In this chap­

ter, we will examine whether and to what degree a jail environ­

ment can be altered within the confines of an existing jail struc­

ture. 

Although the University of Massachusetts joined forces 

with the Berkshire Jail to provide educational and vocational op­

portunities to inmates and staff~ this was not the sole objective. 

The mere provision of such services is, in and of itself, a rela­

tively easy task involving little imagination or insight into the 

particular problems confronting individuals confined within a jail. 

In addition to new programs, therefore ( the Model Education Pro­

gram addressed itself to the quality of life within the jail, how 

that could affect the development of ties with the outside commu­

nity, and how it could facilitate the overall reintegration pro­

cess of the offender back into society. 

This then also addresses the issue of whether the Model 

Education Program did~ in fact( make an impact on the environment 

of the Berkshire Jail, It asks two rather all~encompassing ques~ 
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tions: (1) Does the Berkshire Jail now have a social climate that 

is one of support and advocacy for its members? and (2) Do the 

staff and administration at the jail function in a way that is 

supportive of that' social climate? 

In order to address the first question, the social cli­

mate of the jail will be analyzed in terms of the following three 

considerations: the flew and type ofc'onttnunic'ation between and 
(~ 

amongst the various individuals and groups within the jail, the 

participation of the various groups in the jail's d~cision making 

processes, and the style of ~ecurity and discipline currently 

operating in the jail. Then~ the question of how supportive the 

staff and administration are of the social climate will be dis-

cussed in a fourth section~-the Management System. 

Communication 

Have lines of communication been opened up to 

allow for "meaningful" interactions bebleen 

and amongst correctional staff, inmates, jail 

administrators, and Model Education Program 

staff? 

The amount and quality o,f communication between and 

amongst groups is a tell-tale indicator of the social climate of 

any organization of institution. Communication indicates the de­

gree to which groups have access to one another. It also indi-
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cates such things as an overall sense of trust and openness. In 

an environment like a jail, access to information and its use in 

dissemination, cem be a way that power is consolidated and used 

or abused. A free flow of open communication prevents this misuse 

of information. A number of c:~orrectional observers have noted 

that people protect themselves in prisons and jail by giving out 

as little information as possible~ for fear that the information 

might be used against them! An authoritarian model of institutional 

control leads to this style of communication that is highly cau­

tious and not helpful to the individual in dealing with the cir~ 

cmnstances of his environment, The Model Education Program had 

hoped to change the Berkshire Jail from this authoritarian type 

environment to one that was more democratic and fair. If patterns 

of communication could be seen to be changing toward more ease 

and openness, then the case could be made that the Model Educa-

tion Program had met some success in working toward this goal. 

To describe the general mood that now exists within the 

block, it will be beneficial to first identify t,he types of a.cti­

vities in which inmates engage while they are in the cell block. 

The majority of things mentioned by most inma,tes seem to be acti­

vities directed primarily at trying to pass the time. These 

activities indicate that trtis is little movement or exercise and 

suggest the prolonged periods of idleness often associated with 

"doing time~" 
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Table III-l: "How do you spend most of your time in the block?" I 

Activity Percent 

Watching television or 
listening to radio 15 

Playing cards 20 

Hanging out 15 

Getting high 7 

Sleeping 2 

Reading or Writing 25 

Working in Kitchen 5 

Other 11 

100 

It is interesting to note that 25 percent of the Berk-

shire inmates mentioned reading or writing as one of their major 

activities (Table III-l), Comparative data from another insti-

tution would be of value in assl9ssing the degree to which this 

reading and writing might be attributable to the Model Education 

Program's influence. For the usual image of an incarcerated per-

son is not one of an individual sitting in his cell reading a 

book or writing in a diary. Besides that, the most predominant 

activities listed are ones that involve inmates interacting with 

each other. 

Another indication of the general atmosphere in the 

block is the response rate to the statement r "Most of the inmates 
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here are friendly." Eighty percent of the inmates agreed with it~ 

Furthermore, 83 percent of the inmates mentioned that they had de~ 

veloped a close friendship with at least one other inmate while 

at the jail. This friendly atmosphere could possibly be trans~ 

lated as a supportive atmosphere among inmates. 

In general, responses to the social climate scale items 

seem to support the contention that communication has improved 

at the jail and that this has affected the quality of life within 

the block. There is a general consensus among the inmates that 

they help new inmates get familiar with the block (91 percent say 

at least some of the time). It also appears that the majority of 

the inmates believe that they are supportive of one another. 

Seventy-one percent thought that I "If an inmate screws up j' other 

inmates will sit down and talk with him," and 70 percent felt 

that, at least some of the time, "If an inmate does well, other 

inmates will personally tell him so." Among the correctional staff, 

48 percent agreed that inmates reward other inmates for good be­

havior. This response rate is supported by observa'l:.ional data. 

For example, two inmates made an agreement to provide support to 

each other to help stay off dope, On the other hand, while a 

person serves his time, the cell block becomes his community and 

due to the closed nature of this community, it is difficult for 

an inmate not to interact at least minimally with his fellow in~ 

mates. Participant observation confirmed that a certain camarad~ 

erie existed within the cell block. For instance, when an inmate 

had a birthdaYl he was thrown in the shower with everyone singing 
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Happy Birthday. And the night before an inmate's time was up~ he 

was razzed about. how long he'd be able to stay out and 'tV'as thrown 

in the shower after supper. 

Concerning actual comnlunication mechanisms within the 

block that allow for the dissemination of information, there are 

berth formal (i. e. block meetings) and information (grapevine) 

Olles. When something urgent needs to be discussed., a block meet .... 

ing is often called, During the period of participant observation, 

block meetings were called to discuss such issues as ~ (1.) a list 

of grievances to present to the county commissioners during their 

inspection tour; (2) possible action to be taken to draw attention 

to the then deplorable quality of food and; (3) the communication 

of information from the administration, such as, the information 

that one inmate had been using a fraudulent credit card number 

while using the pay phone located in the block officer's office 

and the telephone company threatened its removal if any more phoney 

numbers were given. The inmate leadership spoke out on this, say­

ing "Don't f_ up 'cuz phone is a privilege here in the block-­

it's not a legal right~" 

Relationships between correctional officers and inmates 

are somewhat friendly and easy,....goi~g a1thought.here is evidence 

of the typical groupings and antagonisms, Eighty-one percent of 

the correctional officers agreed that the jail was essentially 

split into two camps( inmates and correctional officers. However, 

less than half of the inmates (47 percent) agreed that this divi-
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sion existed. In addition, 48 percent of the inmates also stated 

that they had. made at least one friend among the downstairs staff ....... 

the correctional staff not necessarily involved with the Model 

Educa'tion Program. 

In line with the trend in which the officers saw more 

of a split between them and inmates than the inmates did, the 

data also show that although only 15 percen't of the officers felt 

that they spent a lot of time talk.ing with inmates, 59 percent of 

the inmates felt that there was a lot of interaction between cor­

rectional officers and inmates. However} only 38 percent of the 

inmates felt that the correctional officers dealt fairly and 

squarely with inmates, 29 percent felt that correctional officers 

and inmates could work together toward a common goal, and 64 per­

cent stated that guards hardly ever inform inmates about what1s 

going on. An illustration of this last point was obse!.'ved one 

night when officers working the evening shift were decided whether 

or not to delay lock~up by half an hour to allow inmates to watch 

the end of a movie, Neither officer announced the decision but 

rather told inmates that at 8;30 p.m. (lock-up time) they'd find 

out. Table III ..... 2 compares the guard a,nd imp.ate assessment of 

whether or not the guards deal fairly with inmates. 
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"The correctional officers' deal fairly and 

squarely with all of the inmat~s." 

Inmates Guards 
I 

Agree 38% 70% 

Disagree 62% 30% --
Total 100% 100% 

correctional officers seem to feel that they deal quite 

fairly with inmates, In response to another statement, 80 per~ 

cent of the correctional staff said that they reward an inlnate 

if he does well but 44 percent of the inmates state that officers 

will hardly ever tell an inmate that he has done well. Could this 

disparity be the result of both the guards'and the inmates' refu-

sal to share information openly with one another? 

During the post~eva1uation retreat in June, discussion 

centered around the use of information as a manipulative tool. 

Those who have knowledge of an upcoming even'(: have an advantage 

over those unaware of the situation. In this manner, information 

or access to information can become a source of power. Conse-

quent1y, if communication is opened up in the jail, a loss of 

power will be fo110wed--not only for correctional officers but 

for inmates as well. But,. as both groups lose power r each gains. 

As lines of communication improve f' more information is shared and 

each group within the jail becomes more aware of what's going' on. 

61 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

This allows mechanisms for dialogue and a feeling of mutual trust~ 

To 'what extent hats this model been realized at Berkshire 

Jail? The data presented here seems to suggest that the mechanisms 

have been actualized to sonle degree l particularly in the way in 

'N'hich the j ail administration and inmates can now sit down and talk 

over problems together. FlOr example, at one point, a zip gun was 

known to be in the block a.nd the administration appealed to the 

inmates on the Sheriff's Committee (a later incarnation of the 

Governance Board) to get the gun out'of the block in order to pre­

vent the necessity for a major shakedown. By the next morning the 

zip gun ~,.,as turned over to the administration. This is an example 

of trust between the jail administration and inmates. The trust 

level between the correctional officers and the inma'tes does not 

seem to have reached this same level as yet. 

Just as we initially examined the way in which inmates 

spend their time in the block, we will now look at the same var·­

iable in relation to the "upstairs"--the top floor of the jail 

where the Model Education Program and i·ts acti vi ties were head­

quartered. Recalling that the majority of time in the block was 

spent in passive activities, a considerable difference can be 

seen (Table III~3) in responses to how time was spent upstairs. 
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Table III-3; "How do you spend most of your time up~tairs?" 

How Time Spent 

Working on projects 

Attending classes 

Meetings 

Counseling 

Weightroom 

Hanging out 

Rapping 

Other 

Percent 
Reporting 

9 

20 

15 

8 

21 

14 

5 

8 

100 

Most of these activities require some kind of involvement or ac­

tion on the participant's part. People are not just sitting 

around passing time. rrhey seem instead '1;:'0 be involved in some 

constructive forms of behavior. 

This involvement appears to include Model Education 

Program staff when considered with the inmate response that 76 

percent felt there was a lot of interaction between MEP staff and 

inmates. ,Eighty-one percent felt that inmat,es and MEP staff will 

work toge~her towards a common goal verifying that the co11abora­

ti ve modt'"l of program development has made an .impact. There is 

reas(:m to believe that the opening up of communication channels 

is partially responsible for this willingness to cooperate. 

Ninety-three percent of the inmates said that the MEP personnel 
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keep them informed at least some of the time~ and 78 percent dis­

agreed with the statement that, "The upstairs is split into two 

groups with staff in one and inmates in the other~" Other data 

also revealed that inmates feel the Model Education Program staff 

treated them fairly and squarely, provided them with personal at­

tention and generally was supportive of inmates. 

As will be noted in subsequent sections l inmates are 

gi ven considerable responsj.bili ty and decision making pow~rs in 

the upstairs program and staff members have essentiall.J coaveyed 

the message, "We're here for you to use .. if you don't use us, it's 

your own fault." Inmates are not coerced into participation but 

it is made clear during meetings that if inmates don't provide a 

certain degree of input, they could lose what they've gained in 

the past few years. Can this cooperative atmosphere of the up­

stairs prog:t.'am permeate the block more than it already has, or is 

there an inherent limit to the degree of communication that can 

exist in the cell block betw~en correctional officers end inmates? 

Are the traditional concerns of security and control on the guards' 

part and the basic mistrust of guards by inmates too great to be 

chang~d any further than they alt:eady have been? As one inmate 

commented, "A screw is a scre\'l is a screw, I, and another said, 

"When it come donw, there's not question that he (the guard) is 

going to be on th.e outside and we'll be in here." Although these 

are quite stereotypical statements without much specific content~ 

the question remains~ to what extent do they indicate some un~ 

breachable barriers within a correctional facility? 
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with regard to this traditional separation of inmates 

and correctional staff into two oampus, it is noteworthy that 

at the Berkshire Jail, there appears to be a new distinction 

that is blurri.ng,. if not actually replacing, the old alignment. 

In response to whether or not the jail was split into two groups 

with the "downstairs" bei.ng one and the "upstairs" another, 84 

percent of the correctional officers thought so and 58 percent 

of the inmates agreed. What makes this particularly significant 

is the fact that the "upstairs" consists of inmates, Model Edu .... 

cation Program staff, and correctional officers who have in the -........... 

course of the past three-and.,-.one-half years, taken on new job 

roles in the Model Education Program. The" downstairs" f although 

referring primarily to the correctional staff and administration, 

also includes the inmate trustees. It is apparent that the is-

sues don't always boil down to the keepers versus the kept. 

Clearly, in the Berkshire Jail~ some new lines of communication 

have been opened to allow for more meaningful interactions. The 

social climate of the "upstairs" has definitely moved toward one 

of support and advocacy. The attitudes of the inmates are with­

out doubt the most essential indicator of this trend although it 

is too early to call it a definitive success. 

Decision Marking 

To what degree have inmates and correctional 

staff been incorporated into decision making . ;, . , 
processes at the jail? 
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As stated earlier~ one of the primary goals of the 

Model Education Program was to change the social climate of the 

jail from a hostile and indifferent environment to one of sup~ 

port and advocacy for inmates. Providing inmates and correc­

tional officers with a role in the decision making processes at 

I the j ail was seen as one means of changing the, environment. Al-
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lowing inmates to exercise some control over their situation was 

believed to be a necessary step in reversing the standard correc­

tional practice of disenfranchising inmates and treating them as 

if they were incapable of making decisions affecting their own 

lives. 

Although most correctional facilities operate without 

input by the inmates into the formal decision making process, 

one author made the following observation; " ..• prisons can only 

run with consent of the inmates and the power of prison officials 

is less than it appears."l Given this situation, participatory 

management could possible reduce some of the tension that normally 

exists between the keepers and the kept. 

For participatory management to operate in a jail set~ 

ting , it is essential that the chief administrator allow the ne­

cessary mechanisms to be esta.blished, Once established, these 

mechanisms must then be allowed to influence decisions concerning 

lNicolau", Georg, "Grievance Jl~rbitration in a Prison: The 
Lalton experiment n

' Resolution,. Vol, li' No.3, Spring 1975, p. 11-
16. . , " 
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program development as well as some decisions relating directly 

to the daily operations of the jail. For example~ inmates can 

be allowed input int,o the type' of menu that is prepared; correc­

tional officers can be consulted on discipline and security is~ 

sues. Decisions relating to such issues do not need to be made 

by fiat. In the Model Education Program, participation took the 

form of such things as an Educational Policy Committee, made up 

of inmates and correctional officers who determine what courses 

are to be taught in the upstairs program. 

New decision making processes within the overall jail, 

were not as easily instituted as they were in the Model Education 

Program. The very nature and history of corrections precluded 

total inmate participation in decision making procedures, but 

definite efforts were made by the administration to incorporate 

inmates and line staff into decisions that had previously been 

the exclusive domain of the sheriff and deputy master. The Gov­

ernance Board, for example, consisting of three line staff, three 

inmates, administrators and Model Education Program staff, was 

devised as a mechanism for airing grievances, improving conditions 

at the jail and suggesting new policy procedures. 

Regarding the extent of inmate input into "upstairs" 

decisions, severa.l data sources provide a very positive picture. 

One official from the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission 

made this comment that has some bearing on the topic: "Massachu,.. 

setts Rehabilitation Commission had many of the same vocationa.l 
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programs before, as the Model Education Program does now, but 

they are more successful now because the inmates choose what 

programs come inr not the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission; 

and that makes a big difference even though the programs are the 

same." This individual was refering to the Education Policy Com­

mi ttee--a group of inmates who make recolmnendations I subject to 

the director's approvaljl rega,rding what classes will be taught in 

the program. His assessment of inmate input into decisions within 

the Model Education Program is confirmed by responses to the inmate 

questionnaire described .in Chapi:er Two. In response to the state­

ment, "inmates can share in the decisions about how the upstairs 

program is run," 89 percent of those inmates responding agreed or 

strongly agreed with the statement, This finding is further sup­

ported by responses to the question of whether "inmates have any 

input into the types of programs and/or classes within the Model 

Education Program" to which 92 percent answered affirmatively. 

With respect to the kind of input, it appears that the "process" 

discussed in the preceding section has been internalized. That 

is, only a small minority of the inmates said that they would go 

directly to the Model Education Program director (nine percent) 

or to the sheriff (four percent) with their suggestions. Fully 

78 percent of the inmates said they have input through formal 

meetings such as the EPC and staff meetings. 

As mentioned abovel decision making processes within 

the jail were not as easily affected,. but it does appear that a 

change has occurred~ Comparing response patterns of those cor-
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rectional officers who had been employed at the jail prior to the 

Model Education Program to those re3ponses given to the survey 

conducted in January 1977, one is led to conclude that the correc~ 

tional officers working in the jail now seem to feel they have 

less input into decisions affecting the jail than those working 

in the jail felt they did in 1973, Sixty-seven percent of the 14 

correctional officers who worked in the jail before the inception 

of the Model Education Program agreed that they had a say in chang~ 

ing rules and regulations at the jail. Only 54 percent of those 

working in the jail in 1977 felt they did. In response to the 

statement, "All decisions are made by the Sheriff," 58 percent or 

eight of the 14 correctional officers working in the jail before 

MEP, agreed. In response to tho same statemer.t, 42 percent of 

those working in the jail in 1977 agreed. At ~~e same time, cor­

rectional officers' responses indicate that they feel inmates have 

increased their degree of influence in the jail in recent years. 

Twenty-two percent of the officers working prior to 1973 agreed 

that tlInmates have a say in changing rules and regulations at the 

jail," while 68 percent of those now working felt this was a true 

statement. 

What are the implications of this data? Apparently the 

correctional officers feel that the inmates exercise a significant 

amount of control over the rules and regulations of the jail. Are 

their perceptions accurate? Is it possible that the changes that 

have occurred are overstated by the correctional officers? Com­

pa'rison of inmate and correctional officer responses to the same 
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question provides some insight into this issue. In response to 

whether an inmate has any way to appeal a disciplinary ac'tion 

taken against him, 96 percent of the correctional staff said yes[ 

but only 37 percent of the inmates said they did. These differ­

ing response patterns ~uggest that inmates may not have the degree 

of influence that the officers think they do, Observational data 

tends to support this contention.. Seve:t:"al instances were recorded 

by the participant-observer that illustrate a lack of inmate input 

into decisions concerning rules and regulations rather than an 

over abundance. For example l in meetings of the Sheriff's Committee, 

requests were made by inmate~ to (1) establish set hours during 

which the telephone in the cell block would be open and (2) develop 

a more efficient system for the distribution of mail. Policy con­

cerning the phone had not been clearly delineated~ and it was left 

up to the officer on duty to decide ~.,h~n and for how long the 

phone would be open. As a rule~ officers were lenient and aimed 

to comply with inmate needs, but the lack of set guidelines caused 

friction between inmates and officers at times, particularly in 

the evenings. For instance, sometimes the phone would be open 

from 6 to 7 p.m.~ other times from 6:30 to 8:00 p.m. and still 

other times from 6:30 to 7;30 p.m. Inmates never knew in advance 

what the hours would be. However I despite the request by inmates, 

no action was taken on this issue during the participant-observation 

period. With regard to mail~ the issue was sloppy distribution. 

General practice at the jail was that all incoming mail was opened 

and inspected for contraband, Concerning mail distribution~ the 

procedure was for th~ matron to place'all mail (opened) in the main 
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gate where inmates could check to see if they had any. This prac~ 

tice allowed inmates to leaf thro~gh others' mail and very easily 

take someone else's letters or magazines. In fact, one time the 

participant-observer found his mail lying in the kitchen. Once 

again, the result of addressing this issue to the sheriff resulted 

in no action being taken. These examples serve to demonstrate 

that inmate input into decision making is perhaps not as great as 

believed by the correctional officers and not up to the level hoped 

for according to the objectives of the Model Education Program. 

Returning to the process of institutionalizing partici­

patory management p it appears that it is not only within Model 

Education Program that inmates have accepted the participatory 

process. When asked, "How would you go about changing a rule 

or regulation you felt needed to be changed?", 53 percent of the 

inmates mentioned they would bri.ng up the issue at a formal meet­

ing such as at the Governance Board, a block meeting of inmates, 

or the Sheriff's Committee. Thirty-two percent said they would 

go directly to the sheriff or the deputy master. In response to 

the same question, the correctional staff did not indicate the 

same acceptance of the process. Seventy-two percent of the line 

staff said they would talk to the sheriff or deputy and another 

12 percent mentioned that they would go to their immediate super­

visor. Not a single officer mentioned any of the councils or com~ 

mittees established for participatory management by the Model Edu~ 

cation program. 
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Table III-4; "~ow would you go about changing a rule or regula~ ,; . 
tion you felt neede'd'to be changed?" 

, , 4 

Process Inmates Correc'tiona']. Staff 

Go to Sheriff 28% 24% 

See Deputy Master 4% 48% 

Formal Meeting 53% 0:""-

See other Administrator 12% 

Other 15% 16% 

100% 100% 

The data in Table III-4 gives one the impression that 

the correctional officers do not feel they have the means to 

exert the kind of input they desire into the operational decisions 

of the jail. However, the mechanisms for correctional officer 

input were present in the Governance Board as well as in the form 

of a correctional officer union that provided an organized power 

base through which officers could voice their opinions. Aside 

from these formal means, there also existed informal mechanisms 

of officer solidarity and leadership through which their wishes 

could he aired. Responding to the statement that "There are no 

real lec:\.ders among the correctional officers here r" 72 percent of 

the officers disagreed, This .response pattern coupled with the 

fact that 81 percent of the officers agreed that fellow officers 

would support each other in disc,iplining an inmate f substantiates 

the conte.ntion tha.t informa.l means for input do exist for officers. 
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The problem might well be a lack of unde~standing of the process 

of change and of the goals and objectives of the Model Education 

Program rather than a lack of desire to have input. In general, 

though, one does sense an attitude of apathy among much of the 

correctional staff as far as their involvement with the Model 

Education Program is concerned, This seemed especially to be the 

case when four officers were invited to attend the post~evaluation 

retreat with full pay, and only two attended, who then stayed 

only for the morning session, A very plausible explanation for 

this set of data might be simple that it is easier to complain 

about the state of affairs than to take action to change the 

things. 

The role of the university staff in decision making 

processes during their three years of involvement might have hin­

dered involvememt by more correctional officers. Many staff and 

inmates saw the project director as wielding a lot of power in 

the institution. Statements to the effect that "she (the project 

director) would just go into the sheriff's office and tell him 

what he had to do" were heard occasionally among both staff and 

inmates. However, in the interview with the sheriff, he said, 

"People have the perception that she has a special influence over 

me, that she can \I,alk into my office and get something of what 

she wants any timer but that is not true," This same sentiment 

was expressed by the project director in her interview. An exam­

ple sh~ cited was with regard to the transfer of one inmate to 

another institution~ She did not intervene~ and if she had, she 
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felt she would not have been successful. Although the impressions 

that decisions ware made in the Sheriff:'s office by the university 

people were apparently not accurate, the fact that it was believed 

to be the case might have alienated correctional ofjEicers from 

participating in deci.sion making processes and made them doubt 

their power to influemce outcomes. 

Input from community agency personnel ini:o the decision 

making process is essentially limited to the "upstairs" programs 

because that is wherE~ their acti vi ties are focussed. Their input 

takes two forms: meE~tings and threat of withdrawal of services. 

Model Education Program staff meetings are open to community agency 

personnel. During the period of participant-observation, three 

members of the Massachusetts Department of Mental Health attended 

meetings regularly. Educational Policy Committee meetings are 

also open to anyone wishing to attend as are the all-jail meet­

ings on Wednesday nights and are frequently attended. As for the 

withdrawal of services option~ one agency administrator used it 

as a means of gaining leverage that could be applied if the jail 

misused or abused the services being provided. 

Wheln the u:ni versi ty staff left the Model Education Pro .... 

gram in the :hands of jail personnel and staff members hired new 

personnel thJ:ough grants.. the role of the Governance Board de­

clined and it was finally disbanded, This left the jail with no 

formal means of participatory management, After several months 

without the Board~ tensions and probleffis began to surface in the 
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jail. Without any means of finding the source of these problems, 

the sheriff called upon six inmates to meet with him to discuss 

the situation. This group began to meet somewhat regul.arly with 

some positive effects r particul~rly in regard to the food situation-~­

a major grievance of the inmates. The participant-observer noted 

that a food strike was only averted when one inmate on the Sheriff's 

Committee mentioned that negotiations were underway and asked in­

mates to wait one week before deciding whether or not to strike. 

One oversight on the part of both the sheriff and the 

inmates was the exclusion of correctional staff from these meet ... 

ings. It is possible that this type of inadvertent exclusion 

of line staff was the sort of thing that led to their perceptions 

that inmates have greater input into decisions than they do. 

Once the sheriff and inmates realized their oversight, however, 

correctional staff were asked to participate. This example shows 

that a program needs to be flexible. Although one board folds, 

this does not preclude the formation of a new one to take its 

place. 

This incident quite clearly illustrates haw the deci­

sion making process was opened to wider participation at the 

Berkshire Jail. And the agreement reached by the Sheriff and 

inmates to ask for the participation of the correctional staff 

is indicative of one facet of an improved social climate, 
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security and Discipline 

How have security and discipline wi. thin the jail 

been affected by 'the Model Education Program? 

When people start talking about reform and about open­

ing up correctional facilities to outsiders, the first reaction 

of administrators and correctional staff is, nHow is thing going 

to affect security? n. This concern is understandable given the 

fact that the correctional staff are charged not only with keep­

ing inmates in custody~ but they must also insure the safety of 

prisoners in their care as well as the safety of those individuals 

working a't the jail. It is therefore essential to evaluate the 

degree to which a reform effort such as the Model Education Pro­

gram affects both security and discipline. 

In order to discuss the issue of security, it is im~ 

portant first to know something of the nature of the inmate popu­

lation. The types of offenses for which inmates are sentenced 

fall into the following categories; 
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Table III-5: Offenses for which inmates are servin~ t~me in th~ 

Berkshire Jail 

1. Crimes against the person (rape, murder I 

manslaughter) 

2. Crimes against person and property (robbery) 

3. Property crimes (fraud r larceny) 

4. Drug offenses 

5. Morals and public disturbance crimes 

6. Other 

24% 

4% 

43% 

9% 

10% 

10% 

100% 

With regard to the sex and race ratio at the Berkshire Jail, nine 

percent of the sample were female and 91 percent male; 10 percent 

of the sentenced inmate population was black and 90 percent white. 

Fifty-six percent of the inmates were under 25 years of age. 

Comparable data from two other county jails in Massachu­

setts, provided by the Massachusetts Department of Corrections, 

show that this demographic data a~e not atypical. Both Plymouth 

and Hampshire counties (the sites used for' comparison) are large 

in area and consist largely of rural towns with one or two larger 

urban centers, similar to Berkshire County. At Hampshire r 65 per­

cent of the inmates sentenced to the House of Corrections were 24 

years of age or young'er: at ~lymouth 63 percent were under 25 years 
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of age. The types of offenses for which inmates were sentenced 

were similar to the distribution at the Berkshire Jail. At the 

Hampshire Jail~ 99 percent of the inmates were men. While at 

Plymouth, 91 percent were male and nine percent, female. At 

Hampshire~ the population was 15 percent black and 85 percent 

white. This brief comparative description plus similar data on 

other institutions suggest that the findings pertaining to security 

and discipline at the Berkshire Jail have validity in relation to 

other correctional institutions ft This issue will be elaborated 

upon more fully in Chapter Six when we discuss the possibility of 

replicating the Model Education Program in other correctional in­

stitutions. 

During the correctional officer and inmate interviews, 

respondents were asked to rank the three most important goals of 

the jail. The responses show little difference between what 

the correctional staff and the inmates thought the goals of the 

jail were. Surprisingly f~w mentioned security as the jail's 

main objective; only 15 percent of the inmates said the goal of 

the jail was to keep inmates off the streets and only 12 percent 

of the correctional staff mentioned this goal. Table III-6 re­

veals the similar response patterns between the two groups. 
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I 
Table III-6; "In order of importance,ll tell me which, ?~, the fo~ ,'" 

lowing are the'th:ree mo:s't i:mportan,t goal's of the jail. ,t I 

Correctional 
Goals Officers Inmates , 

1- Provide educational and 
vocational opportunities 25% 20% 

2. Punish offenders 9% 13% 

3. Arrange for community support 9% 11% 

4. Provide inmates with attitudes 
and values 31% 19% 

5. Keep inmates off the streets 12% 15% 

6. Be an easy place to do time 2% 10% 

7. Promote good relations with 
community 12% 10% 

8. Other 2% --
100% 100% 

This table gives the impression that security is not an 

overriding concern, and that correctional officers see themselves 

as carrying out tasks quite different from what is typically as­

sociated with work in correctional facilities, 

When asked if they thought the present security system 

was effective~ 56 percent of the officers said it was. This res~ 

ponse, howeverf. did not mean that the correctional staff felt that 

improvements could not be made, Eighty-five percent said they 
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would like to see a change in the security system. The changes 

they wanted are outlined in Table 111-7. 

Table 111-7: '''Would you l"ike to see any changes in the secur±tx 
. , ,t 

system?' -ri' yes t what ch"ange would yo~ like to 

see?" 

Type o~ Change 

More staff training 

Stricter supervision of outsiders 

Stricter rules 

New facility 

other 

26% 

26% 

30% 

9% 

9% 

100% 

Similarly, when asked how they would improve security, 

33 percent stated th~~y' d like to see more supervision of inmates, 

and 24 percent men'tioned having a system of supervision and iden-

tification of people from the cormnunity who were regularly coming 

into the jail. 

Of most significance,' though .. is the fact that a major­

ity of the officers felt confident about the present security sys~ 

tem~ This sentiment was echoed by several Model Education Pt'ogram 

staff members, One staff member said t "Hostili ty is lessening now 

that the correctional officers have seen the cormnitment of the 
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Model Education Program staff and also seen that the Model Educa~ 

tion Program has not undermined their authority." The hostility 

referred to was an early concern by correctional officers that 

the "upstairs" staff was not as security conscious as they would 

have liked them to be, The correctional staff felt their duties 

were being complicated and their expertise ignored by the new­

comers. There are various indications that security at the jail 

has become "looser" in the traditional sense, but more geared to 

the individual inmates' own self-control. 

Prior to the Model Education Program, no inmates, ex­

cept the few work~release participants, left the cell block. By 

January 1977, the jail operated on a general clearance system. 

This meant that every inmate serving time was allowed to parti­

cipate in the upstairs programs once he had been cleared (records 

checked for outstanding warrants, past record, and so forth). At 

the time of the evaluation interviews, 65 of the 80 sentenced in­

mates went upstairs regularly. This meant that in the course of 

the day inmates could be found allover the jail, including about 

20 working outside on the jail grounds in vocational education 

classes. Inmates who attend these vocational education classes 

in the garage are let out the mail gate, unescorted, and go on 

their own to the garage,. which is right next to the street, and 

has no fence surrounding it, One day, when a group from another 

county jail came tCi see the Model Education Program in operation r 

the group supervisor was astounded when he saw inmates being let 

out the front door and nobody paying any attention! This indicates 
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a remarkable change of attitude on t.he part of the cor!.'ectional 

and administrative staff. During the two months of the) participant .... 

observation, there was only one incident of an inmate leaving the 

jail grounds, and he returned after going to a local store. 

The meaning of security to inmates is different than it 

is to correctional officers. While staff are most concerned with 

preventing escapes, inmates tend to see security as a means of 

ensuring their safety within the cell block. When asked to com­

pare Berkshire Jail to other institutions at which they had done 

time, the following comparative data (Table 1II-8) were obtained. 

Most of the other institutions mentioned were other county jails 

(56 percent) or state correctional facilities in Massachusetts 

(33 percent) . 

Table III-a: "In general how does Berkshire Jail compare to these 

other pla-;:es that you have been at in ter~o,f ... " 

Greater at Greater at Other 
Berkshir~,= Jail Institution Same 

Physical violence 9% 65% 25% 

Threat of sexual attack 14% 47% 40% 

Need to have a weal?on 14% 47% 39% 

Coml?aratively speaking.,. this data sU9'gest that inmates 

feel safer at Berkshire Jail than they do at other institutions. 

The data were further substantiated by responses given to the 
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statement, UAlmost all of the inmates here try to take advantage 

of you. II In response 55 percent of the inmates said~ "hardly 

ever"; 29 percent said f " some of the time II; and only 17 percent 

said, "most of the time," or nalmost always." 

Discipline within a correctional facility is another 

major concern of administrators and line staff. To understand 

the disciplinary system at the jail, we will first examine the 

types of behaviors for which inmates are disciplined and secondly 

look at the form of action taken by guards to enforce conformity 

to the rules and regulations. Both inmates and correctional of-

ficers were asked to rank the three most common types of infrac-

tions which result in some form of action by correctional offi-

cers. Given the fact that no formal statement exists at the 

Berkshire Jail of what behaviors will be punished, there is a 

striking consistency in the responses given by correctional of­

ficers and inmates. There also appears to be close agreement as 

to the type of action correctional officers will take to disci­

pline an inmate. The similarities of the responses by correctional 

officers and inmates are even more striking when one considers the 

open-ended nature of the question. 
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Table III-9: "'(']hat type o"f infractions commonly occur that inmates , 

get disciplined for?" 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Types of Infractions 

Missed m( .. ~als 

Disrespect of negative 
encounter with guard 

Fighting 

Contraband 

Being rowdy 

I Stealing 

Other 

Inmate 
Response 

24% 

22% 

14% 

18% 

15% 

7% 

100% 
~,.~,~~ 

Correctional Officer 
Response 

15% 

22% 

13% 

22% 

11% 

17% 

100% I 
I 
I 

Table III-IO; "What kiI~ds of actions do guards commonly take t~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 

discipline an inmate?" 

Types of Guard Action Taken 

Lock up 

Restriction to block or 
removal of privileges 

Verbal reprimand 

Padded cell or solitary 

other 
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Inmates 

55% 

18% 

6% 

6% 

15% _ ........ 

100% 

Corr(;c"Li.onal 
Officex:-s 

66% 

13% 

11% 

........ 

10% 
---..-

100% 



These two tables indicate that there is some consensns 

concerning the actual disciplinary procedure. They do not, how­

ever, give any indication as to how people feel about the system. 

To begin to understand the qualitative aspects of the 

discipline at the jail, we can return to findings discussed ear­

lier. We sa\IJ' in a preceding section that 96 percent of the of­

ficers believed that an inmate could appeal a disciplinary action 

taken against hi;;", but only 37 percent of the inmates felt they 

could. This difference of opinion between the two groups may in­

dicate some dissatisfaction by inmates with the system. Data 

which contrast the use of mass punishment as a form of discipline 

at Berkshire Jail to other institutions, show that 35 percent of 

those who responded felt there was more use of mass punishment 

at Berkshire Jail, while 36 percent felt there was greater use 

of mass punishment at other institutions. One community agency 

official commented on this by saying that prior to the Model Edu­

cation Program, " •.. a minor infraction by one inmate would result 

in immediate lock up for everyone. II Findings during the two month 

period of part.icipant-observation, however, revealed an apparently 

conscious effort on the part of the staff and administration not 

to resort to mass punishment in the way that had been done in the 

past. One instance involved a minor disturbance after evening 

lock up. Some inmates on one tier were being rowdy, throwing ob­

jects at the windows, and succeeded in breaking several sections 

of windows and causing glass to shatter allover the floor below. 

The disturbance ended without correctional officers having to take 
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action, bu.t in the morning I' everyone on that tier was kept locked 

in his cell. Most of those locked up were outraged at this group 

lock up and displayed their discontentment by rattling their cell 

doors and yelling. By mid-morning, however} each inmate on the 

tier had been taken to the deputy master's office and given the 

opportunity to argue his case, The result was that one inmate 

was put in the! "pads" (padded c~~ll that is also used for isolation) 

and two others; were left in lock up. Thus, although the whole 

tier was initially disciplined~ administrative action to determine 

the extent of involvement of inmates was relatively quick, and 

according to most inmates, was also just. Another example of 

a time when mass lock up was avoided /' occurred one Saturday night 

when the block was particularly noisy and several inmates had suc­

ceeded in getting out of their cells. This disturbance involved 

inmates throughout the block and continued until 2:30 Sunday morn­

ing. To -the surprise of most inmates, cells were opened at the 

standard time of 6;30 a.m. on Sunday, with the exception of the 

cells of inmates who the correctional officers on duly felt they 

could identify positively as have been actively involved in the 

disturbance. These examples suggest that correctional staff and 

administrators have been influenced by the introduction of the 

Model Education Program into the jail to be more careful and fair 

in the use of their authority to discipline inmates~ 

Examination o~ data pertaining to problems caused by 

the introduction of the Model Education Program into the jail 

routine show that the major source of concern for correctional 

86 



staff was the adjustment they had to make to a new situation. 

One officer summed it up by stating that you "had to teach an 

old dog new tricks." Responses to the General Interview Form 

question concerning the problems faced by the jail when the uni­

versity staff arrived also centered on the change in job duties 

faced by the correctional staff. Fifty percent of those respond­

ing to that question :mentioned this adjustment as a specific pro­

blem incurred by the introduction of the Model Education Program. 

When the correctional staff was asked the question, "What problems 

did the jail ~taff experience when U-Mass and the Model Education 

Program came into the jail?", 32 percent shared the viewpoint that 

adjustment was a problem. However, none of them specifically men­

tioned disciplinary Clr security problems. However, when questioned 

about the changes thclt had occurred since July 1973, and specific­

ally what changes thE~y liked least, correctional staff seized the 

opportunity to say that they did not like the changes in security 

and disciplinary procedures at the jail. (Thirty-nine percent of 

the responses fell into this category.) It appears that there is 

dissatisfaction with some of the changes, but that there is no 

overt or organized E!ffort to negate the changes that have ,taken 

place. 

Other datia from the correctional officer interviews fur­

ther support a feeling of alienation among the line staff with 

regard to the "loosening up" of the rules and regulations. For 

example f only eight, percent of the officers felt that discipline 

at the jail was vet.iy strj,ct and less than one fourth (23 percent) 
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believed that the jail was a peaceful and ordely place. This lat­

ter finding contrasts sharply to the situation described prior to 

the Model Education Program, when a majority of the officers 

thought the jail was peaceful and orderly. In support of the cor­

rectional officer feeling of a lack of structure~ one inmate made 

the statement, "I've been to parochial schools stricter than Berk­

shire Jail." 

One possible explanation for the perceived lack of or­

der at the jail could be a reluctance of inmates to punish other 

inmates. In the pre-Model Education Program data, almost half 

of the correctional officers reported that inmates would punish 

other inmates if they "screwed up." This compares to 19 percent 

saying this was the case in 1977. The correctional officer res­

ponse pattern once again show~) a perceived decline in wi1.1ingness 

of guards to punish an inmate who "screws up." Pre .... Model Educa ... 

tion Program data show that nearly all of the correctional staff 

agr~=ed that they punished inmates; this viewpoint w'as held by 

only 77 percent in the 1977 survey. 

Data from the inmate interviews, however, do not fully 

support the correctional officers' impression about a lack of dis­

cipline at the jail t Nor do the data indicate that there is a 

lack of inmate peer pressure to conform, In response to the 

statement ( '~Guards are more concerned with maintaining discipline 

in the block than they are with helping inmates with their pro­

blems", 78 percent agreed. At this point, it is worthwhile to 
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mention a trend that is referred to throughout the report~ appa-

rently a more critical evaluation of correctional staff and of 

I 
I 

the jail is made by the inmates highly involved in MEP. (For a I 
definition of this variable n consult Chapter II.) For example, 

of the highly involved inmates~ 86 percent agreed with the dis-

cipline statement. 

Table III-' 1,; "Guards are more concerned with maintaining disci-

Eline in the block than they are with helping in­

mates with their problems." 

Inmate Degree of Strongly Strongly 
Involvement Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Total --

Not involved 20% 67% 13% 100% 

Minimally involved 25% 45% 30% 100% 

Moderately involved 10% 62% 24% 5% 101% 

Highly involved 43% 43% 14% 100% 

Negative responses to the statements, "Almost all the 

inmates here try to take advantage of you"; "A lot of inmates look 

down on other inmates here"; and "Most inmates here will physically 

fight you to get what they want r " appear to indicate that inmates 

feel a group solidarity in the block. A majority of the inmates 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I feel that inmates will not take advantage of another inmate, that 

inmates will look down on an inmate if he is different, and that 

inmates will rarely fight one another. This type of peer pres- I 
sure, it can be argued, has a greater impact on the behavior of 
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inmates than any disciplining measures forced by the correctional 

staff. This is due largely to the fact that people are more apt 

to respond to pressures from someone with whom they have shared 

values. The fact that 81 percent of the inmates' agreed that, 

"Inmates have their own set of rules on how to behave that are 

different from those of the guards," adds credence to the argu-

mente 

In the "upstairs" program security is a minimal concern. 

Inmates are allowed to mingle freely with one another in a variety 

of rooms; this includes male and female inmates. Model Education 

Program staff members do make occasional checks, but as one visit­

ing teacher commeJ.'lted, the atmosphere is more like that of a study 

hall in high school thar that of a jail. The concept of inmates 

accepting responsibility is readily noticeable within the program. 

Staff members wear clothes that, much to the chagrin of a few of 

the community agency people, often make them difficult to discern 

from inmates. But this de-emphasis on the issue of security has 

not resulted in more escapes not in endangering inmates or staff. 

In fact, inmates display an added sense of respect for the up­

stairs program. For example, one day, two inmates had a differ­

ence of opinion that led to serious arguir..;:, 01'1ce ""'he two real­

ized they were beginning to lose control, they decided themselves 

to go downstairs to the block to settle their differences so as 

not to have a negative effect on the upstairs, Also~ dur.ing every 

MEP orientation meeting of new inmates, one of the older inmates 

makes it very clear that the trust and openness found upstairs is 
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not to be violated. They are told under no circumstances will 

"screw ups be allowed to take place. It 

As mentioned previously, the "upetairs" presents quite 

a different environment than that generally found in jails, and 

also noticeably different from that found I'downstairs" at the 

Berkshire Jail. The Model Education Program enjoy~ a certain de­

gree of autonomy from the downstairsl which allows inmates and 

staff to interact in an open and friendly atmosphere. Inmate 

responses to one of the social climate scale iterns illustrates 

this: only 16 percent of the inmates agreed with the statement, 

"The Model Education Program staff is more concerned with main­

taining discipline than they are with helping inmates with their 

problems." This is in marked contrast to the 78 percent who felt 

that the correctional officers were more interested in maintaining 

discipline in the block than helping inmates. 

What accoun't.s for this difference? For one thing cor­

rectional officers are typically hir~~d to be "turn keys," whereas 

program staff, like those working int.he Model Education Program, 

are hired to IIhelp" inmates. Such traditional role definitions 

are difficult to change, However, another explanation that could 

account for some of the variance can b,e found in inmates responses 

to two other social climate scale i tem:s: "Inmates have their own 

set of rules that are different from those of the Model Education 

Program staff .. " and "Inmates have theiJ: own set of rules on how 

to behave that are different from those of the guards." Forty-
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three percent agreed with the fi~st statement; 81 percent agreed 

with the second. Earlier, it was mentioned that it was often dif­

ficult to discern program staff from inmates by appearance. It 

appears that there is also a closer feeling of identity between 

the Model Education Program staff and inmates than between the 

correctional offic~rs and inmates. 

Although they are aware that the upstairs staff is res­

ponsible for maintaining discipline and security within the pro­

gram, inmates do not vie\<1 them as strict enforcers of rules. 

Twenty-seven percent of the inmates said that the Model Education 

Program staff hardly ever punish an inmi3.te who "screws up." One 

could speculate that with this apparent lack of formal, discipline 

within the program that inmate leadership plays an important role 

in keeping things orderly. Interestingly enough, though, the 

existence of an inmate leadership group is not widely acknowledged 

by inmates. Recall that forty-six percent said there are no in­

mate leaders. Also, 58 percent said that a few inmates run the 

upstair~ program. Observationa.l data, however, firmly suggests 

the existence of a core group of inmates who serve as informal 

leaders. During one block meeting, when one inmate, identified 

by the participant~observer as an informal leader, tried to say 

sornething but "..,as (It.:,.J;~: ~rd f another inmate yelled out for others 

to quiet down, Fu:.:thermore, th~ inmates chosen by the sheJ:iff to 

attend the meet~ngs that eventually developed into th~ ~heriff's 

Committee were the same ones identified by the participant-observer 

as the informal inmate leaders, This same group of inmates also 
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regularly attended staff meetings, o~ganized vari0us activities 

in the Model Education Program, and called block meetings to dis~ 

cuss jail issues. However, even more than the operation of this 

informal inmate leadership, it seems that the general respect 

that inmates show toward the upstairs program is what is respon-

sible for the self-disciplining that is in force there. 

In S'l'LIlunary fit can be concluded that by minim.izing the 

negative aspGcts of incarceration--those things that se~~e only 

to demean inmates and deprive them of control over their daily 

lives--and by acknowledging and affirming the ability of inmates 

to act responsibly and maturelYr the matter of strict cl.:mtrol and 
: ~. 

censure of inmates becomes less of a concern. To some extent, 

such a new atmosphere of support and advocacy has been demonstrated 

in the MEP. This is not to say that one can do away w'ith all se-
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curity or disciplinary measures. Rather, it suggests that modi- I 
fications can be made in the out-moded control orientation still 

adhered to in most correctional insti tutioJrls, and that s·taff and 

administration as well as inmates will ben·efi t by enhancing a 

more supportive atmosphere. 

The Management ~stem 

Do the staff and administration of the jail func-

tion in a way that is supportive of the new social 

clima.te? 
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Before examining the data necessary to respond to this 

question r background characteristics of the correctional officers 

will be reviewed, All 27 members of the correctional staff were 

white and were residemts of Berkshire County. Twenty-five were 

male, but neither of the two women worked in the cell block. The 

age distribution and educational level of the correctional staff 

are as follows; 

Tab1,e I:LI-1.2: . Age of Officers 

Number 

21 - 30 3 

31 - 40 4 

41 - 50 11 

51 - 60 7 

over 60 2 
27 

Table III-13: Educational Level of Officers 

Highest Grade Completed Number 

less than 12 

12 

13 - 14 

more than 14 

94 

2 

10 

12 

2 

27 



Sixteen staff members report having been at the jail 

for more than six years and 11 of these have been employed at 

the jail for over 12 years. The vast majority of the staff (25) 

were hired for the position of "correctional officer." At the 

time of the survey r however I 16 said they were "correctional of­

ficers." seven specified that they were "senior correctional of­

ficers" or "administrators~lI and four mentioned other positions. 

The job duties they reported having when they were first hired at 

the jail were limited primarily to positions as block officers 

(13) and floor officers (9). Answers were even more diversified 

to a question about current duties. Nine said they worked on 

the front desk or in some other administrative job, five were 

assigned primarily to the block, four were floor officers, five 

worked on 'transportation, in the kitchen, or on maintenance, and 

three on some other task. This diversity suggests that many staff 

members have moved up through th8 ranks or acquired new duties 

with the passage of time. 

With regard to the preparation of the correctional staff 

for their work at the jail, we find that. only 11 stated that they 

had had any prior experience in c~rrections before they took the 

job. The majority related experiences were obtained as police 

officers or as military policy. In response to whether or not 

they had had training prior to their job assignment, only four 

responded affirmately ~ FOUrteen staff members did ml,ntion, how­

ever~ that they have received some form of on-the-job training 

(college courses, F.B~I, and Bureau of Prisons courses). Forty 
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percent of this on-the-job traini~g took place prior to 1970; 38 

percent has occurred since July 1973, when the Model Education 

Program came into the jail; 22 percent of it took place between 

1970 and 1973. There appears to be no difference between the 

amount of on-the~job training received by the longer term employees 

and the more recently hired ones. Likewise, there appears to be 

no difference with respect to training received prior to employ­

ment between these two groups.. Of the five correctional officers 

who have been hired within the past three years, only one has re­

ceived on-the-job tr~ining. 

It was possible to group into two categories the cor­

rect:ional officers working at the jail at the time of this e'\tal­

uation. There were those who were highly involved (4) with the 

Model Education Program and those only peripherally involved (23). 

(The means of determing this variable was described in Chapter 

Two,.) Separating the staff into these two different groups al­

Imvs comparisons bs'!:;.tveen those employees who become active in 

new programs and those who adhere to their traditional custodial 

roles. The four officers who were "highly involved" also took 

advantage of education programs offered in connection with the 

Model Education Program. Two of them finished B.A. degrees and 

went on to receive MtA. degrees in Criminal Justice~ Additionally, 

the participation of these four "highly involved" officers in the 

Model Education P;rogram led them into new job roles in the jail. 

Their new jobs ranged from an appointment to the position of edu­

cat.ion director of the Model Education Program to director of voca ... 

96, 



tional training and to Belchertown supervisor. Rarely do any of 

these four new work as turnkeys. Their new job roles have been 

integrated into the jail routine and they work full time in their 

jobs as advocates for inmates. This will be considered further 

in a discussion of job satisfaction below. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

ward the 

In understanding the attitudes of correctional officers to- I 
Model Education Program~ it is helpful to consider what they 

I viewed the objectives of the program and of the jail itself to be. 

Table III-14; "In order of. importance, which 0,( the following are 

the most important goals of the jCl;il, of the Model 

Education Program?" 

Correctional Officer Response by 
Goals Degree of Involvement 

I 
I 
I 

Jail 
Model Education I 

Program 

1. Provide vocation and 
educational skills 

2. Punish offenders 

3. Arrange for community 
resources 

4. Provide inmates with 
attitudes 

5. Keep inm~te off the 
streets 

6. Make it easy to do time 

7. Promote good relations 
with inmates 

8. Other 

Highly Minimally 
Involved Involved 

22% 

4% 

75% 48% 

22% 

25% 

4% 

100% 100% 
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Highly Minimally I 
Involved Involved 

25% 64% 

9% 

25% 14% 

25% 9% 

25% 

4% 

100% 100% 
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Table II1-14 shows that the majority of the correctional officers 

feel that the primary objective of the jail is to "provide inmates 

with attitudes and values needed ttl make it on the outside~" Al­

though a higher percentage of the highly involved officers men­

tioned this as the goal,. it is ~:;ignificant that almost half of 

the other correctional officers agr:eed. Only 26 percent of them 

mentioned traditional punitive-retributive goals 1 such as punish­

ing offenders or keeping them off the streets. 

There does not appear to be the same degree of consensus 

with respect to the goals of the Model Education Program. Sixty­

four percent of the minimally involved officers believed that 

the provision of educational and vocational skills were the pro­

gram objectives. Additionally, participant observation indicated 

that while minimally involved correctional officers were aware of 

the vocational and educational opportunities associated with the 

program, they did not seem to be aware of the underlying premises 

or what could be termed the 11 ideologyl1 of the programs. Tha t is ( 

they did not understand that the new opportunities had to be of­

ferred in a supportive environment so that they could be used in 

such a way to bring about successful reintegration of the offender. 

Also, during the period of participant observation, interaction 

with a newly hired officer indicated that he and probably others 

received no orientation about what the "upstairs" was. For:. after 

several weeks on the job~ he questioned the participant-observer 

about 'the program in a manner that indicated little if any knowledge 

about the daily prog~am activities, let alone MEP's guiding princi-
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pIes. 

However, the participant~observer \qitnessed a situation 

that would seem to indicate an overall commitment of officers to 

the new programs. In April 1977~ after the interviews were com­

pleted" a disturbance in the block precipitated the calling in 

of the state policy to settle the place down. Afte~ards, the 

Sheriff ordered a 24-hour lock up and closed the program down. 

After several weeks of this, not only inmates but correctional 

staff as well, started to call for the reopening of the program. 

Meetings were held between the downstairs and upstairs staff with 

the result that their relationship was strengthened and the pro-

gram opened again. 

At various points throughout this chapter, a division 

between the upstairs and downstairs has been reported. This 

split seems to have stemmed to some degree from an initial lack 

of emphasis on orienting the correctional staff to the goals 

and objectives of the Model Education Program. Although all 

correctional officers were invited to meetings and represented 

on the Governance Board~ the involvement of the inmates was the 
1 

primary initial objective of the university team. Focusing at-

tention on the inmates meant that the correctional officers were 

sometimes neglected,. as when the Sheriff's Committee,. described 

earlier in this chapter 1i wo.s formed. 

This type of antagonistic division within a jail can 
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present major obstacles to the successful attainmen.t qf more par,..., 

ticipatory management. An alienated group can withdraw and refuse 

to participate or it can attempt to undermine the system in general. 

At the Berkshire Jail~ both of these reactions occurred. 

However~ as mentioned above, this schism does appear 

to be easing. The meeting that occurred in response to the clos­

ing down of the programs was the first time in several years that 

staff from the two different "camps" got together in an attempt 

to resolve a conflict within the jail. Individuals considering 

a similar reform program in another jail might do well to keep 

in mind what Nicolau wrote, that just as it is necessary to have 

the consent of the inmates to run a prison, you also need the 

consent and cooperation of those charged with carrying oct the 

daily operations of the institution. 

'J::lhe issue of job satisfaction among correctional of­

ficers was considered a significant factor in assessing their 

place in the jail. To a large extent, the quality of work per­

formed by an individual is determined by the degree to which he 

is satisfied with his job. It appears that the introduction of 

the Model Education Program affected job satisfaction in a posi­

tive way. In response to the statement, "My work is satisfying 

to me," there was gen.eral agreement among all the officers that 

they find their work satisfying.. Only three of the office:r:'s 

(all minimally involved) disagreed with the statement. Other 

response patterns, however~ indicate a significant difference 
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between the highly and minimally invol~led officers with regard to 

their feelings about their jobs. 

Table III~15;' Job Satis£action 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Social Climate Scale. 
Item Responses 

Degree of Respondent Involve- I 
ment in 110del Education Program 

High Minimal 
4 ; 

"My work is satisfying 
to me." Agree 

Disagree 

UI discuss my work with 
friends who are not 
correctional officers." Agr~e 

"Correctional officers 
don't get enough re­
cognition for their 

Disagree 

work. " Agree 

"People from the com­
munity look up to 
correctional of­
ficers." 

Disagree 

Agree 

Disagree 

100% 

75% 

25% 

100% 

25% 

75% 

87% 

14% 

32% 

69% 

68% 

32% 

39% 

61% 

As can be seen in the responses presented in Table III-IS, 

the highly involved officers indicated a greater willingness to 

discuss their work with friends than did the minimally involved 

ones. This might mean a greater pride in the work on the part of 

the highly involved officers. The highly involved are also more 

critical of the recognition they receive for their work. These 
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officers looked upon themselves as social service professionals 

deserving of recognition and it follows that they are more apt to 

be discontent with the low status traditionally accorded to cor­

rectional officers. On the other hand, individuals without these 

expectations are not as likely to be discontented with their low 

job status. This argument seems especially plausible since the 

highly involved officers incorporated a more professional outlook 

into their jobs, developed new skills, and attained higher educa­

tional levels after they became involved with the Model Education 

Program. 

Although these new job roles create some discontentment, 

they also have rewarding elements. Aside from the general satis­

faction of knowing they are assisting inmates and helping them 

in their reintegration,. the officers who have been highly involved 

in the Model Education Program also have more interesting job 

responsibilities. Inmates also provide a source of satisfaction 

to these officers because they now relate to them as individuals 

rather than as role types. In fact, some reversal occurred when 

some of these highly involved correctional officers came to serve 

~~ role models for some of the inmates involved in the program. 

.eor example, when asked, "Is there any person (staff, inmate, out­

sider) involved with the Model Education Program who is the kind 

of person you would like to be?",. 10 of the 17 inmates who res­

ponded mentioned one of the officers highly involved with the 

Model Education Program~ 
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In addition to the role of correctional officers in sup­

porting the new jail environmentjl it is also important to consider 

the extent ·to which jail administration supported the development 

and institutionalization of the program. Ne''lman and pri.ce 2 have 

noted the need for continued support of a program once it has 

been allowed to enter a jail~ mentioning particularly the problem 

of resistence on the part of correctional officers. They quote 

administrators as saying~ "There is resistance to change from 

long-time employees who don't help though they don't do anything 

directly to hinder things," and there is "hostility from a puni-

tive, custody-minded staff" when it comes to instituting change. 

Judging from these statements and from the limited involvement 

of correctional officers at Berkshire in the Model Education Pro-

gram, it becomes apparent that consistent SUPPc)~7t from the jail 

administration is a crucial ingredient for S' ,~cess in the change 

process. 

At Berkshire, the sheriff wa'::. concerned wi.th the reform 

of his jail and played a central part in the change process by 

allying himself with change agents from the university. Addition­

ally, he appointed two of his senior officers to work jointly 

with the university team in implementing the program. Those of­

ficers commanded respect among their fellow officers and through 

their involvement and acceptance of their new roles, p:t'ovided the 

2Newman~ C, L, and Price l B, Rtr Jails and Drug Treatment, 
Beverly Hills, Sage Library of Social~Research( p. 180-181. 
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leadership that was necessary to. counter some of the resistence 

to change that Newman and Price describe. Not only were these 

officers selected to work with the new program, bu~ .. they were re­

lieved of many of their custodial duties to allow them to pursue 

their new roles fully. 

In addition, the sheriff also allowed oth~r officers to 

pursue job alternatives~ One officer who was an experienced car­

penter began to teach carpentry and other vocational skills in 

addition to his regular custodial duties. When a position for 

a vocational educational officer was established~ this officer 

was selected by the sheriff to take the job. This correctional 

officer now works full time teaching vocational skills to inmates 

and helping them secure jobs in the community when they are re­

leased. Another officer was originally assigned to accompany 

inmates to their work at the Belchertown State School for security 

reasons; after a short while he became active in helping inmates 

gain supplementary courses, in providing them with a forum to 

talk over difficulties they encountered on the job and in helping 

them negotiate for changes in the program. Again~ the sheriff 

allowed him to devote his work time to this effort. 

Some observers, however, said on the General Interview 

Form,. that they would have liked the sheriff to play an even 

greater role by becoming personally involved himself and providing 

more active leadership and guidance to the program. 
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A number of people from the community and community 

agencies specifically mentioned that they would have benefited 

from more direct contact with the jail administration and the 

sheriff in particular. 

Summary 

In summary, it can be concluded overall that definite 

changes have taken place at the Berkshire Jail in making its 

environment one of greater support and advocacy for inmates. 

The Model Education Program has apparently had an impact on the 

overall jail, affecting particularly such factors as communica­

tion, decision making, security and control, and management. 

Communication among inmates, between inmates and offi­

cers, and between inmates and the administration of the jail, 

have all app,\rently improved. The ,Model Education Program has 

succeeded in i.ntroducing more constructive activities for inmates 

to participate in jail and these activities have apparently al­

lowed for the growth of friendliness and trust among inma'ces 

and between inma.tes and the correctional staff with whom they 

work in these projects, The cell block itself demonstrates a 

significant measure of inmate solidarity and apparently communi­

cation among inmates on issues of mutual interest takes place in 

both formal and informal meetings, 

One significa.nt finding WaS a realignment of subgroup-
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ings within the jail. The old inmate-correctional officer hostil­

ity is now gradually fading in favor of a new division between 

people associated with the Model Education Program~ inmates and 

correctional officers alike, and those choosing not to become in­

volved and in some cases even being an'cagonistic. This "upstairs­

downstairs" split caufled conununication problems in the jail, but 

recently, it too appears to be fading in importance somewhat as, 

the two groups have been able to get together to work on shared 

concerns. 

Overall, there are various discrepencies between the 

officers and the inmates' impression about each of their rela­

tive power in the jail to affect such things as disciplinary 

procedures and jail policy decisions.. Inmates feel tl\ey have 

less power than the correctional officers feel the inmates have. 

Over and over again, the maj ori ty of correctional off':'.cers re­

port that they feel like a disenfranchised group. This is appa­

rently due in part to their refusal to participate fully in the 

Model Education Program and also due to the failure of the Model 

Education Program staff to give sufficient attention to the cor­

re~tional officers afid their needs or to encourage them to par­

ticipate at the outset of the pr~gram~ Correctional officers 

somewhat correctly identified the Model Education Program as at­

tending to inmates f l1(.)t to them~ 

A number of specific ne\" l?articipatory decision making 

processes have been set up 'in tl''I,e jail through the Model Education 
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P~ogram and these appear to be well and f~equently used, particu­

larly by the jail administration and the inmates. 

Security and discipline have also been affected by the 

new program. The officers report an overall loosening of disci­

_pline and procedures in the jail. They express some diss~tisfac­

tion with this~ and initially resented the complication of their 

security duties that came as a result of the introduction of the 

Model Education Program, Inmates, however, report that they feel 

safer in the Berkshire Jail than they have at other institutions, 

and, in fact, a number of self~policing mechanisms seem to have 

been instituted informally both "upstairs" and in the cell block. 

Inmates appear to have developed a stake in seeing that programs 

and the jail run smoot,hly so that they can continue to have the 

privileges, freedoms, and new prograllis they have gained over the 

previous three-and-one-half years. Though discipline and security 

are more lax and informal than previously, with inmates frequently 

outside both the cell block and the jail itself, actual infringe­

ments against rules have not reportedly escalated. 

There is also evidence that despite their: grumblings /' 

c;orrect,ional officers have begun to use their disciplinary author­

ity in a more consistent and fair way. Indiscriminate lock ups 

have been replaced by more careful assessment of who was respon­

sible for causing a particula~: disturbance. 
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The major.ity of correctional officers, 23 out of 27, 

did not become highly involved in the Model Educat.ion Program. 

Four that did, however, experienced great changes in their job 

roles and responsibilities to the extent that all of them now 

work virtually full time as social service professionals in the 

jail. 

While the sheriff was instrumental in introducing the 

reform program to the jail and allowing correctional officers 

under his j urisdict.ion to develop new work roles fo:i..' themsebres, 

some participants in the Model Education Pr3gram indicated that 

they would have valued even greater participation and direct 

involvement on the part of the sheriff in the overall operations 

of the pro9ram. 
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CHAPTER IV 

CAN A JAIL BECOME AN II OPEN II INSTITUTION AND ESTABLISH 

COMMUNITY TIES THAT FACILITATE THE REINTEGRATION 

OF INMATES BACK INTO THEIR COMMUNITIES? 

-~ -- -~ ~--- --~-----------'---' 
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Having examined the first major goal of the Model Edu­

cation Program, to change the social climate of the jail, we can 

now concentrate on the degree to which the new environment has 

affected the quality of the jail's ties with the outsi.de commu ..... 

nity. In opening the jail up to the community and community re­

sources, it was hoped that a comprehensive program of educational 

and vocational opportunities could be developed such that the in­

carcerated offender could prepare himself for successful reinte­

gration bac~ into a productive and crime-free life in society. 

The Model Education Program was based o'n the premise that the jail 

should not duplicate or replace services that the community and 

communit~ agencies were set up to provide. Instead its objective 

was to provide a site for bringing those services into the jail 

and whenever possible be a support and advocate system for in­

mates in going into the community to take advantage of opportu­

nities available outside of jail. 

What do we mean when we use the term "community" and 

how can one determine if the jail has become a community-based 

correctional facility? In addressing these issues, reference 

will be made to a conceptualization of community-based correc­

t:ions developed by Robl9rt Coates. By community we do not refer 

to the usual geographic area, or, a group ot people sharing sim­

ilar ideas or a !lwe" spirit. Rather, "community means the small­

est local territory which incorporates a·network of relation­

ships providing most of the goods and services required by per-
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sons li ving ~Ni thin the blJundaries of the territory." 1 According 

to this definition, it is essential that the jail become a part 

of this network of relationships because, alone, the jail cannot 

provide .f.or all the needs of its population. It is necessary to 

establish contact with other community agencies as well as with 

individual members of the community. This entails opening the 

jail to outsiders as well as allowing inmates outside into the 

larger community. Both components are essential if the inmates 

are to develop strong ties with the community. Those outsiders 

functioning in the jail as counselors, change agents, teachers, 

and so forth, serve as a support base for the inmates initially, 

but upon his eventual release, he will have to expand his circle 

of acquaintances and fend for himself. By going out into the corn-

munity while still "doing time", the inmate can begin the diffi-

cult task of establishing or strengthening associations that will 

facilitate a successful reintegration into society. In addition 

to having the opportunity to develop more ties in the community, 

he will also be able to begin to readjust to the "free world" 

slowly rather than overwhelmed by new circumstances upon relea,se, 

as is the usual situation. 

Coates has developed the concept of a continuum from 

the least con~unity-based to the most community-based facility. 

The factors considered in determining the degree to which a pro-

lcoates fr Robert B. f Miller, Alden D., and Ohlin, Lloyd E., 
"J'llvenile Co!:"rectional Reform in Massachusetts," A Preliminary 
Report of the Center for Criminal Justice of the Harvard Law School, 
p. 23. 
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gram is con~unity-based are: frequency, duration, and quality of 

relationships with the co~unity. This continuum draws distinc­

tions aloong many so-called co~uni ty programs. For example, a half­

y,ray house located in a residential neighborhood can be just as 

closed an institution as any large walled-in jail if relationships 

wi th the surrounding co~uni ty .are not established. 

Two essential aspects of co~unity-based programs--al­

lowing outsiders into the jail and allowing inmates outside--in­

evitably complicate the traditional job of correctional staff. 

They face closer scrutiny and they have to deal with a new .:qroup 

of people who may, not be familiar with the daily operational dif­

ficulties of maintaining the security and discipline of a jail, 

These outsiders also place new security burdens on the correc-· 

tional st.aff. They must be searched when entering the building 

and kept track of while they interact with inmates. Goldfarb 

refers to this problem by writing that the Il absence of programs 

in jails seem to derive less from a lack of resources than from 

a lack of imagination. Most jailors prefer to exclude outsiders 

from jails, citing the troublesome problems of guarding extra 

people and searching visitors for contraband. 'l~he easiest course 

is to keep inmates locked in their cells where they can be guarded 

with the least amount of effort." 2 

----.-------------------------
2Goldfarb! Ronald! Jails, Anchor Books, New York, 1976, p. 8. 
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Inmates going out into the community also presents a 

challenge to the traditional view of corrections. How can the 

correctional staff maintain security nad protect society from 

inmates entrusted-to their care if these very sa:me inmates are 

allowed to go to work on their own, attend classes at universities 

and work on the jail grounds with only minimum surveillance? In 

addition to these job complications, another element of community­

based corrections introduces a new twist to the correctional of-

ficers job role: it requires him to become an advocate for the 

inmate. It becomes necessary for jail staff to participate in 

the process of matching clients with existing community resources. 

It also becomes part of their job to work with the community to 

generat.e resources where they are lacking. 3 

Why, one might ask, has this concern for community­

based corrections developed? Glaser provides a general maxim 

b, .:. addresses this issue: "never set apart from the community, 

any more than can possibly be avoided, those whom you wish some­

day to bring safely back into the community.n 4 

In this chapter, we will examin~ the degree to which 

community relationships have been developed between the jail, the 

Model Education Program, individual community members and commu­

nity agencies which provide many of the resources needed by in-

3Coates, ~.cit.1 p. 8. 

4Glaser, Daniel, "Corrections of Adult Offenders in the Co~· 
munity," in Lloyd E. Ohlin" Prisoners In Alnericc:l, Ne\lT Jersey, 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1973, p. 116. 
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mates both upon release and during incarceration. We will first 

examine the issue of whether or not a jail can be opened in order 

to provide reintegration opportunities for its inmates. Further 

background data on inmates will be presented before we look at 

the extent of inmate participation iu reintegration programs and 

~h~ perceptions inmates have of these programs as legitimate goals 

of the jail and Model Education Program. We will also discuss 

the inmates perceptions of the effects of the reintegrative pro­

grams on their lives and th~n examine the quality of interactions 

and relationships between inmates and the outside community. 

This chapter will also focus on the degrees of parti~' 

cipation of individual community members and community agency 

personnel in jail programs. 

the three following areas; 

Discussion will be separated into 

the extent of outside involvement 

with jail programs, the impact of this outside involvement on 

the jail, and the impact of this involvement on the community 

agencies. 

Before addressing these issues, it might be helpful 

first to summarize the types of reintegrative programs operating 

at the jail and also to describe the various community agencies 

that have been involved with the jail. It can be argued that 

all the programs at the jail have the overall objective of facil­

itating the eventual reintegration of the client popu1atl.on in 

that. they are geared to providing inmates with skills (personal, 
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vocational, and educational) that will be of use when they return 

to their communities. We will, therefore, categorize the programs 

according to the type of skills being stressed and the degree to 

which the programs are directly linked to actual community con­

tact. 

Personal and interpersonal skills are developed through 

programs and committees within the Model Education Program that 

strive to provide the inmates with responsible roles in the daily 

operations of the upstairs program as well as in some decision 

sharing procedures effecting the overall jail operation. 

In the Wednesday Night Meetings, inmates are urged to 

air grievances and prc.1blE!ms that are pertinent to daiJy life in 

the jail. This form of open meeting stresses the validity of the 

individual inmate's point of view and helps to strengthen the 

self-image of those incarcerated as ,'..,ell as to provide an effect­

ive forum for problem solving and decision making. Along the 

same lines, attendance of inmates at Model Education Program staff 

meetings is encouraged and inmate representatives are elected to 

serve on the Educational Policy Committee, which determines the 

courses to be offered at the jail. Through participation in these 

components of the Model Education Program, inmates gain experience 

in exercising responsibility and expressing their points of 'ITiew-­

skills that will, hopefullYI help him in his poet-release life. 

Other programs aimed at building inmate life skills and improving 

self-concept are: 1) Alcoholics Anonymous, 2) Self-help Drug 
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Group, 3) Counseling, offered by both the Massacht: . ,tts Rehabili­

tation commission and the Department of Mental Hea~~h, 4) the 

Inmate Communicatiop. Center} 5) Governance Board" 6) the Sheriff's 

Committee (a later form of the original Governance Board), and 

7) After-Care Group. These programs all function within the jail; 

however, various outsiders do come into the jail to participate 

in some of these programs. Two other activities specifically meant 

to build a positive self-image in inmates involv'e leaving th, jail 

grounds to some extent~ These are a chapter of the Jay Cees, which 

operate at the j ail but sometimes has members paI.'ticipate in func.­

tions outside., and a sports prog~ with a basketball ;,mc.1 football 

team that compete in an intra-city leagu~. 

These programs are geared toward providing basic voca­

tional skills and jobs for inmates. These are 1) vocational in­

struction, 2) ~ork releas~, and 3) the ~lchertown Program. Vo­

cational instruction takes place in a renovated garage that is on 

jail grounds but apart from the main building. The vocational 

program offers instruction in mechanics, welding, carpentry, and 

electronics. Work release and the Belchertown Project allow in­

mates to establish contacts outside the jail in full-time, in­

service training and regular emploYIT~nt. 

The educa'l:ional compom:nts of the Model Education pro­

gram, like the vocational programs, can also be separated into 

in-house and out-of-jail programs~ Adult Basic Educational classes 

prepare inmates for the General Equivalency Diploma. Mini-surviva~ 
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courses and college courses are also taught at the jail and are 

open to the outside community as well. An individual can arrange 

college credit. for these in-j ail courses through the Uni versi ty 

Without Walls Program at the University of Massachusetts. Edu-

cational release programs allow the inmates to leave the jail to 

attend classes at one of the colleges which has a working rela-

tionshi~ with the Model Education Program. 

Table IV-l shows the degree of inmates participating in 

programs., Inm.ates were asked to indicate the programs in which 

they had participated during their period of incarceration at the 

Berkshire Jail. 

Table IV-I: Participation in Model Education Program 

Program 

Wednesday Night Meeting 
Staff Meetings 
Educational Policy Committee 
A. A. 
Drug Group 
Counseling 
Inmate Communication Center 
Jay Cess 
After-Care Group 
Belchertown 
Voc-Ed. 
Work Release 
Adult Basic Education 
Survival 
College 
University Without Walls 
Educational Release 
Other 

Number 

34 
18 
25 
25 
28 
26 
12 
18 
13 
12 
30 
12 
28 
24 
18 

4 
18 
12 

Percent of 
Inmate Participation* 

43 
23 
31 
31 
35 
33 
15 
23 
16 
15 
38 
15 
35 
30 
23 

5 
23 
15 

*Inmates often participate in more than one program. 
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The community agencies working with the inmates can be 

classified according to the degree of contact they have with in-

mates inside and outside the jail. 'For example, a counselor from 

the Mass?.chusetts Rehabilitation Commission vi.sits the jail three 

days a week to work with inmates. The agency provides some medi­

cal care, counseling, and training for inmates. In addition to 

this in-house component, the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commis-

sion also provides outside support services for released inmates 

in the form of housing allowances and counseling. Other agencies 

such as Family Advocates, Berkshire ~-1.ental Health, the Division 

of Employment Security, and the Department of Education provide 

counseling and instruction at the jail. Representatives of these 

groups also continue to work with inmates after their release from 

the jail. CETA provides funds for the hiring of staff and for 

some instruction. As mentioned above, the University of Massachu­

setts and Berkshire Com~unity College accept inmates for enroll-

ment in classes at their respective campuses, thus allowing the 

educational release program to exist. A support base in the form 

of Project Re-Entry now exists on the University of Massachusetts 

campus. This program is run by former Berkshire inmates and helps 

inmates on educational release plan their schedules as well as as­

sists them in coping with the problems encountered in the new aca-

demic life. The traditional criminal justice agencies, the County 

Probation Department and State Parole also interact with inmates 

at the jail. Their roles are fairly well defined but, as will be 

seen, representatives from these agencies are also engaged in some 

innovative proglamming in cooperation with the Model Education Pro-
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gram. 

In determining the type of programs that are most bene­

';:ic~al to a particular inmate population! it is import.ant to look 

again at some background data of the inmates. The age, skills, 

and educational levels of the population will, to a large degree, 

dictate the general areas in which the jail personnel should focus 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

their energies. Tables IV-2 and IV-3 summarize pertinent variables. I 

Table 

Age 

17 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

over 30 

Previous Record 

yes 

no 

IV-2; Inmate Age Distribution 

Number Percent 

19 24 

26 33 

17 21 

18 22 

80 101 

Table IV-3; Prior Record 

Number 

64 

16 

80 

119 

Percent 

80 

20 

100 
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Table IV-4; Inmate Educational Level 

Years of School* 

less than 8 

9 - 11 

12 

13 - 14 

Number 

11 

37 

21 

11 

80 

Percent 

14 

46 

26 

14 

100 

*Twelve years of school does not necessarily imply graduation or 
the receipt of a high school diploma. 

Table IV-S: Length of Sentence 

Number of Months Number Percent 

1 - 3 8 11 

4 - 6 17 22 

7 - 12 23 31 

13 - 24 14 18 

over 24 14 18 

76* 100 

*Data missing for four subjects. 

With an inmate population as young as this one, with 

previous police records and with low levels of education, it is 

safe to assume that they would be severely disadvantaged in com-

peting in the job market. Without intervention and assistance, 
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I 
become recidivists. However, their young age is also an asset be­

there is a high probability that many of these individuals would 

I 
cause it makes them eligible for entr;{-level job positions. The I 
Model Education Program hoped to build on this particular asset 

by improving their educational levels / exposing them to differen't 

vocational options, or both. 

The following table offers data that also has bearing 

on the attempt to make the Model Education Program facilitate 

reintegration of offenders. It identifies inmates' perceived 

goals of their incarceration experience. 

Table IV-6: Inmate Identification of Goals of the Jail 

and the Model Education Program 

Goals Jail MEP 

Rehabilitative/Reintegrative 50% 85% 

Retributive/Punitive 31% 2% 

Other 19% 13% 

Total 100% 100% 

Table IV-6 shows, that while inmates make a distinction 

between the goals of the jail and of the Model Education Program, 

the great majority do acknowledge a rehabilitative or reintegra­

tive goal in their situation. 
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In Chapter III, which considered the change in the social 

climate within the jail, some discussion focused on the difference 

in how inmatt::'ls spent their. time in th,,':l block and how they spent it 

/I upstairs" " It was also noted in that chapter t.hat befor,; the 

Model Edu.cation Progr.am" inmates generally s~"ent their days idling 

their time away. At the time of this eva:~uationf though, several 

sources indi(::ated thDt:. inmates were frequently and actively in­

volved in meetings, classes I and i-ITorkshops., InmateB now had the 

choice o.f whether to "hang around" in the block or engage in some 

MEP acti vi ty . They were no longer ., forced If to spend 'cheir time 

doing nothing. P:cogrCl.ms and acti vi ties exi~ited in the j ail. ~hat 

could, presumably I help inmates realize the reintegl'ati ve-rehabili­

tati ve goals they had identLE'ied as being pa.rt of the jail co,nd the 

Model Education Program. Sixty-four pGrcent of the inmates highly 

involved in MEP said that they spent their time working on projects 

or in classes. Six percent of the "minimally involved" said they 

spent their time this way. Clearly, it was up to the individual 

inmate to take advantage of program offerings or not. 

A brief review of several case hiI3't.ories will indicate 

the types of changes that some inmates have undergone at least in 

part because of their involvement with the program. 

One inmate came to the Berkshire Jail just as the Model 

Education Program was beginning. He did not have his high school 

diploma and had no established skill. Rather than playing cards 

all day he got involved in the Model Education Program and began 
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taking cou:rses. After several months he became a member of the 

first group of inmates and correctional staff to attend classes 

at the Uni vl'ersi ty of Massachusetts. At the time of the evaluation, 

he had been parolled for 2 years, was still enrolled at the Uni-

versity and needed only two semesters to graduate. He was actively 

working for Project Re-Entry. (See Chapter I.) 

Another inmate was transferred from the Massachusetts 

Correctional Institute at Concord to the Berkshire Jail after par­

ticipating in the Berkshire-Concord Program. (See Chapt.er I.) 

He, too, became involved in classes in the program, became very 

much involved in the drug group, and learned the skill of grant 

writing. While still an inmate, he was quite successful in pro-

curing grants to implement new programs as well as keep others 

going. Upon parole, he was hired as a full-time employee by the 

Model Education 'Program. He is now employed by the Berkshire 

Mental H~alth Department. 

A third example is of an inmate who spent relatively 

little time at the jail, but from early in his sentence worked 

in the Belchertown program (See Chapter I.) and became very in·· 

terested in working with retarded children. He began independent 

reading in the field! and was hired upon release to work full time 

at the Belchertown State School. He subsequently enrolled at the 

University of'Massachusetts as a full-time student to pursue a 

degree in special education while continuing to work part time at 

Belchertown. 
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These cases illustrate the type of impact that the 

availability of positive alternatives can have on an individu~l 

inmate. Not all who participated were influence.d to this extent, 

but the majority of those participating were apparently affected 

to some degree. The way in which inmates feel they have been af-

fected by their involvement in the Model Education Program is il-

lustrated in the following tables; 

Table IV-7~ IIHas the Model Education Program 2rovided you with a 

useful, legitimate skill which will helE you in the 

conununity?1I 

Skill Number Percent 

yes 30 46 

no 35 54 

Total 65 100 

I Table IV-8: "If yes I tflhat sort of skill has the Model Education 

I 
I 
I 
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Type of Skill 

vocational 

Educational 

Other 

Program provided you?" 

Number 

17 

5 

8 

30 

124 

Percent 

57 

17 

26 

100 



Table IV-9: 

A lot 

Some 

Very little 

None 

(InI!:J.ates) "How much do you feel that the program 

!!ill,heluou in notreturn'ing to jail?" 

(~C'ectional Offices) "How much to you f'eel the 

pro~:rram helps inmates 'not to return to jail'?" 

Inmate Correctional staff 
Number Percent Number P~~rcent 

24 37 1 4 

15 23 10 37 

10 15 11 41 

16 25 5 18 

Total.s 65 100 27 100 

Another factor has bearing on the extent to which in­

ma·l:.es are helped to develop reintegration ties to the community. 

It is the ext(~nt to which new relationships with Model Education 

Program staff and community ag'ency personnel work to provide a 

support base for the inmate when he is released. We find that 

more than half of the inmates have developed at least one friend-

ship with a Model Education Program staff meAnber; over a fourth 

have formed a relationship with a, community agency representative. 

It seems likely that these relationships affect the possibility of 

successful reintegration. 
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Table IV-lO: "Have you developed any cl0f3e friends while yo'i.~ 

h ave been he re? " Wi th Vlhich group? I. 

Type of Friendship 

Model Education Program staff 

Correctional staff 

Community agency staff 

Number of Inmates 
Establishing One 
or More Friend­

ship 

43 

38 

23 

Percent of 80 In­
mates Establishing 
One or More Friend-

ship 

55 

48 

29 

During the period of participant observation, one indi-

vidual who had established close ties with the Model Education 

Program staff and several community agency personnel returned to 

the j ail almost daily for one week after his release. 'l'his indi-

vidual had no family or friends in the community and consequently, 

people associated with the jail were the only people he knew he 

could depend on. Had he not formed these relationships, the pro-

bJems and self-doubts encountered in the first week after release 

I could very easily have overwhelmed him. Instead, the freedom to 

I 
I 
I 
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I 

return to the familiar surroundings of the jail and interact with 

his friends provided him with the support base he otherwise would 

have lacked. This support base may very well have been a, crucial 

factor in keeping him from returning to crime at that crucial and 

difficult time of transition. It also points up the value of the 

Model Education Program·s provision that allowed relea~ed inmates 

to return to the jail to continue to participat~ in program acti­

vities. Typically, correctional facilities do not allow released 

inmates back in as visitors l presumably for fear that they will 
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bring in contraband or somehow be a negative influence on incar­

cerated inmates. Breaking with this correctional tradition ap­

pears, from observational data~ to be a highly significant factor 

in the success of reintegration rpograms and. it draws attnetion 

to the benefits to be derived from making a jail a more "open" 

institution. A certain portion of inmates have been in correc~ 

tional facilities as long that they hardly know any other home. 

The freedome to return periodically may well be the deciding fac­

tor in enabling them to make a successful transition to civilian 

life. In addition to assisting in the individual inmate's rein­

tegrative process, allowing ex-inmates to come back, visit and 

particip~te in programs, also apparently has the further benefi.t 

of making positive role models to those still incarcerated. 

Beyond examining the degree to which inmates participate 

in reintegrative programs, it is also vital to review the extent 

to which the outside community is involved in these same programs. 

Without outside participation, reintegrative components of the 

jail will not be as effective. To what extent are outsiders, both 

individuals and community agency personnel involved with inmates 

and programs in the Berkshire Jail? 

The original Model Education Program staff set as one 

of the high priority program objectives, the opening up of the 

jail to outside groups, including individual members of the com­

munity, community service agencies (Massachusetts Rehabilitation 

Commission, CETA, Department of Mental Health, and so on) I commu-
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ni'l:.y organizations I (such as church groups and the Jay Cees) I and 

former inmates. 

Before the Model Education Program began, outside con­

tact ,..,ith the community was limited primarily to visits by fami­

lies and friends of some inmates. Other than that, state and county 

p~~ole people, a few community agency groups (Massachusetts Rehab­

ilitation Commission, Berkshire Community College) and represen­

tatives from church groups "!;lere essentially the only outsiders 

who ever came into the jail. During the period of MEP participant 

observation, a wide variety of new people began to come into the 

jail--teachers, more community agency repreSientatives; community 

people attending classes; a college clCiss from Southern Vermont 

College, who visited as a part of course work and were allowed to 

interact freely with the inmates; a local high school group; and 

representatives from another jail who wished to inspect the Model 

Education Program. In fact, on any given weekday, the participant 

observer consistently saw several outside groups or representatives 

at the jail. For instance, a Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commin­

sion counselor was present three days a week, a representative 

from Family Advocates was there two days a week, various church 

groups visited throughout the week, and meetings with various com­

munity agency groups were held at the jail. 

One method that was used to achieve this degree of out­

side participation was the offering of college credited courses 

at the jail. Another \>las to invite individual community members 
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as well as agency personnel to attend the Wednesday Night Meetings. 

Data in the inmate interviews also confirm this outside. 

participation in the jail. Forty percent of the inmates stated 

that they had been involved in a class or program in which a mem­

ber of the community had also been in attendance. 

Data collected on the General Interview From also re-

vealed that outsiders spent a considerable amount of time at the 

jail and had a lot of interaction with the inmates. Table IV-ll 

presents the degree of contact these outsiders had with the var­

ious groupings within the jail. When asked about the history of 

the interaction between the community agencies and the jail, the 

respondents gene~ally mentioned that either there had been no con­

tact before the Model Education Program or the amount of contact 

had increased and caseloads had become larger after the Model Edu­

cation Program began in 1973. 

Table IV-ll: How often do you have contact with the various groups 

in the jail? 

I 
I 
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Model Jail Other co:&; 
Frequency of Correctional Education Adminis- nity Agen 

Contact Inmates Officers Staff tra,tion Personnel 

Daily 11% 6% 14% 3% 3% I 
Frequently 70% 42% 50% 30% 61% 

I Sometimes 5% 30% 14% 3% 12% 

Infrequently 11% 16% 22% 39% 18% I 
None 3% 6% 25% 6% 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% I 
129 
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Table IV-ll shows that the correctional staff and admin­

istrators have less contact with outsiders than inmates. Other 

data reveals that correctional staff generally agree that "COIlU'll.U­

nity groups are willing to interact with inmates." Seventy-six 

percent of them agreed with that statement. Though the correctional 

officers do not have as much contact with the outsiders, they are 

stil.l aware that people in the community are advocating for and 

helping the in~ates. 

The inmates, it seems did not feel that community mem­

bers actually spent a lot of time at the jail. However, time 1s 

relati ve, enld to someone who is essentially confined to the in­

side of the jail, every bit of contact with the outside world is 

valued. Even when this outside contact consists of eight hours 

of educational release a day, the remainder of the day in "'1hich 

one is locked up may still take on a disproportionate quaJj,ty" 

This might help to explain why 63 percent of the inmates disagreed 

with the statement that "members af the outside community spend 

a lot of time at the j ail II when other dat(.l. indicate that they do. 

One aspect of the Model Education Program that involved 

the public was the creation of a national advisory board made up 

of local and national members . Quite a number of those ",,'ho served 

on this Board were nationally known figures in the criminal jus~ 

tice field. (See Appendix V for a listing of advisory board mem­

bers.) As mentioned in Chapter If the role of the board was to 

provide critical feedback concerning the progress of the program. 
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Additionally, it was to hold the program, the program staff, the 

jail staff and inmates accountable for their actions. 

A general consensus among idGntified observers agreed 

on the value of having this group of people involved on a regular 

basis. Their regular meetings, in the jail, held semi-annually, 

were seen by these observers as providing greater leverage to the 

program in relation to the overall jail and as giving inmates and 

"highly involved" correctional officers self-confidence and a 

boost in their enthusiasm about the progress of the program. 

However, it WetS also stated that this emphasis on a 

nation~l board tended to distract attention from the necessity of 

developing a local co~~unity board that could presumably have had 

a longer term effect. t;;he national advisory board had relatively 

few local citizens. Consequently, the national advisory board was 

dependent on rather large sum~ fo+. travel expenses to convene a 

meeting at the jail. Obviously, this was an aspect of the Model 

Education Program that could not be on-going. presumably a local 

advisory board, if it had been formed, could have become an on-going 

and stable facet of the program. This might have proved a great 

asset in developing greater community support and acceptance of the 

innovative projects being developed in relation to the Model Educa­

tion Program. One community agency representative specifically 

mentioned the liability of having no community board and also men­

tioned the "lack of a program of public information." 
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Another way in which the jail was open to outsiders 

was through the "student-inmate" program in which students from 

the University of Massachusetts received credit for "serving 

90-day jail sentences" at Berkshire. This program is described 

at length in Chapter V. Briefly, this program helped generate 

an acceptance of the presence of outsiders in the jail during the 

early stages of the Model Education Program when this presence 

was seen as an annoyance and threat by most correctional officers. 

What has been the impact on the jail of these various 

changes in the degree of openness and accessability of the jail 

to members of the outside community? For one thing, correctional 

officers' job duties have been affected. Not only were more out­

siders coming into the jail, more inmates were going out, and 

more inmates were free to move about the building. The increase 

in the sheer volume of traffic in and around the jail necessitated 

more locking and unlocking of doors. There was also a greater 

concern about security. Another major change in the duties of 

the correctional staff was the expectation that they now become 

an advocate for the inmates. Officers were expected to provide 

a supportive environment for inmates and assist in locating com­

munity resources. (Along with inmates, correctional staff were 

shown how to look for program grants from the government, local 

agencias, ~nd foundations.) Inmate responses to a question asking 

whether or not the Model Education Program staff and the correctional 

staff help inmates get jobs on the outside indi.cate that both groups 

are perceived as advocating for the inmates. Eighty-four percent 
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say the Model Educati~n Program staff help at least some of the 

time; 40 percent say correctional staff do. The officers seem 

a bit more positive about their role. Sixty-two percent of them 

agree with the statement that they help inmates get jobs on the 

outside. This represents a small. increase from the time before 

the Model Education Program when half of the officers felt that 

as officers they helped inmates get jobs on the outside. 

Inherent in the nature of the Model Education Program 

is the fact that it should also have some impact on the local com­

munity agencies and their representatives as well as changing the 

jail. The community people interviewed for this study were asked 

what personal benefits they had derived from working at the jail. 

Seventy-seven percent responded that their understanding of cor­

rections and criminal justice had increased, or that they had ex­

perienced personal growth or satisfaction in their association with 

the jail. One community agency representative said that his role 

at the jail was one of the most interesting aspects of his job. 

It is a fair assumption that these people perform their job duties 

better now that they find it more personally satisfying. This ap­

parent raised level of employee satisfaction must in itself be con­

sidered a benefit for the agencies. 

One frequently mentioned consideration in response to the 

General Interview Florm was the fact that community agency personnel 

felt that the Model Education Program had enabled them to do their 

job better. They identified four ways in which it did this--by 
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providing them a site to deliver services, by providing access to 

the client population, by allowing cooperation with other community 

agencies whose shared goals now allowed more efficient delivery 

of services t and by allowing them to develop and broaden the level 

of their services to inmates, including the opportunity to intro­

duce experimental programs in a cooperative and energetic environ­

ment. Other added benefits mentioned were that the existence of 

the Model Education Program helped community agency staff by being 

a mechanism by which inmate needs could be identified and expressed_ 

Also, the MEP was a mechanism by which potential inmate participants 

could be, in effect, preselected and prescreened by the program 

staff. It should be noted here that all program participation in 

Model Education Program activities was according to a self-select 

system by inmates. However, informal processes by which partici­

pation evolved helped to insure that those inmates who self­

selected themselves had a sincere interest and th .• = capability to 

make a success of a specific program. 

The existence of supportive P!·':csonnel at the j ail also 

helped to facilitate the carrying out vf services. The result.:. 

was that community agency repres;'''\i~ati ves also began to interact. 

better both within the jail 0nd with each other. Several r<;ople 

commented on this J saying they'd never before seen agency staffs 

work as collaboratel~ as they were at the Berkshire J'ail. The 

organization of an "after-care group" in the fall of 1976 is an 

example of this:::ollaboration, Representatives from the inmates, 

Model Education Program staff, the County Parole Department, 
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Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission, state Parole, Division 

of Employment Security, and Family Advocates all attended weekly 

meetings ·to organize a systematic after-care plan that would, 

ultimately, begin the first day of incarceration and continue in 

the community as long after release as necessary~ By the end of 

the participant observation period, a pilot group of twelve in­

mates and caseworkers had been selected to implement the new 

after-care plan. One community agency representative said, "The 

way agencies have been able to work together in this program is 

unlike anything I've seen before .. " }\ representative of the Family 

Advocacy Project said, "My agency is .a small one and it is most 

effective when it can allign itself with other agencies like it 

is able to do in the Model Education Program." Fa.mily Advocates 

offered a service geared particularly to helping the families of 

incarcerated inmates. 

A State Parole officer mentioned that an inmate's parti­

cipation in the Model Education Program provided a measuring rod 

to assess sincerity. However, other interviews with State Parole 

representatives indicated that they had some disagreements with 

the methodology and philosophy of the Model Education Program. 

This may have stemmed in part from opposing views about the use 

of correctional reform programs. The Model Education Program 

held to the premise that program offerings should not be used as 

"carrot and stick" mechanisms to control behavior. They felt that 

if program opportunities were offered as a means of rewarding good 

behavior and as a way of punishing bad behavior by withdrawing 

135 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

II 
I 
I 
I 

them, then the original assumption on which the entire reintegra­

tion process was based--that of self-motivation and responsibility 

of the individual inmate--would be compromised. Some parole re-

presentatives apparently did not see eye to eye with this correc­

tional philosophy. However, one local county parole officer men-

tioned in the interview that, as a result of working in coopera-

tion with the Model Education Program, he now "sees inmates in a 

different ligh,t," and is "less negative about their potential." 

A Department of Education reprE~sentative commented that 

his agency had not had any contact with the jail that he knew of 

before the Model Education Program, and that the Program "allowed 

the Department of Education to do something for an agency (the 

jail), that they hadn't been serving." He dated the beginning 

of his agency's involvement back to the ,time when the staff of 

Model Educa,tion Program approached him and asked to have one of 

its staff members certified to give GED High school equivalency 

tests. 

The Director Of the Adult Clinic of the local Mental 

Health office said, "The mandate of Berksrdre Mental Health is to 

I serve the adults and children of Berkshire Cotmty. The jail is 

I part of that community and as such they should be served." The 

Director of the Pittsfield Office of the Massachusetts Rehabili-

I 
I 
I 

tation Commission explained; 

Our office was providing services to the jail 
before the Model Education Program, but the 
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difference wa.s that when the Model Education 
Program became involved, the Massachusetts 
RE.~habili tation CClmmission' s services became 
more solidified. The Model Education Program 
could provide services that Massachusetts 
Rehabilitation Commission couldn't and they 
helped the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Com­
mission services to bear fruit. Vocational­
educational services are most helpful when 
'the whole person' is being dealt with. In 
this way the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Com­
mission relies on the Model Education Program 
as much as the Model Education Program relies 
on the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission. 

Summary 

The Model Education Program had as one of its goals the 

"opening" of the jail to enable community ties which would further 

the possibility of successful reintegration of inmates back into 

society. Allowing community representatives and community agencies 

into the jail to deliver services in cooperation with the Model 

Education Program and allowing inmates to go out into the community 

to participate in programs offered there was seen as an important 

means of preparing an inmate to return to a productive role in 

society and reduce the likelihood of recividism. 

The Model Education Program introduced a wide variety 

of programs and mechanisms for inmate and correctional officer in-

volvement in the reintegration process. Overall, it was assumed 

that reintegration programs would have a much greater chance of 

success if they \Vere offered as pa:ct of a comprE~he:n.si ve effort and 

given the back up of the Model Education Program which could pro-
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vide guidance, coordination and support. Internal programmatic 

mechanisms of the Model Education Program, such as the Wednesday 

Night Meetings, the Governance Board and a drug group were seen 

as helping inmates with "life skills" and as a way of improving 

their self-image. Programs of educational opportunity and voca­

tional training were seen as means of giving inmates access into 

careers and the job market. The Model Education Program was based 

on the premise that as much as possible these programs should be 

offered to inmates by existing community agencies already set up 

with the systems and resources to provide them. The Model Educa­

tion Program would act as an advocate in developing such programs 

in relation to expressed inmate needs and helping with effective 

delivery of these services. 

Data, reported by the inmates, indicated a high degree 

of participation in these programs, ranging from a low of five 

percent of the inmates participating in the University of Massa­

chusetts' University Without Walls college credit program to 43 

percent participating in the regular Wednesday Night, all-j~il 

"town meeting." Data also show that the majority of inmates 

identify lI rehabilitative-reintegration" goals as the primary pur­

pose of their incarceration experience. Forty-six percent felt 

th'e Model Education Program had given them a skill that would help 

them in the community and 37 percent felt that the program would 

help them "a lot" in not returning to jail. 

A particularly interesting component of this "open" jail 
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policy allows released inmates to return to the jail to visit 

friends (staff or J1.nmates) and to continue to participate in spe­

cific programs. This is contrary to traditional corrections 

policy. In t.he Berkshire Jail, hovTever, it has apparently been 

very important in allowing ex-offenders to make a gradual adjust­

ment to II frele society. II Many appalVently do not have relation-

ships on the outside any where near as positive and supportive of 

them as the ones they developed in jail and in connection with their 

participation in the Model Education Program. 

ThB Berkshire Jail is apparently also much more open to 

a range of outside participation now, inGluding everything from 

visits by school groups, who are allowed to interact freely with 

inmates, to regular service visits by a variety of community so­

cial service agency representatives. 

A National Advisory Board was created of well known 

figures in corrections to provide guidance and encouragement to 

program participants through biannual meetings. While this was 

seen as a valued asset, it was also considered of less value 

than what could have been accomplished by the creation of a local 

community board. A local community board would have strengthened 

ties between the jail and the community and conducted a much nee.ded 

information dissemination program, educating the local citizens 

about correctional issues. 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, this new openness 
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of the jail carried a specific set of new problems for the jail's 

correctional staff, who not only faced complications in their cus~ 

todial and security responsibilities, but were also expected to 

act as advocates for inmates, providing support and helping them 

make use of local community resources. 

This new openness also apparently had a significant im­

pact on the various community service agencies who got involved, 

and generally enabled them to better provide the specific services 

they had been mandated to offer. These agencies included such 

groups as the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission, the Depart­

ment of Education, the Parole Board, CETA, the Department of Labor, 

Berkshire Community College, Jay Cees, and so on. The Model Edu­

cation Program offered them: 1) a site to provide services, 

~) access to inmates, 3) an opportunity to cooperate with other 

community agencies in the delivery of services, and 4) an oppro­

tunity to tryout new and experimental programs within a coopera­

tive and energetic environment. The delivery of services was also 

improved because of a preselection of participants, which evolved 

through close relationships between individual inmates and Model 

Education Program staff. Overall, community agencies affirmed 

the benefits of working in cooperation with a jail-based, compre­

hensive program that emphasized making services meet the needs of 

the "whole person." 
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CHAPTER 'V 

CAN AN EXTERNAL CHANGE AGENT SUCH AS A UNIVERSITY FUNCTION AS A 

CHANGE AGENT IN ASSISTING REFORM IN A JAIL? 
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Before evaluating the participation of the University 

of Massachusetts in the change effort at the Berkshire Jail, two 

basic questions need to be addressed. First, what is the role of 

corrections, and second, what is the role of the university in 

relation to corrections? 

Glaser has identified the task of corrections as being 

the reduction or termination of the behavior that was presumed 

to have justified the labelling of a person as delinquent or crim-
1 inal by a judicial system. Furthermore, n ••• the ideal is that 

the criminal should not only be punished, but also helped or im­

proved. n2 This objective of helping or improving inmates was ad-

dressed by the Massachusetts legislature in 1972 with the passage 

of Chapter 777 of the Massachusetts General Laws. This legisla-

tion called for the introduction of work and educational release 

as well as furlough programs into correctional facilities within 

the state. In some respects, then, correctional ins~itutions 

might be considered social service agencies that exist, at least 

partially, to provide support and services not only to inmates 

but also indirectly to the con~unity at large. 

What is or should be the role of a university in rela-

lGlaser, Daniel, "Corrections of Adult Offenders in the Com­
munity" in Lloyd E. Ohlin, Prisoners In America, New Jersey, 
Prentice Hall, Inc., 1973. 

2Irwin , John, "Adaptation to Being Corrected: Corrections 
from the Convict's perspective", Handbook of Criminology, Daniel 
Glaser, ed., Rand McNally, Chicago, 1974, p. 971-993. 
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tion to this concept of correctional institutions? The history 

of higher education is largely one of elitism, traditionalism and 

the pursuit of knowledge for the sake of knowledge. In the more 

recent years, however, various movements have sought to make uni­

versiti,es more accountable to the surrounding communitieo and have 

them respond to pressing social needs. In 1862, the Land Grant 

College Act was passed with the intent of helping to "support at 

least one college in each st:ate where the leading object shall 

be, without excluding other scientific or classical studies and 

including military tactics, to teach such branches of learning as 

are related to agriculture and the mechanic arts. 3 This notion 

of involving universities in instruction of a vocational nature 

received further elaboration in 1932 when a college administrator 

wrote, 

1I ••• the great responsibility resting on our in­
stitutions of higher education is that of as­
sisting the American people to understand the 
shifting currents of the times and to organize 
an educational program which will best serve 
humanity, .•• It is understanding life, and in 
the light of that understand, organizing a cur­
riculum which will orient the stud~m'ts into that 
life and train them to be citizens as well as 
workers in a republic. "4 

After a period of much student unrest in the late 60's, a study 

of the future of the University of Massachusetts was undertaken. 

The paper that resulted called for "a coherent public service 

policy, including efforts to assure that public service activities 

3polk , Kenneth/ The University and Corrections: Potential 
for Collaborative Relationships, Joint Commission on Correctional 
Manpower and Training, Washington, D.C., 1969, p. 14-16. 

4Ibid• 
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serve a University purpose as well as a public purpose." 

It would appear, that at least to a certain extent, 

universities and corrections have similar goals and object.ives, 

though they traditionally serve different populations. 

Additionally, there appears to have been a slow but 

steadily increasing movement towards more contact with the com-

munity on the part of both types of institutions. Acknowledging 

this similarity in objectives 'provides a basis for evaluating 

the role of the University of Massachusetts in developing an in-

novative correctional reform program in the Berkshire Jail. It 

is important to determine the quality of the relationship bet­

ween these two agencies because "~ •• the extent to which knowledge 

can be effectively utilized by practitioners and clients--espe­

cially knowledge provided for social change--depends to a great 

extent on the nature of the relationship between the client and 

change agent." 5 

One of the first ques·tions that any jail administrator 

is likely to ask himself before contemplating collaboration with 

an outside agency in a reform project., is, "How is this going to 

I effect the daily operations of my jail?" A sheriff naturally 

I 
I 
I 
I 

wants to know not only the procedural changes he should antici~ 

5Bennis, W. G., Benn, K. K., and Chin, R., "collaboration and 
cc;mflict, II The Planning of Change, New York l Holt, Rinehard and 
W~nston, Inc., p. 5. 
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pate, but also how his staff will be affected by the presence of 

outsiders working in the jail. The introduction of outside change 

agents can bring with it personality problems~ tensions and mis­

understandings. The change agents in the Model Education Program l 

coming as they had from a universitYl had a certain image that 

proceeded them. University professionals often have the reputa­

tion of being liberal do-gooders who stir up trouble and then 

leave when the going get rough, when they get bored, or no longer 

have personal professional motivations to stay. In retrospect, 

participants recalled that this was a major problem at the outset 

of the program in 1973. Of those responding to a question on the 

General Interview Form which asked, "What do you see were the 

major problems for U-Mass when the project began?" Twenty-four 

percent mentioned the problems were attributable to the university 

team being from a university. Another 24 percent referred to pro­

blems stemming from a lack of support or understanding on the 

jail's part toward the new program. 

A significant number of correctional officers said that 

nothing was done originally to resolve the problems and differ­

ences caused by the University. Forty-three 'percent mentioned 

that it was only through informal means 'that resolution to pro­

blems were attempted. It appears as if in their eagerness, the 

U-Mass team forgot a basic tenet of change: "Even at the very 

best--when change is mutually desirable and rational--a basic 

risk factor remains. For clients to take risks l to take new, 
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even radical steps, support, help, trust are required.,,6 As a 

consequence, it took more than three-and-a-half years for a show 

of support and trust t:o be displayed by the correctional officers. 

Interestingly, this began to happen only after the V-Mass team 

had terminated their change a.gent role at the j ail. This correc-

tional officer participation could perhaps have come earlier had 

more of an effort been made. to establish a level of trust between 

the staff and the university change team at the outset. 

Resistence on the jail's part came primarily from cor-

rectional officers who saw the possibi.lity that their jobs would 

become more difficult to perform. Questionnaire respondents said, 

"the jail staff thought it would be a breach of security," and, 

"the program antagonized the officers because when they asked 

the inmates to do work, they would say they had to study.lI Others 

felt that a major problem for the jail was the misunderstanding 

of the program by the correctional officers. They commented, 

"the correctional officers felt that V-Mass was coddling the in-

mates"; "the jail staff felt threatened by V-Mass"; and "the 

jail people didn't see the value of the program." 

Although the Model Educational Program was set up to 

incorporate correctional staff and to work collaboratively with 

them, in interviews, correctional officers mentioned frequently 

6Bennis; W. G., Benne, K. D., and Chin, R. f "Collaboration 
and Conflict, in Bennis et aIr The Planning of Change, New York, 
Hold t Rinehart and Winston, Inc., p. 148 
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that they felt the inmates were being coddled and given everything 

while they, the guards, were being ignored. Data from the commu­

nity interviews support the contention that not enough work wa~ 

done initially to inform the correctional staff about the f'~:-,'igram 

and the possible consequences of its implementation. In v;sponse 

to what could have been done differently to avoid prC;J!"'lns, most 

suggestions concerned working more closely with j al<: staff. 

On a more positive note, such thin<;.3 as the grant pro­

posal and the funding that enabled the i "',i tial implementation of 

the Model Education Program were grea;:.ly facilitated by the par­

ticipation of the university. It 'h£lS a School of Education as­

sistant professor who concept'i.s.:"1,iized the program and a university 

graduate student who wrot~ the grant proposal. Their skills and 

contacts were probably e:5sential in getting the program off the 

ground. Once the fund .. ng period began, university resources in 

the way of peopl~p ~acilities, and contacts were also important. 

Data from thn ; .. cneral Interview Form support this statement: 42 

percent oE I',ne respondents stated that the uni versi ty' s resources, 

both i"~,,::-(',demic and financial, were a major advantage contributing 

to the success of the Model Education Program. Another 26 percent 

')f the respondents made special reference to the "creative think­

ing" provided by the university people. Additionally, in the 

initial stages of the program, the possibil.ity of getting a col­

lege degree served as a catalyst in motivating participation by 

inmates, correctional officers, and jail administrators to be in­

volved in the program. It helped counteract some of the initial 
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suspicions toward the university as an external change agent. 

The ability of the university team to deliver on what they pro­

mised as far as concrete·resources apparently made a difference 

in building credibility in the jail. 

The student-inmate program was perhaps one of the most 

novel aspects of the University of Massachusetts' involvement in 

the Berkshire Jail. It was a program in whi~h undergraduate stu­

dents lived for a semester each in the Berkshire county Jail un­

der the same conditions and restrictions as the sen.tenced inmates. 

The staff and inmates of the jail were aware Lnat tile students 

were there under the auspices of U-Mass and in connection with 

the Model Education Program. No attempt was made to hide their 

identity, but by the same token, they were given no special pri­

vileges. They lived in the cell block like regular inmates, went 

to meals, participated in Model Education Programs, and were super­

vised by correctional officers in the same manner as everyone else 

in the jail. Prior to entering the program, they were individually 

screened by the MEP staff. They each received 15 credits for 

their internship. They were asked to keep a daily log of their 

experiences and observations. Other than that, the Model Educa­

tion Program's expectations of them were relatively unstructured. 

St.udents were encouraged to participate in all programs that were 

available to sentenced inmates in the hopes that their participa­

tion might prove an incentive and role model for other inmates in 

the block. From June 1973 through March 1976, a total of 18 stu­

dents, 12 males and six females, lived in the jail during six, 90-
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day periods. 

The student-inmate program was designed to be of bene­

fit both to the students and to the Model Education Program. For 

the students it would be an experiential educational period pos­

sibly in preparation for careers in social service fields. For 

the Model Education Program, it was to be a way of building a 

strong link of trust and communications with the inmates. It 

should be noted that in sponsoring student-inmates to live in the 

cell block, the Model Education Program was demonstrating its 

commitment to an "open" institution. Also, it was hoped that the 

commitment the students were demonstrating by voluntarily in­

carcerating themselves would be an indication of the sincerity 

of the overall Model Education Program. 

In evaluating the student-inmate program, it will be 

helpful to consider the following set of questions: Were the in­

mates able to gain the trust of inmates as was hoped, or were 

they viewed suspiciously in the cell block? What was the nature 

of the relationship between the student-inmate and the correc­

tional officers? Did it create more problems than good in giving 

an already resistant correctional staff one more in~ovation to 

deal with? How did the student-inmate program benefit the Model 

Education Program? Were there the benefits that had been antici­

pated? And finally, did it prove to be of educational value to 

participants? 
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In order to address these questions! past participants 

in the student-inmate program were asked to fill out an interview­

questionnaire. Twelve inmates! both male and female were person­

ally contactedi seven returned replies. Coincidentally, these 

seven replies included a representative of each of the six dif­

ferent groups who served three-month "sentences" in the jail. As 

such l they are helpful in assessing some changes that developed 

over the three years of the program. Unfortunately, there were 

no female responses in the sampling, and the data gathered repre­

sents only the male participant point of view. 

One initial concern in placing student-inmates in the 

cell block was whether or not they could gain the inmates' trust. 

The student would conceivably be observing infractions against 

rules; inmates might be concerned that students were in a posi­

tion to "rat" on them. The fact that students were to keep 

daily journals was an additional source of concern. Possibly 

what the student inmates wrote could be used to the detriment 

of inmates. These were important issues since the student inmates 

hoped to have close interaction with inmates for a relatively long 

period of time. 

The questionnaire responses revealed that trust was not 

as much of a problem as expected. Almost all the respondents re­

ported a period of "testing." One said, "I was tested quite often, 

initially by inmate 'games!' but after my first few weeks, I was 

tes·t.ed by them only as much as I could see they tested each other. II 
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All seven o:e the respondents indicated they were trusted, and the 

cource of this trust was attributed to the roles the student-

inmates adopted while living in the cell block, and the associa-

tion of the student-inmates with the Model Education Program. 

From the very beginning the Model Education Program had 

established itself as an advocate for inmates. Even in introduc­

ing the possibility of the student-inmate program the university 

staff convened the inmates to get their input and approval. One 

student-inmate wrote, "The staff of the Model Education Program 

went to extraordinary lengths to see that each and every aspect 

of the program had as much inmate input as possible. 1I The trust 

that inmates felt tow'ard the student-inmab:;s was apparently en-

hanced by the trust i.nmates felt toward the overall Model Educa-

tion Program itself. 

An additional factor creating trust was the fact that 

student inmates slept in the same cells, ate the same meals, and 

were subjected to the same restrictions as others in the cell 

block. Each of the student-inmates referred to spending most of 

his time in the cell block, IIhanging around" or IItalking with in-

mates,1I which is similar to how the inmates report their time is 

spent in the cell block. 

None of the seven respondents indicated that their jour­

nals adversely affected their relationships with inmates. This 

was true regardless of how open or secretive the students were with 
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regard to their journal entries. Some students said they tried 

to keep the fact that they were keeping a journal a secret; others 

referred to their journals" as "an open book." The journals cha­

racteristically focused on day-to-day life in the institution, 

on the writer's own process of adapting to jail life, and on an 

assessment of the Model Education Program. Some students said 

that they explicitly excluded from their journals any entries 

that could incriminate inmates. 

The presence of student inmates in the jail created a 

particular set of concerns for correctional officers. For one, 

officers would not come under daily scruni'l::y and any abuses by 

them of their authority could presumably be reported by the 

students, who might be more believable than an ordinary inmate. 

Additionally, the presence of the student inmates strengthened 

the hand of the inmates in what had traditionally been an adver­

sarial relationship with the correctional officers. Furthermore, 

student-inmates were an unknown and there was the concern that 

they might create additional security or administration problems. 

Correctional officers knew that they had no binding legal sanction 

over student inmates and initially they were concerned that they'd 

turn out to be trouble makers. 

In fact, since student inmates were treated like inmates, 

their association with correctional officers turned out to be very 

similar to those of the inmates. Aside from those officers who 

worked as staff members with "the Model Education Program, the stu-
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dents' contact with correctional officers generally revolved a­

round the officers' custodial duties. Students were likely to 

have individual contact with officers only at lock up, in making 

special requests f or when being let out of the cell block in order 

to go upstairs to participate in the Model Education Program. 

None of the students who answered the questionnaire felt that 

keeping a journal adversely affected their relationships with cor­

rectional officers. They reported that most officers were indif-

ferent to or unaware that journals were being kept. 

An interesting issue about the correctional officers' 

trust of inmates shows up in comparing the experience of the early 

student inmates with those who went in later. The early students 

reported that the officers did not trust them and tended to be 

as uncooperative as possible. The later groups did not refer to 

themselves as being mistrusted by officers. This compares with 

data that showed that earlier student inmates saw themselves as 

playing "change roles," while the later groups did not. The 

later groups of student inmates came into the jail after the Model 

Education Program had become well established; the earlier ones 

were more directly involved in the actual change process. 

Student-inmate participation in the Model Education 

Program varied. Some studQnts merely participated in educational 

and community meetings while others referred to themselves as 

"institutional change advocates" or "role models. It Collectively 

the students participated in classes and meetings,· tutored and 
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counseled inmates, provided help and training in grant and pro­

posal writing, and generally served as advocates for inmate con­

cerns. Perhaps their largest contribution to the Model Education 

Program was in less quantifiable terms. They provided an atti­

tude of posi ti vism; ·they added to inmate self-confidence by res­

pecting them and being friends. They provided role models of 

what it could be like to succeed in society. 

In terms of program development and particularly in the 

initial stages of the Model Education Program, the marginal sta­

tus of the students in the cell block was utilized as a communi­

cations bridge between the program staff and inmates. Students 

were helpful in recruiting inmate participation. They were also 

helpful in vocalizing inmate grievances until inmates learned 

and trusted in the mechanisms of doing this for themselves. 

Thirteen of the 18 students who participclted in the 

student-inmate program were working toward college majors in 

fields related to criminal justice. Their fields of study in­

cluded juvenile justice, sociology, legal studies, and psychol­

ogy. When asked why they participated in the student-inmate 

program, five of the seven respondents referred to an interest 

in corrections, institutions., or both. One said, "Having done 

a number of activities within the field of juvenile corrections, 

... I decided that the opportunity to experience (incarceration) 

first hand would give me a most valualbe insight into how and why 

the juveniles I worked with acted the way they did. 1I Another said~ 
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"I intended to work in the corrections field and wanted to see 

the inside working of incarceration." A third student inmate 

explained, "I had been planning a career in corrections and felt 

that it would give me some valuable insights into what prisoners 

go through." 

The educational aspect of the student-inmate program 

should not be underestimated in terms of its long-term effect of 

preparing sensitive and compassionate workers in the criminal 

justice fields. The student inmate was given a rare opportunity 

to compare theory with experience. Ideas he may have read about 

in instituticnal literature such as Sykes' "pains of imprison­

ment" or Goffman's "secondary adjustments" are made directly and 

personally accessible. Many student inmates reported a temporary 

difficulty readjusting to "free society." Hopefully, when these 

students go on to become change agents in their respective fields, 

this sort of personal experience will enlighten their strategies 

and programs for change. One student explained, "My jail exper­

ience has given me valualbe insight into the general problem of 

institutionalization, even as it relates to my present work in 

the state mental health system." Another wrote, "My experience 

in the Berkshire Jail •..• confirmed my interest in criminal justice 

and stimulated a desire to learn more about the problem of crime." 

And finally, " .•• (the program) has inspired me to work in the 

system to change it ..• I became aware of 'the end of the line' in 

the criminal justice system l which is an important thing for people 

in all parts of the system to experience." 
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At this point, it might be useful to stand back and 

evaluate the university's involvement in the jail in terms of two 

major topics already mentioned··-the problem of the lack of correc­

tionalofficer support and the success of the student-inmate pro­

gram. Considerable time and money was devoted to developing and 

carrying out the student-inmate program; considerably less went 

into the effort to recruit and orient the correction officers to 

the Model Education Program. This disparity points up some rela­

tive priorities of the U-Mass team and indicates perhaps one sig­

nificant weakness in their style of intervention in the jail. It 

may also serve to illustrate some of the inherent difficulties of 

trying to bring about institutional change in a setting where ad .... 

versarial groups are so clearly defined. 

When the U-Mass team first came into the jailf two cor­

rectional officers were assigned by the sheriff to work full time 

with them. The team apparently relied too heavily on these two 

men to represent the larger group of correctional officers. Over 

time, a~ these two began to identify more and more with the values 

and objectives of the Model Education Program, a schism developed 

between them and the other correctional officers, and, in fact, 

one of the two of them eventually terminated his working rela­

tionship with the Model Education Program, perhaps in part be­

cause of the pressures caused by this situation. 

There are a number of reasons the U-Mass team may have 

chosen to put its priorities towards the inmates in favor of the 
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correctional officers. (The student-inmate program, in terms of 

its obj ecti ves as outlined above can be seen as a program gear.'ed 

toward stimulating inmate participation, not that of correctional 

officers.) For one thing, the traditional notion of correctional 

reform involves thinking of inmates as "the client group." When 

the sheriff invited the U-Mass team into the jail, there was an 

implicit understanding that they would have access to the inmates 

and direct their energies there. Correctional officers also ap­

parently accepted the logic of this and, as a result, also iden­

tified the U-Mass team as being on the inmates' side and, there­

fore, against them. 

This points to the additional problem of the precarious 

nature of power alliances in the jail. Since inmates and correc­

tional officers had an adversarial relationship at the time MEP 

arrived, identifying themselves with either group would have inc~ 

evitably had the affect of causing suspicion by the other side. 

Gaining inmate trust may have seemed to these outside professionals 

as a more pressing problem when they began working in the jail. 

They may have been over concerned that inmates would distrust them 

and not supporl: the program, particularly the U-Mass people looked 

as if they were associated too closely with the correctional of­

ficers. This kind of strategy appears very understandable in retro­

spect, however f i.t does not account for the fact that in changing 

an environment, the stable population, perhaps even more than the 

transient one, are essential participants. The experience of the 

U-Mass team as an external change agent offers a clear lesson in 
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the need to carefully assess antagonistic sub-grouping in an in­

stitution and discover ways to tread a delicate line in not alien­

ating needed participants. It also suggests that over concern 

about gaining the trust of inmates may be a reflection of change 

agents' discomfort with a new environment and client group. In 

the end, they might do better to rely more on the delivery of re­

sources as a way of establishing tr.ust and less on developing an 

exclusive alliance with one of the sub-groupings. 

Respondents to the General Interview Forms were asked 

the question, "The development of the Model Education Program in­

cluded a team of university based p~ople coming into the jail and 

working with jail staff, administration and community groups. 

What do you see ,::is the major advantage of this procedure? The 

major disadvantage?" Their answers covered a wide range of thoughts 

and impressions. Some of the replies are listed in the tables 

below: 

Table V-I: Advantages of the External Change Agent Role. 

1. A source of energy and organization 
2. A different perspective 
3. As outsiders, they were more objective 
4. They brought expertise 
5. Grant writing skills 
6. Provided prestige to the new programs 
7. Could offer career development opportunities 
8. Could offer education to inmates 
9. Gave the jail a school atmosphere 

10. Provided an educational model which wasnit as 
threatening as a theraputic model 

11. Had ties to funding agencies 
12. Exposed inmates to new points of view. 
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Table ~1·-2: Disadvantages of the External Change Agent Role 

1. Money went through university instead of directly 
to jail 

2. Guards' fear and distrust of academics 
3. Confusion of university-type jargon 
4. Were naive about jail procedures 
5. Didn't know what to expect at jail 
6. Elitist attitude among some university people 
7. U-Mass' ~oming in severed relationship jail had 

with Berkshire Community College. 

Table V-3 ranks advantages of the external change agent 

role by most frequently mentioned categories. 

Table V-3: Adv.antages of the External Change Agent Role 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Resources 
Creative thinking and objectivity 
Catalyst for c~hange 
Other. 

Overall, it seems that the use of an outside team of 

change agents can be beneficial in attempting to reform a county 

jail. The fact that the change agent team in the case of the 

Model Education Program was university-based apparently had sig-

nificant advantages in terms of its educational orientation and 

resources. The respondent who mentioned the advantage of the 

educational versus theraputic orientation of the change team 

points up one particular advantage in the university-jail alliance. 

The educational orientation apparently, in and of itself, mitigates 

against the negative associations that have corne to be attached 

to correctional reform programs which wish to "rehabilitate" in-

mates. 
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A final consideration is assessing t.he role of U-Mass 

as an external change agent is an evaluat:.,Jc:: of the period of 

transi tion when uni versi ty personnel ),\..,r. t the j ail and the programs 

contin"led under the administrati~~r. {'}~ permanent staff. The suc­

cess of c.ny change effort ineT;j, tably has to be measured by the 

e,gtent to which the refonnw ;tHe maintained after those who acted 

a.s catalysts have left. 'ft;) what extent have new programs and 

their objectives b!7~,ri incorporated and instituted as on-going' 

operations of thf~ 5i:iil? Did the Model Education Program staff 

experience a I,;!:lnlinishment in their overall leverage in the jail? 

It should be recalled that the Model Education Program 

c~:a_~ originally designed as a demonstration model. From the out­

:-;,et it was understood that U--Mass I participation would continue 

over a limited period of time, that they were primarily catalysts 

and trainers and would not ultimately be responsible for the on­

going operation of the program. Thus, the three years of U-Hass 

involvement in the Berkshire Jail covered three distinct phases 

of change: (1) entry into the jail and the creation of a new 

environment, (2) program implementation, and (3) transfer and 

transition. 

Throughout the three year, U-Mass personnel were oriented 

to transferring skills to local staff. The transfer of such skills 

as proposal writing, human relations training, leadership develop­

ment, management, and negotiation was seen as a high priority goal. 

For example, from the very first days of the program, rather than 
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the external change agent going alone to negotiate with community 

agencies for the provision of services and resources, this was 

always done by a. team, including correctional officers I inmates 

and U-Mass staff. In this way negotiation skills were learned~ 

and also, local staff soon developed direct, personal relations 

with the various community people with whom they would need to 

maintain on-going working relationships. 

In a similar vein, an early objective of the U-Mass team 

was to help local staff and inmates learn to develop their own 

funding grants and proposals. The Model Education Program seE':\d 

money from FIPSE was not to be relied on as an on-going source of 

support. Thus, for the first year of the program inmates and of­

ficers began working together to generate other federal, state 

and local sources of support. 

The evaluation data reveal that many people in the jail 

were not even aware that U-Mass had left and hadn't noticed sig­

nificant change since the cut off date of July 1976. This is the 

clearest indication of the smoothness of the transition. One 

community agency representative commented, "The U-Mass team had 

succeeded in changin~ the environment of the institution and that's 

how the programs that \'lere insti tl.lted would survive." There is 

also some sentiment voic~d in the interviews that local staff were 

just as happy to see U-Mass leave because they wanted to run the 

program on their own now. U-Mass, as any change agent team inevi­

tably must do, had aliena~ed a number of people in the change pro-
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cess, and at the time of a-Mass' departure, they were apparently 

just as happy to be left to work things out among themselves. 

In that same line, one person said, (now chief administrator of 

the Model Education Program) "has assumed more control and autho­

rity since a-Mass left." 

One significant change that happened when a-Mass left 

was the disbanding of the Governance Board that had been created 

in relation to the program. The jail proceeded without any such 

representative, policy making group for some time. Then a jail 

disturbance caused the sheriff to convene a group of inmates to 

deal with the situation with him. This group began meeting reg­

ularly and was known as "the Sheriff's COIml1i ttee" . Soon the in­

mates on the committee and the sheriff himself realized that cor­

rectional officer representatives also needed to attend as mem­

bers. The oversight was corrected and the committee effectively 

became a reconstituted Governance Board. This example suggests 

something of the overall process of transition. Most of the same 

innovations were maintained, but in some cases the jail apparGntly 

had to recreate them in new clothing in order to institutionalize 

them and formalize a sense of ownership. Overall, there is general 

consensus among those interviewed that, in the end, the Model Edu­

cation Program turned out to be less dependent on a-Mass than they 

thought it would prove to be. 

The real evaluation of this transition objective will 

only be told over time. As a few m\ore years pass, the time test 
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will be the extent to which the changes brought about by the U-Mass 

intervention have lasting effect at the jail. 

Summary 

The Model Education Program at the Berkshire Jail evolved 

out of a joing commitment of Berkshire's sheriff and faculty at 

the University of Massachusetts. They found that they had com­

patable goals. The sheriff wanted to institute reform in the Berk­

shire Jail; the university wanted to find ways to make good on its 

commitment to apply some of its vast resources to pressing social 

problems. The result was that a partnership was formed in which 

the University functioned as an "13xternal chang8 agent" hoping to 

bring significant institutional change to the Berkshire Jail. 

The existence of this external change team solved some 

change problems and created others. Many people in the jail, 

the correctional officers in particular, were suspicious of out­

side "do-gooders." Their university base and orientation didn't 

help matters because they were viewed as being somewhat elitist 

and theoretically oriented. However, because they were able to 

deliver on resources like college degrees, courses, and so forth, 

trust in them slowly developed. 

The majority of correctional officers, hO\>16ver, did not 

develop a strong and positive association with the U-Mass team. 

They felt ignored by them and, perhaps rightly, they felt U-Mass 
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staff favored the inmates, sometimes naively, and ignored the 

needs and concerns of the correctional officers. Over time this 

developed into a marked schism between the "upstairs" and the 

"downstairs"--the Model Education Program and the few correctional 

officers associated with it, and the line officers, and cell 

block officers, who handled most of the day-to-day workings of 

the jail. 

In the meantime, the Model Education Program supported 

a student-inmate project in which University of Massachusetts 

undergraduates did three-month internships to experience incar­

ceration in a situation as close to that of a regularly sentenced 

inmate as could be arranged. These student inmates, a total of 

18 in six separate groups, played a significant role in develop­

ing close relationships with inmates and encouraging their parti­

cipation in the Model Education Program. The stUdent-inmate ex­

perience also proved to be a valuable educational opportunity for 

those who participated in it, most of whom were interested in 

pursuing human service careers. 

The emphasis on the student-inmate program, designed 

as it was to develop inmate participation in the Model Education 

Program, and the relative lack of emphasis on any means to develop 

correctional officer participation illustrates a set of priorities 

followed by the U-Mass change team which may have served to weaken 

the overall program. They faced a tricky problem of trying to 

build up credi~ility f0r themselves in an environment in which the 
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two largest subgroups had a traditionally antagonist relationship. 

In order not to loose the trust of inmates by appearing too closely 

associated with jail administration and staffs, the U-Mass team 

appears to have inadvertently alienated a group of people they 

needed for t,he change effort. Correctional officers must be par­

tially faulted for this because of their initial (and continued) 

suspicions toward the program and a general hesitancy to partici­

pate. Howeve~, U-Mass would have met with greater success at real­

izing its objectives if it had made provisions for the outset at 

building 'strong alliances with both groups--the inmates an~ correc­

tional officers--rather than minimizing an alliance with one group 

in order to try to get the trust of the other. A well thought out 

program of correctional officer orientation and training is appa­

rently a crucial ingredient in attempting a comprehensive institu­

tional change in a county jail. 

The major advantages of U-Mass' involvement in the jail 

were seen by observers to be resources, the creative thinking and 

objectivity brought to the situation, and the way it functioned 

as a catalyst for change. Disadvantages were seen as the univer­

sity's naivity about jail life and procedures, the elitism, use 

of intellectual jargon and academic image, and the fact that as 

an educational institution it overpowered the local community col­

lege, which gradually terminated a relationship with the jail that 

had, in fact, predated U-Mass' involvement. 
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The transition period, when U-Mass left the jail and 

local staff stepped in to the program on its own, appears to have 

been carried out with remarkable ease. Many people apparently 

didn't even realize that U-Mass had left. U-Mass had, in effect, 

been preparing its departure from the first day of the program 

by transferring skills and contacts to local staff and correc­

tional officers and inmates, who had learned to generate their 

own funds for various Model Education Program projects. By the 

time FIPSE funding, which had been funneled through U-Mass, was 

over, the Model Education Program was able to sustain itself fi­

nancially. Generally programs continued as before after U-Mass 

left. The Governance Board, however, was disbanded, but later 

reconstituted as the "Sheriff's Committee." This provides an 

example of how the jail retained the original goals of the the 

program, but needed in various situations to restate them and nlake 

them their own. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CM~ THE MODEL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

BE REPLICATED IN OTHER JAILS? 
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One of the goals of the Model Education Program, as 

its name suggests, was that it be developed as a demonstration 

model of what could be done elsewhere. It was created to address 

a county jail potentia~ typical across the country, and it was 

intended to use a change process and a system of resources that 

would be available and applicable in similar situations. 

In order to evaluate the Model Education Program in 

-terms of its replicability, two sets of questions were considered: 

(1) Was anything so unique about the gi~ situation (the jail 

before intervention) that would make it unlike situations else­

where? Was the jail unusual in any way? Are the majority of the 

nation's jails like it or unlike it? (2) Were there aspects of 

the change process--people, resources, or circumstances--that 

would make it difficult to replicate? Were the individuals who 

brought about the change unusual either in terms of skills, back­

grounds or personalities? Was the process of change or program­

ming so costly that comparable funds could not be found? Was the 

change process such a difficult one to carry out that it would 

not succeed again? 

First of all, we will consider whether there is any­

thing remarkably atypical about the size, physical structure, in­

mate population, staff or administration, or location of the 

Berkshire Jail. Data to answer this were taken from the evaluation 

interviews, Berkshire County Jail and House of Corrections files, 

information provided by the Massachusetts State Department of Cor-
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rections, and from a booklet entitled The Nation's Jails which 

contains information taken from a survey of jails conducted under 

the auspices of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

The size of the Berkshire Jail is a factor of some bear-

ing on the replicability of the program. The Berkshire Jail popu­

lation ranges from approximately 50 to just over 100 inmates. At 

the time of the inception of the Model Education Program, the in­

mate population was 41. This compares with the following national 

statistics: * 

Total number of u.s. jails 

Jails with fewer than 21 inmates 

Jails with 21-249 inmates 

Jails with more than 250 inmates 

3,921 

2,901 

907 

113 

Size in an important factor in replicating the Model 

Education Program because it is fair to assume that creating a 

supportive, cooperative and positive environment might be easier 

to accomplish in an institution small enough to insure ease of 

communication and interpersonal accountability. The chart above 

shows that jails larger than Berkshire are the smallest part of 
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the total number of u.S. jails. Most jails are smaller than Berk- I 
shire. It is impossible to evaluate whether there is a size too 

I 
*The Nation's Jails, u.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, National I 

Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service, May 1975. 
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small to make a Model Education type program work. On one hand, 

presumably the task would be easier in small jails, because of 

the possibility for greater individual attention; but their small 

size might raise the per-inmate program costs prohibitively. 

The location of a jail is also a factor for considera­

tion. The Berkshire Jail is located in a city of population 

56, 000. The city has the! unusual characterist.ic in the urban 

Northeast of existing as a complete community un'co itself and 

not on the periphery of some larger urban complex. The town is 

almost entirely white, and the jail population reflects this. 

There is an ethnic homogeneity that might not be found in jails 

in the larger cities. The homogeneity of the inmate population, 

and a consistent homogeneity among the correctional officers was 

certainly an advantage to the Model Education Program in diminish-· 

ing the potential disruption of ethnic or racial in-fighting. 

Another consideration about location is the proximity 

of the necessary supportive education institutions. Since the 

Model Education Program was predicated on the intervention of a 

university as an external change agency, it would seem essential 

that some similar educational institution exist near the jail in 

question. It should be noted, however, that the University of 

Massachusetts was 60 miles from the Berkshire jail; furthermore, 

a local community college, or a private small college would serve 

as well. It is not elaborate facilities or pretigious graduate 

departments that facilitate this jail-university alliance, but 
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rather the commitment of dedicated university based change agents 

as well as the decision on the part of the university administra­

tion to make the delivery of its resources" flexible to accommodate 

a different client group. 

The physical structure of a jail also has some bearing. 

Basically the Berkshire Jail typifies the physical plant of most 

county jails across the country. It is old, poorly lighted and 

heated, and generally consistent with a n~=gati ve and repressive 

environment. But there are two featu!."~a lof the j ail that might 

be considered unusual, one causing a significant handicap and the 

other a significant advantage. The fact that there was no way to 

maintain a physical separation between sentenced inmates and 

bound-overs, who by law and custom, require maximum security cus­

tody, presented a liability to the Model Educ~tion Program. Or­

dinarily sentenced inmates, with the support of something like the 

Model Education Program, should be expected to function under mini­

mum security precautions. The presence of bound-overs, however, 

even though they were not program participants meant that certain 

security precautions had to be maintained that the Model Education 

Program presumably would have done netter without. 

On the other side of the coin, the Model Education Pro­

gram was helped by the fact that facilities already existed within 

the Berkshire Jail where it could establish its offices, hold meet­

ings, and carryon classes. The "upstairs," as it was called, a 

second story above the visitors room and separate from the cell 
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block, was where the program made its home. This was an advan­

tage for a number of reasons. Being away from the cell block, 

being a place with bookshelves and books and quieter than the 

rest of the jail, it was an atmosphere conducive to an attitude 

of seriousness and study. It also provided a clear opportunity 

for distinction: either an inmate was spending time there or he 

wasn't. This provided some i.ncentive and curiosity to inmates 

sitting around in the cell block--"What are those other guys 

doing up there all day long and can I get in on it too?" How­

ever, there was also a disadvantage to this physical separation. 

It created or underscored the schism that developed between the 

correctional officers, who were supportive of the Model Education 

Program and worked with it, and those who didn't. Over time the 

"upstairs" and 'I:he "downstairs" became another way of saying "the 

new way" and "the old way." 

Age is also an important factor. Presumably the younger 

an inmate is, the shorter his criminal history, and the ~asier 

it might. be for him to establish a new lifestyle '. Additionally, 

younger inmates ar.; more suited to fit into educational and voca­

tional training opportunities which already exist in the cow~unity 

to prepare young people to enter the job market. The disadvantages 

these inmates may have as far as poor educational or vocational 

training can presumably be remedied more easily and with less of 

a stigma. 
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The length of sentences is another significant consider­

ation in the replicability of the Model Education Program. The 

Berkshire Jail's maximum sentence is three years and this is rela­

tively high compared to maximum sentences set across the country. 

This fits a pattern among northeastern jails, which tend to hold 

inmates for longer sentences than in some other parts of the 

country. One reason reform programs have not been adequately 

developed in county jails, is because of the assumption that in­

mates are incarcerated for too short a term. It does mean logic­

ally that an inmate with a year or more to spend in jail is more 

likely to participate in a program. However, it should be noted 

that the Model Education Program was set up as one link to a 

larger community based reintegration effort. The jail, even in 

the short run, could be of benefit to an inmate by introducing 

him into a program based in the community, one he could then con­

tinue after his release. However, a jail with a very short ave­

rage sentence would probably have to make specific program modi­

fications. This might mean, for example, a strong aftercare pro­

gram with such things as a community based learning facility in 

which inmates could continue basic education and high school 

equivalency preparation. 

A comparison of the Berkshire Jail with other Massa­

chusetts county facilities is given in Table VI-I. 
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I Table VI-I: Comparison of the Berkshire Jail with Two Other 

Massachusetts County Co~rectional Institutions 
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(Data from 

Average Population 

Ratio: Sentenced to Bound-
overs on 3/15/70 

Maximum Sentence 

Capacity 

Year Built 

Recreation 

l~ducation 

Medical 

Visitation 

Toilet 

Operating Cost for 
Fiscal '69 

1970 Jail Census) 

Berkshire Hampshire, 

51 83 

50/11 83/14 

3 years 3 years 

132 88 

1870 1852 

yes yes 

yes yes 

yes yes 

yes yes 

yes no 

217,000 239,000 

174 

Plymouth 

66 

14/52 

3 years 

200 

1908 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

yes 



Table VI-2: ComEarative Inmate Demographics, Berkshire, Hampshire, 
1 

Plymouth County Jails I· 
(1976 Data, Massachusetts Department of Corrections) 

1 Berkshire Hampshire Plymouth 

N = 140 N = 192 N = 192 

N (%) N (%) N (%) I 
1. Age 

1 I 12 or younger 46 (32.8) 58 (30.0) 57 (30.0) 
20 - 24 51 (36.4) 64 (33.0) 63 (33.0) 
25 - 29 21 (15.0) 33 (17.0) 36 (19.0) I 30 or older 22 (15.7) 37 (19 . 0) 36 (19.0) 

2. Sex 

I Male 133 (95.0) 190 (99.0) 174 (90.6) 
Female 7 ( 5.0) 2 ( 1.0) 18 ( 9.4) 

3. Offense I 
Vs. Person 19 (13.5) 33 (17.2) 23 (12.0) 

Manslaughter 2 ( 1. 4) 3 ( 1. 6) I Robbery (Armed & 
Unarmed) 6 ( 3.1) 

Assaults 14 (10.0) 23 (12.0) 23 (12.0) I Other Person 3 ( 2.1) 1 ( 0.5) 

Sex Offenses 3 2.1) 3 1.6) 2 1. 0) I Rape 2 1. 4) 1 0.5) 1 o .5) 
Other Sex Offenses 1 O. 7) 2 1.0) 1 o .5) 

Vs. ProEert~ 92 (65.7) 105 (54.7) 116 (60.4) I 
BurglaJ:."'Y 35 (25.0) 53 (27.6) 55 (28.6) 
Larceny 23 (16. 4) 19 ( 9.9) 25 (13.0) I Theft of a M.V. 2 ( 1. 4) 6 ( 3.1) 18 ( 9.4) 
Other Property 32 (22.8) 27 (14.1) 18 ( 9.4) 

Motor Vehicle Offenses 11 7.8) 14 7.3) :22 (11.5) I 
Drug Offenses 5 3.6) 12 6.3) 10 5.2) 

I O"cher Offenses 10 7 .1) 24 (12.5) 19 9 . 9) 

4. Sentence I less than 6 months 39 (27.8) 72 (37.5) 60 (31.2) 
6 - 11 months 57 (40.7) 74 (38.5) 60 (31. 2) 

I 12 - 17 months 14 (10.0) 10 ( 5.2) 41 (21.4) 
18 mon-ths or more 16 (11.4) 25 (13.0) 18 ( 9.4) 

Paid Fine 14 (10.0) 11 ( 5.7) 13 ( 6.8) 
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Table VI-3: Comparison of Correctional ~taffs, Berkshire., Hamp­

shire and Plymouth County Jail~ 

(1976 Date collected from the sheriff or administration of the 

respective institutions) 

Berkshire Hampshire Plxmouth 

Number of correctional officers 27 32 
No infor-

Average educational level high high mation 
school school available 

Salary range $11,078-- $11,078-- $11,078 
13,605 $13,605 13,605 

Average age 40 years 35 years 

Table VI-l reflects data collected in 1970, three years 

prior to the inception of the Model Education Program. At that 

time, the only significant difference among these jails was the 

extent of services reported. While both Berkshire and Hampshire 

reported having recreational, medical, and educational programs, 

I Plymouth reported having none. This is a significant factor to 

I 
I 
I 
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I 

note. A nuwber of people responding to the General Interview Form 

said they felt the Model Education Program was able to succeed 

because some form of programming for inmates in the jail already 

existed. 

Before the Model Education Program, the following pro-

grams wer~ in operation at Berkshire: (1) wOI'k release in which 

a small group of inmates worked at jobs in the community during 

the days; (2) educational release in which a select group of in-
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mates were allowed to take COUI:ses on-campus at the local conunu·­

nity college and the college also provided some courses at the 

jail itself; (3) counseling and vocational training programs for 

the severely disabled provided by the Massachusetts Rehabilitation 

Commission~ (4) Alcoholics Anonymous meetings; and (.5) entertain­

ment and holiday visits by religious groups and the Salvation 

Army. 

Table VI-4 shows the number of jails nationally which 

have some form of non-federally fun~ed programming for inmates. 

Locally sponsored programs would most likely be similar to the 

kind of programming offered at Berkshire. 
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Table VI-4: Number of Jails with (non-federally funded) Rehabilitative Programs or Services 

by Type of Program or Service and Size of Jail l 

Jails with Jails with Jails with 
fewer than 21-249 250 or more 

Type of Program or Service All Jails 21 inmates inmates inmates 

Total 3,921 2,901 907 113 

Jails with programs 2,646 1,722 816 108 

Group Counseling 678 313 295 70 

Assessment of vocational 
potentials 348 148 156 44 

Remedial education 419 136 209 75 

Vocational training 542 288 205 49 

Prevocational training 266 101 127 38 

Job development and placement 491 234 205 52 

Alcoholic treatment 1,385 864 446 75 

Drug Addiction treatment 1,028 585 366 77 

Religious Services 2,294 1,420 773 101 

Other 101 40 44 17 

Work Release 1,665 1,182 454 49 

Jails without programs 1,276 1,179 91 5 

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. The aggregate number of 
jails offering specific locally sponsored programs exceeds the total number of 
jails with programs because a jail may offer more than one type of program. 

lThe Nation's Jails, u.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, National Criminal Justice 
Information and Statistics Service, May 1975 1 p. 41. 



1 -

Sixty-seven percent of i:.he nation's jails have some sort 

of non-federally funded programming for inmates. In jails simi­

lar in size to Berkshire, as many as 90 percent offer some form 

of programming. If pre-existence: of some programming was indeed 

a contributory factor to the success of the Model Education Pro­

gram, then this statistic pointing to the widespread existence of 

at least minimal programming is a positive indication on the side 

of replicability. 

In addition to these demographic factors, it is impor­

tant to 'determine whether the ~Iocial climate at the Berkshire 

Jail was different from other t::ounty institutions previou's to the 

inception of the Model Education Program. Was the social climate 

so good or so bad that the SOJ:t of change brought about through 

the Model Education Program was inevitable? For example, if 

there had. been a violent inmate disturbance at the Berkshire Jail 

just previous to the Model Education Program, the changes brought 

about with the new program might have been due as much to the ac­

centuated need for concilIatory programs and due to specific fea­

tures of the Model Education Program itself. By the same token, 

if conditions within the jail as far as attitudes of trust, posi­

ti vism, and cooperation wer€~ remarkably strong as compared to 

other county correctional institutions, this would also have in­

dicated a special case in which the success of the Model Educa­

tion Program might be guara.nteed independent of its own goals or 

methods. Since the Model Education Program accentuates the im­

portance of environmental change, these are two important consid-
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erations in judging whether or not the Model Education Program is 

replicable elsewhere. 

Berkshire correctional officers were interviewed in the 

summer of 1976, in an effort to get from them a picture of what 

the jail was like before the Model Education Program began. Four­

teen correctional officers were intervie't'1ed, all of whom had 

worked in the jail before July 1973. Their responses indicated 

that previous to the Model Education Program discipline at the 

jail was very strict. The rules and regulations of the jail were 

clear and concise and strictly enforced. The inmates were con­

fined to the cell block and remained on their own tiers. Several 

of the officers stated that they had tight control over inmates, 

and that the jail was essentially a well managed and military­

like place. The only inmates al~owed outside of the dell block 

were those few who went out on work-release. The only ma.jcI;t" dis-­

turbance recalled by the correctional officers was what was termed 

by some of them as "mini-riot" in which alcohol was smuggled in­

to the cell block and a melee of trouble making and prcverty 

damage ensued. This was quickly and easily quelled when addi­

tional officers were brought in'co the cell block to re-establish 

control. That took place in 1972, and there was no other out­

standing incident involving a large group of inmates. 

Inmates who were at the Berkshire Jail before the Model 

Education Program also recall a jail atmosphere of mistrust, both 

toward inmates and correctional officers. They describe endless 
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boredom, with days passed in front of the television set from morn­

ing until night. The first group of Model Education Program stu­

dent inmates lived in the jail before any significant change had 

taken place and they confirm this description. They described a 

loud and tense cell block in which an individual inmate would have 

only one or two close friends if any, in which the guards were mis­

trusted and disliked, and in which inmates felt they had no re­

dress for the arbitrary enforcement of rules. They described 

medical care as poor. One student inmate mentioned waiting three 

days to get emergency attention for severe allergies. They des­

cribed fights errupting among inmates for no apparent reason, the 

use of mass "lock-up" as a means of indiscriminant punishing, poor 

sanita.ry conditions, intimidation of certain inmates by others 

and a free flow of drugs that seemed to get into the jail with 

little regulation. This impression of the pre-Model Education 

Program Berkshire Jail is substantially the same as how correc­

tional experts like Glaser, Mattick, and Goldfarb desc~ibe jails 

across the country. There is no indication, therefore, that the 

social climate of the Berkshire Jail differed significantly from 

other county correctional institutions in any way that would sug­

gest that successful replication of the Model Education Program 

would be unlikely elsewhere. 

A second set of factors bearing on replicability of the 

Model Education Program had to do with the change process that 

brought it about. Was there anything about the relationship bet­

ween the jail and the University of Massachusetts that could not 
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be developed elsewhere? Are the costs of developing and operat­

ing a project such as this prohibitive? Was the staff that 

brought the project into being one with qualities, qualifications 

or access that could not be found elsewhere? These questions are 

somewhat difficult to address since oftentimes the factors, peo­

ple and institutions, brought together in a change process have 

unknown or unquantifiable effects. The special confluence of 

events that enables change often amounts to a "management by op­

portunity." People present. themselves, resources become avail­

able, and needs become vocalized in an unpredictable way that is 

part of the mystery of any successful change effort. 

Despite this, however, key factors can be identified, 

and though anyone of them may not be necessary for replication, 

certainly some similar configuration of people and resources 

stands a good chance at meeting similar goals. In the General 

Interview Form, people were asked to identify the single most 

important factor contributing to whatever success the Model Edu­

cation Program had. They were then asked to pick out the groups 

and individuals who made a major contribution. Finally, they 

were asked to identify the specific personal chiiaracteristic 

that helped these individuals be effective. The answe~s that 

were given to these three questions should Qffe~r some insight 

into the people, agencies and resources that might be crucial 

for replication. They are illustrated in the three tables that 

follow. 
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Table VI-5: "What has been the single most important factor con­

tributing to any success the Model Education Program 

had?" (Repl.ies listed in random order.) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

"The dedication of the staff and thedr concern 
for inmates" 

"The existence of a small, but talent~d and 
highly committed staff" 

"The right people involved" 

"The support of community agencies" 

"A sheriff willing to take risks" 

6. "Staff members with counseling training" 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

"Sensitivity of staff" 

"Helping inmates to gain self-confidence" 

"Staff development of people ~~n the jail" 

"A core of dedicated staff and inmates" 

"Giving people hope" 

"Ralph Packard" (correctional officer assigned 
full time to program from the beginning) 

"Teachers" 

"Giving inmates a certain amount of control in 
the program" 

"Right people involved" 

"Norma Gluckstern" (the projec't director and UMass 
staff member first assigned to full-time work with 
the program) 

"Providing opportunity for guysl with motivation 
to improve themselves" 

"Doors opened to further education for inmates" 

"Changing inmates attitUdes so that they think 
they can do things legitimatelyll 

"Access to college degrees" 
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21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

"Larry Dye's background as an ex-offender" (Dr. 
Dye was on the U-Mass faculty and initially 
worked with Sheriff Courtney to get the program 
off the ground; he continued meeting regularly 
at jail with inmates at "Wednesday Nigbt Meet­
ings" ) 

"Diversity and freedom within t,he program" 

"The sherj ff originally allc)wing the programl: 

"Support for change from outside the jajl" 

"Getting inmates involved" 

"People buying into the concept and supportinq 
it. " 

Table VI-6: "If you were to pick a groU'e....2..LJ?eople or groups of 

people, who have been t~lost instrumen::-al in what­

ever succes_s, the Model Education Program has had; 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

who would these be?" (Replies listed in random order.) 
--<O.!~-. 

Ralph Packard.--correctional officer assigned 
to work full time with the Model Education 
Program. 

Norma Gluckstern--,U-Mass staff, full time with 
Model Education Program, human relations train­
ing skills. 

Larry Dye--ex-offender, U-Mass faculty, origin­
ally negotiated introduction of the program in­
to the jail and continued to attend Wednesday 
Night Meetings for discussion of program and 
program goal,B: principle investigator on FIPSE 
grant and ', .. f -H~r ~,.. based administrator of the 
Model Edllc~t:': Program. 

U-Mass graduate stu~,~j;rts--functioned as Mode 1 

Education Program staff, teachers, etc. 

Inmates and former inmates--certain individuals, 
mentioned by name, worked in varying ways with 
the program, from grant proposal writing to in­
formal inmate leadership, to lay guidance coun­
seling. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

correctional officers and jail personnel 

Massachusetts Rehabilib:ition Conunission--provides 
counselors, funding for reintegration programs, 
and a variety of supportive services to inmates. 

Sheriff Courtney. 

~Tim Sansouci--U-Mass, uni ver~i ty based MEP staff, 
particularly involved in the development of fund­
ing proposals and transfer of grant writing skills 
tD program staff and inmates. 

Student inmates--certain individuals mentioned 
by 11ame. 

Comraunity people. 

VISTA volunteer--provided le~al skills and overall 
program assistance. 

Richard Smi th--along wi t.h Packard, correctional 
officer assigned to work full time with Model 
Education Program. 

Comprehensive Employment Training Act--provided 
funding for conununity members to work as full­
time, jail-based Model Education Program staff; 
provided stipends for inmates participating in 
educational and vocational programs. 

Model Education Program staff. 

National Advisory Board--a group of nationally 
known people in corrections who met twice a yea~ 
at j ail to provide guidance and support for ·I:.he 
program. 

Ray Lucas--Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commis­
sion counselor and administrator, instrumental 
in bring oheriff and university together to ini­
tiate program; active in developing ways in which 
Massachusetts Rehabili tat.ion Conunission provided 
services to inmates in cooperation with 110del 
Education Program. 
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Table VI-7: "What personal -::haracteristics, if any, enabled them 

to be effective?" (Replies listed in random order.) 

1. Creative imagination 

2. Sensitity 

3. Ability to write 

4. Leadership 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Commitment 

Sincerity 

Radicalism 

Liaison between teachers and inmates 

9. Ability to bring ideas into reality 

1 " _v. 

11. 

Being llin-house" and being convinced program goals 
were important 

Being liberal and open-minded 

12. Access to funding 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

Knowing how to be political and how to use the 
system 

High energy person 

Skills in human relations 

Good role model 

Willingness to take a risk 

Mother figure for inmates 

Grant writing ability 

DedicatioIJl 

Father figure for inmates 

Good educational consultant 
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The responses to these three questions offer a compo­

site picture of what were seen as important factors in making the 

Model Education Program work. They point to the roles played by 

certain key people as well as the value of the resources that 

those people brought. Sincerity, dedication, and energy were all 

considered significant. The willingness of key people to accept 

the contribution and ideas of others involved in the change pro­

cess, particularly the contribution by inmates, was seen as an 

important factor for success. 

Another significant factor was the existence of a neu­

tral third party who brought the two institutions--the jail and 

the university--together to begin the change process. A Massa­

chusetts Rehabilitation Commission counselor had been active in 

the jail and also had professional and personal contacts at the 

university. Neither institution had to take the initiative on 

its own, which means that neither institution could be seen as 

an uneq,~al partner. When conflicts arose between the two insti­

tutions about the direction of the program, neither could make a 

case for having greater say. By the same token, and perhaps equally 

important, neither institution h~d to create conflict in order 

to challenge an unequal balance of power. A further aspect of . 

this alliance was the part played by a university faculty member 

who was in the perhaps unusual situation of being an ex-offender 

functioning as a faculty member 'V'lith considerable pre.2tige at a 

university. This made him singularly situated tl} gain both the 

university and the inmates 1 trust. 'The university needed people 
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like him who could work as social change practitioners functioning 

from an academic base. The Berkshire inmates, for their part, 

were much more willing to listen to someone who "spoke their lan­

guage." There was a liability, though, in that a number of cor­

rectional officers mentioned not trusting him because he was an 

"ex-con." Additionally, the human relations training background 

of the project director was important to a program which set as 

its first operational goal the establishment of a new environment. 

The ability to get people to sit down and talk together, as well 

as the expertise to teach them how to make those talks construc­

tive, indicates one specific set of skills that may be particularly 

important for replication. 

Funding, of course, also inevitably has bearing on the 

prospects for replicability of a program.. A complete list of 

funding sources and gr~nts given for the operation of the Model 

Education Program and related projects can be found in Appendix 

VI. Five factors affect this funding issue: (1) the reality that 

most jails do not have budgets that can sustain large expenditures 

beyond the already existing operational costs they bear; (2) the 

problem inherent in depending on a single, large federal grant 

that ine'tJi tably terminates; (3) the fact that local agencies are 

often already set up to provide services, personnel, and resources; 

(4) the fact that a local university or college can offer re­

source~) in a mutually beneficial arrangement; and (5) the fact 

that jails already have untapped resources in the talents and po­

tention of its existing personnel. The crucial factor in all of 
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this relates to the training of staff, inmates, and cerrectional 

officers so they can find, and then use the available resources. 

The Model Education Program was able to get off th~ 

greund initially because of planning and operational money from 

the Fund for the Improvement of Pest-Secondary Education (FIPSE). 

The major portion of funds that went to the operatien of the 

Model Education Program, however, actually came from a variety 

of other local and state sources. In fact, it was a basic pre­

mise of the Model Education Program to develop and use local re­

sources. This included resources available through the univer-

si ty, through thE::' jail itself, and through the variety of state, 

federal and local agencies designed to provide services to the 

community. One particular advantage ef the invelvement of the 

uni versi ty in -the program was that it ceuld previde a number of 

resources for free. Students looking for ways to gain practice 

in teaching, counseling, and criminal justice studies contributed 

their time in exchange for the eppertunity to. get practical ex­

perience in their fields. Inmates preparing to. attend college 

following release from jail could apply for such things as Basic 

Education Opportunity Grants. Agencies like the Massachusetts 

Rehabilitation Commission, CETA, VISTA, the Labo.r Department, the 

Department of Education were all aprroached to. provide services, 

generally through existing programs. Some small grants from pri­

vate foundations were helpful, particularly in initiating unusual 

prejects like the student-inmate program. Small grants from local 

community groups were helpful in funding particular classes or 
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events for inmates. Additionally, the jail was expected to pro­

vide some resources by reassigning correctional personnel. 

Summary 

One of the objectives of the Model Education Program 

was that it serve as a demonstration project of a correctional 

reform strategy for other county jails. To evaluate whether it 

met this particular objective, it was necessary to assess whether 

or not the Berkshire Jail was typical of other county institutions. 

Secondly, it was necessary to try to determine whether the factors 

that went into bringing about the change are readily available to 

people interested in putting together a similar program. 

Overall, the Berkshire Jail is quite typical of county 

correctional facilities across the country in regard to its si~e, 

population, staff and physical structure. Three possible areas 

of departure are: (1) the racial and ethnic homog'eniety of both 

the inmate population and the correctional staff; (2) the avail­

ability, within the jail, of a separate physical space in which 

the Model Education Program was able to locate its offices, class­

rOoms apart from the cell block and the area of daily jail opera­

tions; and (3) longer inmate sentences than the national average. 

Any of these three factors might have bearing on the replicability 

of the program. Each could be seen as offering a particular asset 

to the success of the Model Education Program. However., none of 

them would be consider~d essential. The only possible exception 
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might be in the length of sentences. A jail with inmates incar­

cerated for very short periods of time would presumably have to 

make significant alterations in the Model Education Program design. 

A number of people in'terviewed in cbnnection with the 

Model Education Program said they thought i',!: was able to succeed 

because of the fact that other programs for inmates (an educational 

release and work release program) already existed in the jail. 

Data from other jails shows that 67 percent of the nation's jails 

do have some such programrning. Ninety percent of jails the same 

general size as Berkshire offer some programs; for inmates. 

correctional officers, inmates, student inmates and out­

side observers all corroborate a description of the social climate. 

and envrionment of the Berkshire Jail before the introduction of 

the Model Education Program that typifies what has been reported 

by various correctional experts on what they found overall in the 

nation's jails. This suggests that the conditions under which 

the Model Education Program were brought into being were not unusual 

or atypical. 

In attempting to isolate' important factors leading to 

the success of the Model Education Program, respondents offered 

replies that also serve to indicate needed components for replic­

ability. They listed various skills~ resources, individuals, 

agencies and values or attitudes that they felt contributed to 

whatever success the Model Education Program did achieve. (See 
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Tables VI-5, VI-6, and VI-7.) Skills ranged from "grant writing 

ability" to "human relations training" to the liability to bring 

ideas into reality". Attitudes ranged from "sensitivity" to 

"giving people hope" to "the dedication of the staff and their 

concern for inmates." 

One significant factor in success was seen as the exis­

tence of a third party who initially brought the jail and the 

university together. Another was the participation of an ex­

offender in the initial stages of creating and introducing the 

program. A third factor was the importance of human relations 

skills in fulfilling the objective of changing a jail environ­

ment. 

Finally, the issue of funding has bearing on the goal 

of rep1icabi1ity. The Model Education Program developed a spe­

cific policy in rega:cd to funding that involved a diversifica­

tion of funding sources and the reliance on a variety of state, 

federal and local agencies, as well as schools, community groups, 

individuals and the jail itself to provide needed resources for 

the program. These resources sometimes took the form of direct 

funding; but they also were in the form of personnel, skills, and 

services. It would seem that this funding policy points toward 

a greater possibility of rep1icabi1ity because it uses a variety 

of resources available in a broad spectrum of communities. 
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Each of the preceeding four chapters addressed one of 

the primary objectives of the Model Education Program--developing 

a new supportive environment, "opening" the jail to aid in the 

reintegration of offenders, using an outside agency to bring about 

change, and developing a model appropriate for replication. In 

summary, it vlill be helpful to review the findings discussed in 

the previous chapters in order to evaluate the extent to which the 

program met its stated goals. Did the Model Education Program 

meet each of these objectives as described or did it fall short. 

If it fel;!. short, were there valuable lessons lear-'ned that could 

help others from making similar mistakes? Did the process of try­

ing to achieve the stated goals suggest further issues to be taken 

into consideration? We will address these questions in this chap­

ter. 

First, however, it should be pointed out that the Model 

Education Program was not based on unique or original ideas. Con­

siderations such as the negative re-enforcement of jail culture, 

the value of participatory management, the need to open a jail to 

a spectrum of reintegration programs, have all been well discussed 

by experts in the correctional field. The only thing unique about 

the Model Education Program was that it attempted to integrate many 

of these valuable observations and operationalize those facets of 

them that had direct bearing on the procElss of bringing about change. 

The Model Education Program attempted to take one very typical cOlmty 

jail, apply a number of ideas and strategies presented in correc­

tional literature, and discover in a real-world way if substantial 
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change in a correctional institution could really be made to work. 

The Model Education Program did not invent new strategies; it at­

tempted to integrate and operationa1ize a set of existing correc­

tional theories. 

In genercl1 t the success of the Model Education Program 

can be detected in responses to the one interview question: IIWhat 

specific things have changed in the jail since the introduction 

of the Model Education Program?1I The answers fell into nine major 

groupings, the most frequently mentioned being lithe atmosphere has 

improved and there are more pl:ogram ll (20 percent); "the jail is 

more open to outsiders ll (14 percent); "increased inmate involve­

ment" (11 percent); and "an adapting and upgrading of the staff" 

(11 percent). These encoura,ging, affirmative rest onses take on 

an even greater significance! when we realize th .':' the respondants 

were all people well experi~mced in the field tJf social change. 

They were not easy critics; they had seen l':'rany failed attempts 

at correctional reform. At the same time, it must also be remem­

bered that this was a program based on collaboration and almost 

all those interviewed had at least a minimal sense of participa­

tion. These people were largely unaccustomed to programs that 

true1y merited praise and felt a, participatory ownership in the 

program itself, so the Model Education Program often generated a 

highly enthusiastic response. These two factors are important 

to keep in mind in interpreting the level of enthusiasm generated 

by the Model Education Program. Fred Cohen, Professor of Law and 

Criminal Justice at the state University of New York at Albany 
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wrote, 

"It is not often that anyone can write resp',ms-

ibly and optimistically about any program in 

corrections. Moreover, to bring optimism and 

even a measure of enthusiasm, to a description 

of a program in an adult jail marks the writer 

either as a fool, as at least slightly deranged, 

or perhaps--and just perhaps--as one who has 

discovered a rara avis. W;i,th no wish to play 

the fool or to admit to any known derangement, 

yet about to describe an innovation and success-

ful jail programr I ask the reader to indulge 

me in the rara aiTis theory and other~vise wi th-

hold judgment for the time being .•.. What the 

Model Education Program has accomplished, and 

what its continuation at the House of Correc-

tions promises, is a story worth telling since 

I believe this is a program worth repeating 

1 h ,,1 e sew ere •••• 

This level of enthusiasm, however rewarding to the pro­

gram IS in;i, tiators, should not distract from the need for thorough 

observation. The importance of the evaluation study, was that it 

looked to discover where weaknesses lay while, at the same time, 

lcohen, Fred, "Comment, Jail Reform: An Experiment that Worked?", 
Criminal Law Bulletin; Vol. 12, No.6, November-December, 1976, p. 758. 
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it attempted to uncover essential components that made the program 

work. We will look at the results in four primary areas. 

First, can a House of Corrections be ~hanged from a tra­

~itionally hostile and negative environment to one of support and 

advocacy for inmates? 

The time that inmates spend in most of the country's 

local county correctional institutions can be seen to have a detri­

mental effect on them. Instead of helping to get out of a life of 

crime, in.carceration usually worsens their chances of succeeding 

in the lIfree world ll through the largely negative influences of 

institutionalization. Far from creating self-reliance or resource­

fulness--qualities necessary to function well in a free society-­

jails re-enforce dependency, a sense of inferiority, negativism, 

and failure. 

The Model Education Program was based on the premise 

that helping inmates make a successful return to society required 

offering them new opportunities as well as ~reating the kind of 

supportive environIDIsnt that would make real use of these opportu­

nities possible. Th.us, the first object of the Model Education 

Program was to chang,e the environment of the jail. 

This environmental change was aimed at both the quality 

of interaction among people and at the style of institutional 

management. By breaking dm'ln old antagonisms between sub-groups, 
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particularly between the inmates and officers, the program hoped 

to build the sort of supportive alliances that could make cooper­

ation on shared goals possible. By setting up new administrative 

procedures that allowed for wider participation, it was hoped that 

people would have a stake in the institution and its programs and 

have the experience of constructive involvement rather than nega­

tive alienation. 

The evaluation study revealed that the envi~onment of 

the Berkshire Jail did change from what it had been before the 

inception of the Model Education Program. Investigation into 

the areas of communication, decision making, and security and 

discipline, showed that the social climate of the jail, as well 

as the administrative procedures that run it have taken on a new 

quality of openness and reason. Disputes are now channelled through 

mechanisms set llP to allo~ for mediation of grievances a'\~d to un­

cover soluations to problems. Inmates are more outspoken now than 

they were before, but rather than making trouble for trouble-making's 

sake , there is a new constructive attitude that solutions can be 

found. The result is a heightened self~confidence on the part e,f 

inmat~s; they have learned that it is within their grasp to identify 

their needs, design programs, and gain support to get specific needs 

met. New patterns of leadership have emerged in the jail as well. 

Inmate leaders have become thos~ who are most adept at instrument­

ing change in contrast to the old. style of inmate leadership which 

was based primarily on intimidation. 
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Additionally, there appear to be a significant number 

of new friendships within the jail now/, among inmates, between 

some inmates and some cor:.ectional officers, between inmates and 

Model Education Program staff. At the same time the nature of 

security within the jail has changed. The old style of military­

like supervision no longer exists. There is also a great deal 

more daily activity. Inmates are in and out of the jail with 

greater frequency as are outside members of the community. Many 

officers find this activity disconcerting. They report that their 

job is more difficult now that they have more acti .... vities and ma:::lY 

more outsiders to monitor. However, there is no evidence that 

infringemen I:".s of discipline and security have wqrsened. The 

variety of new programs designed by inmates themselve~ create a 

self-disciplining function because of the individual inmate's com­

mi tment to the outcome of T{vhat he's do:i.ng. Additionally, it seems 

that the newly systematized forms of partici.pation in jail admin­

istration means that there is less need for inmates to take grie­

vances in their own hands. This may give the appearance of there 

being more problems than before, not because there are actually 

more discipline or security problems, but because inmates are more 

active and more vocal. This indicates that previous to the Model 

Education Program, things were quiet and rnoxe orderly not becatl,se 

mechanisms of control were any better than they are now, but be­

cause there was less going on, less interest and less involvement. 

This discomfort of correctimlal officers, however, sig­

nals one of the most seriQus weaknesses of the Hodel Education 
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Program: the failure of get significant support of participation 

from the correctional officers. Of the 27 fUll-time correctional 

officers, only four became highly involved in the Model Education 

Program. Two of these were correctional officers who had been as­

signed to work full tim~ with the program since its inception. 

The others became involved in a particular project such as voca­

tional education or the Belchertown Project which appealed to 

their particular skills, interests, or both. The rest of the cor­

rectional officers remained "downstairs" and often seemed to know 

of t')r care little about what wa.s going on in the educaJcional pro­

grams. Additionally, a certain level of mistrust and resentment 

developed that had the effect of dividing the j ail into a new s;ub­

group--i'the upstairs" and "the downstairs." The "upstairs" being 

those officers, inmates and staff associated with the Model Bdu­

cation Program, the "downstairs" being those correctional officers 

and certain inmate trustees involved more in the typical daily 

operation of the jail. 

The fa.ilure to involve more correctional officers in 

the Model Education Program can be a"ttributed to several things: 

~o the lack of sufficient orientation of correctional officers by 

Model Education Program staff; to the resist~lce of correctional 

officers because of perceived threats to their base of power in 

relation to the inmates; to confusion or fear about the new role 

job duties, and attitudes that were expected of them; to a general 

perception that people coming from the outside (particularly the 

U-Mass staff) were doing so on behalf of the inmates, and as such 
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were not interested in the situation of correctional officers 

or would side with inmates against them in an historic antagonism 

between the t·wo groups. Whatever the underlying reasons, correc­

tional officers who did participate in the Model Education Program 

faced ostracism by their colleagues. Try as they might to encour­

age participation by other correctional officers, the Model Educa­

tion Program staff did no·t succeed as much as they perhaps should 

have or could have. 

The importance of participation by correctional officers 

cannot be overstated. Anyone hoping to replicate the Model Edu­

cation Program would be well advised to take this into account. 

It signals a crucial difference between an old style of introduc­

ing rehabilitative programs for inmates, and the Model Education 

Program approach, which involves a total systems change of the 

jail. Isolated rehabilitation programs do not necessarily require 

the participation or support of correctional officers. Outsiders 

come in and p:r:ovide limited and insulated programs for inmates who 

are seen as the "client populati.on." In contrast, an attempt to 

change a whole environment in order to make the jail itself a link 

in a comprehensive reintegr.ation process requires the involvement 

of everyone in th~ institution. One problem is that unlike in­

mates, correctional officers do not easily see a self-interest 

in bringing the changes about. A few correctiona.l officers can 

be expected to quickly see the opportunity to ga.in mor,e job satis­

faction throug'h new, more challenging and more professional job 

roles. Most., however, are likely to focus on a fear that their 
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already trying job of security is going to be made more difficult. 

The Model Education Program tried to offer incentives to officers 

by making all educational programs open to 'them. Some officers 

took advantage of this and received B.A. degrees. More incentives 

along this line ~ight be one way of encouraging participation. An­

other solution might be a very well-conceived and executed pre­

training program for officers. This could educate them to the 

change goals, identify new roles for them, educate them to the 

personal benefits they might derive from those new roles as coun­

selors, advocates, and teachers, and most significantly, perhaps, 

build a working alliance between the officers and the change agents. 

Second, can a jail become an "open" institution facili­

tating the reintegration of inmates back into their communities? 

A second goal of the Model Education Program was to 

open up what had traditionally been a closed institution in order 

to make the jail one link in a rei.ntegration effort for offenders. 

Isolating an offender from society often worsens the very problems 

that may have caused him to commit a crime in the first place. 

Poor educational and vocationaJ. histories are esacerbated by the 

stigma of having done time and by a prolonged isolation from job 

and school opportunities. Additionally, an offender's old commu­

nity ties may be ones that reinforce a lifestyle of crime. The 

Model EduQation Program was based on the premise that the incar­

cerated experience could be used "1:0 build alternative and hopefully 

more positive community ties through new friendship and new work 
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relationships. 

The Model Education Program designed to develop mecha­

nisms by which the jail could make use of already existing resources 

in the community that could benefit the offender in preparing him 

to make a successful re-entry into society. Rather than attempting 

to provide those services itself, the jail's responsibility would 

be to enable existing communi.ty agencies to deliver services more 

effectively to inmates. This meant a variety of things. It meant 

offering the jail as a site for community ~gencies to make contact 

with: inma.tes and provide services; setting up mechanisms for in­

mates to go out into the community to take advantage 'of educational 

and vocational improvement opportunities offered there; teaching 

inmates and correctional officers the skills to find and use exist­

ing community resources; educating existing agencies and schools 

to the particular needs of inma'tes; and providing a support base 

for inmates so as they took advantage of new opportunities, and 

get help and guidance along the way. 

An additional objective in "opening" up the jail was to 

break down the negative stereotypes about jail and inmates in the 

wider community in hopes that when the inmate tried to make his 

adjustment back into society, he would not be hindered by the old 

prejudices. By the same token opening the jail to outsiders was 

expected to generate community concern about the jail itself, and 

establish a community interest in seeing that the Model Education 

Program Nas maintained. 
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The evaluation showed that inmates and officers alike 

agreed that it was an appropriate goal of both the jail and the 

Model Education Program to try to help offenders to reward rein­

tegration into society. A wide variety of reintegration programs 

were developed for inmatesi these programs were developed through 

a participatory program development model so t~at participants 

would have a personal stake in them. Additionally, collaborative 

program development was meant to teach reintegrative, life manage­

ment skills such as interpersonal communication, needs assessment, 

negotiation, compromise, and proposal writing. Eighty-one percent 

of the inmates interviewed reported participating in some aspect 

of the Mo.iel Education Program. This included everything from in­

house high school equivalency test courses to full-time study in 

degree programs at the University of Massachusetts. On the voca­

tional side it covered everything from in-house vocational educa­

tion workshops in sculpture dnd car mechanics to an in-service 

training program working with the ment~lly retarded. Each parti­

cipant in the Model Educ,ation Prog:ram designed his or her own plan 

of development. This self-classification system was seen as a key 

factor in establishing the kind of commitment necessa:r:y to make 

participation a success. All inmates knew that program participa­

tion could be a great help in presenting one's case to the parole 

board; but within the jail itself, most observers concurred that 

program participation was not used as a form of inmate coercion. 

Quite a number of community age'.":cies became active in 

the jail on Cl regular basis as the Model Education Program developed. 
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They provided counseling, services, and also specific funds. In­

mates went out into the community with Model Education Program 

staff and correctional officers to solicit this agency participa­

tion. The evaluation revealed that community agencies felt their 

access to the jail much improved as a result of the Model Educa­

tion Program. They also commented that the changed jail environ­

ment enabled them to provide services in a more effactive manner. 

Additionally, they pointed out that the Model Education Program 

made it possible for them to cooperate with each other. Thus, 

they initiated their own coordinated aftercare effort through regu­

lar weekly meetings at the jail. Overall, participants and observers 

described a more "open" jail with inmates regularly out of the cell 

block during the day to part.~ cipate in a range of programs and com­

munity agency representatives in and out of the jail on a frequent 

nnd regular basis to manage the delivery of services to inmates. 

The particular areas of weakness in the goal of open-

:Lng the jail for raintegration surfaced in the course of this study. 

For one, the Model Education Program's National Advisory Board, 

while seen to be of great benefit, was judged less effective be­

cause it did not have enough local community members. The failure 

to create a local community board to assist and support the program 

was also a proble.m. This became partIcularly noticeable when the 

Model Education Program tried to find a location in the community 

to put the newly funded pre-release center. Community opposition 

was strong. Presumably, if more community leaders had been involved 

i4 the development of the Model Education Program, they might have 
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been able to educate the wider community as to the importance of 

the pre-release center. On a more positive note, at the Univer­

sity of Massachusetts campus, inmates and ex-offenders found them­

selves welcomed and accepted by students with virtually no stigma 

or ostracism experienced. 

In a wider sense, the failure to change local community 

attitudes toward the jail was another weakness of the program. 

(It should be noted, however, that the Model Education Program 

was brought into being at the very time that public opinion nation­

ally regarding corrections seemed to make a dramatic swing to the 

conservative side, favoring punitive rather than reintegration 

programs. Some people attribute this conservatism to the economic 

problems of the country. If this is true, Pittsfield, which was 

particularly hard hit by unemployment could have been expected to 

react quite unfavorably to new correctional reform programs.) 

Citizen attitudes are of tremendous importance in making reinte­

gration programs work. They have to be encouraged to accept the 

sometimes difficult logic of spending money and offering special 

opportunities to people who can be seen to have hurt their community 

and society at large. It is often difficult for the lay person to 

accept the argument that not providing programs will, in effect, 

increase the chance for more crime. Thus any project like the 

Model Ed~cation Program needs to give serious attention to the pro­

blem of community re-education. 
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Thirdly, can an external agency such as a universitx 

function as a change ~sent in assisting reform in a jail? 

The Model Education Program was based on an alliance 

between two institutio~s, one identified as needing change and 

the other charged with the responsibility of functioning as the 

change agent. The university wanted to meet new demands that it 

become more socially responsible in the community; the jail wanted 

to respond to an increasing call for meaningful correctional re­

form. This partnership "!las valuable for a variety of reasons. 

For instance, outsiders could presumably have more leverage in 

changing an institution with entrenched interest groups. Also, 

the University of Massachusetts, as the change agent institution, 

had many resources necessary for the change effort--people with 

specific change skills, educational opportunities, beachers, pro­

fessional and funding contacts--that the jail itself did not. 

The evaluation showed that this alliance between two 

institutions proved to be an effective strategy for bringing about 

change. It was not without its rough spots and conflicts, but 

overall, the two institutions were able to maintain a shared com­

mitment to a similar set of goals. The university benefited by 

the experiential learning provided to its students; the jail bene­

fited by the dedicated commitment of staff and resources. A stu­

dent-inmate program with undergraduates living in the jail with 

inmates proved to be a particularly helpful aspect of the overall 

program, particularly at the beginning of the project when getting 
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inmate participation was a prerequisite to success. 

A weakness in this change strategy showed up again in 

connection with the failure to get significant correctional officer 

involvement in the program. As outsiders coming into an institu­

ti0~ with very sharply drawn antagonisms between sub-grouping, the 

U-Mass change team was in a difficult position. They had to develop 

working alliances under circumstances that could easily lead to the 

alienation of one or the other of the sub-groups. That is, if the 

outsiders appeared to ally two closely with correctional officers, 

they might never gain the trust of inmates, and vice versa. In the 

end, the U-Mass team found themselves closely allied with inmates 

and therefore in a position of having alienated correctional of­

ficers. Had the external change team been more cognizant of this 

particular problem inherent in an institution like a county jail, 

they might have been able to be more careful in maintaining their 

neutrality, relying on their skills and resource delivery to build 

trust, rather than making philosophical alliances with either of 

the two groups. 

A crucial period of this change partnership was its 

final stage when it was necessary for the U-Mass team to leave 

and test whether the program could carryon independently. There 

was the fear that once the university staff left, the conservative 

inclination of many of the correctional officers would mea~ a grad­

ual return to the old jail and the tapering off of programs. 
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Of sourse, it takes time to evaluate the results of 

this sort of transition. For now, however, the evaluation revealed 

that overall, when U-Mass finally left, the change was hardly no­

ticed. Programs had become so much a part of the da.ily life of 

the Berkshire Jail, that the university's presence no longer was 

significant. At first, abandonment of a few things that U-Ma~s 

had initiated began. The Governance Board, for example, was dis­

banded. However, shortly afterwards, when grievances e:r:upted in 

the jail, it was the sheriff himself who reconvened the Governance 

Board, reconstituting it as "the Sheriff's Committee." At first, 

it consisted only of inmates and jail administrators, until both 

groups realized the oversight and asked correctional officer re­

presentatives to join. 

Fourth, can t3e Mod~l Education Program be replicated 

in other county correctional insti tutio,ns? 

The Model Education Program was designed as a demonstra­

tion project. As such, one of its objectives was that it provide 

a model for future efforts. 

Comparative data reveals that, for the most part, the 

Berkshire Jail is typical of county jails across the country 

(that is, before the Model Education Program began) and could not 

be seen to be unusual in any way that would prevent replication 

of the program. There are a few differences. For one, northeastern 

jails like Berkshire tend to have inmates on longer sentences. 
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Some stability, even if limited t of the inmate popula~~ \ might 

be cQnsidered necessary for such things as collaborative program 

development to succeed. When an inmate is in and out of jail in 

thirty days, it is unlikely he will be motivated t<:> participate 

in a meaningful way in reintegration programs. Replication in a 

jail where the majority of inmates are in on very short sentences 

would require substantial modifications of the program. 

Another area where the Berkshire Jail may be atypical 

is in the ethnic and racial' homogeniety of its inmates and correc­

tional officers. This homogeniety !'lay have S':erv€!d to dim;"ni,~h 

one potential area of conflict that could pOGsibly present pro­

blems to a program based on collaboration. However, it could 

also be argued that only a program based on collaboration CQuld 

address ethnic and racial in-fighting. This is a hypothesis that 

meri ts testing in a.n appropriate institution. 

As to the particular cast of characters and resources 

that went into creating the Model Education Program, it is very 

difficult to tell whether or not they were unusual. The staff 

exhibi ted a high level of commi tment an{~ dedication and had skills 

in human relations training and proposal development and writing 

that were crucial to the program. Additionally, the fact that 

an ex-offender was instrumental in getting the program started 

was an unusual feature. His presence helped to open communication 

between the inmates and the outside change agents. This suggests 

the value of including ex-offenders as change agents in correctional 
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reform efforts. 

'rhe issue of replication is really much wider than 

these few points about conditions and people that might be or not 

be available again. Replication is a broader consideration of the 

premises; instruments, and strategies that were used in creating 

the program. Below is a listing of some of those components that 

went into the creation of the Model Education Program. 

Table V!I-I: Key Components in the Development of the Model Edu-

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Sa. 

6. 

cation Program 

'l'he cooperation of an outside change agent, 
the University of Massachusetts, to provide 
staff, resources, ideas and COIlliUi tmen.t to the 
change process. 

The commitment of the jail's chie:: admi.nis­
trator to the program and its goals. 

The assignment of full-time staff to the change 
effort by both the jail and the-0utside change 
agency. 

The creation of a supportive jail ~nvironment. 

The use of human relations training methodology 
to teach inter-personal skills and break down 
old antagonisms among sub-groups. 

Weekly, all-jail meetings as a forum for dis­
cussion and airing of grievances. 

The Use of collaborative program development 
in order to a) teach life-survival skills to 
inmates, (management, negotiation, writing, 
cooperation, finances, resource development, 
etc.); b) continually reintroduce a changing 
inmate population to the reintegration process; 
c) give inmates a personal stake in the success 
of reintegration programs; and d) establish a 
model of cooperative management procedures that 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

can be applied to the jail as well. 

The establishment of participatory management 
of the jail wherever possible. 

The creation of new roles for correctional 
officers--as teachers, counselors, program 
supervisors, etc. 

Training inmates and correctional officers to 
find, develop, and mak.e use of existing commu­
nity resources. 

The introduction of a wide variety of educa­
tional and vocational reintegration programs, 
both jail and community based. 

The use of a self-classification system in 
which inmates choose their ov .. n reintegriation 
program. (Not using reintegration prog:rams as 
a means of behavioral control.) 

The jail as a site for community agencies to 
offer services to inmates. 

The jail as one link in a reintegration process 
that also involves-8choors, group homes, pre­
release centers, etc. 

The creation of a Governance Board with repre­
sentatives of inmates, correctional officers, 
the jail administration, and program staff. 

An advisory board of outside experts and in­
terested persons. 

A comprehensive aftercare program which allows 
released inmates to return to the jail for in­
formal support and to continue to participate 
in programs as long as the need to do so is 
felt. 

Also, it may be useful to review and list the program-

matic weakness of the Model Education Program so that any effort 

at replication can avoid repeating them. Each of the specific 

weak areas has been translated into a possible programmatic stra-

tegy: 
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1. The need for orientation, training, and specific 

incentives for correctional officers in order 

to encourage their participation in both the 

change effort and the new programsi 

2. The need for the external change agent to main­

tain a balance and as much neutrality as possible 

in allying with antagonist s.ub-groups wi thin the 

jail; 

3. The need for an on-going, cornmunity advisory board 

so that community leaders take an active role in 

the overall progress of the jail and the program; 

and 

4. The need for an effective community, education 

effort so that local citizens will be more recep­

ti ve to inmates who t.ry to make their way back 

into new roles in society. 

In conclusion, it should be reiterated that change is 

often a troubled and mysterious process. This report demonstrates 

that such an effort can prove to be worthwhile and affect both 

an institution and the lives of some of the individuals who pass 

through it. However, none of the changes described in this report 

occurred as easily or as simply as the narrative might sometimes 

suggest. Changes in self-concepts, in traditional ways of behav~ng, 

the relinquishing of power, the readjustment of personal and insti-
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tutional goals--none of this occurs without emotion, personal 

costs, and conflict. Quite often the end product that makes it 

all worthwhile looks like an unattainable abstraction during the 

confusion of the change process. As a result[ we can offer no 

definitive blueprint for those wishing to emulate the Model Edu­

cation Program. It was a program that took many twists and turns 

in response to events as they unfolded. However, what does seem 

necessary is an honest commitment to change; a broad base of sup­

port and resources, giving inmates and staff alike a stake and a 

voice in the program; and opening the correctional institution 

to participation and scrutiny of the outside community. Speaking 

on behalf of the Model Education Program staff, participants and 

evaluators, we stand ready to advise or assist those who 'ilish to 

made a serious commitment to changing correctional institutions. 

Recommendations to the Berkshire Jail 

The or~~inal premise of the evaluation was that it be 

an action research model and give feedback to those involved in 

continued operat.ions of the program. As such, the following three 

recommendations are offered. 

1. The Formation of A Community Board 

Repeatedly participants and observers commented on the 

need for some sort of advisory board for the Model Education Pro­

gram to be made up primarily of local citizens and community leaders. 
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This board could provide a link to the wider community and help 

develop community support for both the program and the jail i1:self. 

It could also serve as a mechanism for insuring that the jail re­

main an "open" institution and accountable to the wider community. 

2. A Program of Community Education 

The need to get greater support from the local community 

was a sentiment echoed over and over again in the course of the 

evaluation. Though the Model Education Program has tried to gain 

community support through such things as staff speaking appearances 

at community associations, dissemination of information through 

local media, and 'efforts to bring more community members into the 

jail, distrust an.d disinterest in the !1odel Education Program re­

mains the general attitude. This scepticism towar correctional 

reform is typical of attitudes across the country, but it has been 

aggravated in the Pittsfield area because of a series of highly 

publicized escapes from a local state work camp. 

In order to address this problem, a program of community 

education is recommended in which inmate families would be enlisted 

to hold small discussion groups in their homes. An individual 

family with a son, daughter, or relative in the Berkshire Jail 

would invite neighbors, friends and relatives to participate in 

an evening discussion in which one or two inmates (including the 

family member serving time) and correctional officers from the jail, 

would give a presentation of the Model Education Program, its ob-
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jectives and their personal participation in it. Participants 

would be free to ask questions and air opinions. They would also 

be given concrete ways in which they could offer their own volun­

teer help to the Model Education Program through such things as 

vocational skill training courses and assistance in looking for 

job opportunities. An agency such as the Family Advocates Pro­

gram, which is already active in the jail, might serve as the 

link between the Model Education Programs and these inmate families. 

Over time, this small scale and personalized approach to community 

education might also have the added benefit of providing a means 

for inmate families to involve themselves in a more positive way 

in the incarceration experience of their child or relative in jail. 

3. Breaking Down the "Upstairs-Downstairs" Split 

The tension in the jail between those working in the 

Model Education Program ~pstairs) and those choosing not to (down­

stairs) was mentioned repeatedly in the evaluation. This problem 

could be addressed in several ways; a) by increasing the flow of 

information between the two groups by a deliberate effort to see 

that both groups be represented on all jail committees and boards; 

b) through a program of orientation for the downstairs staff to 

the projects and objectives of the Model Education Program; c) 

through a concerted effort to assess the concerns and needs of the 

downstairs staff and develop programs to meet those needs; and d) 

through an effort to develop specific incentives for participation 

in the Model Education Program by correctional officers, such as 
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pay advantages, promotions, or school credits that could translate 

into pay increases. 

Additionally, it is important to recognize that the 

"upstairs" staff needs periodic program orientation as well. It 

is essential 't.hat everyone working in connection with the Model 

Education Program have a thorough understanding of the program 

methods and objectives. Such things as participatory program 

development and participatory management are as important in pre-

paring an inmate for reintegration as any specific educational or 

vocational opportunity. Both the "upstairsll and the lldownstairs lt 

staffs need to be thoroughly acquainted with the underlying cor-

rectional strategy on which the program is based. 

Recommendations to the National Institute of Corrections 

The hope of any evaluation is that its findings form 

the basis of further innovative action. The Model Education Pro­

gram was created in order to address problems of county jails in 

general. It is hoped that the present report can be helpful to 

a wide range of correctional innovators and administrators who 

are concerned with the potential as well as the situation of the 

nati.on's county jails. 

The National Institute of Corrections (NrC) has a spe­

cia:t interest in county j ails because of its commitment to the 

are<:L of state and local corrections. It is, therefore, in a unique 
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position to address the needs of county jails from a nationwide 

perspective. It can become the hub of a national reform program 

that enables local county jail sheriffs to work together on pro­

blems that concern them all. 

Based on the findings of the present. report, it is recom­

mended that the National Institute of Corrections be a convening 

agency to bring together a group of interested sheriffs with the 

purpose of introducing them to the concept and operations of the 

Model Education Program. Hopefully, a significant number of these 

sheriffs would consider introducing a similar program in their own 

jails. 

Although NIC would have to provide initial seed money 

for this project. all operating funds could be secured from state, 

local, and federal agencies already set up for that purpose. The 

NIC seed money would be used for two specific purposes~ 

The cost of convening a nationally representa­

tive group of county jail administrators, and 

The cost of supporting a small training team 

to work with those jails wishing to initiate 

a program based on the Model Education Program. 

NIC might consider the five steps described below in 

creating such a national program. 

First, the creation of a training team is necessary. 
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This team would use the information gathered in the Evaluation of 

the Model Education Program at the Berkshire Jail to determine how 

to assist sheriffs wishing to replicate the Model Education Pro­

gram in their jails. The team would develop wha"tevel:7 specific 

training materials that were needed for this purpose. It might 

pay particular attention to developing training mateI~ials for 

work wi.th correctional officers in order to prepare them to be 

participants and leaders in county jail reform programs. 

Second, an initial meeting of interested county jail 

administrators from across the country should be convened. In 

this meeting, county jail administrators would be given an inten­

sive introduction to the Model Education Program by the training 

team. A series of presentations, discussions, and so on, would 

serve to introduce this group of county jail administrators to the 

overall operations, objectives, and methods of the Model Education 

Program. Past participants in the Berkshire Model Education Pro­

gram might be enlisted to describe their own experiences and ans­

wer questions. 

Thirdly, a second meeting of selected county jail admin­

istrators would be called, in which a group of not more than 10 

sheriffs who attended the initial meeting and expressed interest 

in creating a similar program in their jails would be brought to­

gether for a second training session. They would be expected to 

bring memberf of their jail staff, particularly middle level managers, 

to this nuts and bolts session in which the first steps of ini tiat"-
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ing the new program would be set into motion. 

Th.e fourth step would involve visits by ith.e training 

team to each of the participating jails. During these visits, the 

training team would act as trouble shooters, assisting on specific 

problems and reviewing the overall progress of program develop­

ment. They might also conduct intensive training sessions for 

local program participants. 

Finally, a semiannual meeti~g of county jail administra­

tors who are setting up Model Education Programs in their jails, 

would be reconvened so they could compare notes, gain mutual sup­

port, and form the basis of a national reform group for county 

jails. 

We also suggest that NIC consider establishing a sepa­

rate evaluation component for such a program so it could monitor 

the'Orogress of the individual jails. This would offer important 

comparati ve data on the variouI3 methods of program implementation. 

It might also provide a means to secure important data regarding 

the effects of these new programs on recividism. 
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I. PRELIMINARY PROJECT NEGOTIATIONS 

January 1973 

Spring 1973 

* 

* 

July 1, 1973 

Ray Lucas, administrator and counselor at the 
.Massachuset.ts Rehabilitation Commission, in-· 
troduces Sheriff John Courtney of the Berkshire 
County Jail and House of Corrections to Dr. 
Larry D. Dye, faculty member of the UMass School 
of Education Juvenile Justice Program. 

Larry Dye contacts the Fund for the Improvement 
of Post Secondary Education (FIPSE) as possible 
funding source for the Berkshire project. 

Wednesday Night "town meetings" initiated in 
the Berkshire Jail, open to inmates, correc­
tional staff, interested members of the com­
munity. Larry Dye brings UMass students and 
various colleagues interested in correctional 
reform for open-ended discussions with jail 
members. 

"Student-inmate" program proposed to inmates 
and correctional officers at Wednesday Night 
Meeting. Five UMass undergraduates pu~ forth 
a plan to spend three months in the jail as a 
learning experience and to offer tutoring to 
inmates. 

A "Model Education Program" funded as a colla­
borative correctional reform effort by UMass 
and the Berkshire Jail. FIPSE proves a six­
month $50,000 planning grant. (Later extended 
to allow use over a full year period, until 
operational funds were granted July 1, 1973.) 

II. THE FIRST YEAR: THE CREATION OF AN ENVIRONMENT SUPPORTIVE OF 
THE CHANGE PROCESS 

July, 1973 

* 

Dr. Norma Gluckstern, acting director of the 
Community Development and Human Relations Of­
fice at U-Mass, hired as the Model Education 
Program (MEP) project director. 

Ralph Packard and Richard Smith, both senior 
correctional officers at the Berkshire Jail, 
reassigned by Sheriff Countney for full-time 
duties as staff members of the MEP. 

*Continuing features of the Model Education Program 



July - September 
1973 

September 1973 

September 1973 

october - December 
1973 

2 

First group of "student-inmates" enter 
the jail for a three month "sentence". 

Wednesday Night Meetings continued and 
are instituted as an on-going and central 
focus of MEP. Become arena for discuss­
ing ideas for what MEP could accomplish. 

Governance Board created, made up of cor­
rectional staff, inmates, UMass staff, 
and members of the jail administration. 
Board is charged with responsibility of 
making all policy decisions pertaining to 
educational and programmatic issues in the 
jail. 

preliminary work on two major programs 
under taken: 

1. The Berkshire-Belchertown Project, 
an in-s:ervice training program for 
Berkshire inmates to work as at­
tendants at the Belchertown State 
School for the retarded. 

2. The Concord Reformatory Training 
Program. A group of Berkshire 
inmates and correctional officers 
learn human relations training and 
offer a course to inmates of Con­
cord Reformatory. 

Expansion of existing recreational and 
sports programs in the jail. 

First National Advisory Board meeting held 
in jail. Nationally known figures in cor­
rectional reform pulled together by Larry 
Dye to serve on this Board and give gui­
dance and support to MEP. 

First group of student-inmates "released" 
from jail. 

Berkshire-Belchertown Project begins. 
Five inmates and one correctional officer 
travel daily to the State School. After 
one month intensive orientation, inmates 
begin work. 
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Concord Project begins. Four inmates and I 
two correctional officers make up team 
and teach course at Concord Reformatory. 

I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

January 1974 

February 19'74 

March - May 1974 

3 

Negotiations begin with UMass University 
Without Walls Program to enable inmates 
to get college credit for courses they 
will take in the jail. 

Informal leadership training in which in­
mates and correctional officers who have 
identified themselves as active partici­
pants in the MEP learn group discussion 
skills, needs aSS'[;lssment techniques, pro­
posal writing, funding raising, reform 
strategies. 

Efforts marshallf';d by project administra­
tors to build t~ust between inmates and 
officers. 

First course~1 offered in jail. Creative 
writihg and rhilosophy courses offered by 
U.Mass professors. College aredi t secured 
through UWW. 

Inmates and correctional officers make 
presentation of ~£P program and philosophies 
at UMass School of Education. 

Third group of student-inmates incarcerated 
at Berkshire Jail. 

Governance Board given additional respon­
sibilities. Becomes policy making body 
for entire jail (not just educational pro­
grams) with Sheriff Courtney retaining 
veto power. 

Inmates discuss drug problems and decide 
to form self-help drug group. Write up 
funding proposal to hire group leader. 
Begin meeting weekly. 

An easing of physical access by inmates 
to site within jail of MEP operations. 
Correctional officers loosening up on res­
trictions on letting inmates out of the 
cell block. 

Educational needs assessment going on in 
series of informal discussions in jail. 
creative writing and philosophy courses 
spark interest in other possibilities. 
Need for Basic Education and high school 
equivalency test preparation established. 
Need for vocational education discussed. 



May 1974 

4 

Gluckstern, Packard, smith and a small 
group of inmates begin meeting with com­
munity agency personnel to find out ways 
in which jail can get access to community 
resources. Also use opportunity to edu­
cate community agencies about MEP and 
its purposes. (CETA, Massachuse'tts Re­
habilitation Commission, Department of 
Education, etc.) 

Presentations to community groups about 
MEP, to seek support and establish al­
liances. (Rotary, Williams College, local 
churches) 

Berkshire-Belchertown Project funded through 
CETA and no longer supported out of MEP 
operational funds. 

Inmates, officers and UMass staff develop 
funding proposal for a series of mini­
courses to be taught in jail (consumer 
education, financial management, etc.) 

Third National Advisory Board Meeting takes 
place in jail; focuses on an evaluation of 
the MEP's first year of operations. 

III. THE SECOND YEAR: PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 

July 1974 

Augus·t 1974 

August 1974 

September 1974 

F!PSE funds MEP for a year's programming. 

Basic Education Program funded throilgh 
Comprehensive Employment Training Act and 
MassachUsetts Rehabilitation Commission. 
Basic Education classes begin in jail. 

Correctional officers and inmates attend 
University Without Walls Orientation in 
preparation for attending classes in the 
fall semester em the University campus. 

CETA funds one new correctional officer, 
a secretary ~~d a vocational counselor to 
work with MEP. 

UMass School of Education provides one 
graduate student to work part-time with 
MEP teaching classes. 

Fourth group of student-inmates enters jail. 
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october 1974 

November 1974 

Dec@mber 1974 

January 1975 

February - June 
1975 

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

5 

Four inmates and two correctional officers 
begin commuting two days a week to UMass 
to take on-campus courses toward their 
B.A. degrees. 

Two day planning retreat attended by UMass 
staff, correctional officers, Sheriff, 
and inmate leaders of MEP; general dis­
cussions on directions and concerns re­
lated to MEP. 

VISTA assigns a volunteer to work full time 
with MEP. Provides legal counseling in ad­
dition to his other program responsibilities. 

American Personnel and Guidance Journal 
special edition on corrections features 
Model Education Program with articles by 
UMass staff, inmates, correctional officers 
and Sheriff Courtney. (See APPENDIX VII 
for a full listing of publications pertain­
ing to the Model Education Program.) 

First Awards Dinner for Berkshire-Belchertown 
trainees .. 

Third group of inmates admitted to college 
degree program through UMass UWW. 

First inmates paroled from jail to attend 
UMass as full-time students, continuing 
degree studies begun while at the Berkshire 
jail. 

Financial aid for ex-offenders enrolled 
at UMass secured through Basic Education 
Opportunity Grant. 

Fifth Student-Inmate group enters jail. 

Funding proposal developed to provide voca­
tional training in the jail and submitted 
to the Department of Education. Vocational 
education program designed as a hands-on 
exploration of career options through in­
troductory co~rses in a variety of trades. 

Marked increase in participation in various 
MEP programs by jail inmates as program of­
ferings become varied and meet a wide range 
of needs and abilitiesj period of routini­
zation ot MEP operations. 
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IV. THE THIRD YEAR: TRANSFER AND TRANSITION 

July 1975 FIPSE funds,MEP for third and final year. 
University personnel plan gradual de­
minishment of participation in adminis­
tration of MEP. 

Educational Policy Committee formed, 
charged with interviewing, hiring and 
scheduling teachers and developing new 
curricula and courses for the jail. In­
mates and correctional staff serve on 
this Committee, but UMass staff does not. 

August 1975 Dr. Gluckstern reduces participation in 
MEP to half-time. 

August 2975 Gluckstern, Packard and MEP graduat'e lead 
panel discussion at the American Psycholog­
ical Association. 

September 1975 S\~cond annual planning retreat for MEP par­
t:tcipants and staff. 

October 1975 

November 1975 

December 1975 

MEP graduates attending UMass open group 
home in Amherst to provide home base for 
fellow ex-offenders newly released in 
jail and continuing their studies full­
time at UMass. 

Renovations begun on old buildings on jail 
grounds to turn them into vocational edu­
cation shops. 

Fifth National Advisory Board Meeting. 
Ex-student inmate now serving on Board. 

Funding proposal developed and submitted 
to create a pre-release center connected 
to the Berkshire Jail. Center planned as 
a small group home in the Pittsfield com­
munity to house inmates preparing their 
release from jail and re-integration back 
into the community. 

Second VISTA volunteer begins term with 
MEP. 

Second Awards Dinner for Berkshire-Belchertown 
trainees. 
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January 1976 

February 1976 

March 1976 

April 1976 

May 1976 

July 1976 

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

7 

Disciplinary Board formed. Its conception 
is a joint effort of inmates and correc­
tional officers who agree that only cor­
rectional officers should serve as Board 
members. In operation only briefly; 
reinstated 1977. 

Dr. Gluckstern assumes full-time respon­
sibilities as faculty member at Catholic 
University and continues with MEP only 
as a part-time consultant. George Yeannakis 
hired as interim project Director until 
termination of FIPSE funding in June. 

Ralph Packard promoted to Education Director 
of the Berkshire Jail and chief administra­
tor of MEP. 

Funding receiving from a variety of small 
groups for specific programs in the jail. 
The Black Emergency Cultural Coalition 
funds courses in art and sculpture to be 
held inside the jail. 

Vocational Training Grant funded through 
Department of Education. $10,000 provided 
for in-h<..')us\;,~ programs ~ Sheriff reassigns 
another correctional officer to work full­
time with !tlEP, to supervise this grant and 
act as director of vocational programs. 

A group of community agency representatives 
begin regular meetings at the jail to plan 
a joint aftercare program for released in­
mates. 

Final National Advisory Board meeting~ 

MEP works in conjunction with state Parole 
Board who take over administration of the 
Belchertown Project as a Mutual Agreement 
Program. Belchertown now open to inmates 
from other state correctional facilities. 

MEP ex-offenders at UMass develop and write 
funding proposal for Project Re-Entry, a 
support program for ex-offenders attending 
UMass. Funded through the State Department 
of Mental Health. Project Re-Entry expands 
to provide support for inmates from three 
other a~ea county jails. 

Pre-release Center grant funded for $136,000 
to begin JaI1uary, 1977.' 



8 I 
UMass staff terminate external change I 
agent role in jail; continue to provide 
educational services. Ralph Packard and 
his staff, which now includes CETA train- I 
ees , VISTA volunteers , correctional of-
ficers, and staff hired through various 
operations grants, take over total res- I 
ponsibility for continuing operation of 
MEP. 
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Name: 
Date: 
Position: 

Berkshire County House of Corrections 

Evaluation Project 
Department of Psychology 

Catholic University of America 

General Interview Form (GIF) 

Place of Interview: 

1. a. Could you briefly describe the history of your involve­
ment with BCJ. When exactly did that involvement start? 
What were the circumstances? By whom were you contacted? 

b. Which of these groups do you have contact with and hew 
frequently? 

Inmates? (if so, before, during, and/or after their 
jail term) 

Correctional officers? 

Correctional administration? 

Other Model Education staff? 

Community agency personnel? 

c. How often are you at the jail? 

2. a. Did you participate in the development of MEP? In what 
way? How did the concept of MEP develop? 

b. The development of MEP included a team of university­
based people coming into the jail and working with jail 
staff, administration, and community groups. What do 
you see as the ~ajor advantages of this procedure? 

The major disadvantages? 

c. What was the key in making this approach work, i.e., a 
university team working with jail staff, administration, 
and community groups? 

d. What do you see were the major problems for UMass ( at 
UMass and at BCJ) when the project began? 

e. What were the problems for BCJ? 

f. What things were helpful in circumventing problems? 



3. 

-~----~---

g. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

2 

What things could have been done differently to avoid 
problems? 

Could you describe the jail during the period that you 
Have been involved? 

What specific things have changed at the jail since 
July, 1973? 

What do you like most and what do you like least about 
these changes? Has anything changed that should have 
remained ·the same or vice versa? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

4. a. 

How would you describe the way in which change has been 
attempted or accomplished? 

What specific things have changed at the jailor in the I 
Model Education Program since July, 1976 or when UMass left? 

5. 

b. 

d. 

e. 

a. 

What do you see were the major problems when the UMass 
team left, for UMass and/or MEP? 

What was done to make the transition smooth? 

Wha·t was not done that could have been done or done dif­
ferently? 

How successful has the transition been? 

Given your experience with MEP, what would you say has 
been its primary goal? a secondary goal? What do you 
base this on? How successful has MEP been in achieving 
these goals? 

b. Have there been unexpected outcomes of the program that 
you have observed? 

c. What has been the single most important factor contri­
buting to any success MEP has had? the single biggest 
obstacle? 

d. If you were to pick a group of people or groups of peo­
ple, who have been the most instrumental in whatever 
success MEP has had, who wouJ..(.~ these be? What would 
each of their major contributions be and what personal 
characteristics, if any, enabled them to be effective? 

e. What about these others you didn't mention? (in"cer­
viewer supplies names) 

6. a. What changes presently would you make i.n the Model 
Education Program to improve it, if you could? 

b. What changes at BCJ? 
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7. a. If you have contaot with inmates before and after their 
stay at BCJ, what effect, if any, does the jail experience 
seem to have on them? What effect, if any, does involve­
ment with the Model Education Program seem to have? 

b. Do you have any experience with other correctional insti­
tutions? Which ones? How would you compare the Berk­
shire Jail with those institutions? 

8. a. What has been the history of the interaction between 
your office/agency and BCJ/MEP? What changes, if any, 
have taken place since 1973? 

b. What would you do to change the present relationship 
between your office/agency and BCJ/MEP? 

9. a. What has been the benefit, if any, for you personally 
of your involvement with BCJ/MEP? 

b. What has been the benefit for your agency/office? 

c. What has been the benefit for BCJ/MEP? 

10. What do you envision for the future for MEP and BCJ? 

11. Is there anything else you would like to comment on or 
discuss about MEP or BCJ? 
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Berkshire County House of Corrections 

Evaluation project 

correctional Officer Interview 

Part I 

1. When did you begin workin~r at the jail? 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

month Year 
~-------------- ------

How did you find out abouJ
:. the job? 

a. newspaper ad 
b. friend 
c. family 
d. employment agency 
e. other (specify) 

What position were you hired for? 

Total Months at 
jail -----

a. what were your duties? ------------------------------
What is your present position? ------------------------
a. What are your duties now? ------------------------
What duties should a correctional officer be assigned 
to ideally? 

Did you have any prior experience in corrections or law 
enforcement? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. if yes, position years ---------------- ----------------
position _________ ---__ years ___________ _ 

pos.ition _________ years _______ _ 

What kind(s) of work had you done previously? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

5 

Would you recommend this type of work (i.e. correctional 
officer) to a friend? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. if yes, why? 
b. if no, why not? 

What is the highest grade you completed? 

__________ years 

Did you receive any special training or education related 
to this job before you started working at the jail? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. if yes, when what type --------------- -------------
when what type --------------- -------------
when what type --------------- -------------

Have you received any 'training or education related to 
this job since you began working here? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. if yes, when what type --------------- -------------
when what type --------------- -------------
when what, type --------------- -------------

Now I would like to ask you some questions about the jail and 
particularly about discipline and security at the jail. 

12. In order of importance, tell me which of the following 
are the three most important goals of the BCJ. 

1. provide educational and vocational skills 
2. punish offenders 
3. arrange for community resources to support 

inmates in the community 
4. provide inmates with attitudes and values 

needed to make it on the outside 
5. keep offenders off the streets to protect the 

community 
6. make it as easy a place as possible to do time 
7. to promote good relationships between inmates and 

guards 
8. other 



13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

6 

What types of infractions commonly occur that require 
you to discipline an inmate? (Begin with most common) 

a. 
b. 
c. 

What kinds of action have you taken to discipline an 
inmate? (Begin with most common) 

a. 
b. 
c. 

Which disciplinary actions are the most effective? 

a. 
b. 
c. 

Does an inmate have any way to appeal a disciplinary 
action taken against him? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. if yes, what --------------------------------------
Does the Model Education Program have any effect on the 
disciplinary proced~res at the jail? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. if yes, does it generally help or hinder in the 
carrying out of disciplinary procedures? 

1) help (explain) 
2) hinder (explai-n'T")---------------

Is there anything you would do to improve the disciplina:l:'y 
process? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. if yes, what would you do? 

Do you feel the security system at the jail is effective? 

a. yes 
b. no 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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20. 

21. 
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Would you like to see any changes in the security system? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. if yes, what changes would you like to see? 

1) 
2) 
3) 

Does the Model Education Program facilitate or hinder 
security at the jail? 

a. help (explain) 
b. hinder (explain) 
c. no effect 

b. if it hinders, what changes would you like to see 
that would improve the situation? 

(ask #22 only of those working before July 1973) 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

In your opinion, have there been more, the same, or 
less crises at the jail since model education program 

a. more 
b. the same 
c. less 

a. if more, has MEP precipitated these crises? How? 
b. if less, has MEP helped to alleviate crises? How? 

How would you go about trying to change a rules or 
regulation you felt needed to be changed? 

Do you have any way in determining which inmates get 
parole? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. if yes, explain. 

What problems did the jail staff experience when UMass 
and MEP,came into the jail? 

What things were done to try to resolve these problems? 

a. Were these effective? 

What could have been done or done, differently? 

'What changes have occurred at the jail since July, 1973? 
(or since you began working if after that date) 

I 
.1 



29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 
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What changes do you like most? 

a. 
b. 
c. 

What changes do you like least? 

a. 
b. 
c. 

What changes have occurred at the jail since UMass left 
in July, 1976? 

Have your job duties changed in any way since July, 1973? 

a. 
b. 

a. 

For 
the 
the 

a. 
b. 

a. 

yes 
no 

If yes, have these changes been due to Model Education? 

1) yes 
2) no 

those job duties that have remained the same, has 
introduction of the Model Education Program affected 
performance of them in any way? 

yes 
no 

If yes, explain. 

Have you participated in any of the educational oppor­
tunities made available through the Model Education Pro­
gram? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. If yes, what and when? 

How often do you go upstairs on the average? 

For what purpose do you go upstairs? 

1. supervise movies 
2. supervise church services 
3. talk to Model Education Staff 
4. work responsibilities vis-a-vis MEP 
5. never go upstairs 
6. other (specify) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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37. 

38. 
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In order of importance, tell me which of the following 
are the three most important goals of the Model Educa­
tion Program. 

1. Provide educational and vocational skills 
2. Punish offenders 
3. Arrange for community resources to support 

inmates in the community 
4. Provide inmates with attitudes and values 

needed to make it on the outside 
5. Keep offenders off the streets to protect 

the community 
6. Make it as easy a place as possible to do 

time 
7. To promote good relationships between inmates 

and guards 
8. Other (specify) 

How much do you feel the Model Education Program helps 
inmates not to return to jail? 

a. a lot 
b. some 
c. very little 
d. not at all 

Now I would like you to take some time to fill out this opinion 
questionnaire, but first 

39. Is there anything else you would like to comment on con­
cerning the jail and the Model Education Program? 

40. Length of Interview 

41. Interruptions 

a. none 
b. number 
c. length-------

42. Attitude 

a. very cooperative 
b. cooperative 
c. reluctant 
d. uncooperative but honest 
e. uncooperative and dishonest 



10 

Part II 

We would like to ask you some general questions about your 
experiences as a correctional officer here at the Berkshire 
County House of Corrections. We are interested in learning 
about Berkshire County House of Correction as it exists today. 

Do you 

strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with 
each of the following statements? PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

The correctional officers are kept informed about what 
is happening here at the Berkshire Jail. 

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unsure 
Agree Disagree Don't know 

1 2 3 4 5 

Some inmates reward other inmates for good behavior. 
1 2 3 4 5 

The correctional officers spend most of their time talk-
ing with the inmates. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Inmates deal fairly and squarely with correctiona.l 
officers. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Correctional officers reward inmates for good behavior. 
1 2 3 4 5 

If inmates re!ally want to, they can share in decisions 
affecting the daily operation of the jail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The correctional officers have a say in changing the 
rules and regulations of the jail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Most of the rules here are fair. 
1 2 3 4 5 

My work is satisfying to me. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Correctional officers can get into special programs 
at the jail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The correctional officers are 
ing the inmates under control 
with their problems. 

1 2 3 

more concerned with keep­
than with helping them 

4 5 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

11 

When a correctional officer disciplines an inmate, he 
is supported in that action by fellow officers. 

strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unsure 
Agree Disagree Don't know 

1 2 3 4 5 

When inmates g'o out into the larger community, it's 
hard to tell them from other people. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The inmates have a say in changing the rules and regu-
lations of the jail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate screws up, other inmates will punish him. 
1 2 3 4 5 

People at the Berkshire Jail are pretty much split into 
two groups, with correctional officers in one and inmates 
in the other. 
12345 

I discuss my work with friends who are not correctional 
officers. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The administration atthe jail makes changes without con­
sulting the correctional officers. 

1 2 3 4 5 

People in the outside community look down on the inmates. 
1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate screws up, he is punished in some way by 
the correctional officers. 
12345 

The correctional officers make changes \l,Ti thout conSUlt-
ing the inmates. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Correctional officers try to make this as easy a place 
to do time as possible. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If correctional officers want to, they can share in 
decisions affecting the daily operation of the jail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Correctional officers don't get enough recognition for 
their work. 
12345 



67. 

68. 

69. 

70. 

71. 

72. 

73. 

74. 

75. 

76. 

77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 
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There are too many inmates here who push other inmates 
aro1.1nd. 

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unsure 
Agree Disagree Don't know 

1 2 3 4 5 

Most inmates are just interested in doing their time. 
1 2 3 4 5 

The discipline at the jail is very strict. 
1 2 3 4 5 

The inmates spend a lot of time in the outside commu-
nity. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The correctional officers deal fairly and squarely with 
all of the inmates. 

1 2 3 4 5 

A lot of inmates look down on other inmates. 
1 2 3 4 5 

There are no real leaders among the correctional offi-
cers here. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The jail is a. peaceful and orderly place. 
1 2 3 4 5 

People from the community look up to correctional of­
ficers. 
12345 

People at the jail are pretty much split into two 
groups, with upstairs being one and downstairs the other. 
12345 

Community groups are willing to interact with the in­
mates. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The correctional officers help the inmates get jobs 
outside, get into community groups, into educational 
programs and things like that. 
12345 

There are no real leaders among the inmates here. 
12345 

The correctional officers who good judgment. 
12345 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
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I 
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I 
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81. 

82. 

83. 

N.B. 

13 

Real friends are hard to find among the correctional 
officers at the Berkshire Jail. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

Agree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Strongly 
Disagree 

4 

All decisions are made by the Sheriff. 
1 2 3 4 

I feel very mUch that I fit in here at the 
1 2 3 4 

All Responses Will Be Strictly Confidential. ---

Unsure 
Don't know 

5 

5 

jail. 
5 



84. 

85. 

'------ -------

unfair 

fast 

kind 

dishonest 

cold 

long 

good 

Semantic Differential 

How I feel about inmates 

unfriendly 11---1----+--+----1--_1-----1 

small 

sharp 

14 

fair 

slow 

cruel 

honest 

hot 

short 

bad 

friendly 

large 

dull 

How I feel about other correctional officers 
-

unfair I fair 

fast I slow 

kind I cruel 

dishonest I honest 

cold I hot 

long I short 

good I bad 

unfriendly I I friendly 

small I large 

sharp I dull 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I How I Feel About Model Education Staff 

I 
86. unfair 

, I fair 

fast I I I slow 

I kind I I I cruel 

dishonest I I I ! honest 

I cold l I I ! hot 

I 
long I I I , short 

good I I I I bad 

I unfriendly I I I friendly 

small I I I large 

I sharp I I I dull 

I How Inmates Feel about Me 

I 87. unfair I , , I I fair 

I fast I I I I I I slow 

kind ! ! I I ! I cl~uel 
I dishonest I I I I I ! honest 

I 
cold I I I I I I hot 

long I I I I I I short 

I good I I I I I I bad 

unfriendly ! ! I ! ! I ! friendly 

I small I I I I I I large 

I 
sharp I I I I I 'dull 

I 
I 
I 



How I Feel About Me 

90. unfair 

fast I 
kind I 
dishonest I -
cold 

long 

good 

unfriendly I 
small I 
sharp 

16 

fai.r 

slow 

cruel 

honest 

hot 

short 

bad 

friendly 

large 

dull 

I 
I 
I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

------~--------,--- -~- - - -- - --- - -
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Berkshire County House of Corrections 

Evaluation Project 

Inmate Interview Form 

Have you attended classes, used the ,~eight room or taken 
part in any of the programs upstairs? (ABE, Voc. Ed., 
Belchertown, AA, Drug Group) • 

a. yes 
b. no 

If yes, ask rema~n~ng questions. 
If no, only do starred questions and then 43 to end of 
questionnaire. 

In order of importance, tell me which of the following 
are the three most important goals of the Model Educa­
tion Program? 

-----

1. Provide educational and vocational skills 
2. Punish offenders 
3. Arrange for community resources to support 

inmates in the community 
4. Provide inmates with attitudes and values 

needed to make it on the outside. 
5. Keep offenders off the streets to protect 

the communi ty 
6. Make it as easy a place to do time as possible 
7. Promote good relationships between inmat,es 

and guards 
8. Other {specify) __________________ __ 

Do you feel that the Model Education staff is coro~etent 
enough to accomplish the goals of the Model Education 
Program? 

a. yes 
b. no If no, why not __________________________ __ 

Do you feel that the staff of the community agencies 
(Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission, CETA, DES) 
involved with the jail are competent enough to ac­
complish the goals of the Model Education Program? 

a. yes 
b. no If no, why not __________________________ __ 

Is the downstairs staff (guards and jail administrators) 
involved with the Model Education Program? 

a. yes 
b. no 



6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

18 I 
a. If yes, do you feel they are competent to accomplish I 

the goals of the MEP? 

1) yes 
2) no If no, why not?· _________________ ~-------

Have you participated Ll pro\grams or classes that have 
been attended by people other than inmates? (just pro­
grams and classes at jail) 

a. yes 
b. 110 

a.. If yes, have they been 

1. guards or administratioIl ____ nurnber ___ __ 
2. people from community numb er ____ __ 
3. Model Ed. staff number 
4. other number ----

----
What needs do you have that MEP helps you meet? 
(Check those applicable) 

___ 1. Alcoho 1 prob lem 
2. drug problem 
3. educational help 
4. voc~tional help 
5. family counseling 
6. individual counseling 
7. other (specify) ______________________ __ 

What needs do you have that MEP does not help you meet? 
(Check all applicable) 

1. alcohol problem 
2. drug problem 
3. educational help 
4. vocational help 
5. family counseling 
6. individual counseling 
7. other (specify) ___________________ __ 

Some inmates develop close friendships with other people 
while they are here, other don't. Have you developed any 
close friendships while you've been here? 

a. 
c. 
e. 
g. 

with inmates b. number 
with MEP sta-=f-=f--- d. number---------
with downstairs· staff f~ number 
with community agency--p-e-op~le h.--n-Uffib~-e-r---------

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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*11. 

*12. 

*13. 

*14. 

*15. 

*16. 
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Is there any person (staff, inmate, outsider) involved 
with Model Education who is the kind of person you would 
like to be? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. If yes, what does that person do? 
Why is he/she the kind of person you would like to be? 

When you first came to Berkshire County Jail, what did 
you think it would be like. 

a. v~:.ry strict, but helpful 
b. just a very strict place to do time 
c. fairly comfortable, relaxed and helpful 
d. fairly relaxed, comfortable but just a place to do 

time 

What is tne jail really like? 

a. very strict, but helpful 
b. just a very strict place to do time 
c. fairly comfortable, relaxed and helpful 
d. fairly relaxed, comfortable but just a place to 

do time 

In order of importance, tell me which of the following 
are the three most important goals of the jail? 

1. provide educational and vocational skills 
2. punish offenders 
3. arrange for community resources to support 

inmates in the community 
4. provide inmates with attitudes and values 

needed to make it on the outside 
5. keep offenders off the streets to protect 

---- the community 
6. make it as easy a place to do time as possible 

----- 7. to promote good reiationships between inmates 
and guards 

8. other (specify) ______________________________ _ 

How long have you been here at the Jail? months -----
How much 10ngE;r do you expect to be here? months ----
How do you spend most of your time in the block (Rank 
in order of time involved) 

1. watching TV 
----- 2. reading and/or writing 

3. playing cards 
4. hanging out on tier 

____ 5. working in kitchen 
____ 6. other (specify) ______________________________ _ 



17. 

18. 

19. 

*20. 

*2l. 
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How do you spend most of your time upstairs? (List as 
in #16) 

l. working on projects -- 2. hanging out -- 3. in classes -- 4. weight room -- 5. counseling -- 6. in meetings -- 7. other (specify) ------------------------------
What three things do you like most about MEP? 

a. 
b. 
c. 

What three things do you like least about MEP? 

a. 
b. 
c. 

Have you ever done time before or have you even been 
to other jails or prisons before coming here to BCJ? 
If no, go to #23. 

1st mentioned 2nd 
Name of institution 

Offense 

When 

How long there 

Did these other jails or prisons 
to MEP here at Berkshire? 

a. 1st mentioned 1. yes 
b. 2nd mentioned 1. yes 
c. 3rd mentioned 1. yes 

have programs 

2. no 
2. no 
2. no 

3rd 

similar 

If yes, how did these other programs compare to the BCJ 
program? How similar according to classes, counseling, 
educational and work release, and vocational training? 

HoW different? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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*22. In general how does BCJ compare '1:0 these other places 
that you have been at in terms of 

*23. 

*24. 

*25. 

26. 

27. 

Threat 
Threat of of Need to Use of 

Name of Physical Sexual have Mass 
Institution Violence' Attack weapon Punishment 

1-

2. 

3. 

Code 1 = greater at BCJ 
2 = greater at other institution 
3 = same 

What types of infractions commonly occur that inmates 
get disciplined for? Begin with most common. 

a. 
b. 
c. 

What. kinds of actions do guards commonly take to dis­
cipline an inmate? List most common first. 

a. 
b. 
c. 

Does an inmate have any way to appeal a disciplinary 
action taken against him? 

a. yes If yes, what? -------------------------b. no 

If you could put together your own program to help in­
mates, what would it be like? 

Which of these things have you or do you participate in? 

a. Belchertown 
b. ABE 
c. Vocational classes (specify) 
d. A.A. 
e. Drug Group 
f. Mass. Rehab. 
g. After Care 
h. Counseling (individual or Group) 
i. Survival courses 
j . 
k. 
1. 
m. 
n. 
o. 
p. 
q. 
r. 

College courses 
UWW 
EPC ---
Staff meetings 

(at jail) 

Wednesday Night Meetings 
Inmate Communication Center 
Educational release 
JC only if written in pencil (8) 
other (13) 



28. 

*29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 
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How long after coming to jail did you start participating 
in the upstairs program? months 

Are you on work release? 

a. yes 
b. no 

Does the upstairs staff want to bring about any changes 
in you or your situation? 

a. yes If yes, what dhanges? 
b. no 

Ask only of those in ABE. Which method of teaching do 
you like most? 

a. one on one (tutorial) 
b. small group 
c. convential classroom 
d. other 

How much personal attention do you feel you get from 
the MEP staff? 

a. a great deal 
b. some 
c. none 

How do you feel about the strictness of the upstairs 
~taff? 

a. too strict 
b. about right 
c. not strict enough 

How often do you feel that the MEP staff tries to help 
you? 

a. most of the time 
b. some of the time 
c. very little of the time 
d. none of the time 

How much of the time does the MEP staff spend talking 
with you when you're not in class or involved with a 
project? 

a. most of the time 
b. some of the time 
c. ",ery little of the time 
d. none of the time 

In general, how helpful would you say MEP is for you? 
a. very helpful 
b. somewhat helpful 
c. not helpful at all 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 
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Has MEP helped you in solving any of your problems? 

a. yes 
b. no 

a. If yes, what problem has the program helped you with 
.;md how?-

Has MEP provided you with useful, legitimate skills 
which will help you in the community? 

a. yes If yes, what skills? 
b. no 

How much do you think the progra!!l has helped you become 
the kind of person you want to be? 

a. a loi: 
b. some 
c. very little 
d. none 

What do you expect to get out of this program? 

a. 
b. 
c. 

How much do you feel that the program will help you in 
not returning to jail? 

a. a lot 
b. some 
c. very little 
d. not at all 

Are there any other ways in which you feel that the pro­
gram has helped you? 

Are there any ways in which you feel t.he program will 
hurt you? 

This section concerns your op~n~ons about the jail in general. 
I'm going to read you a statement and I want you to tell me 
whether you. 

1. strongly agree, 2. agree, 3. disagree, 4" strongJ.y disagree 
with the statement or 5. Unsure or Don't Know 

44. Almost all the inmates are friendly to you. 
1 2 3 4 5 

45. Most of the rules here are fair. 
1 2 3 4 5 



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

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 
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Inmates have their own set of rules on how to behave 
that are different from those of the guards. 

I 2 3 4 5 

The Model Education staff is more concerned with main­
taining discipline than with helping inmates with their 
problems. 

I 2 3 4 5 

There is a lot of interaction between inmates and Model 
Education staff. 

I 2 3 4 5 

Inmates won't work together to get things done in Model 
Education. 

I 2 3 .4 5 

People in the outside community look down on inmates. 
I 2 3 4 5 

Inmates spend a lot of time in the community. 
I 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate does well in community programs, people 
in the community will personnally tell him so. 

I 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate really wants to, he can help plan his future. 
I 2 3 4 5 

There are too many inmates who push others around. 
I 2 3 4 5 

There are no real leaders among the inmates here. 
I 2 3 4 5 

other inmates give you a bad name if you insist on 
being different. 

I 2 3 4 5 

Guards deal fairly and squarely with everyone. 
I 2 3 4 5 

People 
in the 
other. 

are pretty much split into two different groups 
block,with guards in one and inmates in the 

I 2 3 4 5 

When inmates go out into the community, it's difficult 
to tell them from other people. 

I 2 3 4 5 

Real friends are hard to find here. 
I 2 3 4 5 

I feel very much that I fit in here. 
I 2 3 4 5 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

67. 

68. 

E?9. 

70. 

71. 

72. 

73. 

74. 

75. 

76. 
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Inmates as a whole mind their own business. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Guards are more concerned with maintaining discipline 
in the block than they are with helping inmates with 
their problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

There is a lot of interaction between guards and inmates. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Most of the rules and disciplinary actions in MEP are 
fair. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate really wants to, he can share in the deci­
sions about how the upstairs program is run. 

1 2 3 4 .5 

An inmate can get a lot out of participating in Model 
Education. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Inmates have their own set of rules that are different 
from those of the Model Education staff. 

1 2 3 4 5 

People in the outside community generally hassle inmates 
involved in educational programs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Inmates deal fairly and squarely with guards. 
1 2 3 4 5 

There are a few inmates who run everything in the block. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Some inmates get away with murder while others can't 
get away with anything. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Most inmates are just interested in doing their time. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Inmates around here usually get on your back for no 
reason. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Guards and inmates work together toward common goals. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Guards try to make this as easy a place to do time as 
they possibly can. 

1 2 345 



77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 

8l. 

82. 
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The upstairs is split into two groups with staff in one 
and inmates in the other. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Community agency people are more concerned with keeping 
inmates under control than with helping them with their 
problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Inmates have their own set of rules that are different 
from those of the community at large. 

1 2 3 4 5 

A lot of inmates look down on other inmates here. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Members of the community spend a lot of time at the 
jail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Inmates and Model Education staff work together to 
achieve a common goal. 

1 2 3 4 5 

83. There are a few inmates who run eV6rything in ~1e up­
stairs program. 

83a. 

1 2 3 4 5 

People are 
jail, with 
other. 

1 

p!'etty much split into two groups at the 
the upstairs being one and downstair~ the 

2 3 4 5 

For the following questions, I would like you to answer by 
saying whether you think these things occur: 1) Almost Always, 
2) Most of the time, 3) Some of the time, 4) Hardly ever or 
5) Don't know or Unsure. 

84. Other inmates reward an inmate for good behavior. 
1 2 3 4 5 

85. Most inmates here will physically fight you to get 
what they want. 

1 2 3 4 5 

86. Inmates here show good judgment. 
1 2 3 4 5 

87. Other inmates usually try to help a new inmate get 
familiar with the block. 

1 2 3 4 5 

88. The MEP staff helps inmates get jobs on the outside. 
1 2 3 4 5 

'y-~---------------~ 
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89. 

90. 

91. 

92. 

93. 

94. 

95. 

96. 

97. 

98. 

99. 

100. 

101. 

102. 

103. 

104. 
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The MEP staff makes changes without consulting inmates. 
1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate screws up, MEP staff will punish them. 
'I 2 3 4 5 

The MEP staff will punish an inmate who screws up in 
a community program. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The upstairs program is peaceful and orderly. 
1 2 3 4 5 

The guards try to keey you informed about what's hap­
pening here at the jail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate does well, guards will tell him so per­
sonally. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Guards help inmates get jobs on the outside. 
1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate screws up in the community, people in the 
outside community will punish him. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Almost all of the inmates here try to take advantage 
of you. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate screws up, other inmates will sit down 
and talk with him. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Inmates will help a new inmate get along. 
1 2 3 4 5 

The Model Education staff tries to keep you informed 
about what's happening. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate does well, Model Education staff will tell 
him so personally. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate screws up in the community, guards will 
punish him. 

1 2 345 

Guards will reward an inmate for good behavior. 
1 2 3 4 5 

The Model Education staff deals fairly and squarely 
with everyone. 

1 2 345 



105. 

106. 

107. 

108. 
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If an inmate screws up, other inmates will punish him. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Other inmates usually try to help a new inmate get 
familiar with the upstairs program. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate does well, other inmates will personally 
tell him so. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If an inmate screws up in the block. guards will punish 
him. 

1 2 3 4 5 

108a. People in the community do not help inmates get jabs. 
1 2 -3- 4 5 

109. 

Semantic Differential 

'How I feel about other inmates 

unfair 

fast 

kind 

dishonest 

cold 

long 

good 

unfriendly 

small 

sharp 

fair 

slow 

cruel 

honest 

hot 

short 

bad 

friendly 

large 

dull 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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110. 

Ill. 

How I Feel About Guards 

unfair I 
fast j 
kind I 
dishonest ! 
cold J 
long I 
good I 
unfriendly I 
small 

sharp 

How I Feel About Model Education Staff 

unfair 

fast 

kind 

dishonest 

cold 

long 

good 

unfriendly 

small 

sharp 

29 

fair 

slow 

cruel 

honest 

hot 

short 

bad 

friendly 

large 

dull 

fair 

slow 

cruel 

honest 

hot 

short 

bad 

friendly 

large 

dull 
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How Other Inmates Feel About Me I 

112. unfair fair I 
fast I slOlw 

kind I cruel I 
dishonest I. honest 

I cold hOlt 

long short I 
good bad 

unfriendly friendly I 
small large 

I sharp dull 

I 
How Guards Feel About Me 

113. unfair I f:air I 
fast I slow I 
kind L. cruel 

dishonest I honest I 
cold I hot I 
long I short 

good I bad I 
unfriendly I friendly 

small I large I 
sharp 1 dull I 

I 
I 
I 

--- - - -
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115. 

How Model Education Staff Feels About Me 

unfair 

fast 

kind 

dishonest 

cold 

long 

good 

unfriendly 

small 

sharp 

How I Feel About Me 

unfa.ir 

fast 

kind 

dishonest 

cold I . 
long I 
good I 
unfriendly 

small 

sharp 
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fair 

slow 

cruel 

honest 

hot 

short 

bad 

friendly 

large 

dull 

fair 

slow 

cruel 

honest 

hot 

short 

bad 

friendly 

large 

dull 
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117. 

118. 

119. 

120. 

121. 
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Length of Interview. minutes 

Interruptions 

a. none 
b. number --------c. length minutes 

Attitude of respondent 

a. very cooperative 
b. cooperative 
c. reluctant 
d. uncooperative but honest 
e. uncooperative and dishonest 

other comments 

Interviewer's Name -------------------------.------
Da'te: ------------------

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
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APPENDIX III 

Participant-Observer Research Observation Outline 
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I. 

II. 

Inmate - Inm{ate _ .... ,- ~ 

A. Control 

1. Attempts to coerce or gain power 
(a. verbal b. physical) 

2. Abdication of power or responsibility 

B. Decision Making 

1. Formal meeting 

2. Informal decision making by "leaders" 

C. Fairness 

1. Rewarding for good behavior 

2. Rewarding for conformity to inmate code 

3. Punishing for bad behavior 

4. punishment for non-conformity 

D. Communication 

1. Flow of information between groups 

2. Flow of information from individual to individual 

3. Formal meeting 

E. other 

Inmate - Correctional Officer 

A. Control 

1. Overt actions to gain control or exercise power 

2. Bribery techniques to gain control 

3. Chief objective of Correctional Officer to gain 
control -~ not provide help 

B. Decision Making 

1. Formal meeting of entire community 

2. On spot decision by Correctional Officer 

3. Inmates effect decision by Correctional Officer 



C. 

D. 

2 

Fal.rness 

1. Inmate rewarded by Correctional Officer for 
good be~avior (special favors) 

2. Inmate punished by Correctional Officer for 
poor behavior (deprivation of goods or harass­
ment) 

3. Correctional Officer accorded respect due to 
fairness 

4. Correctional Officer disliked or "dumped" on 
due to unfairness 

Communication 

1. Correctional Officer communicates information 
to only few inmates 

2. Correctional Officer communicates information 
to all inmates 

3. Correctional Officers not informed of incident 
by inmates 

4. Correctional Officer does not inform inmates 

5. Correctional Officer informed of incident 

E. Other 

III. Correctional Officer - Correctional Officer 

A. Control 

B. 

c. 

1. Power play by one or more Correctional Officers 
to gain control 

2. Sharing of power and responsibility 

Decision Making 

1. One Correctional Officer makes decisions over 
others 

2. Joint decision by Correctional Officers 

Fairness 

1. Correctional Officer commended for action 

2~ Correctional Officer reprimanded for poor judgment 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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IV. 

v. 

VI. 

VII. 

3 

D. Communication 

1. Breakdown between Correctional Officers 

2. Smooth, normal flow of orders and information 

3. Formal gatherings 

E. Other 

Inmate - Model Ed'llcation' Staff 

A. Control 

B. Decision Making 

C. Fairness 

D. Other 

Correctional Officers - Model Education Staff 

A. Control 

B. Decision Making 

C. Fairness 

D. Communication 

E. Other 

Model Education Staff - Model Education Staff 

A. Control 

B. Decision Making 

C. Fairness 

D. Communication 

E. Other 

Inmate - Administration 

A. Control 

B. Decision Making 

C. Fairness 

D. Communication 

E. Other 



VIII. Correctional Of'ficer - Administ'ration 

A. Control 

B. Decision Making 

C. Fairness 

D. Communication 

E. other 

IX. Model Education Sta'ff - Administration 

A. Control 

B. Decision Making 

C. Fairness 

D. Communication 

E. other 

X. Administration - Administration 

A. Control 

B. Decision Making 

C. Fairness 

D. Conununication 

E. Other 
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APPENDIX IV 

MODEL EDUCATION PROGRAM STAFF 

(1973 - 1976) 
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Qni versi ty of Mass'achusetts 

Larry L. Dye, Ed.D. 
School of Education 
Uni versi ty of Mass'achusetts 
Amherst, Massachusetts 
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR 

Norma B. Gluckstern, Ed.D. 
School of Psychology 
Catholic University 
Washington, D.C. 
PROJECT DIRECTOR 
(July, 1973 to January, 1976) 

Douglas R. Forsyth, Ph.D. 
School of Education 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, Massachusetts 
CO-PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR 
(January, 1976 to July, 1976) 

George Yeannakis~ J.D. 
School of Education 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, Massachusetts 
PROJECT DIRECTOR 
(January, 1976 to July, 1976) 

James SanSouci 
Administrative Assistant 

Graduate Assistants; 

Jonathan Clarke 
Janice Gamache 
W. Neal Rist 
Laverne Anderson 
Ruth Noymer 
Don Hazen 
July Wallace 
William O'Leary 
Steven Jefferson 
Beatrice Reis 

:B~::~'s~ire County 

John D. Courtney~ Jr, 
SheJ:'iff 
County of BeJ:'kshire 
Berkshire County House 

of Correction 
Pi ttsfi.eld, Massachusetts 

Henry E. Como 
Deputy Master 
Berkshire County House 

of Correction 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 

Ralph W. Packard 
Senior Officer 
Berkshire County House 

of Correction 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION 

F~chard H. Smith 
Senior Officer 
Berkshire County House 

of Correction 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION 
(July, 1973 to September, 1975) 

Edward Ziemlak 
Senior Officer 
Coordinator, Berkshire/ 

Belchertown Program 

John Sondrini 
Senior Officer 
Coordinator, Vocational Program 

Albert Bianchi 
Senior Officer 
Coordinator, Recreation program 
Member, Program Advisory Board 
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APPENDIX V 

Members of the Model Education Program 

National Advisory Board 

i 
J 
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J. Douglas Grant 

Alexander Hewes 

Ray Allen 

Vernon James 

Leonard Stern 

Frank Jasmine 

~ichard Thomas 

Elizabeth Buttenheim 

Matthew Dumont 

Fred Cohen 

Berkeley, California 

Washington, D.C. 

Boise, Idaho 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. 

Springfield, Massachusetts 

Pittsfield, Massachusetts 

Boston, Massachusetts 

Albany, New York 

Randolph Bromery Amherst, Massachusetts 
(University of Massachusetts) 

Al Bianchi 
(Correctional Officer) 

Nathaniel Anderson 

patricia Algina 
(Student-Inmate) 

Leon Lieberg 

William O'Leary 
(Student·· Inmate) 

Pittsfield, Massachusetts 

Amherst, Massachusetts 

Boston, Massachusetts 

College Park, Maryland 

Amherst, Massachusetts 
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APPENDIX VI 

Funding Received by the Berkshire County Jail and 

House of Corrections in connection with 

The Model Education Program 
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Since mid"",1973, the following agencies have provided 

these types of support to the Berkshire County House of Cor-

rection, through the Model Education Program: 

Agenc1. 

FIPSE 

FIPSE 

FIPSE 

Sha".., Foun.da tion 

Shaw Foundation 

Shaw Foundation 

Mass. Dept. of 
Men tal Heal th 

Ivtass. Dept. of 
Education 

Mass. Dept. of 
Mental Health 

Mass. Dept. of 
Mental Health 

Mass. Dept. of 
Occupational 
Education 

Mass. Dept. of 
Occupational 
Education 

Mass. Dept. of 
Corrections 

Mass. Rehab. 
commission 

Mass. Rehab. 
Commission 

CETA of Berkshire 

~gram 

Model Education Prograr; F'£' ~ 74 

Model Education Program FY'75 

Model Education Program FY'76 

Student-Inmate Program 

S tudent ... Inmate & Belchertown 
Program 

Student-Inmate & Belchertown 
Pr~gram 

Project Off-Drugs 1974 

vocational Program 

Project Off-Drugs 1975 

Project Off-Drugs 1976 

Belchertown Program 

Adult Basic Education 

Concord Program 

Survival Workshops 

Belchertown Program 

Adult Basic Education 

Support 

$ 50,000 

103,863 

75,000 

15,000 

15,000 

13,500 

9,500 

10,000 

11,500 

11,500 

3,120 

4,200 

5,000 

12,883 

10,000 

91,000 

(estimate) 



MassI. Dept. of 
Mental Health 

National Institute 

Program 

Project Re~Entry 

Berkshire Pre-release Center 

of Corrections Berkshire Evaluation 

Total Direct Grants and Contracts 

2 

~ul?port 

$ 12,000 

70,000 

48,000 

. $571,066 

The listi~g of the abovt.~ agencies does not adequately 

reprt~sent the quality of support :received, nor does it even re­

flect:. the total amount of support -- financial and otherwise -­

received at the Berkshire County Jail. The list does not re­

flect~ the resources provided other than by grants or contracts. 

The majority of resources provided by community agencies to 

MEl? are not easily quantifiable, and include greatly increased 

personnel support as well as direct aid for inmates. 
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APPENDIX VII 

Publications Pertaining to the 

Model Education Program 
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Magazine and Journ'a'l' :Ar'tic1es: 

American C'o'rr'e'ctioIlaT 'As'sb'ci'a'tion'Journal: II Experien.ce 
at the Berkshire County House of, Correct,ion"; ac-' 
cepted for publication in Spring, 1977~ Norma 
Gluckstern, author. . 

Ame'rican P'ersonn'e'1' 'and' Gu-i'dance Association Journal; 
Special Feature 

Issue: Counselors in Corrections; a forty~page 
special section related to the Model Education Pro­
gram and its innova tions • October, 1974:. L:lrry Dye 
and Norma Gluckstern" guest editors. Autho1.'S in­
cluded MEP staff, inmates, correctional personnel, 
community agency personnel, University s~~ffr and 
others. 

Journal' c'f' A¥p'1'i'ed Beh'a'V'io!-,'a'l' SCience:, '.l'1'11(-: • Int7rnall 
Externa Change Agen.t: A Study ~n Inst:::.tutJ.onal 
Change"; acceptea for publicat,ion in January, 1977. 
Norma Gluckstern'and Ralph Packard, co-authors. 

Newspap'er Artic'les' and Stories: (1973 - 1976) 

Berkshire Sampler: "Jail Doors are 
world is opening for prisoners 
County House of Corrections." 
story. John Rice, autll0r. 

OpeniLg, and a new 
at. the Berkshire 
Five-page feature 

..., 
Boston' 'Globe; II Inmates, Student, Guards SWCl.p Roles." 

Feature story. Jerry Taylor, author. 

Berkshire' Eagle: "County Jail Inmates Getting High on 
- Art.·11 Article, Grier Horner J author. 

Springfield Union: "French TV Crew Filming Jail Series." 
Feature story regardin.g 'television documentary shot 
in the Berkshire County House of Correction. Chris­
topher Brooks, author. 

NeM Ellgland prisoners Association News: _ "Model Education 
Pr~gram.!I Feature story. Larry Dye, author. 

South ~~idd'lesex Sunday News: I'She went behind bars-­
voluntarily. ,~ Feature Story. Ray Potter, author. 

MassachUsetts' D'ai"ly Collegion; "A. Night in Prison. 1/ 

Article, Frits Geurtsen, autil0r~ 

Daily Hampshire' 'G'a'zette: "Inmate Volunteer Program Full­
Time at State School. II Feature story. Pam Olinsky, 
author. 



I 
other Dissemination Efforts: 

Conven'ci.on of the American Psychological Association, 1975. 
Panel discussion of the Model Education Program, 
Chicago. 

I 
I 
I 

convention of the American Personnel and Guidance Association, 
1975. Panel discussion of the use of Microcounseling I 
in corrections. 

Convention of the American Psychological Association, 1976. I 
Panel discussion on the Model Education Program. 

National Tele'vision Network of France. Full length documentary I 
on Model Education Program and Larry Dye. 

Channel 22, Springfield, Mass., Television talk show featuring 
Norma Gluckstern and MEP staff. I 
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