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1976 thE! (nstitute 

the sp ri n9 summer of Verq of 
o~Justi ce, under contract tot'he' New York .Stat~· Department Qf 

/;. ) 

Correc~i()na 1 S~rvi ces:J desi g,ned a' poi nt Sys~,em and a':ccompanyi ng 

pr~cedures to be used in sele2ting-among~Candidates for the D 

Departmentls temporary reiease pre-gram. This new s~lection, 
process was designed to. remedy some of the problems· afthe old 

:S e le,cti 0 n proce dures,"a sys tem tha t re 1 i ed 0 n the jli dgment 
Q 

nf a three-man committee in each correctional facility~ 'Under 

the old system, few explicit criteria existed to aid ~ommittee 
~e~bers in their choices, and inmates therefore had no clear 

idea of how entry i.nto the pro,gram was gained. 
As a consequence 

,;, n ({ ,; 

of this 100sely~~tructured decision process, inmates felt te~pa
" L:.J 

ta,ry relea.se selection 'to,bearbitrary and unfair, leading to 
IJ , 

i nc~;~as ed frus tra ii on and tens i em wi th in tnE;!"fjlC i 1 i ti es • 

The PO"i"nt systelJ1adopted by 0the:l Department consisted af ten 

items,OSix based cn the applicant's prior criminal history al?d 
" 

the remaining Tour focused' on behaVior in the facility"'. 1 The new 
II 

selection p~ocess was imp~emented on % tria1 basis beginning the 
.~ ;-

last week in September at four Department facilities: Auburn (a 
/I 

maximum se"curity facility for me~), B"erdford Hills (a medium ,~ 

" secu~ity facility, the Department's"only'prison for women), 
.. . 
~lmira (a. medium security prison .for younger 

(an medium security facilit~ for fuen). 
- ":~ I) 

/) 

and Wa 11 kill 

NCJR.S. 

lFor a de:s.cription Of\ the .development of the p~oint s 
Barb'a)'a Dunkel, Ceciiia M. Falbe, ,John Masten ,and R. Wayne Parsons, 
~i ,0 'of a Poi nt $' stem for rem ora ry Ral ease '~~t:fgi,Il'a;:~M,~~~a 
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One of the main objectives of the ne~ selection process was 
:;;'.. ., /) . /...... . 

to be fair in the' treat~ltent o'f appl.lcal't-'ts. Frcm"the"point of 

'~,i~w of decreasi,ng inmate dis.co.ntent~·ith t~mp'orary~elease 
s;lectio'n, it matters'l'ittle if t.he new selection process is 

. Q 

fairer than the old one unless inm.ates perceive it as such. 
o '. "0 

Therefore a forty-two page inmate manual was distributed to each 

eligible inmate in the pilot facilities. The manual described 

the va'rious types of temporary ~~release. programs". the new selection 

process (including both, the pOint system and}he associated 

procedures), and th; forms used in processing an application. 
o 

Also, a videotape describing the new selection proc~ts was pre-

pared and shdwn to inmates in o~der that they mig'ht Cbetter r) 
- ~;r 

understand'the ne\,1 procedures. CU~nfortunateIY, not all inmate~ 

had seen the videotape at the time of the interviews described 
'-' () -0 

in this ~eport.) An additional feature of the new procedures 

was a perso~al iriterview with each applid1nt by ~ temporary 

release interviewer at the beginning 6f the application proc~ss. 
'I , 

During the interyiew the applicant's point s~ore and its impli~ 

cations were explained to the inmate~ along with any special 

ci rcumstances (su,ch as outstandi ng warrants that prec1 uded 

participatio~ in the program), and any questions the inmate might" 

have were answered. 

Since considerable effort had been taken to explain the 
o new ~rocess to inmates, Vara researchers decided it would be 

o 0 

usefu1 to talk to inmates whose applications had been processed 

under the new selection system to gauge ,their reaction to the 

pointsystern and accompanying procedures'. Conseq"uently, .]39 

inmates were contacted at the pilot facilities. ,Structured, 

o 
-.'.'''': ..... ' .... ' • .r ....... ~'' ... 
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self administered questionnaire~ were given to lZ6 of·thes~ 
o ' 

" inmates (see Appendix' II). oThis questionnaire contained 43 . 
, , 

items measuring ~he inmate's att~tudes toward various as~ectsl 
, I' '. Ii 
'of th~]o temporary release selectii:D~ p~ocess. !he format of tht" . 

questionriaire required each respbndent to read the question atd 
~ 1 

then indjcate his own opinion by placing a mark in the blank \) 

corresponding to "ag'ree stronglyt. ,lIagree moderately", "disagree', 
, f· 

m~derately", or disagree strongl~lI. R~spondents were in~tructed 

c~o leav~ the four spaces for a~'~~em ~lank "if they did not, 
'~ 

understand the question, disagre.d with the wording or assumptions 

of an item to the extent thai th.y could not respond, or had no 
, " 

opinion~ All respondents were p~omfse~ complete spnfidentiality. 

In addition to the structur~d question~aires) 38 in~ates 
'I 

were interviewed in half hour int;ef~iews (26 of these interviews 

were with ap~licants who also comRleted the questionnaire). 
1 

The in-person interview was larg~ly open-endad~ thereby allowing 
" I 

the:inma,tEtY.;:om;lete latitude to 'respond to such questions as 
. 

"What do you like about the new ~election process? (Probe for 
! 

"speciflcs.)" The in:person interview was designed to allow for 

19reater subtlety of response th~n can be obtained with a forced

choice questionnaire. C 

An important methodological issue in giving a self-admini~tered 
() 

ques~ionnaire to inmates ~s whether or not individuals, such as 
I' 

inmates, with poor educati~nal backgrounds can meaningfully 

respond to a questionn~ire that presupposes the ability to read 

i' 

1 ' 
1 " 

\ . 
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;~ and ,;think through q~estfons. 2 The onl~ \'1a:t~:1) Of\~~~SWering this , 

question in the present context is to see it the res~onsesare , ' , cl°~ , '. , 
'.:- ... 

~onsistent with our substantive expectation; ~~~'~ is~ do~be 
.,:"....-'">:; ......... 

answers "make senie?" 
"\'~\L4 

Fortunately, they do .. For '~xample, only 

5% af th os a camp 1 at in g thee-se 1 f -a df:ni n i stered ques t i o,J1n a ire 

a g r e e d w 7., t hit e m 1 8, "0 n 1 yin mat esc a n vic ted a f c rim e s a f v i ale n c e 
" C\' 

shouJd be all awed in temporary release.,,3 /1 

An inspectibn af,the 

'respanses to each item, shown in 'Appendix II, shews that an the 

whole it appeirs that mast inmates were 'able to, camplete the ques-. ' 

tionnaire. Also, ather patterns in the data ~~~ evidence that 

the responses to, the ftems appear to be meaningful. 
, . 

Knawledge of the System 

In contrast to some other characteris~ics of,the temporary' 

release program- and selection p~ocess, the use of the point 
o 

system appears to be samething that almost all inmates can 

uhderstand ·and relate to. Thus 92% of the 38 applicants inter-
~~ h .; \' \1(\ 1':0-==-',1 I, 

viewed knew which category d'f the point sys,tem they fell in. 

5ixty-four percent had determined their score befare meeting with 

~ the intervi~wer.4 Furthermore, anly 8% af those campleting the 

questionnaire gav'e an incarrect a~swe,r (i.e., agreed) {o item,,20, 

"Under the new selection pracess, the longer an applicant1 s 

-=--____ .:;.....;;;~-___ .--::I ______ -----,--......;;:.-"'---~------

2Fol~example, 38% of a sample of 379 temporary release applicants 
ohave~attained no, mare than ninth grade;, only 29% have graduated from 

high" school. These figures are provided Cby the t.emporary reJease \~.1" 
management information system. ~ 

3Ihe cont~nt of this item is, af course, preposterous; it wa.s in
c 1 ud e d pre cis ely for the pur po s e 0 f c he c kin g to see i f res .. po _ .. n ~ =--:;?'~. 
were subst~ntively meaningful. ,~ 

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

") 

. , 

'I I; 

" .. 
Ci 

o 

~Inm,teknowledge about otHer aspects of the temporary 

,rele~se' pro~ram also 'appeared sub'stantial, i'f nl?t as. high as 

'for the ppint system. 5 . As shown "t.O Table 1, 3 of the other 4 

factual q~~~tions were answered correctly by majorities ar 
inmates. 'The ane questian which o,nl;y aril°inority of inmates 

~ .;~, ,)0.. • ' 

( ro ugh lyon e - tIl l' r d) an s w ere da,o r r e c t 1 y con c ern edt h e 1 ega 1 

d~finition of temporary release eligibility. 

In sum, inmates appaar to urrderstand quite~well the concept 

of the point system. Presu,mably. this is because of its analogi , 
to numerically gra"ded'sch,Oo'l tests. Furthermore:. mast applicants 

understand the p~int system well enough ~o determine their scares 
n 

"-

by themselves. Finally:. ather factual questions showed a sub-

stantial understanding of the temp6rary release program~ 

Item No. 

3A 

9 

14 

38 

TABLE 1 

PERCENTAGE RESPO~lbENTS GIVING CORRECT 

\) 
ANSWER TO FACTUAL QUESTIONS 

Harding 

The only reason you can oet a furlou~h is to 
maintain family ties.'''' 

Educational leave is only for finishing high 
schoo]. 

AnybciBy within 2 years of parole or conditional 
release, according to the law, is eligible to, 
apply for,temporary"release. . 

Furloughs ~re gJven far any purpose. 

% Correct 

70% 

75 

35 

67 

5Since the inm~te manual describing the new selection ;rocei~ 
discusses all of the factual quest10n~ asked on the questionnaire, 
a,,Q applicant who read and understood the manual should be able 
t~ answer all fivecquestions correctly. 
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Attitudes Toward Temporary Release Selection 

A fre~uent complaint about the pld selection process was 

.that is took too loni. 'Ei~hty nine percent of ~he applicants 

completing the q~estionnaire agre'ed \'1ith item- 6> lie-the old s~ec
ti on pro cess toqk too 1 on g. I~-, Of/fntheo 30 app 1 i can ts i ~;terv i ewed 

" 

'in person w;~~h prev';ous temporary release experience, 40% mentioned 

in reSponse to an open-ended question the length of the old pro-
~:: " 

. c~ss a~ something they disliked. 6 These figures are especially 

mea~ingful i~ view of the importanc~ i~mates attach t6 a ~rompt 
, (i 

disposition for their ~pplication: ·91% agree with item 2~, 
f ). 

~knowing right away if you're allowed to go out on temporary 

release is almost as important as going out. 1I Since the new 

process' eliminates Albany ~eview for the great majority of cases, 

the time needed to process an application should be sUbstari-
-7 tially less than before.~ Although no question was asked about 

this aspect of the new procedures,it'i,S probably a,·ccurate "to 
;{t 

assume that most inmates would view theOnew process better on 

this count. 

The a m a u n t 0 f t i trl_e . t a ken top roc e s s -a p p 1 i c·~ t ion s was the 

o~ly feature mentioned by any ~izeable proportion of those 
'j ~ 

quest'ioned about the old process. The issue of re.~'sons for 
0, 

r 

6 The que s t ion rea d II W hat did you dis 1 ike abo u,t the fo 1 d) "P roc e 5 S ? II 
Forty percent is a sizeable proportion for an open-ended~~uestion. 

7No accurate. statistics comparing these times are avai.lable. 
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JI 
denial does riot. appear highly ~alient as a source of discontent 
" '. . to inmates: of the .19 applicant~ rejected un der the old system, 

," c· 

8 .only 1 (=5%) mentioned this as something they disliked. 
Turning to questions that measured 

1.,:")-

general attitudes to\,/a rd 

the new ~el~ctionprocess, we find"o~inions t~ ba divided in 
co ~ ~ . 

favor of and opposed to the new system. For exam~le, 41% of the 

~ample agree with item 10, "temporary release selection is unfairll, 
o 

48% agre~ that IIgiven the difficulty of making selection, the 

"temporary release process is about as fair as possible" (item 39), 
., 

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

be completely"overhauled" (item.~2)'. Forty percent agree' th.at ~, 

"only the best p~opl~ are selected for temporary release ll (item" 38). 
" "'\.) S' . 1 1m1 ar responses ;IJIi:,re obta.:ined from questi~ns in the personal 

" 

interView. When ask~d to name things they both liked and'dis
.~ 

li(ed about the new selection process, '18% of the 37 respondents 
~. 

named only things ~hey disliked, 35% named things they both liked 

and disliked, and 46% liste'd only things they liked. Finally, 
'. 

the pciint system w~s ,ndorsed by roughly half the respondents 
" 

(52:15 agreed with'J~em 5, "a point system- is a fair \o/ay of selec-

ting people for temporary release " ). In sum; opinions appear to 

be split for and against the new selection process~ with possibly 

a slightly larger percentage of inmates in cfavot of the new pro

cess than opposed. 

We again find mixed r~~ponses to questions explicitly com

paring the ne'll selection process to'the o,ld one. For'\y three 

8These"respo;ses do not necessarily mean that inmates do not care 
aba.ut kno\'ling reasons fd)r denial; tt' pl ausible interpretation is 
that reasons for denial under the old system are adequate ex
planations from the inmatels point of view, although inmates 
may fand probably will) disagree with the decision. 
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o perc~nt agree that "~he new s,lection procedures ate basically 

the same as the, 01 d ones," (item 15)': a not inaccurate percep-
" 

; tion in l\fieW of th~ simir~r r(esu1ts o of the old .~tnd the new se1ec':' 

';'tian pra~ess. 9 "f~e:!!l uative compar1S .. ~n of th.e~t'wa 
Se 1 ecti on system(\, 73% of the responden ts .~i sagre? with Hem 30, 

Wthe new selectfon procedures are not as good as the old,1I and 

a m a j,o r i ty 0 f tho seq u e s j: ion e)~ a g r e e t h a til the n e ~/ s e 1 e ct i 6 n p r 6-

'cess is better than the old one'l (i,tem 43),.10 When asked in the 

personal interview "~q you think the new selection pro~ess is 

) fa; rer than the" 01 d one1 11
:, 68% of the 28 resp'ondents answered 

Iyes l
• 

A numbs r of question s as ked" a b,ou t sp ec i fi c aspe cts of the 
t:, 

selection process. One. feature of the new procedures that proved 

unpopular with inmates is'the heavy emphasis of the point system 

on prior crimin.alrec:ord, especnllly as mea'sured by crimes of 
/' .> ',. 

vioience. Forty two pe'rcent of jnmates in~terviewed in person 

,,'Jld not think it fa.ir to take away points fo~· crimes bf vidlence. ll 
II 1"\., 

Fifty 'nine perce'nt agree that lIeveryone sholJld be al1qwed in 

temporary J:e1ecf'se, regar'{fles,s o("what he or she 'Ihas bee'n con-
- ~~ 0 

victed of ll (lte,m 4).' Large majoriti'es'of inmate$: in the samp'le 

f~el that an applicant should not be denied temp~rary release on 

account of his record; 72% disagree with item 29:,. "s9me people 

. 
9Dunke1, et al, OPe cit., p. 37. 

I, 

10This Q49stion was' not asked.a~ Auburn correcti~lnal Facility. 
Since in~ates at Auburn are crltlcal of the new p~ocess, having 
asked this question at this facility would probr,lbl\y have lowered 
the tota 1 percentage agreeing wi th the questton frpm the 67%,. 
level in our data.' , 

. .)' 

11 Tn e que s t ion rea d ",.d tl.:;·",YQ·,U;f,e.t h ink it' s fa i r tot a k i~ a\,l ay pal n t s for 
crimes of violence?1I 

r. '., 
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" have su~h bad records that they should never be allowed in tem-
o 

porary releas'e'i', "and 90% disaguee that lIinmates convicted of 
o 

crimes of'violence, such as robbery or assault),.should not be 

allowed to participate in temporary release" (item 36). The 
./,) 

attitudes of the vast majority of inmates appear to bee succinctly 

captured in item 37, since 93% agree that lIit l s not fair to 

evaluate an applicant on the basis of what he did before he got 

~o prison sin~e he may 'have changed while doing time." 

. One 0 f the way s a v a i '1 a b 1 e to i n mat est 0 de m on s t rat e t hat 

they have changed is program pari~icipation. That most inmates 

appear will'ng io engage in these activiti~s if they think it 
" 

will bring them rewards such as temporary release and parole is 

evidenced by the '75% Whb agree that "not par.ticipating in progr,ams 

or work assjgnment~ sh~uld make it harder to ~et into temporary 
" 

release ll (item 25). These ",responses occurred in the con.text of 

a point system heavily penalizing ipplicants with lengthy crimi

nal records; whether or not ~"~mal'ler percentage would be willing 

to base temporary release acceptance ~program participation if 

th~ past intruded less remains to be seen. 

Aside from participation in prDgrams and work assignments, 
\} 

institutional behavior can most easily be judged by an inmatels 

di'sciplinary record. But irimates on the average are' less inclined 
Tl? 

to be evaluated for temporary release on the basis of their dis-

ciplinary record: 55% agr.ee that "an in,',matels disciplinary record 

is not,a good way of judging his suitability for temporary 

release" (item 31). The irony in these responses is thfrt inmates 

want to be evaluat~d in the way that is least predictive of te~-

porary release' success. Criminal history and disciplinary be-

=~=~~:::--.~"": c ~ 

" . 

o 

:0 , , 
i 

(~f 
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havior were predtctive of succes~, while program participation 
~ 

was not. 12 
Q 

Another aspe~t 6f the new proce$s unpopular with inmates 

_is automatic rejectipn for those havingd point score in the low 
() 

range:" 'Seventy seven percent disagr~,el',*hat,ninmates ~/ith 1m-I 
} 'r;~'\"\ ) ,j 

point sco"res '~houl~ not be allowed to' participate in temporary 

,release" (item 41)~ alld 89% agree that "no applicant should be 

~enied an o~portunity to appear before the temporary release 

'committee" (item 34). 
:";:::, 

Several questions focused on the iemporarj r~lease committee's 

decision-making. Inmates do not appear to believe that the' com

mittees grant temporary relaasa partictpation either on the basis 

of bribes or personal relatianships. (Nbte the answe~s to itemi Z, 
: )"\';', '~, 

23~ and 35 in App~ndix ~I.) But inmate evaluation of the TRCs' per-

formance is again mixed: 49% agree that lithe tempor,ary release 

committee generally does a good job in making:'its decisions" 

(item 19). The sample is roughly evenly split over the issue' of 

less discretion in the c~mmitteesJ decisions: Fifty four per-

cen t. agree th at" the temp ora ry. re 1 ease commi t tee s houl d nat ha ve' 

so much discretion in deciding on temporary release applicants" 

( i t em 33),' and 6 1 % a g r e e t hat "t her e s(h 0 u 1 d be m 0 r e r u 1 e s abo u t 

how th~ temporary release committee chooses participants ~or . 

temporary relea~e" fttem 22). Finally, there does not appear to 

'be anYcoc,consensuson the issu,e af TR'~composition.Sixty four per-
'D 

cent agree that "there should be inmate repr~sentatives on the 

12See Dunkel et al, Ope ,cit. 

I 
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temporary release committee ll (item 27). Fifty percent agree 

, t hat "c 0 r r e C ,t i 0 n1~ 0 f f ice r s s h 0 u 1 abe 9 nth e t em p 0 r a r y r e 1 e as e 

committee since~they kno'w" inmates "best" (item 8) and 59% disagree 

that "corrections officers shouldn"'t be on the temporary release 
, , 

committee Since all they care about is disciplin~"a(item 24). ~0 

De s p i te wha teve r cri,t i ci s~s they Iili g ht ha ve about the T~C I S 

decision-making, though, inmates se"em to \'/elcome the opportunity 

~o appear Tn person before U¥e commi ttee •. Of the 16 inmates 
I) 

"interviewed in person who had appeared before the com~ittee~ 

~1% thought ~he experienceworihwhile. 13 

DETERMINANTS OF ATTITUDES TOWARD TENPORARY RELEASE SELECTION 

Th~s far the analysis has examined the ,answers to each 
~ 

question independently of anything we know about the respondents. 
~ = 

In this section we examine the distribution of responses according 

to the facility the inmate is in and his point score category. 

. Each item in the questionnaire wascrosstabulated against 

the rl:! s P 0 n den t J S 'f a c i 1 i ty and the ran 9 e - dis pas i t ion cat ego r y ... 

he fell in.14 Since this produced 86 tables (two for each item 

in the questionnaire), it is impractical to reproduce all of ~hem 
D 

here. Tables 2 through 5 are four of the~oe, chosen because th.ey 

clearl~ portray the Onteresiing relationships in th~~d;ta. 
Tables 3 and 5 indicate that a respondentrs attitudes toward 0 (,,) 

o 

the selective proce(ss change according to the range-disposition 
1.-, 

1/ 

) 

i' 
i 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- J 

13Exact 1 y the s,Frne percen t~ge of the 3§respon dents questi oned 
about thefr meeting with the temporary-release interviewer 
thought the interview to be worthwhile. -

Q ~J 

14Range-disp~sition is defined as ''follows: 1m ... range-automati
cally denied; middle range-denied by TRC~ middle range-pending; , 
mi dd 1 e ran ge- app roved by TRC; an d hi gh ra nge -a utom.a t i ca 11y" ap proved. 
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category he falls ~n. Inmates who ftre approved, either,auto-
" 

J maticaclly or by 'the temporary release "committee~are much more 

. favorably dispos~dto~a~d the select10nprotess than those who 
o 

are rejected. Many cif these diffe~ences are quite large for 
". II 

survey data. For exam'ple, Table 3 shows that nonly 18% otthose 

in the low ran~e agree that lithe te:mporary release committee 
o 

generaliy does a good job in making its decisions" (item 19)~, 

While ful.ly 78% of tho~e in the high 

or moderately) with the item. It is 

range agree (either strongly 
u 

,. 

o 

interestin~ to note that'::-,l. 
/) 
i.:,;-~.-,l 

s1nce applicants in these two ranges do n oct go be fo re th e tempo ra ry 

release committee, there is noological reason why attitudes 

tC'r'/ard the,,,committee\\ should differ bet\'/een these two groups. 

Two possible explanations are first, that applicants" misunderstand 
\) 

the process to the extent that the committee is credited with the 
/IC-< 

resp'ons"'ibil'ity for decisions fal1ing in these ranges, and, 

s"econd,11 that the rang,e and disposition so affect the appli~ant's 

attitudes that opinions with respect to all aspects of the 

selection process are colored by range and d)sposition. 

Tables 2 and 4'show how attitudes toward the pro~ess vary 

by facility. Although differences between iacilities are . ,,";' \ . 
'''<,,- ' 

not as 1 a rge as thos e between ca teg~')ri e s of ran ge -d is pas i ti on , 
IJ .:::::::-~ ~ 

there are consistent differences. Elmira and Bedtord Hills 
iJ 

inmates are morepositiye in their attitudes toward selection 

than inmates at Auburn and Wallkill. For exampl~, majorities of 

i n mat e s at both Elm ira and Bedford H i 115 (61 % and 6 8 ~~ r e"s p e c ~ 

tiv~lY) agree with iiem 19, while the situtation is reversed at 
"'. 

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

o 

.1.\ 

..... --,--:::;:=--
:1 I 

"-- . - ,~ 

';,'4 

I' 

I) 

'::1, 

\) 

, ~) (J . , .' {I.," 

u .. 

" FACILITY Item 19: The temporary 
release committee gene
rally does a good job 
in makiRg its decision~ Elmira Bedford Au bu rn. lila 11 kill 

Agree_Strong 1 y" 
--i'l 

Agree Moderately 

" ri i sag r e e Nod e ra ~ ely 

Disagree Strongly 

Total % 

Number to Col u~hn 

19% 

42 
I' \; 

15 

23 

99% * 
(26) 

37% 

31 

9 

100% 

(35) 

.3% 

24 

33 

39 

99%* 

(33) 

* Does not su~ to 100% due to roun4ing errors. 
,.\ . 

TABLE 3 

ITEM 19 BY RANGE-DISPOSITION 
." 

Item 19: T~e temporary 
release committee gene
ra11y does ~ good job 
in making tts decisions 

, 
Agree Stro/.,gly 

I 

Agree Mod~rately 

DiSagree~~oderatelY 
Di sagree /Strongly 

Total % / 

Numbe r· i/n Co lumn 
,I[ 

(~ 

Low,auto
matically 

denied 

0% 

18 

30 .. 

52 

100% 

(27) 

l' II 

Niddle, 
disap- . 
proved Middle 
by TRC Pend. 

10% 

30 

o 
60 

lOo~~ 

(10) 

o 

4% 

24 

·32 

40 

100% 

(25) 

lO% 

28 

24 

38 

100% 

..<29 ) 

Middle 
Approv. 
by TRC 

48% 

26 

16 

10 

100% 

(31 ) 

i ~I 

High, 
Automa
tically 
"Approved 

17% 

61 

13 

9 

100% G 

(23) 
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;::;'. . ,. ') TABLE 4 
~, . 
~ 

.' .lTEN 5 BY "FACILIJY 

-

Item 5: A point· 
system isa "fair 
way of selecting 
peop,loe' for tempo-

. FACILITY 

"rary release~ 

Agree Strongly 

Agr;ee Moderately 

'i Disagree Hoderately , 

Disagree Strongly 

"I Tota 1 % 
i! 

Number in Column 

Elmira 

48% 

20 

4 

28 

100% 

(25) 

TABLE 5 

:,< 

f~Bedford 
\\ . 

39% 

22 

1, 1 

28 

100% 

(36) 

ITEM 5 BY RANGE-DISPOSITION 

o 

Item 5:A point 
system is a fa ior 
way· of selecting 
people for tem~o
r.ary release 

Agree Strongly 

A~.ree MQ de}'a tely 

Di s a gre~ l~~'de rat~~;y" 
r- '-:.,,> 

Disagree Strongly 

To ta 1 .% 

Number in column 

LO\,1 , auto
matically 

denied 

7% 

'11 

14' 

68 

1 005~, 

( 28') 

Middle, " 
disap-
proved Middle 
by TRC Pend'~ 

30% 

20 

10 

~ 

100% 

(1 C) 

o 
32% 

,24 

12 

3-' 

100% 

(2.5 ) 

" .' 

o " 

Auburno 

12% 

.31 

19 (\ 

38 

100% 

(32) 

Middle, 
Approv. 

by 
TRC 

47% 

27 
i) 

13 

13, 

.. 100% 

(30) 

',' 
• \1' 

Wallkill 

10 01 

"'0 
26 

16 

48 

o 

1:£'10% !) 
'-\1, , 

(31) 

G 

o 

High, 
automa
tically 
ARproved 

26% 

39 

130 

22 

100% 

(23) 

I) 

• I' 

o 

S) nce the proporti on of i nma tes fa 11 i nJ] in the ranges" of 

. te poi n t sys tem' vari es by faeil'ity (See Tab] e6 in Ap pendj x '1;) , 

:~ rjlfferenees bYfaci+i~':'~ho'm inTa,b)eS 2 and 4 may simp.ly " 

ref~\tct the fact T;:r .• ~ some facil i tfes have an overa tl lower-,. ".' . " s~~ri n9 P,op u1 ati on. tha~~h ers ·.~nd he'nee have appl i ea n~s who are 

"less positive in their at~~es about the selection process 

tha~ respon.dents at other fac~~~es. Thus the facility diffe

re.pces ina tt i tudes o)"serve~ i n~b 1 es 2 .and 4 may res u It wholly 
" Q' C 

from tHe different scores of the people in the facili~ies. 

, ;~ 

~ ! 
i 1 
1 i 
! f 
I" 
I I ; ! 
, l 
1 ~ 
t} 
! I 
! I 
1; 
\ f 

11 
~ l 
1 i 
I \ 
i i 
) l 

1 i 
! l 

Another possibility is that there 15 something about the facilities - II 
Ii 

.;) 

differences in types of inmates or temporc,ary releas'e administrative 
~ ~ d 

practices, and so forth-that accounts for attitude differe~ces 

between facilities over and above those diff~rences we would ex-

.pect solely on the basis"of point scoree. In brief, the s,:taie gy 

.used to an~wer this question was to for~~)~/o at~ids, 
one measurlng general affect towards the selectlo~ process (the 

extent to which the respondent a~proves or disapproves of the 

selection'process) and the other measuring the exten~ to which 
o 

the respondent feels that some people shoUld be excluded from 

temporary release, and then use these s~ales as dependent variables 

in ,a multipl,e regressio"n. ,The detai'ls of the analysis ~re p're-, 

sen ted in A~pendix'l ~nd only the substantive .results are dis

c u !is e d her e. , o 

The results of the analysii in Appendix I indicate that, 

for genera) affect towards the selection process, facility does 

have an effect o~ a)ttitudes in addition to that explained by 

range-disposition. Thus';;jdifferences in attitudes between facilities 

o o 

11 , ' 

~l 
! I 
! \ , , 

( I 
j ~ 1 
I 

c. I 

! 

! 
f 

I 
; 

, 
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all~ not explained wholly by the range-disposft10n ca.tegory an 
, IYf"'-~', . " 
applicant fallsin. Unfortunately, these results do not tell us 

j", .' ',' 

what it, is about a,facility ttl.at .accoLtnts for these diffe,rel1ces~ .. () - . . . (') 
(l 

though s.o m e s p e c u 1 at i 0 ni s usefuL One po s S ,i b i 1 i ty is the 

dif.fer.,ent admin;i~trati~e practirs in the temporary release pro

" grams 'at facilities (such as va!~Ying interviewer styles, lengt~s " 
I ., 

Ii 

of time needed to process applications, the way applicants are 
n 

~reated by TRC's, and'so on) account forth~se differences. 

Another possibility ~~ that inmatas oat,various facilities have 

titfferent characteristics accountini for the$e attitudinal 

differences. For example, a policy oftransferr'ing the mor"e 

'difficult' inmates - those with greatef expressed hostility 
o 

tow a r d s the c or r e c t ion a 1 s y s t em '- to 1,4 a 11 k 1.11 and Au bur nco U 1 d 
j,\ 
'-~r~ 

also account for the patterns observed in the data. Although 
c:· 

both explanations are possible, observations of program implemen-

tation at the four pilot facilities certainly suggest ~he pl~ust

bility of the first one. 

The results of the analysis described in Appendix I have 
I 

other implications. For example, the tendency of applicants 

,denied by the TRC to have more favorable attitudes than those 
C) 

falling in t~e low ran·ge sugg~sts that hostility towards the 

pro 9 ram can be red u c e d by s 0 m e how 9 i v i n gin mat e s . i nth e 1 0','1 
o 

range an opportunity to appear before the TRt. Among the a1ter-

natives already discussed by °Vefa staff ane eliminat~hg 

the low range altogether, lowering the boundary between ~he 

low and middle ranges, and 'nstituting a periodic review by the 
'(')' 

TRC of thc;(se applicants in the 10\>/ range with no possibility of 

gaining enough points through improved institutional behavior to 

move into the middle range. 

14 

, " 

'J 

j 
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, , 
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~ 
The result~D .. also show that an applicant's evaluat'ionof .the 

p~rocess is more favorable the more he knows about the selection 
II., .' 

, process., Again~ the explanations of this finding are speCUlative.' 

One is that greater understanding of the process leads oto more 

favor~ble.a~titudes.Another is that the results a~e spurious> 

that the ,type of inmate ~ost likely to underitand the selection 

process w.e1.1 is also ,:he type liikely to have favor,iible attitudes 

toward the process. Al't' h h oug we cannot establish the trutH of 

either hypothesis, the piausibili~y and pragmatic implications 

of the first hypotheSis, if true, suggest that greater effort 

be taken in the future to e~plain the system to inmates. D 

, Fin~ we note that in terms of:::explaining affect toward 

the selection process we have done remarkably wel~. Almost half 

of the variante o~ AFFECT, the scale measuring general appr~val 

or disapproval of the selection process, has been explained by 

the regression, an amount that i~ ,certainly high for attitude 

data:. Furthermore, one-third of the variance is explained 

by range-di$posit~on categories alone. In other words, attitudes 

toward the system are stiongly determined by whether or not 

and how the application is approv~d or denl'ed. r) 
c H h i1 ewe h aIle 

" 
pointed out a few ways that the results suggest ~he program 

might be modified so as to increa~,e lOts' t b" accep ance y lnmates, 
it is clear that no matter how much the ~ selection process is 

deSigned, modified, or explained to inmates, denying an inmate's 

application will,on the aVerage,create some hostility towards 

the program. In sho t th 1 r, e on y way to wlncomplete acceptance 
of th 1 . /7 e se ectlon process by inmates is to let everyone aut, 

ani m p 1 i cat ion 0 f n 0 9 rea t p r act i cal i IT! P 0 r tan c e . "er:! 

c 

~{ 
I, 
i' 
1 " 

\ ' 
l , 

i 
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" 



\) 

I u - 18 -

AftPENDIX I 

. MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ATTITUDE~ 

II 
As aiscusse~ ~n the text, it isof interest to know if 

diff€rent degrees of support for the new selection process 
(! 

n in the four facilities are accounted for by the differences 

in scores at the four facilities or whether facilities, have 

~n effect ind~pendent of score. One problem adding tn the 

difficulty of answering this question is· the correlation 

bet'ween facility and point score range~disposition'i,:.As shown 

in TabJe 6, inmates at Bedford score highest,'while those at 
I). 

Auburn score lowest. Inmates at the two remaining facilities, 
II 

Wallkill and Elmira, score on the average about the same, and 

are i'ntermediate in their scores compared to the other two 

fac~lities. ~\ 

This, type of p.roblem can best be analyzed using multiple 

regression, a technique that examines the effect of several 

independent or predictor variables on a single dependent 

variable and, if twti or fu6~e independent va~iables ar~ocorre

lated with one another, determines the corrected effect of any 

variable on the dependent variable by controlling for the 
/j 

o 

effect of other variables in the equation. In the present 

1 circumstance there are 43 possible de~endent variables (each 

item on the questionnaire), which, if each were analyzed 

separately, would be more regressions than convenient to 
() 

analyze. Thus we have combined some of the items into two 

scal~s and analyzed the scales, not the i'ndivid~'ual items. 

The scales were ~onstructed by scoring the four possible 

answers '- lI~gree strongly", etc. '- 1, a" 3 and 4 such that 

the response most approving of the point system and allied 

o 

= __ ~, ,=.,_=,_=, .. =" .. """"""""."....,...~-----..,--".,...,.,.,...."".,-=~...,.....,,-.---O;.~-~----, .. ,,-j --=--= ~---.' ---~~~~- ~-- ... -."" ..... "" . 

.1 

·.1 , I 

o~1 
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TABLE 6 

II . 

RANGF'-DISriOSITION BY FACILITY* 

FACILJTY 
" 

Bedford 

Low-automatic.arly denied 

M~ddle-denied by TRC 

Middle-approved by TRC' u 
Hi 9 h- att_tomati cally approved 

(Total % Approved)** 

Total % 

(Number) 

,-:/ 

Auburn 

24% 

34 

. 3J 

11 

(42%) 

~l 00% 

Hallkill 

18% 

39 
31 ,. 

13 

(4410 

101% 

(204) 

Elmira " Hill s 

17% 10% 

36 1'3 co 

36 42 

11 . 34 

(47%} (77%) 

100% '99% 

(351) (155) 
~~"O---::._-_.= 

*Th2se figures are based on 941 "app)ications processed 
nine weeks of the pilot period.-~Th~y ~re taken from a 
fromc Leo Bisceglia to Clark Wilson, dafed December 13 s 

to rounding errors all columns may not totaJ to 100%. 

during the first 
DOCS memorandum 
1976. Due 

** This is the percent of an applications approved at the facj-lity, 
either by the TRC or as result of falling in the high range. It 
is (subject1]to rounding error) the sum of the third and 'fourtg 'rows 
of the table. 

\! 
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J) 

0 
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pro C-6 d u res ( e i the r II a g r e est "', 0 n' g ,1 y II 0 r "d' t 1 L c lsagree s rong yll, 

depending upon the wording of the item) is scored 114/1. The 

next ~tep was to compute"a ma~trix'" of correlatjons (Pearson r's) 

of all 43 items. This ma.trix waV::-1=5ually ex~mined to locacte 

groups of items ,that mutually correlate ~ith one ~notH~r.15° 
~~amination of the intercorrelations led to the development of 

two scales consi~tin~ of ten and fouf items each. Th~ first 

s~ale, label~ed·AFFECT, consisted. of ~en items measuring'the 

respondents' affect towards the present selection process 16 " 
." .,':' . 

The setond scale, called EXCLUDE, contained four items measuring 

the extent to which the r,espo~dent agreed with the present 
o 

~/P6~liCY of exc14?in g
o 

some applican~s from the program. 17 Each 

respondent was assigned a scale sco~e equal to his average, 

value on,the"fterns in the scale. Since items ar~J scor~d 1, 2, 

3, or 4, scale scores r~nge from) to 4, \'/ith a higher value on 
I,' () 

c:? the first scale corresponding to a positi've attitude toward th,e 

selection. process, and a higher score on the, second scale 

indicating gre~ter acceptance of the exc'lusjonary policy. 

Each of these scales was regressed on the following set of 

eight variables: four dummy variables_cnr~esponding to each 

category of range-disposition save low-automatically denied; 

thr'ee dummy variables corresponding to each facility save 

15Accor~ing ~o sc~'in~ theory,iiems must be measur;ng the same 
~nde~ly!ng ~lmensl0n lf they ar~.to be combined into a scale. 

, <, 

~ne lndlcatlon that a set of items measures a common dimensjon 
1S t~at ~hey correl~te with one another. In choosing items to 
comblne.lnto a scale, one must consider the substantive meaning Q 

of the Items as well as their interccrrelations. ' 

l6The 't b 1 ems are nurn ers 2, 5,10,15,19,23,30,32,35, arid 39. 

l7The items are numbers 4, 13, 29 and 41. 
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,', 

Bedford Hills; and a variable mea'suring""the n')umber of correct 

responses to the five factual items ~n the questionnaire. 18 ' 

The last vari~ble, NFACT, was formed by counting the number' 

of correct responses t6 items 3A, 9~ 14, 20, and 38, the five 

factual items on 0 the que s t ion n air e.,. 
.;: 

A correct 
(; ~, " answer was con-

':~~: 

sidered to "be "disagree str,ongly" or "disagree moderately", 

since all items were worde;f<;\~~iuch that trgreement would c?rrespond 

to an incorrect answer. ' The distribution of scores on MFACT 

is' as fa 11 ows : 
p Cumulative 

Number of Correct P.nswers () ercent Percent 
u-

None 1.6% 1.6% 

One 9.5. 11 • 1 

Two 21..4 32.5 

Three (,\ 20.6 53.2 

Four 26.2' 79.4 

Five 20.6 10O~O 

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

answered exactly three questioQs correctly, abd that 53.2% answered 

three or few.oer questioll,s correctly. 

l8A dummy variable is one cod~d 1 if an attribute is present in a 
p ~ r tic u 1 a r case and 0 i f 0 the' a t t rib ute is not present. For t e c h -
nlcal rea~ons a se~ of n nominal variables must be· represented in 
a regresslon equatlon by n-l dummy variables. Thus the five " 
categories of range-dispositions are represented by only four 
dummy variables. An inmate falling in the mid'dle-,pe,nding cate
gory would be scored 1 on the dummy variable corresponding to this 
ca~~gory and a on all others. The omitted category, low range-

';,;J denled, serves as the reference point in the anaJysis to which the 
other four dummy ,{,ariables are compared, An applicant falling' in~ 
the lo~ range is uniquely identified by the,~act that he is scored 
o on all four of the dummy variables corresponding to the other 
four range-disposition categbries. Similarly, the four facilities 
ar~ represented by three dummy variables. Bedford Hills has been 
omltted and serves as. the reference point for the fac;'lity 
dummy vari ab.l es.' 
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Table 7 shows trre' results of cr~gr~essing AFFEC1;, and EXCLUDE 

on th~ e i gh t i n~ependent vari ab 1 es.' KFFECT is. exp It i ned,much .• 

more strongly bythev~rfables in the regr~SSionth~n EXCLUDE" 

(47.2% and 9.9% of thi corrected variance ~espectively). Sub-
" 

stantively, this means that knowledge of an applican't's range-

d i sp o"s i t ion cat ego r y, fa c i1 i ty, and s 0 for t\"t, g i v e s III sam u c h\, 
" 

m&re accurate prediction of his overall aff~ct for the selection 
CI 

p~ocess than it does his feelings, about ex~luding people from 
','I (! 

the program. ThJ1~'i be'ing rejected by the program, for i"rlstance, 

ism u c h m 0 r eli K e fy tole a ve 0 new i t han ega t i ve·' fee 1 i n g for 

the selection process than to cause a change in att.itudes toward 
• 11 

~, 
,I 

1:1 

Another implication of the findings is that faci"I,~ty does 

admitting people into the program. 

il 

have an effect on ~ttitudes independ~nt of'range-dispo~~tion, 
espec~al1y pronounced on AFFECT. Thus adding facility~dummy 

II 

v~riables adds 13.5% to the yarianceexplained of AFFE~T over 

that explained solely by range-disposition. The regres,lsion 
.. 'i ~ 

coefficients for facilities in the AFFECT equ~tion indi~a~e that 
b • ',I II 

Elm i Y' a i n mat e s don 0 t d iff ern 0 tic e a b 1, yin the ira t tit u :~ e s '\ tow a r d 
• 11 

, i' : 
the selection process from Bedford Hi~l,}s/ inmates, and tl~at 

.!j I! 

Wallkill and Auburn inmates are about one-half a point less 
!i • II 

fa ~,orab 1 ethan EJ mi r,a or Be dforp, H t 11 s i nrna tes .19 Look i ~~g at· 
i: 
il ' 

the AFFECT equation, Elmira jnmates on the average are ;103 scale 
, q 

",Ii, 
points less favorable in their attitudes than Bedford Hills in-

1,1
' ,!,' -

19Since no dummy variabl~' is present for Betfford Hills,l! it is· 
the reference point ag~inst which other facilities are ~ompared. 
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TABLE 7 

.' 
(~ " 

", ' 
',\ 

.., 
REGRESSrON ANALYSIS" OF ·AFFECT AND EXCLUDE_ 

Dependent Variable ,= AFFECT 

Independent Variable 

. Mi':dd 1 e' - Den i ed 

Middle·- Pending 

Middie Approved 

High - Approved 
[;:1 

Wct'llkill 

Elmira 

Auburn 

NFACT 

" Dependent Variable = EXCLUDE 

Indeoendent Variables 

Middle-Denied 

Middle-Pending 

. Middle-Approved 

High-Approved 

Wallkill 

Elmira 

Auburn 

NFACT 

/J 

.. » 

Unstandardized 
·Regression 
Coefficient 

" 
.38 

c.42 

'.68 

'- .56 

-.49 

-.03 

-.49 

• 13 

!i' 

" 

Standard 
Error 

.23 

• 15 

• 15 

• 16 

• 14 

• 14 I:' 

• 15 

.04 

R2 
Increment 

.325 

• 13'5 

.057 

TOTAL CORRECTED R2 = .472 
Ii 

Unstandardized 
F~egress ion 
Coefficient 

.54 

.44 

.54 

u.86 

• 11 

.24 

• 11 

.06 
" 

Standard 
Error 

(. 

.33 

.22 

.22 

.24 

.21 

.20 

.22 

.06 

R~ 
Increment 

• 150 

.015 

.012 

"TOTAL CORRECTED R2 = °.099 

In each equati?n~ residual degrees of free&om = 108 

I i 
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when,controlling for the other variables in the equation, 6 r 
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ma te's 
() '\ - , " " . 0 

whi le rappl jcants' 'from Aubu1n and ~:/~ll kill are both .49 points 

·lessfavorable. SinGe the four po';ssible re~ponses to each item' 

i a r ~s cor e d 1 ~,2 - 3 - ~) a'. 03 poi n t d iff ere n c e i sin s i g n i f i can t.. 

A difference of one-half PQints, however, is substantively 

meaningful. 

Looking at EXCLUDE, facility differences are not large enough 

to be s tat i s tic ally s i g n i f i can t . ( add i n g ,t he" t h r e e fa c 11 i ty 

dummy °variables()to the equation increases R2 by only 1.5 per-" 

~entage points, as compared to 13.5 percentag~ points for AFFECT). 
~ l! 

T~us facility appears to have an indep~ndent effect on AFFECT, 

but not on EXCLUDE. 

The category o,f rahge~disposition without a dummy variable 
(, 

and hence se~ving'as th~ reference point is the low-automatically 

denied range. The positive coefficients for the other fout 
':\ ~ ~ :>,_, 7-:;:-'::::;:;-': ~y ;, 

cat,~gories indicate that respondents falling in these latter 

four categories are on the average always more favorably oriented 

toW the ' new. pro c e d u res t han tho s e i nth e low c 'a t ego r i e s, a fin din g 

cc that" is immediately substantively plausible. The finding that 

applicants who have been denied by the TRe are more positive in 

their attitudes than those falling in" the low range -suggests 
" that the chance at least to 'argue onets case before the committee 

tends to result in more support. for the system. 

Differences between t·he last four categories of range·· 

disposition ~re not large enough to be statistically stgnificant 
.. 

with this size sample, though the results
o 

are suggestive in 

substantively plausible ways. Respondents whose applicafions 

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

, , 

• r / \ 
'0 

':, . 

" o 

.. 

in the high range ~ appear more apprp~ing of the. Jystem than. 

factual' 'kno~ledge about 

~thosewho have been denied. 

'Finally, \'Ie 'also note that as one's, 
~ .. 

~ a 
process jncreases, so does support for th@ sys-

o II c,. 
/1 " \ 

zero to 5 co rrect answers' appe a rs to inc re as e ' tern. Moving from 
" o 0 

one's sU,pport, as measured'b,r ~F:ECT, by about two-thirds of., 
. 0 Q 

a. scale point, a not insi,gnfficant amount. The possible inter-

pretations of t~is finding are di~cussed in the text. 
~~-?(./ 
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A P PEN DI ~\ r I" . '.' _, , 

INNATE QUESTIOtiNAIRE 

(> . 
,iEMPORAky RELEASE PROGRAM 

o 
\) 

u 

Temporary Release Program Applied For:, Furlough ___ Work ReJease __ _ 

" Educati ona 1 Leave __ _ 

Your Point Score: 
: 

Range:, Low __ Mi ddl e. __ High. __ _ 

Applica'"tion was Approved __ _ Di sapprotve,d __ _ 

. " 

Answer each of the following questions according to whether you agree 
strongly, agree mode~ately~ disagree moderately, or disagree strongly. 
Put a check in the bl~nk corresponding to your opiflion. If you donlt 
have an opinion about any statement or dp;9tt understand the statement,' 
leave it blank and go on to the next one: For example, suppose y~u 
disagree strongly with the statement, "Temporary Release is not a 
good program." Then you should mark the blank on the right as 
shown. For the most part, there are no right or wrong answers to 
these questions. None of your answers will be revealed to anyone 
in the Department, either in Albany or in this facility. Your answers 
are completely confidential. (' . 

" 
r-'j 

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DIS-AGREE 
STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGLY 

1. Temp orary Re 1 ease is" 'not a good 
program. (Example) 

2. The best way to get a furlough 
is to be good friends with a 
,s ta if member. 

3a. The only reason you can get a 
furlough is to maintain family 
ties. 

~ 

3b. P,'e,ople with serious psychiatric 
'i p;t~ 0 b 1 ems s h 0 l!.ll d not be a 1 To \'1 e d 
i~ Temporary Release. 

4. 

5. 

Everyone should be allowed in 
Temporary Release, regardless 
of what he or she has been con
victed. o 
A point system is a fair way 
of selecting people for Tem
po Y'a ry Re 1 e a s e . 

'lO% 

12 

26 

33 

27 

11% 22% 58% 
-',\-

18 20 50 
r--\ 

\/ 
22 31 20 

,26 25 16 

25. 13 36 

Figtffes are percent of respor.dents giving each answer to every question. 
to rounding error, numbers may not sum to 100% across every row. 

1"1 '" ~. 

() 

- : 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

-~I 
="-=:~=t ..... - f 

.Inmate Oll~stionnaire I , - \. 

I " 2 

I 
j, 

! AGREE AGREE DISAGREE . DISAGREE I 
STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGLY. 

J he' old s e 1 e c t ion pro c e s s ' too k 
too long. 

Inma tes s hou 1 d be a'l5l,e to meet 
with a counselor both before· 
and after going on a furlough.' 

Corrections officers shQuld 
be on the Temporary Release 
Committee since they know, 
iJ1ma tes -bes t .. _ ". '" 

c:
Educational leave is only for 
finishing high school. 

T e m p 0 r a r y R e 1 e a"s"e s e 1 e c t ion 
is unfair. 

All Temporary Release deci
sions should be made in Albany. 

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

Everybody should be allowed in 
Work Release, even if only for 
a f,"3W months. 

Anybody' \'Jithin 2 years of parole 
or conditional release, accor
ding to the law, is eligible to 
ap.ply for Temporary Rel ease. 

The new selection procedures 
are basically the same as the 
old one:s. 

. 59%', I, 
---~ 

34 

14 

25 

14 

6 

46 

5.1 . 

22 

The Temporary Re 1 eas"e program. 
should be abolished since most 
p'eople donlt get much out of it. l~ 

Only inmates with good Jork 
records should be allowed in 
~/ork Re 1 ease. 

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

C; 

21 

2 
G 

" , 

.' 20% ' 7% 5%. 

,,-28 7, 

l6 10 40 

11 17 58 

16 28 31 

8 20 57 

6 8 80 

17 19 18 

14 4 31 

22 26 31 

9 '12 68 

24 . 39 

3 2'4 71 

o 
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AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 
STRONGLY· MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGLY c: 

o 19. ~ The Temporary Release Com
mittee ~eneral1y does a ~ood 
job"in making o its decisions. 

20. Under the new s,eleetjon pr&
cess" the longer an ~ppli2-{nt' s 
criminal record, the more 
poipts he gets. . 

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

22. 'There 'should be more rules 
about how the Temporary· Re
lease Committee chooses parti
cipants for Temporary Release. 

23. }1embers 0 f the Temp ora ry Re- " 
~. lease Committee generally 

give furloughs only to in
mates they like.' 

24. Correc~ions officers shouldn't 
be on the Temporary Release 
Committee since all they care 
about is discipline. 0 

25. !i oN 0 t par tic i pat i n gin pro g ram s 
or work assignments should . 

o 

18% 

4 \} 

77 

.40 

15 

29 

make i~ harder to get into ~ 
Temporary Release. 44 

26. Knowing right ,away if yo~t~e 
allowed to go out on Tem-

Ii porary Release is almost asim- 70 
portant as going out. -

27. There sbould be inmate repre
sentatiyes on. the Temporary' 
Release Commi~tee. 48 
~ n 

28. Only the best people are selected 
for Temporary Release. 19 -'--

" 29. Some people have" such bad records 
that they shoul d never be all Q\'/ed 

= i IV T e m p 0 r a r y R e 1 e a.s e • 1 2 
00 

30 • ph e n e \'/ s e 1 e c t ion pro c e d u res are 
not as good as the old method. 12 

(/ 

C:.' 

o r,.::: 

G 

.. ri.' 

31 % ' 
~ I', It 

20%, 
. ~r:r' . 

31% 

4 14 78 

16 3 3 --
D 

'-' 

(,1 

\ 23 16 
o 

13 22 50 

o 

12 25 34 

, 
·32 11 14 

21 6, 4 

o· 1'7 '13 23 
--0-

21 00 1\ 30 -. 

15 32 40 

15 34 40 
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// I .. ~ , . 
, 0 

f,) 

• t 

• c. 

Q 

G 

~ ~GRE~ ,AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

31. 
, 0 0 ' 

An inmate's disciplinary 
~eco~d ,i s.not ~ 990d ,way ''Of 
Judglng hlS sUltabilit~ for 
T~mporary Relea~e. . . 

32. THe Te~porary Release selec
tion process shollild' be com-
pletely o~~erhauled. " 

633 . The Temporaf'y R~l e~soe Com-' 
mittee should not have so 
m~ch discretion in deciding 
o.n Temporary Release Ap- .. Q 

plicants. ...~,=' 

34. No app1i~ant should be denied 
an opportunity to appear be
fore the Temporary Releise 
Commit,tee. 

3~. An easy way to gcit a furlough 
is to hribe a member of the 
Temporary Release Committee 
( 0 r s t a ff) • r, 

" 36. Inmates convicted of crimes 
of violence, such as robbery 
or assault, should not be 
allowed to participate in 

oTemporary Rel ease'. .~ 

37. It's not fair to evaluate an 
appli~ant on the basis of 
what he did before he got 
to pri~on sirice"he may 
have&cfianged while doing 
time. 

" 
38. Fu~lough~ are given for an~ 

purpose. II 
o· 

39. Given the'difficulty of 
making selection, the Tem
porary Relaase process is 
.,about as f"air as possible. 
~ , 

40. The Tempora.ry Rel ease Com
mittee sho~ld be allowed to 
look at anything it'wants 

'- ina nap p 1 ~i can t 's f'o 1 de r 
in making its decision. 

STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGLY ""., ' cr 

30% 26% 26% 18% 

. 24 22 29 24 
~-

24 29 25 21 " 

78 10 3 8 

(i 

7 3. 9 80 

7 2 21 69 

.,70 23 4 - Q 

19 14 .. 31c 36 

" 

24 24 Z9 23 

28 31 21 20 

o 
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'\ AGREE AGREE ~\ DISAGREE DISAGREE 
STltONGLY, NODERATELY NODERATELY STRONGLY 

o 

41.\, I n m:a t e S VI i t h 1 0 \'I poi nt' ',' . 
,,·.~., .. ,,\SCOJ;,es _should not .beallo\>Jed· 

,\#to "'piarti C i pa tee in Temporary" 
o Re 1 e as e. ' 1\ 

42. .It is un fa fr to check an ap
pljcant's record for a' history 
ofmen'ta 1 illness. 

43. 
" 

The new selection process is 
better tHan the old one~ 

(N-83)* 

o 

9 

37 

*Since this question wa~ not asked at Auburn 

16% 

27 

r 
i· 
iI,,· 
II 

" ". fr and' of some 

0 

o Q 
:::"; 

, " 

25% (j 52% 

35 45 -
11 25 

resp oTlden ts 

at Bedford Hills, the/ number of respondents is smaller for this item. 

All other items were administered to 126 inmates. 
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