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PREFACE

As a project officer, it is sometimes interesting to
look bavk to the originm of arn idea, its implementation and sub-
seqguent assessment and te reflect on the various decisions,
oversights, and issues that arose in the course of a project.
MAP, the project evaluated in this report, has proven to be
especlially fascinating in view of its multiple, changing=-=-and
sometimes elusive--goals, the separation of its research and
demonstration components, and the challenge of rigorous evalu-
ation in the face of selective attrition. .

-1

The reader should recognize that this report is a

summary 0f a single research study of MAP as initially imple-
mented at the three sites, and that it addresses only some of

the objectives of MAP that have been mentioned in earlier re-
source documents. The attempt in the last chapter to set forth
some of the unresolved issues relative to the various objectives
of the HAP, hopefully, will clarify the nature of some guestions
that need to be addressed, both by decision-makers and researchers.

From the data that are available and from my -familarity
with other innovative projects dependent on human skills, I am
not convinced that MAP will generally achieve the intermediate
and ultimate goals that have been claimed for it. One explana-
tion is that there are too many other dominating factors, both
in prison and after release, that are likely to dilute any impact
AP may have; the other is that MAP requires human skills and a
disciplined but non-authoritarian environment that is unlikely
to be found or developed in most prisons. MAP's promise, in
addition to more direct humanistic outcomes-=-such as removing
the uncertainty of time of release, probably links more with
its potential long-range impact on c¢riminal justice management.
Institutional change and its indirect consequences, rather than
the issues addressed in this report, may be MAP's major contri-
bution., It is gtill an open question, of course, as to whether
possible achievements such as better coordination, greater
cooperation and more systematic planning of the inmate prison
activities, will result in greater benefits to the inmate and/or
society. ) ®

ROBERT FOSTER
Project Officer '

10 - ;
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I. INTRODUCTION

Mutual Agreement Programming (MAP} is an innovative
technique, developed under Department of Labor sponsorship.
designed &0 ipcrease the efficacy and humanity of prisoner re-
habilitative prodrams and the parole review process. It was
tried on an experimental demonstration basis in institutions
in Wisconsin, California, and Arizona* during 1972-3.

Under the MAP concept, Prison and parole authorities
as well as Participating prisoners agree to a three-way con-
tractual commitment:

l. Prisoners must assume xegbonéihility for plan-
ning (with prison staff) and completing suc-
cessfully an individually tailored rehabilita-
tive prodram to obtain parole release at a
mutwally agreed upon date;

2. Parole board memb&rs must establish a fizm
parocle date and honer it if the inmate ful-
fills the explicit, objective, and mutually
agreed upon criteria for release;

3. Institution staff must provide the services
and training resources reguired by prisoners
and must fairly assess their performance in the
pProgram.

The effects of the prodram, particularly on the .post-—
release emPloyment and crime~free behavior of ex-inmates, were
examined in all three states** by James 0. RObison, D.Crim.**#*
In this repor’,, findipgs from that study will be summarized
and discussed in the larger context of the program's overall
purpose and potential., Six main topics will be examined:

*-. Wisconsin Correstional Institution, Fox Lake

- Central) City Commupity Center, Los Anhgeles

- Arizona State Prison, Florance

**The California study will be treated separately in ap appendix
because in design and implementation it is not comparable to the
other two. The California MAP program involved training in the
community and a center, rather than in prison.

*x*Robison, James ©.; MAP Markers: Research and Evaluation of
The Mutual Agreement Program, Resource Document #5. (parole~
Corrections Project, American Correctional Association, 1975).
To be available through National Technical Information Service,
Operations Divislon, Springfield, virginia 22151,

ERIC | 11

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




1. What was the program designed to do, and what
were its expected effects?

2. O0f those areas of potential impact studied,
how were they examined?

3. For those areas investigated, what was the pro-
gram's cutcome?

Ed

4. What is the meqning_of these findings in terms
of the Program's overall design and intent?

5. Given currently available findings, what were
4he program's strengths and weaknesses, and
how could the program be improved?

6. How could program effects be better assessed
in the future?

. ’

It should be noted at the outset that the findings
reported in this document should be regarded gs preliminary,
and do not represent g comprehensive evaluation of Mutual
Agreement Programming, nor t8 1t an agsessment of MAP as it
i8 eurrentiy being implemented. Discussed here are selected
aspeets of the program as 1t was first tried in Avizona, Wig-
consin, and California. While the program and its research

" component were undertaken under less than optimal conditions,
the knowledge glgajfied from these first three pioneering pro-
jeects has helped to stimulate program refinements currently
in use, and has provided oufficient evidence of the program's
feasibility to entourage the actual or planned adoption of
MAP in over L5 states.

This documenterundoubtedly raises more questions about
the program than it answers, yet it should provide those cur-
rently using or planning to use the program with an overview
of what is ‘known ahgpt MAP's early impact and what semains to
be studied. .

-

'Y
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IT. PROGRAM QORIGINS AND RATIONALE

A. Program Origins

Mutual Agreement Programming was developed in response
to several problems endemic to prisoner training programs and
parcle review. Due toe lack ¢f communication and coordination
between prison and parole authorities, training programs were
not well synchronized with the timing of release, and prisoner
participation in those programs was not being considered in

" release decisions. Underlying these problems was the fredQuent
arbitrariness of Parole Boards in deciding release readiness.
Criteria Eor release, often subjective and rarely explicit.,
Were not kKnown to prisoners or prison personnel and release
times were uncertain, subject to the private decisions of
Parole Boards: release could be denied arbitrarily., with little
or no accountability for such decisions.

Ideally, the completion of training should be coordinated
with release and job placement so that newly acquired skills
could be put to best use. In practice, prisconers ¢often had to
wait an indefinite periocd bafore release., and could not plan
effectively for outside employment as long as their release
date was unknown. The U. 5. Department of Labor, sponsor of many
prisoner training programs concluded that these conditions
interfered with the efficacy of jits rehabilitative efforts.

It became plausible that for the inmate programs to
be Fruitful and financially justifiable, some means was needed
which would establish & firm parole date and criteria for -
parole and would allow a man ¢r woman to be released on comple-
tion of training and placed in a training-related occupation.

The Parole-Corrections PBroject was therefore funded in
1971 by the OEEfice of Manpower Research and Development,
Manpower Administration ¢f the Department of Labor, to design
and implement a method to overcome some ©f these problems.
Basic guidelines for what was t¢ become HMutual Agreement Program-
ming ware developed by parole and correctional administrators
themselves in cooperation with Prolect staff.* The MAP concapt
developed from what was Eirst a “prescripktive" solution, whereby
the parole Board prescribes programs fox an inmate and promises
to consider him for parole release upon program completion.
This notion was extended subsequently to include prisoner

*see Proceedings: The National Workshop of Corrections and
Parole Administration, Febrnary 1972, New Orleans, Louisiannz,
Resource Document #2, American Correctional Assoclation,
Washington, D.C.

ERIC
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participation and responsibility as a vital program element
on both humanistic and rehabilitative grounds.

As the program evolved, it included the following
main elements within a legal contract:

1. Establishment of a2 certain release date;

2. Explicit, objective conditions for release;
3. Explicit statement of responsibility for prison-

ers, parole authorities, and institutional
persconnel ;

4. Prisoner participation in decision-making and
responsibiaity for carrying out contract texms;

5, Prisonex cholce of individualized rehabilita=-
tive programs.

Each element of the program could be viewed as contributing to

a number of desired results -- both short=-term and long-term.
B. Rationale
1, short=Term Qutcomes

Considering the short~term ocutcomas, it was expected
that establishing a certain release date would reduce priscner
anxiety and uncertainty about release and would help both in-
mates and institutional personnel coordinate training plans
with post-release work placement: It would also potentially
help prison perscnnel plan for better allocation of training
services. In addition, inmates would be inp a better position
tc negotiate for a job while still in prison.

Aliowing prisoners to choose their own rehabilitative
programs and giving them an opportunity to earn release through
their partivipation would presumably increase their motivation
to work in programs they viewed as relevant to their own needs
and te aveid behavior that would jecpardize their chances of
release at the stated date. Prisonsrs would alsoc be less °*
likely to be invelved in disciplinary infractions.

By consulting with prisconers about what they perceived
their rehabilitative needs to be., prison personnel gould learn
about-the relevance of their services to prisoners and could
have an information base from which to modify or augment cur-
rently available programs.

14
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If contract terms were objective and explicit and if
there were a clear definition of responsibility among the three
parties, Parocle Boards would have less grounds for arbitrari-
ness and delay in release décisions; parole and prison authorities
as well as prisoners would beg held to a "lawful" standard of
accountability. If prisoners were not released because they
violated their contracts, the causes of parcle delay would be
clearer to all parties than they are in current parole practice.
Prisoners would perhaps less readily blame prison or parole
personnel fer their further confinement than they do at present.
Prisoners would also have a clearer Notion of what behavior
would be expected of them in order to obtain release and would
be more likely to exert effort toward the contract objectives.

By reguiring Parole Boards to decide upon and set
definite parole dates and explicit conditions for parole, there
would be pressure to consider parole readiness on more raticnal
greunds with fewer opportunities for last-mihute revocaticns
and delays. This could be expected to advance the actual re-
lease time closer to the minimum eligibility date and thus
could shorten the average time of imprisonment. For priscners,
shorter stays would be an obvious bonus; and for prison admin-
istrators and taxpayers, reduced cost without increased crimi-
nality would be a significant gain.

The program's expected short-term results would, there-
fore, be of several types:

1. From the perspective of social justice and
human rights, prisohers would be treated as
responsible individuals, capable of judging
their needs and bargaining within a legal
system to satisfy them. Prisoners would
participate in a system which is lawful, in
which all three contracting parties are held
accduntable for their actions. Release deci-
sions would be made more fairly, on more ex-
plicit, objective grounds, with less room for
arbitrariness and ineguity. Prisoners
would know what was expected of them to earn
release and would be sSpared the uncerfainty
of not knowing their release date.

2. From the perspective of prisoher rehabilitation.,
prisoners would be mOore motivated to use prison
time and rehabilitative resources more construc-
tively because they would be rewarded for doing
50 and would participate in programs of their
own choesing. Participation in a more lawful
and eguitable system and the achievement of
planned objectives through industrious, construc-
tive behavior might be expected to contribute
to better attitudes toward the social system and

15
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greater sklf-esteem. Having a definite re-
lease date, prisoners would have less anXxiety
and uncertainty about release and could better
integrate prison training in their post-
release plans.

3. From the perspective of prison administration,
hetteér prisoner motivation would mean smoother
program operation and fewer disciplinary
prokblems. The presence of a certain release
date and access to prisoner feedback would
mean more efficient and effective allocation
and planning of prison services. Shortened
stays could reduce costs. Clarification of
the administrative role vis-a-vis parocle
criteria could free prison personnel from
prisoner criticism Stemming from poor morale
and unrealistic expectations.

4. From the pParcle Board perspective, objective
release criteria could simplify the decision-
making process and provide a common ground for
decision-making. A clear definition of Parcle
Board responsibilities, combined with greater
accountability, could free them from charges
of arbitrariness and unfairness.

The likelihood of these hypothetlical, short-term out~-
comes actually materjializing obviously varies depending on
the degree to which they are within the program's control,
and the way the program is actually implemented. Some of these
short-term effects may be generally considered to he “"struc-
tural®” and highly likely. being inherent in the program. Other,
such as reduced prison stay and better allocation of priscon
services depend on many other factors beyond the project's con-
trol, such as willingness of the Parole Board to use the mini-
mam eligibility time or the availability.of human and financial

reésonrces to improve Prison services. ONe might CALI SUEH .

program outcomes “contingent." It should be noted that these
particular projects were implemented under the assumption that
no augmentation of prison services would be undertaken f{or if
they were, they would be equally availakle to the experimental
and conteol groups)t MAF personnel)] would attempt to use what~
aver resources were availakle and put them to better use.

2, Long—-Term Qutcomes

A primary concern of those within and without the prison
system is its ultimate impact on prisoner behavior after re-
lease. 1f prisoners are released to the community, will they
behave as law-abiding citizens in the future? Although

ERIC
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there is disagreement among experts in penology, many believe
that employment is a critical key to reducing recidivism.
Looking at the program’s elements, there are several aspects
that seem likely to contribute to mere adaptive attitudes and

improved employability of prisoners. If these can occur,
then these may contribute to lowering recidivism rates as
well. The general rationale runs as follows: If prisoners

are given a choice of services and an cpportunity to assume
responsibility for obtaining release at a certain date through
their own actions, they are likely to utilize prison training
and therapeutic services more constructively and gain better
work prepqration as & result. If, because of a certain re-
lease date, their post-release work placement can be better
arranged and follows immediately upon training completion,

theix chances of obtaining and keeping a job should be impreoved.
Ex-offenders with good, well-paying jobs are less likely te be
rearrested. - '

It is obvious. however, that the chances of an ex-
offender's obtaining and keeping a well=-paying Job for which
he is trained depend on many factors beyond the program's
gtructural control. At best, prisoners may receive relevant
training under high motivational levels, with improved coordina-
tion in release placement. But these conditions cbviously are
not sufficient, given the weight of other factors, such as the
agtual guality of job preparation, the availability of Jjobs,
and the marketplace for ex-offenders within the larger job
market. Thus, the program's long-term benefits for prisoner
employment must be regarded as contingent. They are possible.
but are not as likely as many of the program's expected short-
range outcomes.

Scme believe that the post-release behavior of prisoners
depends more on their own attitudes and motivation than on
exXxternal circumstances, economic or otherwise. If this is true
then there is reason to believe that participation inm an indi-
vidually tailored rehabllitative program that fosters responsibility
and realistic planning and involves experience with a system
that operates fairly and legally may, for some indilviduals,
alter attitudes sufficiently to encourage responsible, legal
behavior after release. However, given the complexity of
human behavior and motivation and the limited state of know-
ledge about the psychological underpinnings of criminal be-

‘*havior, these effects must be regarded as unpredictable.

o 7
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III. RESEARCH DESIGH

Given the expected breadth of MaAP effects -~ on Parole
Board deliberation and procedures, on prison administration,
and on prisoners themselves -- an ideal reseagrch study of
program effects would &ncompass all, both short~term and long-
term. For a variety of historical reasons, this research study
focused only on prisoner effects, with particular attention to
the program’s impact on employment and recidivism. Although,
as indicated,. these long-range outcomes are dependent on a
number of factors which were beyond the project’s control,
they a2re nonetheless ultimate objectives that are most likely
to be emphasized by the correctional <ommunity and the public
at larde.

The MAP research design was primarily intended to -
answer two guestions:

1, How does MAP affect prisoner attitudes and
expectations before release?

2, How does MAP affect prisoners once they are
released from prison, expeclally in the areas
of employment and recidivism?

Essentially the same research design was used in
Wisconsin and Arizona (the California program will be discussed
separately, on pages 62 - 65), Prisoners considered eligible
for the program, (see page 1 3} were randomly assigned to one
of two groups: “"contrels," who would not participate in the
program, and "experimentals." who would be given the option of
program participation by negotiating a contract with prison
and parole authorities. (Rot all of those experimentals given
the chance to participate.actually chose to do so.} ASsSignment
to experimental and control groups was in the ratic of 2 experi-
mentals to 1 contrxol in Arizona {l30:65) and 3 experimentals to
1 control in Wisconsin (150:5G}).

Data collection occurred in Wisconsin from September,
1972, to June 3G, 1974, and from November, 1972, to May 31,
1974, in Arizona. Table 1l shows the project’s overall plan of
* data collection. .

Data were collected for both experimental and control
groups at three major checkpoints:

18
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TABLE 1

GENERAL DESIGN OF MAP
RESEARCE STUDY

CASE FLOW AND DATA COLLECTION POINTS

EXISTING NEW
| POPULATIQN INTAKE

Z

"ELIGIRILITY NOT
DETERMINATION ELIGIBLE

-~
Ty

"N 0BTAIN ELIGIBILITY DATA ]

[ OBTAIN INTAKE DATA |

[contror k~{ RANDOMIZE +—f sxpERIMENTAL |
| OPEN NEGOTIATIONS |
DECLINE
PARTICIPATION |
k
| PRESENT CONTRACT TO BOARD . )
— CONTRACT DENIED k—— 1 "~ "foBTaim |
CONTRACT
| ACHIEVE COMNTRACT | TERM
1 DA TA
— e — - -
| IMPLEMENT CONTRACT |
WITHDREW OBTAIN
OR REMOVED . CONTRACT
i 74 PROBLEM
i i + DA TA l
L COMPLETE CONTRACT |
4

| OBTAIN RELEASE DATA |

[ OBTAIN 1 - MONTH FOLLOW-UP DATA |

hva .
{ OBTAIN 3-MOWTH FOLLOW-UP DATA |

J
{opTAaIN 6-MONTH FOLLOW-UP DATA |

. 19
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1. Intake - when prisoners were first considered
eligible, but before random assignment;

2. Release - about a week before actual release;
and -,
3. Follow-up - at the end of the first, third

and sixth month after release into the
community.

Intake Data focused on prisoner background variables
such as commitment offense, prior incarceration, current age,
ethnic status, educational background, and best pay prior to
imprisonment; as well as prisoner attitudes toward the pro-
gram, the importance of knowing their release date, and their
estimate of the time of release. {By obtaining this informa-
tion prior to randomization inteo experimentals and controls,
bias in guesticnnaire response due to knowledge of experimental
status was aveoided.)

In addition to data gathered at these checkpoints
on bokth experimentals and controls, supplementary data were
obtained from experimentals at several Stages during contract
negotiation, and dnring each month they were actually under
contract.

Release Dakta focused on prisoner attitudes toward MAP's
current and potential benefits and their job expectations, as
well as on Wisconsin staff attitudes toward actual and potential
effects of MAP.

Follow-Up Data .fobtained through parovle officers)
concerned criminal behavior following release, employment
status and job changes, and prisoner attitudes toward the rele-
vance of MAP and prison training for post-release employment.

Most of the data were pbtained through gquestionhnaires.

In presenting the results of the study regarding pri-
soners, three basic ¢omparisons were made {within and across ¢
the states): ;
1. Experimental vs. Contreol;

2. Contract completed ("contracts") vs. other
experimentals ("noh-contracts");

3, Voluntary vs. non-veoluntary dropouts from the
experimental group {a finer distinction among the
non-~contract group of experimental subjects}.
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TABLE 2

WISCONSIN AKD ARIZONA CASE FLOW

WISCONSIN

IFTTR,

TOTAL ARIZONA
!395! 195

ETUDY SAMPL
[50]

CONPROLS

Stayed

4

Completed
i

Contract
Experimentals

EXPERIMERTALS

$

Declined

B d Denied

Withdrew

Removed

S5TUDY SAMPLE

_%on-Contract:
Experimentals °

TOTAL

vuUpyY SAMPL

130 [ 65 ]

EXPERIMENTALS CONTROLS
Denied
Withdrew Stavyed
l Contract

Experimentals

Wisconsin

Total: 200
Controls: © 50
EBxperimentals: . 130
Contract: &8
Non-Contract: 82
Declined: 2 }
withdrew 2
Denjied: ! 2?}
Removed; 17

v -

i _Eemoved Completed
(T3]«
Contracts Completed
Arizona

Total: 195

Controls: 65

Experimentals: 130

Voluntary Contract: 75

Non-Contract 32 “en-Contract: 55

Experimentals “M““~H4§eclined: ki

fithdrew: o2

Ban~-Voluntary Deniead: 20

Non-Contract 234—“”’-L£moved: 3

Experimentals

il
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These three types of comparisons were necessary because
the experimental ¢group contained both those who cbtained and
completed contracts ("contract" experimentals) and those who.
although assigned as experimentals, participated minimally
or not at ail in the project, (either because they voluntarily
withdrew before or after signing contracts, or because thay
were involuntarily denied participation, pefere or after con-
tract signing.) Table 2 shows the breakdown of the fuli study
sample inte these groups.

Since the experimental group with contracts represents
a subset of all the experimental sublects, with special char-
acteristics due to the voluntary or involuntary winnowing.out
process, it cannot legitimately be compared directly with the
control group, which has not undergone a similar selection
process. It should thus be borne in mind that whenever experi-
menktals and conkrols are compared, the results of the compari-

son cauld be diluted, since the experimental group incliudes
non-parkticipants as well.
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Iv. PROGREAM IMPLEMENTATION: WISCONSIN AND ARIZONA

A. Prisoner Recruitment and Assignment

In both Wisconsin and Arizona, once eligibility stan-
dards were agreed upon*, the State Project Coordinators super-
vised preparation of a list of all prisoners who met these
criteria and a list of eligibles was posted at the institu-
tion, {with an invitation for any prisoner excluded from the
list who believed he met the standards to contract the State
Project Coordinator, wheo would review his record.} Copies of
a description of MAP and a sample contract were made available
to all inmates and staff, in addition to a list of freguently
asked gquestions and answers, and a brief opinion by the cor-
rectional department attorney or the Attorney General's office
concerning the legal status of proposed contracts. Inmates
and staff were alsc made aware of the program through meetings
with the State Project Cocrdinator, an individual who was to
serve as counselor, guide, "and inmate spokesman at the inter=-
face between project staff, inmate participants, and correctional
personnal {both institutional and parole),

Provisions were made to augment the eligible pocl from
future intake if initially too small (as was done in Wisconsin)
and to winnow out by randomized removals if initially too
large (as was done in Arizona). Prisoner representatives
witnessed and participated in both the winnowing procedure and
the subseguent randomization procedure for designating subjects
as "experimentals”™ or "controls."

B. Contract Negotiations

With assistance from the project coordinator and relevant
institutional staff, interested “"experimentals” developed and

*In Wisconsin., all inmates at Fox Lake Institution with
less than a 15-year sentence who were parole eligible between
February and Rugust 1973 {except those Sentenced under the Sexual
Psychopath Act, or with criminal detainers) were cconsidered
eligible.

In Arizona, all inmates eligible for parocle within
project deadlines, with no outstanding warrants, were con-
sidered eligible.
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negotiated individualized programs and goals of their choice.
after assessing their own needs and capabilities in the areas
of education, skill training, treatment, discipline, work
assignment, and perhaps other areas {decisiocns, of course,
had to be made from programs that were availahle or could be
developed). (See Table 3 and the sample ceontracts included
in the Appendix.) The proposed contracts were then submitted
to the institution and Prarcle Board for consideration.

‘According to the Project Coordinators, contract
negotiations (involving the inmate. Project Coordinator, a
Parole Board member, and an institution representative) were
usually &t least an hour 1long. and often much longerp-with
the Coordinator at times acting as the inmate's spokesman and
advocate and assisting the negotiation. The Ceordinator would
present the contract proposal, discussing the reasons for mak-
ing such & proposal. The inmate would then attempt to justify
the behavioral objectives and the release date. According to
the State Project Coerdinators, in some instances when an
inmate regquested release on a ¢ertain date the Parole Board
and institution representatives would require a greater level
of cooperation and input from the inmate, through the addition
of other features of the program {(such as counseling), in
exchange For a reduction ©f the release date by one or two
months, depending on the amount of time the contract covered.

Normally, it was not necessary to appear before the
Parole Board again after c¢aontract signing. thus lessening
the Farcle Board workload, and increasing inmate certainty of
release. {See comments on page 18 regarding centract changes
in Arizona.! Those who refused or were denied a contract
presumably returned to the general population without prejudice,
and were once again subject to the traditional parole review
procedures.

C., Contract Implementation and Completion

The MAP models in Wisconsin and Arizona held the Project
Coordinator responsible far monitoring the progress of the
prisoners and Eor individual monthly progress summaries and
review with prison and parocle officials. (See comments_ on
page 18 regarding changes in Arizona.)

For both operational and research purposes, it was
important that contract terms be precise and explicit as
possible. However, heavy reliance had to be placed on the
judgment of staff regarding a person's level of accomplishment.
Contracts were worded in the simplest and briefest form pos-
sible, praferably one sentence per term. {See sample contracts
in Appendix C .) The institutional representative primarily
regponsible Eor satisfaction of a given term f{e.g. vocatiohal

T ' 14 ’
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TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRACT TERMS

(Based upon 133 contract experimentals
in Arizona and Wisconsin)*

Contract Terms contracts Containing Terms
1l. Treatment a2%
2. Discipline B0s%
3, Skill Training 62%
4., Education 62%
5. Job Assignment 48%

for the total experimental sample are unavailable.
TABLE 4

MONTHS FROM CONTRACT ENTRY TO PRISdN RELEASE

{Cumulative Distribution)

Wisconsin Arizona

One month or 0% 9%
Two months 0 24
Three " 10% 50%
Four ass 62%
Five 56% T1s
Six 65% B2%
Seven as 9%
Eight 96% 100%
Nine 100% 100
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instructers for part‘qﬁbatfcn in training, or social workers
for group counselin Wwould provide copies of contract terms
on appropriate subje and would make a monthly review of
pregryess in that ared. All reviews were made within the frame-
work of: il ;

&
9

1]

hl

¢ .
1. Satisﬁgpmory or more than satisfacktory;
2. Less than satisfactory.

In the absenc!.of contrary information, State Project
Coordinators would emter the rating of "satisfactory" for
‘beacﬂ%contract term forleach subjiect whenever a progress reaport
wasfdue. Only when_"Mess than satisfactory progress™ was
judged by staff was full statement necessary (sent to both
the prisonex and the. State Project Coordinator}, stating the
extent t¢ which satisfaction of the contract term was jegopardized
and Corrective meas nécessary to satisfy the term. The
statement had to show c¢learly that failure to satisfy the term
was due to unsatisfactory prisoner performance, not hreach on
the part of the program ¢r institution. Prisoners could sub-
mit written complaints if they believed the institution was
failing to deliver on its program commitments. The Project
Coo?ﬁhnato: was to conduct an ingquiry on such complaints, and
was reguired Lo make a written reply of his findings. {Although
the "original state moMels called for an arbitration board of .
some type, this feature was eliminated in these Arizona-Wisconsin
projects, at the requestpof state officials.) If problems couwld
not be resclved, the mor formal step of contract repnzgotia-
tion was necessarys (Lf the institution did not fulfill its
role in providing s@gpyices, the relevant contract term was
considered satisfied, d the contract would not be forfeited.)

-
b. State Differences

Altheough the HMAP programs were basically the same in
Wisconsin and Arizona, there weﬂgﬂsome differences in design
and actual implementggﬁon. In Wisconsin, but not Arizona, the
MAP model included actess for experimentals and contrels to
Intensive Employment Placement, a separate but inter-related
program administered 2{ project staff, which made allowances
for spedial employmeﬂt services to be gogffered each inmate.
ThéFe  included pre—reﬂgase training for employment-seeking,
pre_':;?lease employme-fytv‘&ntervieWS: and job placement. (See
Appgndix B.}

Wisconsin basigally had much richer facilities for
prisoners than Arizonaé'both used training resocurces within
and without the institutionp, but Arizona had to rely more

. 2§ly on those coutside the institution. (As it;yh%, the
£ ning placements in Arizona YXemained at a critigal level
throughout the ‘exper.ilg@'nt. ) .
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The MAP project in Arizona operated under c¢onsiderably
more constraint than in Wisconsin, in addition to the limited
rehabilitative resources. Changes occurred in the Parole
Board composition while the project was underway, resulting in
a more conservative Board which unilaterally reworded several
aspects of the contracts and required that sinmates appear again
to confirm contract completion. Whereas contracts had
originally specified that release would occur "on or before"

a given date, handwritten notices reading "on or after" were
inserted by the Board in every contract (without, however,
affecting the operating procedures oy release dates}. In
addition, the Board unilaterally altered contract wording that
had specifiead the Project Ccordinator as the party who would
decide, "all guestions, issues, or disputes respecting dater-
mination ©f successful completion of any program or sarvige
objectives," changing "Project Coordinaktor" t¢ "Board of
Pardons ang Parolas,"*

Contract periods in Wisconsin and Arizona ranged between
1l and % months, with exactly 1/2 of the prisoners spending 4
or fewer months, and 1/2 serving 5 or more months {(see Table 4).
Because the Arizona project negotiations took somewhat longer
than in Wisconsin, contract implementation started later --
although Arizona had the same finadl project cut-off date, As
a result, Arizona contracts tended to be of shorter duration
than in Wisconsin. Oone-fourth of Arizona prisoners served 2
months or less, whereas none were shorter than 3 months in
Wisconsin. Furthermore, 2/3 of the Arizona contractess were
released within 4 wmonths of entering contracts, Compared to
1/3 in Wisconsin. In that state, 1/6 of the cases spent 8
months or more under the c¢ontract, while only a single case
in Arizona served that long.

*It is not clear what effect these medifications had
on prisoners inuvArizona, but they might be expected to reduce
confidence in release date certainty and perhaps., therefore,
somewhat reduce The program's motivational effects. There is
some Suggestive evidence of the Former effect in the Arizona
survey of prisoner attitudes at release {See page 35 ), whan
the pattern of response in vompared to that of Wisconsin.
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v. RESEARCH RESULTS

A. Background Variables

Efforts to obtain comparable subjects in the control
and experimental groups {(through random assignment) were for
the most Ppart successful in Wisconsin and Arizona. judging
by background variables such as age, ethnic background, com-
mitment offense, prior record, etc. {(see Table 5). However.,
in Arizona there was one flaw in the randomization process:
controls, on the average, had served less time before infake
than experimentals. ThHe#edian time served for all Arizona
subJjects was 15 months, but about 1/5 fewer controls than
experimentals had served 15 months in their current stay.
This difference should b2 borne in mind in interpreting sub-
sequent comparisons between control and experimental groups:
particularly as it relates to the project's effects in shorten-

«¢ing the length of stay.

AS noted earlier, within the experimental group there
was & winnowing.of contract subjects, due both to self-
selection and selection by the Parole Board. BAs a result,
certain background differences are apparent between contract
and non-contract g{perimentals.* These should also be con-
sidered in interpreting subsegquent findings; since any 4if-
ference observed between the various subgroups of the experi-
mental sample or between the control and contract experimental
groups is likely to result from this selection process rather
than from MAP:.

1. In Wisconsin, contract cases were signifi-
cantly more likely than non-contract experi-
mentals tohave had prior imprisonment. This
appeared to be a self-gelection effect, first-
termers tending to voluntarily decline contracts,
possibly because they felt more certain of being
released at the earliest posgible date.

2. In Arizona. contract cases were significantly
more likely than non-contract experimentals
to0 have homicide, assault, or robbery offenses,

*The non-contract experimentals are a heterogenous group:

those who declined contracts; those who were denied them! those
who voluntarilly withdrew after signing contracts; and those
removed from contract for disciplinary reasons (see Table 2).
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TABLE 5 . 4

MAP PARTICIPANTS: . BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS*

Tatal Experimentals
Background State Total Controls Experimentals Caontract Non-Caontract
Characteristic # % # % # % # % # %
No period of prior adult A 1233 54.9 64 54.7 129 55.0 75 50.7 54 61.1
incarceration . W 184 63.0 45 53.3 139 66.2 67 71.6 12 61.1
Median age at project A 195 48.7 65 53.8° 130 . 46.2 76 47.4 54 44,4
entry (Wisc: 23 yrs or W 198 48.0 50 52.0 148 46.6 67 47.8 81 45.7
less; Arizs 28 yrs or
less)
Member of minority ' ‘A 195 48.2 65 56.9 130 43.8 76 40.8 54 48,1
ethnic dgroup ’ W 1927 43.1 50 44.0 147 42.9 67 38.8 80 46,2
High school education A 14 41.6 65 33.9 129 45,7 75 46.7 54 44.4
completed W 196 36.2 48 35.4 13s 39.1 68 33.8 70 44.3
Best job prior to jncar- A 163 37.4 55 40.0 108 36,1 64 237.5 44 34-}
ceration paid $3.00/hr W 168 60.1 40 52.5 128’ 62.5 62 54.8 66 69,7
or more**
Median time se'rved prior A 195 48. 7 65 61.5 ) 130 42.3 75 46.7 &5 36.4
te MAP randomization W 200 51.5 50 44.0 150 54.0 68 51.5 82 56.1

{(Wisc: 10 mos or less
Ariz: 14 mos or less)

*Note:s Por Incarceration ocffense. see Table ©-

k**Questionnaire item wording differs between states.
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TABLE &

NUMEER IN EACH SAMPLE GROUP BY

COMMITHMENT OFFENSE

WISCONSIN ARIZONA
C Vv NV Ct X S5 COMMITMENT OFFENSE € V NV €t X SS
20 19 22 38 79 108 PROPERTY 31 13 10 28 53 82
12 12 16 23 sl 63 Burglary 13 8 5 14 27 40
5 1 3 3 T 12 Theft 14 3 2 5 100 24
7 2 3 10 15 22 Forgery 2 1 2 5 8 10
5 4 0 2 & 11 Auto Theft 2 1 1 a4 1 8
9 12 13 22 47 s6 VIOLENCE OR THREAT 18 10 5 37 52 70
& 9 11 19 3% 45 Robbery 5 5 3 18 26 =21
2 2 1 3 & 8 Assault 10 3 1 12 16 26
1 1 - 1 0o 2 3 Homicide 3 2 i1 7 10 13
5 3 5 3 11 16 SEX & 3 7 2 12 a8
4 2 3 1 6 10 Rape. ipc. Stat. 3 1 2 1 4 7
i 0L 2 2 s 6 Other Sex a2 5 1 8 11
5 4 2 4 10 15 DRUGS 8 5 1 7 13 21
2 0 2 1 3 5 MISCELLANEOUS 2 o0 a 2 2 4
200 TOTAL 195

Study Sample Groups

C
v
NV
ct
X
ss

neun

O

E

Control

Yoluntary Drops from Contract
Non-Voluntary Drops from Contract

Contract EXperimental

Total EXperimental
Total Study Sample
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and less likely to have sex or drug cffenses
{see Table 6}. {This difference was pronounced
among the involuntary non=-contract group, com-
pared teo the voluntary group. Self-selection
and, far more powerfully, an administrative
screening effect is likely.)

3. Again in Arizona, contracts and non-coc” hract
experimentals differed significantly irn responses
when asked to indicate how much effort they would
make to know their release date {(see pages 32 - 33).
Contract .cases were significantly more likely
than non-contract gases to claim a willingness
to go to “a hell of a lot" of trouble to know,
with voluntdry and involuntary non-contract cases
gimilar to cne another. In Wisconsin, although
contracts and non-contragt experimentals reacted
similarly to this guestion., within the non- :
contract group, non-voluntary rejects showed sig-
nificantly greater investment inclinations than
those who voluntarily withdrew.

Comparing the subjects within the non-contract experi=-
mental group in Wisconsin, there was a significantly higher
proportion of relatively well-educated individuals (having
finished high school) among those denied or removed from con-
tract than among those who voluntarily refused or withdrew
from contracts. This suggests that there was an administra-
tive selection effect, with Parole Board members preferring
to admit tc contract those with less education.

B. Feasibility

A primary question for the designers of MAP programming

prior to its implementation in Arizona, Wisconsin and California

was whether the program was at all feasible. Could the rigors
and implications of a signed contragt be tolerated in a system
accustomed to maximal discretion and unilateral contrel? Could
pParole Board members set release dates in advance and adhere
to their commitments to release prisoners by those definite
agreed-upon dates, barring major disciplinary infractions?
Would prisconers accepted for contract programming be able to
fulfill their commitments satisfactorily? Would instituticnal
personnel provide the services redquired by prisoners?

The answers in all three states to thase guestions

were "yes," although, as we have seen in Arizona (see page 18)
not without difficulty. We will examine these gquestions in
turn.
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1. Can Parole Board Members Set in Advance and Adhere
to Prison Release Commitments? '

Looking at the experimental group, which initiaily
numbered 15%0 in Wisconsin and 130 in Arizona, the number of
successfully completed contracks was 68 {45% of those possible)
and 75 (58% of those possible), respectively. If we examine the
winnowing pattern for experimentals {see Table 2) the bulk of
removals from the program cccurred before contract negotiatiaons,
usually due to voluntary withdrawals by prisoners (often in
anticipation of relatively early release without the program}.
Only 18% of prisoners wanting contracts in Wisconsin and 15%
in Arizona were denied them by Parole Boards during the negotia-
tion phase, usually because the Board members felt that an
insufficient period of their terms had been served. Attrition
after contract signing, uscvally involuntary, was almost always
due to a disciplinary infraction. & few voluntarily withdrew
from the program.

By September 1, 1973, the target date for release of
ail contract experimentals, 100% of all 68 inmates who completed
contracts were released in Wisconsin while 72 of the 76 contract
experimentals in Arizona had been released. Parole Board mem-
bers gave contracts to most of those who requested them ({(despite
the fact that eligibility selection procedures did not invoive
stringent screening apart from stabtutory exclusion factors and
project eligibility was extended to a wide spectrum of prisoners),
withdrew them only on presumably legitimate discipiinary grounds.,
and honored those that were fulfilled.

2. Can Prison Staff Provide the Services Required by the
Contracks? I

There is virtually no evidence in either Arizona or
Wisconsin of contracted services not being preovided. In a few
instances, due to illness, accident or indisposition when ser-
vices were unavailable, alternate means were found to satisfy
conktract terms. In one instance in Arizona a prisoner was allowed
to complete his contract without access teo & contracted training
course, due to circumstances beyond the control of the institu-
tion or project staff.

Although the program was implemented on the assumption
that only existing services would be used, in Arizona there was
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an expansiocn of services to both experimentals and controls in
response to the program. As described by Victor Reyes, State
MAP Coordinator:

Because of the limited programs and resources,
expansion had to bhe planned, and new resources
developed and aligned to coincide with the MAP
experiment. Treatment staff in the institution
had to be willing to provide counseling services
which were not readily available previously. We
had to make use of existing programs and develop
individualized on-the=-ioh placements, tests, and
other materials for additional programs such as
plumbing, cooking and bakery, construction trades.,
recreation, and hospital orderly. The department
impiemented new training programs, changed the
rules and cooperated in accommodating project cli-
ents in five new programs. These vocational clas-
ses, including photography, TV and radio repair,
automobile mechanics, upholstery, and welding,
were implemented at the safford Conservation Center
and complemented the on-going vocational programs
at the State Prison at Florence...The flow of per-
sons into the community was accelerated, and halfi-
way houses eXpanded to accommodate individuals

in training.

Evidence from both Wisconsin and -Arizona suggests that
institutional perscnnel attempted wholeheartediy to provide
contracted services.

3. Can Prisoners Accepted for Contract Programming Fulfill
Their Commitments Satisfactorily?

Looking at the performance of the experimental prisoner
group, we find that altnouwgh attrition was high among potential
contractees, it occurred primarily during the contract negotia-
tion phase. In Wisconsin, 24% of cases either declined initial
involvement Or voluntarily removed themselves from contract
consideration at some point prior to formal sjigning. A parallel
loss occurred in Arijzona (23%), despite the ¢arlier winnowing,
of those who did not c¢omplete the intaké questionnaire. The
major factor influencing these voluntary withdrawals was
apparently the belief that they would soon be released reégard-
less of the program.*

*The fact that the program was new and untried may have involved
many uncertainties in the eyes of inmates which also might have
influenced the rate of non-participation.
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. Among those inmates whose contracts were approved by
the Parole Board, a sizeable proportion (94% in Arizona and
78% in Wisconsin} completed them satisfactorily. &Aside from a
few. inmates who voluntarily withdrew, conktract attrition was
due entirely to cancellations due to disciplinary infractions
rather than failure to complete other contract terms.

Judging by the performance of the contract experimentals,
it is obwvious that while evary prisoner may not be eligible or
motivated for MAP participation, many prisoners apparently can
assume responsibility for planning and fulfilling the terms
of their contracts to the satisfaction of prison and parole
authorities.* s

. These findings, taken together, of Parole Board,
institutional and prisoner cooperation and responsibility appear
to document the feasibility of the contract model.

C. Employment

-;. Summary Findings

The effects of Mutuwal Agreement Programming upon post=-
release employment were studied from a number of perspectives,
including: ease of finding a job; employment status {employed
vs. unemploved); changes of employment status; turnover in job;
training post-release; expected and actual pay level pre- and
post-prison; expectsd and actual career change pre- and post-
prison; occupational category; and prisoner views of relevance
of prison training and work programs for their current job.

Taking the Arizona and Wisconsin analyses, for almost
all of these aspects of post-prison employment, there were no

*We do not know, of course, how stringently prison staff enforced
the standards set out in the contracts. Contracts were often
sufficiently ambiguous when describing the level of achieve-

ment to allow some room for possible leniency. The fact that

no one was rejeckted for failure to achieve any contract elements
other than discipline does raise questions about the enforce-
ment of standards. According to the State Project Coordinators,
‘those in jeopardy of losing contracts due to performance failure
corrected their behavior when counseled by the Project Coordina-
tor and relevant staff members and confronted wlth the risk of

contract loss.
34
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TABLE 7

EMPLOYMENT COMPARISONS =- DIRECTION OF DIFFERENCE-

ExPerimentals ¥5. Controls, Contracts ¥s. Hon—Contrachks™®

Contract Experimentals

Experimentals {vs. Ngn=Conkract
{vs. Controls) Experimentals)
1. Employed full-time 1 mo. after Wisc. . - 4.13 + H.Z%
releass Ariz. -14.6% =l6.2%
2. Employed full-time at the &nd of Wisc. -14.6% + 1.0%
6 mos. after releasge Ariz, +16.6% +12.3%
3. Job obtained in less than 1 wk. Wisc. -12.4% - 9.0%
after release. Ariz. +10.7% 0.0%
4. Hourly wage at least $3/hr. 1 mo. wWisc. +14.1% +15.4%
after release. Ariz. - 7.5% + 6.7%
S. Hourly wage at least $3/hr. 6 mos. {Wisc. + 2.1% +19.9%%
after release. i} Ariz. + 9.4% -10.0%
6. ?arn%ngs at 1 mo.‘better than pre- Statgs £18.2% N/R
imprisconment earnings {177 cases: Combined
above or below 53/hr,) |
7. garn%nqs at © mos: better than pre- Stat?s +16.9% N/A
imprisonment earnings {above or Combined
below $3/hr,])
8. Earnings at 6 mos. after release Statgs + §.8% N/A
better than at 1 mo. after release JCombined
{above or below $3/hr.)
+ = bettar performance * = statistically significani better performance
- = yworse Performance Percentages = degree of difference between comparison groups
**For the full c¢omparisons concerning all employment variahles analyzed, See:
robison, James 0., The Mutual pAgreement Program: Rescarch and Evaluation ReSource
pocument #5, (Parole Correctioms Project: American Correctional Associaticn, 1974).
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significant differences* between experimental and contrel sub-
jects, or., for that ' matter, between contract and non-contract
experimentals.

The only statistically significant differences found
were that:

1. At release {when State samples were combined for
’ analytic purposes! experimentals were more likely
than controls te have underestimated their later
hourly earnings at 3 and 6 months (although hoth
groups tended to overestimate.)

2. Experimentals were more likely than c¢ontrols to
earn more., at 3 and 6 months following release.,
than they did before entering prison.

Both findings, howevers, could have been Produced by
chance, given the large number of comparisons being made. One
must concliude, therefore. that there is no evidence that MAP
had an effect on the employment of prisconers following release.
No attempt was made., as was done in the study of recidivism
rates {(see below}! to analyze the data further according to
subgroups to determine whether MAP was more effective for some
subgroups than others. Table 7 summarizes wmany of the find-
ings in this study with respect to employment after release.

D. Recidivism

1. Summary Findings

In examining the effects of MAP on recidivism, the
primary measure used was the arrest-free "clean" rate among

*It should ﬁe noted, in reviewing these follow-up findings.,

as well 45 those ©onh post-release arrest-free behavicr, that the
follow-up sample was not the entire study sample, since it in-
cluded only those who were released within project time limits.
Further, not all of those released could be obtained for follow-
up study, particularly in Arizona. Thus, the sample size is
smaller than the pre-release sampler. and statistical results

are somewhat less reliable.
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TABLE B
PERCENT AND NUMBER OF EXPERIMENTALS
! AND CONTROLS ARREST-PREE
6 MONTH PERIQOD AFTER RELEARSE
CONTRACT vs NOMN-CONTRACT
TOTAL CONTROLS vs EXPERIMENTALS EXPERTMENTALS EXPERIMENTALS
jise % 73.0% | B81.2% 70.6% 69.1x% 73.2%
¥ 141 32 109 68 41
R hriz ¥ 68.1% 38.3% 70.8% 67.2% 8l.8%
# 113 24 89 67 22
TABLE 9
DIRECTION OF DIFFERENCE
COMPARISON OF ARREST=-FREE PERFORMANCE
{Experimentals vs Controls)
SIX MoONTHS AFTER RELEASE
BY BACKGRGUND CHARACTERISTICSY
ExPerimentals outperformed Controls outperformed
controls when: By : exXperimentals when: By :
Pre=-prison wage at or above 3y Pre-prison wage Below ay
$3.00/hr. $3.00/hr. .
High School completed 6% High school not completed 4%
ot minority ethnic 4% Minority ethniec group 7%
floes not attribute oEfense 2y Blames low ilncome for 12%
to low income cEfense
HalE or less job Prepara- 18% Mest or all oF jo0b pre- 17%
tien in prison paration in prison
Imprisoned mcre than once 11y ImPrisoned only once 10%
*None Of these differences are statistically significant in L]
reliability.
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experimqntals and controls at 1, 3, and & months* following
release. Judging by this criterion. there were no statistically
significant differences between experimentals and controls {see
Table 8) at even krend level. In Wisconsin, contreols had an

1i1% edge over experimentals and in Arizona, experimentals held

a 12% edyge over controls. Comparisons on the basis of rekturn

to prison and other forms of major disposition (typically at a
misdemeanor level)} falled to yield statistically significant

results.

Oon the assumption that the program's effects on reci-
divism might pe selective, afféecting certain subgroups of the
ptisoner population more than others, further analysis was under-
taken in relation to the arrest-free status criterion. Among
the factors examined were: inmate claimed relevance of prison
preparation for the current job; inmate belief that economic
factors had contributed to their c¢riminal behavior: ethnie
minorikty status; educational level; best pre-imprisonment hourly
wage, participation in Intensive Employment Placement in Wiscon-
sin {see Appendix B); and the types of contractual terms regqguired.
Again, no statistically reliable differences were found. These
Findings suggest that at least these inmate characteristics did
not affect the impact of the MAP program., Differences between
contract and non-contract cases in the experimental groups were
also not found to be statistically significant.

Although an analysis was conducted tpo attempt to identify
prisonar subgroups which were crime-free and correlate their
success with background factors (see Table 9) or specific contract
components, the subject population was too small te permit
adeguate sgized groups for statistical comparison. The findings
suggested thak the program might favor those who are socially
advantaged already, but the data analysis was not specifically
addressed to the guestion of whether theose who might have been
likelY to recidivate did sc less freguently among the experimentals
than the controls.

E. Employment and Recidivism Qutcomes: Discussion

As in any research study. the finding of no significant
differences between experimentals and controls {for employment
and for arrest-free performance following telease) raises many -«
gquestions, and answers few. Is MAP, as designed, incapable of
bringing about the long-range changes it is intended to produce?
Did it ¢reate unintended and undesired effects? Were some of

*Data for 1 and 3 months post release are found in the Robisoen
report; results are similar.
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its positive results not revealed by the research measures

used? Were there facktors in the program's implementation

which impaired its effigcacy? At present, we have no answers.
Until there are detailed studies of the program's more inter-
mediate results, we cannot begin to know why its lorg-range
intended benefits were not apparent. If the preogram failed to
elicit a significant degree of inmate motivation, it is unlikely
that their participation in contracted rehabilitative activities
would have yielded sufficient changes in attitude and achieve-
ment level to affect future employabilitye-.-B¥en if they were
highly motivated, if the rehabilitative programs were of poor
guality {a factor over which the program had no contrel in

these projects), it is unlikely that they would perform well

in the job market.

. Assuming for the moment that the program optimally
produced its intended intermediate results {i.e., prisoners
wete highly motivated to participate wholeheartedly in well-
chosen programs which improved their marketable skills and gave
them greater self-confidence), and assuming that they were able
to coordinate training and release plans., it is still possible
that in a tight job market {(in which "ex-cons" are rarely con-
sidered preferred employees) the guality of their job pPre-
paration was overshadowed by other considerations in the market-
place. {To take a hypothetical case, even if more MAP contract
experimentals obtained their GED's than those not under contract.,
if there were no openings for individuals with only a high
school education, the program's effects would not be evident.)

In examining the program's lack of statistically
significant long-term results, there are other factors to explore.
Perhaps the program, although appropriataly designed, was not
aptimally implemented inr Arizona and Wisconsin. Many constraints
in these projects may have impaired their efficacy: 1) Inmates
entered the program after a much longer period of incarceration
without its intended benefits; 2) The time constraints of the
research project necessitated: a) relatively short contracts
with rehabllitative programs accommodated to fit project dead-
lines; b) relatively heavy case loads for Project Cpordinators.
with perhaps inadequate time for consultation with inmates; and
¢) rather hurried reallocation of staff, training, placement
and information services to agcommodate program needs, ®tc.; .
3) Because the program was new and untried, inmates were probably
uncertain that Parcle Board commitments would actually be
honored. Any or all of these facteors may have entered into
play to minimize the program's full positive impact. {However,
it could also be argued that some of them, such as short contract
periods, may have worked favorably, by giving all parties a
rather immediate goal. Similarly, the preoject's newness might
have elicited greater enthusiasm ameng all connected with it
and perhaps a feeling of elitism and e¢sprit de corps which might
be missing from more broadscale-and routinized later versions
of the program.)
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Regarding the recidivism outcomes of these projects,

we &0 not know what factors may have produced these results., *
Some researth evidénce Suggests. that well-employed individuals
are less lixely torrecidivate. If this is txue, then it is
possible that unless MAP- can make a difference in the amploya-
bility of prisoners, it cannot reduce their post-release
criminal behavior. Yet, there are obviously ‘innumerable other
factors that influence whether a parclee will "go straight.”
Ef the program did preduce positive attitudinal and emotional
effects, they were apparently not sufficient to influence in-
mates' posterelease behavior, at least in these two projects.

ol e ‘ .

The problems of preparing prisonexs to yetuxn to the
community 4o work and .to lead law-abiding lives have challanged
the entire “worXrections community. There have been no easy
solutionstd+date. As tried andgstudied in Arizona and Wis-

.consin} q&?tapparenqu has not helpéd, either. Whethexr it can
reduce recidivism or improve employment in other Settings can-
not be predicted from these studies--there are too many unknowns.

&

"~

*
'1- Fha FPriscner Attitudes: Arlzona and Wisconsin

1, @fzial Atgitudes Toward MAP
e ol

At intake, all the study sample members wexre given an
open-ended guestionnaire about their “present thoughts, feel-
ingsyP®questions, worries, etc." about the idea of contract
programming, Repllies were coded as favorable, neutral or un-
Eavor%%ée toward MAP, or mixed, uncertain, or conditional in

* characDer. Among the replies deemed codable {about 4/5), in-
mates in Joth states were largely ambivalent toward the program.
only 20%.05 all the “inmates in Wisconsin, and 45% in ‘Arizona

gave cor}sﬁité‘ntl}" Eavora,zble replies.
- -
2? ortance of Rnowledge of Date of Release

- nmates were also asked at intake how much trouble they
Wouid be willing to go 0 in order to know Jjust when they would
be releasad. ‘The 6.possible alternative responses ranged from

,, .

Eat_has n spggested by Dr. Daniel Glaser, Department of
$ociglog U.5.¢.; that there is theoretical and empirical
groyé%ing for the expectations that for advanced offenders,
"a little education and vocational training accomplishment
probably.has negative effects on recidivism by creating un-
pectations, while an appreciable amount (best

y diplomas achieved and on-the-job training at
Q;e type of employment] will reduce recidivism by
a greater pggportion for those with the least prior success-
ful exgerqﬁﬁge in school or work."
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"none"™ to "a hell of a lot." About half the Wisconsin study
sample and about 2/3 of those in Arizona chose the high moti=-
vational reply. Xn Arizona, there was a significant difference
between those who would later become contract and non-contract
experimentals (70.7% vs, 54.5%, respectively), but with hardly
any difference between those who would voluntarily decline a
contract or leave the program {54.8%) and those who would be
excluded by the Parole Board or later removed from the program
{54.2%), In Wisconsin, where non-contract experimentals
appeared to be more motivated than contract experimentals to
know their release dates ™although not significantly: 53.4%
vs. 44.8%, respectively), there was a very significant differ-
ence between those who would later‘voluntarily decline a contract
or withdraw from the program (38.7%) and those who would later
be excluded or rejected (64,3%),

3. Assessment of Program Benefits at Release by
Contract Experimentals

At the time of release, prisoners were asked a series
of 10 items about various ways in which MAP might have helped
them, with those uynder contract asked to respond in. terms of
whether it had helped them, and those not under contract asked
to indicate whether a contract would have helped them. If we
look solely at the reactions of contract experimentals in
Wisconsin and Arizona (the only respondents actually to parti-
clpate in the program and receive .its direct benefits), the same
general pattern of endorsement exists as for the whole study
sample,** with the release-related benefits receiving the high-
est endorsement, and program operation benefits rated lowest
{see Table 10, listed in descending order of priority for the
total study sample). However, great state differences in enthusi-
ash toward the program are apparent (with Arizona contract
experimentals generally givimg higher endorsement levels) as
well as somewhat different priorities among the program's
benefits.

It appears that from.the contract experimentals' view-
peint, MAP's primary benefits were re¥ated to release certainty,
the possibility of speedier release, and improved post-prison
planning. This primary area of benefit is in accord with Wis-
consin staff perceptions (see pages 3=-39), Note that while

*See Robison report for full study sample replies.
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TABLE 10

PERCENTAGE OF CONTRACT EXPERIMENTALS*

ENDORSING MAP Aag "A LOT OF HELP"

ON DUESTIONMNAIRE

REGARDING PROGRAM BENEFIT AREAS:

STATE RESPONSES

AND PRIORITIES COMPARED**

Cohtract Experimentals: Wisconsin Axrizona
% Saying MAP a Lot of Help Priorxity Rate Rate Prioxity
Cexrtainty of release date 1 B3.8% 77.0% 1
Help plans for outside life 2 S54.2% 70.3% 3
Farlier xrelease 3 37.9% 71.6% 2
Stavying out of prison & 31.3% 65.8% 4
Interest in working harderx 4 37.3% 64.9% 5
Improving job prospects 7 30.9% 59.5% 6
Fasier time passage 5 36.8% 50.7% 7
Better working programs 8 23.9% 31.9% 10
Imprxoved staff interest 9 i16.4% 47.9% 8
Better acvtess to prison preg.. 10 11.9% 40.5% 9

*Potal study sample responses available in Robison Repart

**Ben=sfit areas listed in descending oxdex.

study sample response.
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the Wisconsin contract experimentals at release very sErongly
endorsad the program's help in obtaining release certainty
{(83%), they gave its value for earlier relesase rather weak
support {(37.9%). By conttrast, Arizona contrac¢t experimentals,
less sure of release certainty, were far more likely than their
Wisconsin peers to believe that MAP helped in obtaining earlier
release. i
Regarding the program's major long-term benefits, such
as reducing recidivism and improving employment prospects,
although neither group 0f contract experimentals gave these
benefits very high pricrity, Arizona inmates rather strongly en-
dorsed the program’s help in these areas, with 65.8% agreeing
that the program appreciably helped job prospectsas In Wisconsin,
however, the rate of endorsement for these items was only 31.3%
and 30.9%, respectively. (Wisconsin contract experimentals like
Wisconsin staFf members ({see pages 36-39) apparently did not-
expect MAP participation to reduce recidivism appreciably.) A
gimilar state pattarn of endorsement was seen regarding the
program's ability to make inmates "interested in working harder.”
with 37.3% of Wisconsin contract experimentals and 64.9% of
Arizona contract experimentals agreeing that the program was
a lot of help.

Among the 10 areas of benefit, contract experimentals
in both states rated lowest the program's short-term administra-
tive benefits, such as improved operation of prison programs,
improved staff interest in them, and improved access to prison
programs. I+ is difficult to determine whether the relative
ranking of program benefits by contract experimentals reflected
their greater concern for release-related benefits (and, there-
fore, greater perception of them) or whether the program actually
had relatively less impact in the other aresas. This is obwvi=~
ously a subject for further investigation.

4. Attitudes Toward MAP (After Release)

Members of the MAP study sample were zsked, at 1 and
at & months after release., about their cpinion of the value
of the assistance MAP had provided. One item concerned post-
release employment, and another asked if MAP had helped "in
any way at all." ' .

{a} General Benefits

Looking at the results for contract experimentals., we
Eind that after one month, 72% of contract experimentals in
Wisconsin and 71.4% of contract experimentals in Arizona believed
the program had helped in some.way (Compared to 29.8B% and 13.3%,
respactively of non-contract experimentals). By the sixth
month, Wisconsin contractees were slightly more enthusiastic
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(78.3%) while Arizona contractees were less So (66.0%).

(b} wWork Benefits

Regarding their job experiences after release, contract
experimentals were initially less sure of these benefits than
the general benefits cited above. At 1 month after release,
only 59.2% of Wisconsin contract experimentals, and 41.1% of
those in Arizona believed MAP helped at least a small amount in
making their job experience after release more pleasant ox
productive. By & months post-release, their endoxrsement was
greatex ,* with 70.0% in Wisconsin and 47.1t% in Arizona sharing
this belief. These data do not appear to correlate in any
simple and direct way with actual employment putcome in the
two states,

G, Staff Attitudes (wisconsin)

Although data collection in Wisconsin and Arxizona was
focused on prisonex attitudes and behavioxr, there was one survey
of staff attitudes in wisconsin conducted 9 months after the
rroject began. Staff members were given a 26-item true-ox-
false qgquestionnaire (see Appendix D) which probed attitudes
and opinions toward "MAP cases"™ }contract axperimentals), the
operation of the MAP program, and its effects on prisonexs,
Answers from €62 staff mombers were codable-=-of which there were
1% work supervisoxs, 13 teachers, 9 vocational instructors,

7 counselors ox therapists, 6 officers; 8 were placed in a
"miscellandous" category.

Every questionnaire item was worded; "In general, MAp
cases... The questionnaire was designed so that, in the opinion
of the researxchex, 13 of the guestions-if answered “"true" would
be unfavorable.

staff replies, arranged in descending order according
to the frequency of "true" endorsements are shown -in Table 11.

Overall, staff reactions to MAP's major areas of
potential benefit were mixed, While a substantial proportion
believed the program resulted in earliexr xrelease, there were no
other presumed benefits that were as consistently supported.
{However, negative effects were also not widely endorsed: few
felt that there was a risk of staying longer, or that prison
operation was advexsely affected.) Staff opinion was almost
evenly divided concerning motivational aspects of the project

*Although this result could be due to some attrxiktion in the
sample.
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LEVELS OF ENDO

TARLE 11

RSEMENT BY 62 WISCONSIN

STAFF MEMBERS

CONCERNING MAP EFFECTS*

all Staff Ther. Offr. Wk.Sup. Tch. VI. Misc.
(a2} (7) (a}) 19y (13) (9 _(8)
l. Earlier release date Bly - '
2. Programs hardly different 79% +20%
than before
3, Subjects more enthusiastic 48 +20%
4. Adjusted better 47 +20%
5. More interested in rights 44 =20%
than responsibility
6. Good influence on otvher 42y +20%
priscners
7. Earned respect 40%
B. Made staff efforts.more 39% +20%
productive
9. Lived up to bargain 39y
10, Easgier to work with 37y
11. &Accomplish more than other
' prisoners k131 +20%
12. Resented by other prisoners aas =-20%
13. More ibsight inte problems 3l ) -20%
14, Treated less firmly 29% -20%
15. Got better Program Opp. 241
1l56. Held to higher standards 19y +20%
17. Promised more than delivered 19 -
18. Less likely to recidivate 18s +20%
la. Disappoint. in program 14y
20. Benefit at others' expense 14%
21, Less respect for staff las +20%
22. Better pris. in program 13s
23. Do harder time 1ls +20%
24, Hinder orderly operat. inst. g%
25, Took up too much time g +20%
26. Run risk staying longer k1Y

*Based on a 26-item true or false guestionnaire
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such .As better adjustment and greater prisoner enthusiasm (with
counselors and therapists more impressed than others with these
kinds of effects).

AS to actual inmate performance in prison, staff mem-
bers were relatively unified in minimizing program effects.
Only 36% believed MAP cases accomplished more than other pri-
soners f{although officers weére more enthusiastic). A substantial
.majority d4id not f£ind subjects easier to work with, more con-
scientigusly living up to their part of the bargain, earning
more respect through their behavior and attitudes, or making
staff -efforts more productive {again, officers were more opki-
misti¢ than other staff on these issues).

Regarding social justice issues, staff did not view
unfairness o c¢oercion as fredquent problems. Very small per-
centages viewed MAP cases as treated more or less firmly than
others, with the larger prédportion endorsing if anything., the
occurrence of less firm treatment. Similarly very few {lls)
thought that those with MAP contracts did harder time. While
a third (34%) saw MAP cases as reéesented by those with no gon-
tracts, very few {(l4%} thought project cases benefited at the
expense of other prisoners.

It is difficult to assess the finding that the staff
members were ralatively evenly divided in viewing MAP partici-
pants as mOre interested .in rights than responsibilities. pid
those who agresed imply that MAP cases did not take thelr respon-
sibilities seriously or just that they placed a higher value
on their rights? Would those who disagreed have described
prisoner priorities in reverse order?

Concerning MAFP's effects On prison programming., 79%

of the staff agreed that "MAP gcases have programs hardly dif-
ferent than before they got contracts," and only 24% thought
they had better programs. While this c¢ould be seen as a criti-
cism of the program, it should be noted that the program was
mounted with essentially no augmenhtation of services, and for
moskt prisoners, c¢ontracts came too late in their prison gareers

g too short duration to stimulate a signifigant shift
in act;vﬂi?ﬁ {The staff impression is supported by evidence
that about ¥k 3 of the job asslgnments written for contract
experimentals in Wisconsin and Arizona stipulated merely that
the prisoner would continue on whatever job assignment he held
before entering the contract. Similarly, with regard to skill
training terms, whlch appeared in about 3/5 of contragts writ-
ten in Arizona and Wisconsin, formalization of pre-existing
program arrangements appears 0 have been more freduent than
involvement in fresh commitments.}
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Regarding long-term outcomes, few staff members saw
MAP participation as a means of reducing recidivism. 1In this
regard, they were more pessimisti¢ than the prisoners them-
selves (see pages 32-35) althcough prisconery endorsement was
also not high. (Staff members were not asked their opinion
about job preparation or prospective employment outcomes.)

While there was no clear relationship between the de-=-
gree of c¢ontact with MAP cases and sentiment toward the project,
there were patterns of response which differed by occupational
category. Instances in which a given category of staff departed
from the norm by 20% or more are noted in Table 11. By this
criterion, counselors and therapists were generally more like.y
than other staff members to believe MAP bhrought c¢hanges in its
intended areas of benefit {(e.g.. enthusiasm, adjustment, higher
standards, lower recidivism, etc.). Officers' differences were
less ¢onsistent, although they were more likely to think that
staff efforts were more productive and MAP prisoners accomplished
more, while less likely to view staff as treating MAP cases
lass firmly. Work supervisors were particularly inclined to
find MAP cases showing less respect for staff, while teachers
were less likely o believe that MAP cases chtained greater
insight into their problems, and vocational.instructors were
less inclined to think other prisoners resented MAP cases.

Regarding the overall survey results, given the fact
that it represents onlyY pone of the two institutions under study.
these findings can only Em regarded as suggestive. However,
they do indicate that barring release date certainty {or the
impression of earlier release), few of the program's major
presumed effects occurred with sufficient strength to elicit
broad staff endorsement. :

H. Effegct on Sentence Served

Although MAP was designed to assure certainty of release
date and not necessarily to shorten length of stay for prisoners
{although this effect would be considered desirable}, the pelief
was prevalent among inmates, prison staff, and State Project
Coordinators that MAP resulted in reduced prison time for con-

tract experimentals. In this section we will examine the extent
of these beliefs and the statistical evidence available to sub~-
stantiate them. oA

1. Total Time Served

On the basgis of the research study reported here, there
is no statistical evidence available to support the thesis that
contract experimentals gained earxlier release than they other-
wige would., The issue ultimately rests on a comparison of the
time they would have servad without c¢ontracts. There is, of
¢ourse, no satisfactory way to obtain this information, since
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TRELE 12

LERGTH OF TOTAL PRISON STaY
EXPERIMENTALS ¥s CONTROLS
ARIZONA AMD WISCONSIN

Mean Length of Stay

Controls Experimentals
Arizona 30.2 wanths 33.6 months - prison admission to data
callection cut-off date
{29.3 manths) (33.4 months) - {(prison admission
to releasel
Wisconsin 23.8 months 22.% months +~ prison admission ta data
collection cut~off date
{25.3 months} {24.2 months) - {prison admission
to release)
38
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we cannot judge what the Parole Board would have done. Using
retrospective data Eor length of stay of another group with simi-
lar offenses also does not answer the gquestion, since Parole
Board perscnnel and release policies can change over time,

even in the absence oE the program.

A second line of objective evidence might come from a
comparison of the lengths of stay of controls and experimentals
who completed contracts. However, we cannoct legitimately compare
the length of stay of these two groups because contract experi-
mentals are a selected part of the total experimental group.

A third line of analysis would be to compare the total
experimental group with the controls. Recognizing the problems
of such a ' comparison {e.g. dilution of affects among experimen-
tals by those without contracts), if we do compare the time served
by experimentals and contraols in both Arizona and Wisconsin,
there is no statistically significant evidence of a time saving,
as the state trends are contradictory {see Table 12}.

In Arizona, experimentals and controls served identical
medians of 24 months. Using the mean, experimentals had served
an average 0of 33.6 months between priscn admission and the May 31,
1974, cut-oEf date for data collection, compared to 30.2 months
for controls. Looking anly at those who attained release, +the
averages are 33.4 months for experimentals, and 29.3 months Eor
controls, By either Eorm of comparison, controls show about
three months legs total time served than experimentals, despite
the fact that during the MAP study period, controls averaged
three months more than experimeéntals.*

In Wisconsin, by the c¢lose of the data collection period,
Mpap experimentals who had beaen released were found to have served
an average of 22.9 months, compared to 23.8 months for released
controls. If subjects not yet released were included {issuing months
served to date}), the full experimental sample served an average of
24.2 months vs. 25.3 months for the Efull control sample.

*Hote that in Arizona, due to a flaw in the randomization pro-
cedure, experimentals had served longer in prison prior to project
entry than the controls.

It should also be noted as observed by Dr. Daniel Glaser, that
the experimental group in Arizona had significantly more murder
and robbery cases than the antrols. For such cases, confinement
is longest, as a rule, and Parole Board discretion is therefore
greatest. This offense selection bias should be taken into ac-
count in interpreting these findinhgs.
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2, Staff Opinions

Unfortunately, there are no data available on staff
attitudes in Arizona, but in Wisconsin, where there was a
slight, but statiscically nonsignificant time savings, staff
mambers 9 months after the project started, enthusiastically
ehdorsed the program's effects in shortenling length of stay; 81%
of staff respondents agreed tha. MAP cases Wwere getting earlier
release than they would otherwise have (see pages 36 - 37) and
onlyY 3% indicated that MAP cases ran 4 substantial risk of
staying in prisen longer.

3. Prisonar Opinions

At the time of project entry, many prisoners appeared
te believe that obtaining contracts would shorten their length
of wtay. All prisoners {as yet unassigned to experimental or
control status) in the total study sample were asked Lo estimate
when they would be released, assuming two different conditions:
1) that they had no c¢ontracts, and 2) that they obtained con-
tracts. As shown on Table 13, 87.6% of the study sample in Wis-
consin, and 89.7% in Arizona expected release within 9 months
of project entry if they obtained contrackts. By contrast., only
64.4% of the total study sample in Wisconsin and 44.6% of the
total sample in Arizona thought that release would occur within
% months of project entry without contracts. {For Arizona in-
mates, the anticipated time savings by contract eXperimentals
were therefore somewhat greater than for Wisconsin inmates.)

In Arizona, these average group estimates of release
with contracts was remarkably accurata: 93.4% of those who
were to become contract experimentals had expected release within
9 menths with a contract, and 24.7% actually were released with
contracks. Among Arizona controls. 43.8% predicted release
within 9 months without & cohtract, and 41.6% were actually re-
leased within that time pericd. In Wisconsin, on the other hand.
inmate predictions were overly optimistic; for both exXperimentals
and controls. There, 87.7% of the contract experimentals had
expected release within 9 months with contracts, but only 57.4%
were actually released by that time. For Wisconsin controls the
respective figures are 71.1% predicted without centracts., and
38.0% actually released within 9 months.

If we assume that inmates have an accurate estimate of
how much time they would have served without MAE, then the dis-
crepancy between their predictions and the actual time served
would indicate the time saved through MAP. If that assumption
were valid, there would appear to be a substantial time saving.
in Arizaona, since only 40% of the caontract experimentals had
expected release in 9 months without contracts, and 94.7% were

"actually released with contracts. In Wisconsin, 69.2% of contract
experimentals had expected to be released within 9 months without
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TABLE 13

MAP RELEASE TIME EXPECTATIOHNS

"

WITH AND WITHQUT COMTRACT
AND ACTUAL RELEASE
EXPERI~- EXPERI~-

PRISONER RELEASE STATE ALL ALL MENTAL MENTAL HNON=-
EXPECTATIONS TOTAL CONTROL* EXPER.™ COHNTRACT CONTRACT®
Expected release W B87.6% 93.0% 85.8% 87.7s B4.1%
wikthin 9% mo. waikth A 89.7% 85.9% 91.5% 93.4% B8.9%
contrack
gxpected release . W 64.4% 71.1% 62.2% 69.2% 55.7%
within 9 mo. without A 44.6% 43.8% 45,9 40.0% 51.9%
contract
ACTUAL RELEASE
Got release within W 57.4%
92 mo. with caontract h 4.7
G&t release within W 18.0% -
9 mo. without contract & 41.6%

¥

*Moka: Pre-release data colleckted at intake

= hefore knowledge

of research status as experimental or control.
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contractks, and 57.4% were actually released with contracts,
suggesting (if one does not question the accuracy of the
assumption) that rather than a time savings occurring, they
actunally served longer under MAP than thay would have without
contracts.

A survey conducted just prior to release (see pages 32-35)
indicated mixed prisonher bheliefs regarding the program's help
in obtaining earlier release, Thirty-eight in Wisconsin, only
.37.9%, contract experimentals indicated that MAP did ar would
have made "a lot" of difference in "getting me out of prison
earlier.” However, in Arizona, 71.6% of the c¢ontract experi=-
mentals agreed that a MAP agreement had made "a lot" of dif-
ference in obtaining sarlier release.

A somewhat differently worded question, asked at the
time of release, gave 5nmate$ a chance to respond whether they
believed MAP had or would have increased, reduced, or produced
npo effect on their length of stavy. Oonly 3% 0of Wisconsin cases,
and 4% of those in Arizona claimed MAP did or would have delayed
their reliease., Replies were otherwise Quite similar to those
obtained to the preceding guestion, except that, given a chanceg’”
to agree that the program "reduced" length of stay., rather thaq
having to agree that the program "helped a lot" in Obtaining
earlier release, the propeortion of Wisconsin prisoner endorse-
ments of this item was increased. In Arizona, prisoners who
agreed that it had any effect were likely to claim the effect
was large.

In general, several types of prisoner attitudinal data
suggest that wany cohtract experimentals in both States believed
that the program could and did shorten length of stay, with this
belief being particularly pronounced in Arizona. Yet, comparing
anticipated and actual release times (with and without contracts}
for contract experimentals, we cannot reliably gauge whether
such savings occurred.

4. Projeckt Coordinator Opinions

As expressed in interviews with this author., both .
State Project Coordinators were conv_uced that there were sig-
nificant time savings as a result of contract programming, and
both cited extensive anecdotal data to support their opinions.
Since State Project Coordinators serve as thae prisoners’
advisors and spokesmen during contract negotiations with the
Parole Board, and enter into the bargaining process for actual
release dates, they have an opportunity to oObserve directly
Parole Board decisions regarding release dates. Gerald Mills,
Wisconsin Project Coordinator, estimated that ceontract experi-
mentals served from 1 month to 'l year less than they would
have without contracts, with about 40% saving over 1 month,
and about 10% saving over 6 months. Victor Reyes. Arizona

Project Coordinator, estimated that there were often & to 9 months
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savings, and occasionally savings of 3 to 4 years. Agcording N
to Mr. Reyes, who cited the observations of one Arizona Parole 1’7

Board membher, many prisoners were releassd vnder MAY who other-
wise would not have been granted parole release at that time.
Further, contracts were granted to some individuals who had )
stopped trying to obtain parole after several denials (with sev-

eral years left to servé] as well as to some who had recently

been denied parole {(and would not normally have come up again

for & months or longer).

In summary., regarding the length of stay of contract
experimentals, it is difficult to reconcile the statistical
evidence of no time savings with the attitudinal data, particu-
larly regarding Arizona, where the discrepancy hetween the two
was greatest,. If, as the Project Coordinators in both states
have sugygested, there were appreciable savings for the contract
experimentals, perhaps there were savings as well for the controls.
It is possible that the presence of MAFP brought about changes
in Parole Board decision making that shortened the length of
stay for hoth experimental and control groups, thus obviating
the gains realized by the experimentals. At present, there is
insufficient information available to resolve this issue, or
to suggest what might happen if MAP were tried in other settings.
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wI. . QUEST S AND CAVEATS
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* Th iy experlments ‘in Arizona, Wisconsin, and Caili-
forniaééa monstrated MAP's féasibility and have given us
some i iy into the reactions of prisoners and prison person-

‘nel. HGw  "there are gtill a number of unanswered guestions

about how and whether MAP fulfills the objeztives set forth on
pages %J}. The following section will be addressed to consid-
ering softe~of these major guestions, and, in the light of yreater
experience, suyggesting some directions in which answers may be
found. While the initial MAP experimentals have yieldad little
conclusive evidence that migHt bear on future MAP projects, they
have produced both greater awareness of the likely variables in-
volved, and greater appreciation of the limits of our knowledge
and assumpfions. This section is not intended to he an exhaus-
tive exa astion of the state f knowledge concerning MAP; rather.,
it is meant to 1llustrate.at9rough the examination of a few
importang ssues, the kind of inguiry still needed. It will

focus On%‘e of the program's main arcas of anticipated short-
term benefit, and examine how the program might be structured

and implemented to achieve them more effectively.

Inmate Attitudes and Motivation:

Can MAP Rasult in Improved Attitudes Toward
Self and Increased Effort?

-
“the goals of MA;‘dlrectly or indirectly assume
-ttibﬂaes and/opyeffort by inmates which should

E? better performance in prison, and possibly follow-
A Beyond the possitkle positive response of prisoners

a cnan
cantrlbw e
ing releas

to mome, X and humane trea! nt (if they perceive it that way!}.
the proy 3€ psycﬁﬁlogical Mipact is expected to stem primarily
from "1} if¥olvement . in dec an miking, with inpates’ azsumption
of responsibility, tor .their behavicor, and Z,fbh mtingency
of release at a §pé§§f1c d&% ased upon the inmate' *lfillment
of objectives stat%& in the gon%ract. Psychologica Ztheory,
based on substantiail ical evidence,. supports g of these
‘major assumptions. HoweVér, psychological studies Findicate
that changes in motivation through promised :ewar g “barti-
cipation in decision-makingyBepend on a numben ACLOr S, as

In the case'© MAP we do not

r inmate involvement and effort,
nor do we know whether as a sult of MAP participation inmates
have more favorable attbitilides Loward themselves ahd life. There
are J nu of factors which might be expected to affect these
outcogﬁs, ong which mlght b

yet only partially delineate
know whether it resulits in g

Er{lc*' LI

et G
P




1, The freedom with which the choice of individual
activities is made;

2. The gquality and relevance of available resources
for prisoners to choose from;

3. Individual capability of prisoners to identify
meaningful goals, maintain effort to reach
them, and believe that they are worth reaching;

4. Prisoner belief that the rewards are valuable:

5. peliaf that they must adhere to contract terms
and achieve a given amount by a specific time
in order to gain their reward;

6. Belief that the rewasd will indeed follow if
the effort is made.

We do not know to what extent any or all of these
conditions must be fulfilled in order to elicit appreciable N
effort by inmates., It appears, however, that in Arizona and
Wisconsin many of these conditions may have been only partially
met. How free were inmates to choose their own activities, and
how much were they coerced by "guidance" by others (even intended
in the inmate's own best interasts}? fﬁiven limited contract
time and rehabilitative resources, what alternatives were realis-
tically available to them? To what extent could prisoners ass&ss
their own goals and work to reach them?

We have some evidence that the geal ©f release certainty
was a meaningful cone for many inmates, but its effects were con-
founded by the expectation that early release would alsc result.
How does the possibility of early release color the choice of
rehabilitative programs? Does the reward conflict with the
goal of more appropriate programs? Are there other rewards
that might be more effective For given individuals? Should
the rewards, as well as the means to them be individualized?

Can the reward of relsase certainty provide motivation for im-
proved behavior after release? Would a succession of rewards,
axtending into the release period be more effective? Do those
with MAP contracts have greater feelings of self-worth, dignity,
optimism, or responsibility for their.actions as a result of
their participation? If not, why? <Could positive feellngs
elicited by MAP improve their behavior while in prison? Might
they endure, and affect long-term behavior after release?

At present we do not know. Answyers to such guestions require
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a type of attitudinal research which was not undertaken in
the studies reported here.*

We are unsure how contract @xperimentals viewed the
conditions of their contracts. Did they know explicitly what
they had to do, and how well? Did they believe they could just
go through the motions of participation and obtain release? To

what extent did they expect the Parole Board to hehave arbitrarily,

degpite the presence of a contract?

If inmates are to feel that they must try hard, their
contracts must be relatively specific, explicitly stating the
level of achievement expected of them. And contract standards
must be enforced rigorously. so that all whoe perform satisfac-
torily are released, but only those, In Arizona and Wisconsin
were gontracts specific enough? Did the fact that no contracts
ware revoked for Anadequate performance (except on disciplinary
grounds) reflect excesgive vagueness of contragt terms, leading
to laxity? How could contract terms be expressed more speci-
fically without risking excessive rigidity and perhaps uynreal-
istie standaras? (How many professional staff members are
qualified to predict accurately what a given individual should
be able to accomplish within a given amount of time?)

As MAP is now designed, with contracts up to two
years, uswally signed at the beginning of incarceration, will
inmates be better able to assess and ascertain their goals
and design better programs to meet them? Will the graduatad
rawards of a decompression model sustain motivation? Once
there has been more experience with MAP, and inmates know
how many contract experimentals agtually are released and why.
will this information affect the gquality of their participation?

-

*While attitudinal information might provide greater lnsight into
how and why MAP does or does not affect prisoner attitudes both
before and after release, there are those. including Robison, who
believe that the risks of obtaining such information outweigh

any possible benefits that might result. For these individuals.
there is a risk that attitudinal change, rather than overt per-
formance in rehabilitative programs might be used as a release
griterion, returning the parole process to the types of psycho-
logical criteria which have heretofore resulted in delayed and
arbitrary parole decisions. There is a further. related issue:
the extent to which individual psychological privacy of prisoners
can and should be invaded, even ©Ostensibly for their own good.

Those who implement other MAP projects with a research component
will clearly have to decide for themselves vhether the knowledge
gained by attitudinal investigation iz w~urth the risk of its
possible abuse. '
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Given the preogram's structure, the Project Coordinator's
role will always be a crucial ane in e¢liciting inmate participa-
tion and enthusiasm, in representing and enforcing the fairness
of the prison system, in advising (but not cosrcing) ihmates as
they choose their rehabilitative activities, negotiate with the
Parcle Board, and carry out their commitments. The role obviously
requires great skill and tact. How well can the Project Coordina-
tor maintain c¢redibility as an inmats advisor and advocate, while
accommodating prisoner sxpectations to the realistic constraints
of finite rehabilitative rescurces and particular Parole Board
demands and rejuirements? We have had no thorough assessment
of the Project Coordinator's functions in Arizona, Wisconsin, and
California, (although evidence from one study of MAP* suggests
that they were highly sympathetic to the prisoners' point of view)
nor do we know how they affected prisoner participation., Clearly,
in any future MAP projects, the choice of Project Coordinator,
and definition of the role will be important.

In summary, although MAP offers a foundation for inmate
participation and choice, there is no guarantee that the program
can make inmates actually feel that they are participating fully,
or that it can elicit better effort on their part. Given the
fact that MAP is administered within a highly authoritarian sys-
tem, we do not know whether it is ever possible to achieve thesge
goals. We do know that if MAP is to achieve its full motivational
potential, it raquires careful attention to the wWay it is imple-
meénted, and great skill on the part of those who carry it out.

B, Social Justice

1. Can MAP Reduce Parole Beoard Arbitrariness?

MAP is designed to reduce Parole Board arbitrariness
by requiring that a definite parcole date be set, by basing re-
lease decisions on relatively objective anéjﬁ%plicit grounds
and by holding all parties to the contract Accountable for their
actions., In its initial trials in Arizona and Wisconsin, it
appears that in adherance to parcole date commitments and accep-
tance of contract terms based on performance criteria, the
Parole Boards in those states indeed behaved less arbitrarily
{even in Arizona. where changes in contract wording might have
permitted certain abuses of power).

However, there may still be some areas for arbitrari-
ness which deserve further examination. On the preceding pages
we have already alluded to the problems of contract wording.

*See doctoral dissertation by Ellen Dunbar, University of
Southarn California, Los Angeles, "Politics of Policy Change®
1975, Department of Sociclegy and Urban Studies.
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If contract terms are too vague, there is rcom for arbitrari-
ness in assessing contract satisfaction; excessive leniency

or harshness in interpretation may result., If terms are too
rigidly defined, unrealistic demands may jeopardize contract
fulfillment. In either case, the pbProgram would not be fair.

While MAP can affect release date certainty {assuming
that contract terms are adequately specified), we do not know.
whethex it can affect the way release dates are set., Parcle
Boards may set release dates as they wish, within the bounds of
custom and law, Ffor whatever reasons. Dgpes the presance of the
Program Coordinator and the bargaining process that is inherent
in MAP influence the way release time decisions are made? Are
they now on a less architrary basis than before? Does MAP invite
shorter sentences or longer by focusing on individual needs?
What would be fair and non- arbltrary standards for sentence
length? 1Is it reasonable o expect that MAP's rehabilitative
goals could be met if all inmates were released at the minimum
elligibility date? (Would MAP,as currently structured, be
necessary?) Would the presence of an outside arbitrator bring
about greater accountability Eor Parole Board members concern-
ing their release decisions and criteriaz

An additional area in which Parole Board arbitrariness
may still exist concerns their approval of inmates for contracts.
Although inmates may meet the program's general eligibility
standards {which have tended in the initial projects to be

extremely broad), the Parole Board may then impose its gwn un-
stated standards and reject those individuals they consider un-
suitable. In the Arizona and Wisconsin projecits, individuals

were rejected ostensibly on the grounds that there would have
been insufficient time to complete their contracts within the
project’s time boundaries. However, a comparison of background
characteristics of those accepted or rejected for MAP sugygests
that other crikteria may have been operating., such as the level
of education or training achieved prior to the project. While
the presence of such criteria may be walid, there is obviously
room Eor abuse, unless they are shared. Did inmates in BArizona
and Wisconsin who were rejected for MAP EFeel fairly treated?
Did the absence of complaints indicate satisfaction, or the
lack of an adeguate outside arbitration mechanism? It seems that
iE there is to be less arbitrariness, there should be more
arbitration.

2. Does MAP Have an Bdverse Effect for Those Without
Contracts?

MAP attempts ko introduce greater justice and humanity
into the crimin&l justice system, Ideally, if it improves the
fairness with which prisoners are treated, it should be accessible
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te all. PBecause MAP was new and untried, it was introduced in
Arizona and Wisconsin on a limited basis, with only a relatively
small group of experimentals permitted to participate. What

were the program's effects on those not allowed to participate?
Accopding. to the Wisconsin staff survey, about one-third of the
staé%?thought MAP experimentals were resented by other prisoners.
What were the grgunds for this resentment? Did they disagree
with the fairness of lottery selection? Were they simply

jealous that they did not have access to what they believed

would be earlier release? Did they feel that they had less access
to desired activities because MAP contractees used up the avail-
able slots? Did they Eeel that those under contract were treated
more leniently, or more sSupportively? There are suggestions

from the Arizona and Wisconsin studies that in some ways they may
have benefitted somewhat from MAP., through expansion of rehabili-
tative resources (especially in Arizona), and perhaps from a
tendency for the Parole Board to grant earlier release to both
controls and experimentals. Did they perceive these as benefits?
At present, we do not know how the program's presence affected
them.

As long as MAP 4is offered to less than the full inmate
poepulation, and as long as there are insufficient rehabilitative
resources to accommodate all who wish to use them, there will
be questions concerning MAP's fairness to prisoners ag a whole.

C. Adwinistrative Effects

1. Does MAP Result in Easier Inmate Management and Discipline?

The MAP concept assumes that if inmates are treated .with
Fairness,are held accountable for their actions, are allowed to
participate in activities they consider relevant, and are re-
warded for their effort, they will be better behaved in prison.,
and easier to work with. While ideally better behavior could
come about through a genuine sense of responsibility and involve-
ment, it might also arise through the simple realization that
one at least needs "toc "Keep one's nose clean” if the contract
terms are to be satisfied.

In Arizona and Wisconsin, there is no objective evidence
available by which to judge the program's effects. While there
ware disciplinary infractions (Some of which were sufficiently
serious to jecpardize contracts), they appeared to be considered
as infregquent. and the Project Covrdinators believed that in-
mates were better behaved under MAP. {We do neot know the rate
of disciplinary infractions for the control group.} In Wisconsin,
the impression that inmates were better behaved apparently was
influential in the program’s adoption on a state-wide basisg.

In attempting to assess MAP's effects on inmate be=-
havior, it is difficult to gbtain objective evidence, since the
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judgment of discipliinary infractions rests with staff. Over-
reporting, or abuse of power is obviously possible with MAP, as
is underreporting. {There are indications from one staff mem-
ber in Wisconsin that staff members there tended toe be lenient,
to aveid jeopardizing inmates’ chances of contract completion.)
Theres are at present no safeguards to assure that reporting will
be fair, other than attempts to share the program's procedures
and goals with staff members, and te invite their honest parti-
clipation.

In the absence of objective information, we must regard
the question of inmaté discipline as unresolved. It seems likely,
that even in the absence of deep motivational and attitudinal
changes, many inmates would attempt to stay within disciplinary
bounds, -if only to achieve the program's rewards. If the program
can achieve deeper motivational impact, the chances of improved
behavior are in all likelihood increased. But this, too, is an
unanswered gquestion.

2. Does MAP Result in Reduced Total Time Served and
Reduced Costg to the State?

There are many aspects of MAP which in principle
should lead to a reduction in time served. The presence of a
certain release date, set in advance, contingent on satisfac-
tion of relatively objective criteria is likely to reduce arbi-
trary delays and parcole denials. Ir addition, there 1Ls the
possibility that contract negotiations will result in shortened
stays in exchange for additional contractual reguirements,
particularly if the Project Coordinator is effective.

However, as menticoned earlier, whatever pressure MAP
may exert on Parole Boards, ultimately release time decisions
remain their ‘prerogative. Essentially under MAP all that can
reliably be controlled are delays in the pareole review process
itself, or parole rejections for arbitrary reasons.

It was not possible to demonstrate statistically a
time savings in Arizona or Wisconsin, despite a prevailing
impression among prisoners, staff, and Preject Ccordinators that
it occurred. We do not know what would happen in other settings.
If, as was suggested earlier, the presence of MAP resulted in
shorter stays for both experimentals and centrols, there would
obvicusly be a significant savings in time and money. At present,
it cannot be demonstrated.

Could MAP result in reduced costs other than through
reduced stay? Because MAP provides a basis for knowing in
advance when prisoners will be released {(assuming that most
complete their coentracts), it presumably could aid in more
ratvional planning and allocation of prison services and personnel,
since both prisen input {calculable from known court loads and
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sentencing practices) and cutput could be better estimated. In
addition, since it encourages advanced program planning, future
demands on prison resources could be known. If MAP indeed ¢an
result in more effective use of services by highly motivated
inmates, it also can offer benefits in greater pavoff for money
invested, Particularly 1if Yts intended long-term benefits of
improved employment and reduced recidivism can be realized.

Any of these effects might Lead to reduced costs to the state.
However, it appears, on the basis of the initial MAP experiments,
that they cannot be achieved without greater expense in staff
and services, While an economic analysis of MAP}=s costs and
benefits capnot be undertaken here, it is obvious that if the
program were undertaken on an institution-wide Or state-wide
basis {as it would have to be to achieve its planning benefits) .,
it would reguire extensive augmentation of staffing and services
to accommodate MAP contract requirements. It would also re-
quire a rather sophisticated information system t0 match inmate
requests for services with available resources, both within

and without the prison. In all probability, placement services
for post-release employment would also have to be eXpanded.
Whether these expenses would be offset by eventual savings
through greater efficiency in internal operation, and perhaps
savings through better inmate employment or less returns to
prison cannot be determined at pressnt. It should be noted

that in Arizona and California, the program was not implemented
state-wide partly in recognition of the immediately increased
costs sue¢h changes would reguire. In Wisconsin, however, and

in a number of other states { see page S8 }, the program

has been adopted on a state-wide basis, apparently on the assump-
tion that the program's eventual benefits will justify or off-
set the initial cost.

3. Does MAP Result in & Rehabilitative Program More in
Keeping with Rehabilitative Need?

Because the MAP program is individuwalized and based

4pon inmate participation and choice, it appears to offer an
opportunity for an appropriate match between inmate needs and
rehabilitative services. The program deliberately requires
inmate participation rather-than Parole Board prescription,

on the assumption that inmates can assess their own needs in
the areas gf job training, coursework., skill training, therapy.
etc.. {with guidance from staff and the Project Coordinator}.

The success Of this aspect of MAP probably depends

upon:
L, The inmates' knowledge of theirselves, their needs,
and the demands and opportunities of the society
to which they will return:
Q S1

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




E

2. The breadth and quality of services available;*

3. The quality of information available to the
Project -Coordinator concerning the inmate and
the rehabilitative resources that might be used;

4. The diagnostic and vocational guidance skills
of those who help inmates prepare their contract
propasals;

5. The time available for inmate consultation and
service coordination:

6. The willingness and ability of staff and Parole
Board members to strike a balance between overly
manipulative bargaining with inmates {even for
desirable rehabiljtative ends) and unduly per-
migsive indulgence of inmate wishes which may -
somatimes pe unrealistic or require too little
effort;

7. The duration of contracts and their relation to
release date considerations.

*In these initial MAP projeckts, it was assumed that, as Robison
expressed it, Y...the nature of MAP programming concerns not

so much the availability of enhanced Program resources as it
does the nature of the formal relationship between the pPrisoner
and whatever resources happen +to be currently available."
Therefore, minimal research attention was given to examining

how background charatteristics, contract terms and services were
related to one another, and to outcomaes. Similarly, there was
no extensive investigstion of ways in which the gervices re-
ceived by MAP experimentals may have differed from those
received before the program, or by controls. However, since
according to Daniel Glaser (Journal Of Research on Crime and
Delinguency, July 1974}, there is a relation between the gquality
of the prison learning experience and later recidiviswm (see
footnote on page 32 }); these variables deserve further examina-
tion.
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In the pilot MAP projects in Arizona and Wisconsin,
inmate initiative and choice was apparently encouraged, but
in a context of existing staffing and services. Since contracts
were of short duration, and impleme2nted late in most inmate's
pericd of incarceration, we do not knocw to what extent the specific
contract terms for individuals represented a compromise petween
what was actually wanted and needed, and what was {a} available,
{b) feasible within the project's time constraints apd existing
training cycles, ({(c) acceptable to the Parole Board, and ({(d)
reasonable in the light of whatever rehabilitative activities
inmates had participated in prior to the project. Nor do We know
the information base upon which these decisions were made.

Clearly, the Project Coordinator's role is pivotal in
guiding inmates to assess their life goals and shape an appropriate
program. As mentioned earlier, we do not know what skills were
brought to this very difficult role. In all probability, even
1f Project Coordinators and inmates were able to devise an
optimally appropriate rehabilitative program, it could not have
been carried out within the constraints nf the plilot projects.

The Parole Board's role is also of great importance.
Since they too have input inte the contract terms, their sugges-
ticons must be appropriate to actual inmate needs. In Arizona,
where contract negotiations tanded to be formalized and partici-
pation in therapy or counseling routinely required of all con-
tract experimentals, it is doubtful whether contracts always
reflected the wishes of those who signed them. {fn one case,
in Arizona, an inmate refused to sign once he realized that
therapy would be reguired).

Because the experiments in Arizona and Wisconsin were
subject to special constraints which probably would not be
present in other projects, it would be difficult to predict how
well rehabilitative programs might be designed under MAP in
other settings. As indicated earlier, counseling individuals
about their life groals, and providing appropriate services to
help individuals meet them reguires great skill, time, informa-
Lion, and probably money. Even assuming the presence of skilled
staff and a wide variety of available sarvices (as with a
voucher system), there are 5till qQuestions remaining about the
ability of prisoners to assess and articulate their occupational
and therapeutic objectives and determine whic¢h resources best
suit their needs.

4. Does MAP Result in Improved Coordination of Training
and Release?

One of the primary reasons for MAP's development was
to improve the coordination of training and release. It was
assumed that once a release date was kiown, it would be easier
to plan Eraining schedules so that Etrainming termination coincided
with release.
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There is evidence from the pilot MAP studies that des-
pite the presence cof a certain release date, and efforts to co-
ordinate training and release, there was nonetheless a lag be-
tween the twe for many prisoners. For example, in Arizona+ the
skill training condition was often an the verge of completion
{and sometimes already completed) at the point of contract entry,
and yet the contractual release date was usually set some months
away, in violation of the MAP tenet that release should coincide
with completion of training.

Greater attention to the administrative workings of MAP,
particularly the intermeshing. of training and release plans and
facilities may reveal better ways of accompiishing the program's
ends. Clearly, while MAP ¢an provide a facilitative mechanism
for smoother, more efficient administration, considerable effort
is required to see that these effects actually occur. We de not
know whether, beyond the initial negotiations reguired to imple-
ment MAP in a particular locale, the program resulted in contin-
ued closer planning and coordination between the Paroie Board and
corxrections personnel in Arizona and Wisconsin. If it did occur,
what forms did it take, and how could it have helped inmates and/
or the system? Obviously, the coordination of training and re-
lease can be accomplished in two major ways: by adjusting training
program choices and times to fit with release times, and by set-
ting release times which are concordant with training time re-
guirements to reach a given success level. Fragmentary evidence
from the programs reported here suggests that the first method
was used in these two projects, partially because of their time
limitations. Further study is needed to dekermine the optimal
procedure for assuring maximal benefit fxom prison programs with-
out necessarily delaying release.

It is important to remember that although coordination
may be desirablie, it does not of itself necessarily produce en-~
hanced prisoner performance before or after release (unless the
gquality of post-release performance Is critically depéendent
upon the recency of training).

5. Is a MAP Contrack Legally Valid?

A major unknown administrative area regarding MAP is the
legal status of the contracts themselves., Despite legal research
suggesting that the contracts are valid, unless or until they
are challenged in court, there is no way to know their status in
the eyes of the law. To date, no contract violation Suits have
been brought by inmates.

According to a memo by one legal consultant to the MAP
project staff,* there are a number of legal gquestions as yet
unanswered. In his opinion:

Perhaps the most basic legal guestion presented by the
MAP <ancept deals with the right of an incaxcerated
individual to enter into & binding contract and the

*Miltan Gordon, Esq., Internal mewmo, May, 1975, UCLa -~ Law Schaol.
Los Angeles. Proposal for legal Resource Document, June, 1975.
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secondary guestion as to his right to enforce the
conditions of a contract.

Case law has progressed from the concept presented
in the sarly 1900's that an inmate was a ward of the
state and possessed only those rights as the state,
in its humanity, granted to the inmate, to the
series 0f cases developed since 1940 which led to
the position that an inmate retains all the rights
of a free person except those taken from him, speci=-
fically, by statute or are taken as implied by the
fact of incarceration. The vast difference between
the two legal concepts and the wide grey area in-
between have enormous implications For the MAP
contract. ...

Amo1y the legal gquestions posed in this memo are:

1. I5 a contract made by an inmate and a governmental
agency enforceable? By the inmate? What is the
correct remedy for & breach by the Boaxrd of
Parcle Or the Department of Corrections?

2. What is the implied obligation of the Department
0of Corrections in providing services?

3. Does the MAP contract give rise to any ohligation
by the state to provide the type of training
that would be acceptable in the community?

4. 1f & contracted sexvice becomes unavailable in
the middle of a training program, is the inmate
reguired to renegotiate a contract or has he or
she fulfilled the obligation?

5. To what extent must MAP be offered to the entire
prison population? 1In the event the criteria for
selection are vague, would an inmate not on MAP °
be able  to force the Board of Parole or the insti-
tution to offer a MAP contract?

6. Can someone be refused MAP because of the length
of his sentence, type of crime, age, prior
record, ete.,? What criteria could be used?

The tenor of these gquestions suggests that what might at first
appear to be Social justice issues may indeed be legal issues.
Clearly, considerable thought and legal reseaxrch are required in
designing and implementing MAP contracts and programs within the
current “grey area' of the law.
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TwvII. PROGRAM MODIFICATION AND DISSEMINATION

5ince the three initial MAP eXperiments, the program
has been adopted on a state=wide bhasis in Wisconsin, and at
present {(July, 1975} is in operation on a project basis in 6
other states and the pistrict ¢f Columbia. In Michigan, Mary-
land, Maine., Florida, and Massachusetts* (as well as Wisconsin)
it has been adopted in the state prison systems. In North
Carelina it is being tried at three different institutions, at
three levels: youth, adults., and women.

Contract programming is alsoc under development in Ten-
" nessee, belaware, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Georgia, Indiana,
Minnesota, Colerado f(beoth in state prisons and in a city Jjaill,
where it 1s tied to pre-trial intervention), and in canada.

On the basis of the initial HMAP trials described in
this report, some modifications have been introduced into the
program. In all states where the program is now in operation
or pending: the prodram is designed to be offered to inmates at
the beginning of incarceration. Contracts are to run for not
more than two vears, following & "decompression® model whereby
an inmate earns progressive freedom in discrete stages, from
maximum to medium to minimum security facilities, to work re-
lease, and finally to parole. Some states, such as Minnesota.
have accepted the addition ©of 2 mandatory and binding arbitra-~-
tion mechanism., using an ombudsman 45 arbitrator.

Although California did not continue the MAP project,
it provided a model for subsequent programs in Maryland and
Massachusetts., in which MAP is linked to vouchers for rehabili-
tative services (in these two cases, for services to women inmates).

Given the need for greater research data on the impact
of MAP throughout the institutional system., project staff has
urged all states adepting the program to build & research com-
ponent, starting with an assessment of existing rehabilitative
resources. When research data are available From these new MAP
projects it may be possible to assess the program's strengths
"and weaknesses with a wider data base, a longer and much earlier
periocd of gontract implementation, and greater confidence on the
part of all contract participants that their commitments can and
will be honored. Perhaps,” many of the guestions still unre-
z0lved in this document will Qain greater clarification.

(_\
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VIII. CONCLUSTIONS' ™

Mutual Agreement Programming, £irst tried on an experi- <
mental basis in Wisconsin, Arizona, and California is an approach
‘to prison and parole zreform whose potentially far-reaching
effects are still largely unknown.

As designed, the program is intended to provide the
relatively immediate benefits of release data certainty (and
possibly shorter prison stays), less Parole Board arbitrcariness,
greater inmate participation and choice in rehabilitative activi=
ties {with greater effort and self-esteem resulting), easier in-
.mate management, rehabhilitative programs more in accord with
rehabiljtative needs, better coordination of training programs
with release, and more rational allocation ¢f prison resources
and personnel. These effects are expected to contribute to the
long-range coutbtcomes of improved inmate employment and reduced
racidivism. L

On the basis of the two early pilot projects in which re- e
search was primarily focused on long-range program effects on
recidivism and employment, it appears that prisoher rehabilita-
tion is not MAP's major area. of benefit., Using elther outcome
measure, experimentals did not perform significantly better than M
controls., At present we do not know why. However, given these )
findings, it is unlikely that the program can or will be Jjustified
by its long-term rehabilitative effects {(unless other studies, in
other settings provide more definitive demonstrations of its o
efficacy).

There are sSuggestions from this study and from data in !
the hands of project staff that MAF can and does yield benefits
of 2 more immediate S0rt, both humanistic and administrative.

The pioneering projects have shown MAP to be a feasible method

of assuring release date certalnty, acceptable te prison admin-
istrators, inmates, and Parcle Board members alike. The presence
of a known xelease date can facilitate {(although not necessarily
guarantee) other benefits, such as reduced inmate anxiety and
more realistic post-release employment planning, improved coor-
diantion of training programs with release, and more rational

and effigcient administrative planning.

MAF appeaxs to reduce Parole Board arbitrariness (although
not entirely), and to place release decisions on a more objective,
explicit and rational basis than formerly. Despite MAF's effects
on release date certainty and release criteria, the program has
not yet provided demonstrable time savings in prison terms.
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. “aWREther the program can improve inmate management is
still an unresclved issue, a2ltheugh impressionistic data sug-
gest that it can. {Contract experimentals are not free of dis-
ciplinary pridblems, however.)

- As yet thers is little information about MAP'g impact .
on. inmate motivatien and attitudes. While we do know that almo%p
2ll of those with contracts in Arizona and Wisconsin were moti=- '
vated to complete them., and performed satisfactorily in the
eyes ©¢f the institutiornal staff and Parcle Board members. we do
not know their level oF effor§ or the psychological benefits
they may have gained,. .

The program appears to have Facilitated the coordina=-
tion of graining proegrams and release for many inmates., but not
all.

- h‘

* He Eb not know, for the initial MAP projects, whether
rehabilitativé programs were more in accord with inmate needs,
wWhile their may have been some gains, due to greater inmate
participation and initiative, constraints unigque to these projects
limited ipmate options, resulting in continuation, fonﬂJ%_y in-
mates., in éifivities undertaken prior to project i

It is still unknown whether more rationall.
allocation of prison services resulted Erom the iny
proj%g}s. s%pce these effects are likely to have of pled‘gfter
the research study ended. {Subsequent developmen
where the program has been adc®ted on a state-widl:

that these effects can occur if eadequate resourced

=~ #hggest
all&pated.}

Given the novel and limited nature of the™ Sy
studies, it is difficult to predict +the program's eXfgftsfin
other Settings over longer time periods. The inteMli
sensitivity with which MAP is implemepteg'is likely”
its coutcomes, particularly regarding the quality of
cipation opportunities. In addition,” tfe quality of{

. in contract term selection, and the types and gquality"
_%‘affered appear to be critical variables.

Phimate parti-
Y counseling
?Exservices

MA; tantially has a catalytic'effect on t rrpc-
tional sys stimulating numerous:changes which mayj €t the
efficacy an N manity of prisons. gt is not yet kn;' Sw long
it takes for the program's full simpact to be felt. % s assumed
"that program effects will be largeiy confined %o ed ba-
havior and motivation ©f inmates b&ore relsds®, uf e just
and fair treatment  of inmates, and toc administfative be its.

It is of course possible that the program may also yiefd;@mproved
prisoner ofGtcomes after release, but we have no grounds at

present Eor such expectations. Obviously, many questions remain
copcerning MAP's Eull impact gn inmates and the corrggtiopal
SyE fem- CH e
. T ' S8
o ‘ -
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while the program's total imPact has not been assessed.
there has been sufficient evidence of its more immediate effects
to stimulate its actual or potential adoption in over 15 states.
The MAP concept is still under development. Current MAP pro-
grams reflect changes suggested by these initial trials. It is
exPected that with Efurther implementation and study the program
canh be refined to better yield its intended benefits Eor inmates
and the system of which they are involuntarily a part.
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APPENDIX A

MaP IN CALIFORNIA

O0f the three MAP models, the California model is probably
the most divergent in design. The basic contract has been re-
worded and substantially changed (see Appendix ), and an indi-
vidual voucher referral for training of the inmate's choice in
the community has been added to the program. This variation
was designed to test the efficacy of training in the community
versus training in the institution. Although data collection
in California was planned to parallel that in Wisconsin and
Arizona, problems in program implementation precluded the possi-
bility of carrying out the experimental design as planned. It
was c¢carried out instead as a demonstration project with no con-
trols. For these reasons, the California experiment is described
separately here, although there are aspects of the program that
have a bearing on the interpretation of findings in Wisconsin
and Arizona. -

The California MAP program was intended to involve & mini-
mum of 60 men, all of whom weke at the California Institute for
Men located at Chino, 40 miles east of Los Angeles. . Thirty men
were to serve as controls, following the normal prison living
and training patterns. fThe 230-experimental participants were
to receive individualized benefits, training, and residence at
the Cenktral City Community Center (CCCC), a former hotel close
tce community training facilities where schooling and on-the-job
training were && take place.

Under the voucher system (an'experiment new to the cor-
rections system, although previously tried in public housing
and education programs) prisconers were to be allowed a specified
amount of "credit" (from $500-1000) for purchasing training and
education of their choice. Transportation and incidental ex-
penses were coveréd by an additional $55 monthly stipened.

*It is significant that Chino was the testing ground in Cali-
fornia for MAP. One of the first experimental and demonstration
project to discover the difficulty of programming training to
coincide with release dates was conducted at Chino (see "Trans-
portation Opportunity Program...Théeé First Three Years," obtain-
able from the National Technical Information Service, Springfield.
Virginia 22151, Ho. PB 202934).
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California inmates were subject to two sets of selection criteria.
"California inmate selection criteria was particularly stringent, in
that inmates had to meet the standards set down by the Adult Authority
as well as a provision against heavy drug history by the community
cenker. The Adult Ruthority required that candidates he within 6
months of their minimum eligibility for parole and not be committed
foz a violent ¢offense. The first group of eligibles was drawn from
newly received inmates at the reception center and selection repre-
sented an alternative to the normal lengthy pericd of incarceration

in California. This group consisted of direct court. commitments

and inmates who were yreturned by the courts after a 90 day diagnos-
tic study. The second group of eligibles was drawn from inmates at
the institution who had already served part of their sentence and

were coming up soon for a regular parole hearing. The Adult Authority
was granting very few parole dates during this period so that selec-
tion for the second group represented an earlier release.

~.Because of delays in program implementation (resulting from
the difficulty ¢of obtaining funds for prisoner stipends, and arrang-
ing payment for community center bedspace and board, and a “security
. backage” of salaries and overhead ¢osts for correctional officers
and a parocle agent), as well as problems of obtaining an adequate
number of experimentals and controls, randomization was aborted; and
éﬁigihility was progressively redefihed 'so that the number of cases
finally granted contracts had already completed a part of their ex~
pected prison stay, with more than half of those whe finally ob-
tained contracts entering priscn during 1972 or earlier. A total
cf 45 cases had proposed training programs fully developed for
Parcle Board consideration, but two were lost throuwgh transfer to’
other prisons before decision. The Board denied contracts to 18,
despite their initial screening. Of the 25 who obtained a contract,
9 subseguently lost it (usually for excessive drinking, absence from
the community center, or smoking marijuana). It should be pointed
out that all 9 failures were achieving at least minimal educational
obJectives and none were arrested for any reasgon. Nine of those
obtained a contract were from Minority ethnic groups. and of those 6
lost their contracts. For the 21 of the 25 cases granted contracts
who provided prior earnings information, 8 with past earnings over
$700/month held their contract, and 4 out of 5 who had not reached
5400 lost theirs.

OF the 16 who c¢ompleted contracts, most managed to estab-
lish themselves in training-related jobs, although in many instances
all their marketable skills after training cannot be attributed te
their rather brief exposure to the program. During a follow-up
interview in July. 1974, it was found that 9 were employed full-time.
2 working part-time, and 2 were unemployad. Three others were un- ’
available for follow-up, 1 having moved, 1 having absconded, and 1
being in the county jail. Of the unemployed, 1 was unable to con-
tinue his $6.25/hr. job as an air-conditioning mechanic because of
asthma, but was hoping for retraining in another field, and 1 un-
employed since release was being supported by his family while seek-
ing funds te resume diving training.* Overall then, of those inter-
viewed, 11 of the 12 who were capable of employment were employed.

*It was later learned that training did resume. but was socn termi-
nated by the individual's death during a diving exercise.
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This represents a small number of men but is suggestive when con~
trasted with the usual 25% unemployment rate for California
parolees.

Cne of the part-time employed was working on commission
in sales, recuperating from an eye operation, the other was
cortinuing his office machine training, loading freight at
$7.40/hour, and repairing typewriters on his own. He had left
three different typewriter repair jobs because of low pay:
$12.50/hour. ’ ;

;» Among the full-time employed, 1 after returning to the
dairy, was now working as a machinery mechanic at $4.80/hour,
hoping te resume helicopter pilot training begun in prison.
another, self-~employed in vending machine repair, alsc worked
full-time as a restaufant night manager at $150/week.

A third, who toeck prison training in cosmetology rather
than the brickmasonry he wanted, first worked in construction
Eor an uncle at $58.00/hour, but was advised by his parcle agent
tc leave because both parolee and uncle had drinking problems.
He was now working at $2.50/hour in a car wash, hoping to become
assistant manaqer.

One case had been employed Full-time since release in
photo mosaic work at $2.45/hour, while another worked since
release akt $5.35/hour as a quality control inspector in ship-
vard repair. Still another had held steady employment at
$3.05/hour as a candy sales representative. One individual,
who had decided a few weeks after release to work on his own
in a salvage business ard raise animals was earning $500-600
a month.

4 case who had changed jobs once since release was cUr-
rently working full-time at $6.25/hour while holding a part-time
position as a cook and preparing to ernroll at a junior college
Eor further machinist training. The last case held a position
as instructor in computers at a technical school since release,
earning $5.00/hour, and was enrolled at a local university to
obtain a teaching credential. ’

These parclees, whose commitment offenses included man-
slauvghter (1}, burglary (2), auto theft (2), grand theft-fraud
{1}, forgery or checks (6}, receiving stolen property (1).
conspiracy to commit misdemeancr {1), f{and twe for whom no
information was available), came into the HAP program with
probably better work preparation than the average prisoner, and
higher average earnings. Their prior occupations had included
a mobile home developer, real estate manager, supermarket mana-
ger, auto wholesaler, computer operator, heavy equipment opera-
tor, journeyman carpenter, Salesman, truck driver, cement finisher,
paste up and plate operaktor, vinyl repairer, janitor supply sales-
man, and cow milker. Honebtheless, their post-prison employment
record and earnings are notable. Their training plans and arrange-
ments were generally successful, and were prepared rapidly by
the State Project Coordinator with minimal resort to or consulta-
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tion from spécialists in vocational rehabilitatien or to formal
assessment of vocational interests and skills.

Among the 16 MAP completers, only two might be said to have
flad totally unsuccessful outcomes (1 absconder, 1 in jail).

At this time in California, there is little future for the
continuation of MAP, or for the individual voucher referral system,
with present state resources. However, the basi¢ groundwork done
in reaching the present operational level should permit basi¢ man-
power considerations in the future, under different circumstances,
and with new guidelines. There is stronyg support for the MAP con-
.cept, and it is hoped that the Ffuture will see larger scale 1mple-
mentation in the.state, should funds become available.

The demonstration ofF MAP feasibility with vouchers in Cali-
Eornia has served to stimulate adoption ofF similar programs in
Massachusetts and Maryland. (A -reviewer of the draft of this manu-
scxript who was intimately familiar with both development and opera-
tions of MAP in California made the following written comments
which we include Eor the benefit of the reader).

Postscripk: “Phe California model was conceived when the Adult
Authority was in a period of program experimentation. it
was developed as a prison diversion project meant to demon-
strate that with adeguate program resources newly committed
inmates could safely be managed in a community center with
better program results. By the time the program became
operational, however, the Adult Authority was operating
under new guidelines which suggested stringent parocling
criteria and maximum use of prison facilities.

tleedless to say the program waz in trouble. Contracts were
denied to the first three cases presented znd all were Eorcad
to a full Adult Authority vote. Department personnel withdrew
some of their enthusiasm and took & "slow down, walit and see"
attitude. Most Adult Authority members would have backed out
oF the project if they could have done so gracefully. But
they were already committed on paper.

The Year-of implementation was spent with the Adult Authority
as the "réluctant Bridegroom." Spec¢ial hearings finally had
to be set up with the Adult Authority chairperson making the
decisions because uncooperative members Simply refused to sign
almost any contract. Inmates who violated house rules were
summarily returned to the institution even when strong recom-
mendations were made to keep some of them in the program.
Continuous pressure was egxerted for more rigid criteria.

It's important that the pelitical context in which the project
had to survive be understood. That it survived at all while
representinyg a direct contradiction to the prevailing politi=-
cal philosephy {(up to and including direct communications Ffraom
Governor Reagan) may be the biggest achievement.
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With ail the problems the results still wcould compare favor-—
ably to the best attempts at correctional intervention.
Given ancther day. ancther place, a supportive climate. who
knows what could have been achieved.”
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APPENDIX B/1

WISCONSIN IEP (INTENSIVE EMPLOYMENT PLACEMENT)

The Wisconsin MAP model includes arrangements for Intensive
Employment Placement {(IEP)--services concentrated in the 60-day
period preceding yelease to parole, and offered to both Contrel
and EXpgrimental subjects of the MAP sStudy sample. Services are
provided by the MAP project staff and the Wisconsin State Employ-
ment Service; the first 30 days are fog¢used on assessment of
skills and familiarization with employment application and inter=-
view procedures, and the second 30 days are devoted to arrange-
ments for actual job interviews., ° -

As stated in a MAP-IEP bulletin of May 14, 1973, "There
are several goals in IEP. The primary one is helping men still
in the institution phase of their sentence obtain offers of
employment to which they can go upon their release to parole.
Another goal is to obtain Job interviews in the community dur- 1
ing the 30 days pricr to parole."”

IEP Release Forms were received for 128 of the 129 sub-
jects released through September, 1973. Inguiry on the forms
ig addressed to seven successive threshelds of program accomplishe-
ment :

L. Was the prisoner offered IEP?
2. If offered, did he accept involvement?
3. If acvcepted, were IEP services actunally provided?

{vocational aptitude testing: counseling or
training in job finding ©r job keeping., and/or
efforts to assist in arranging job interviews)

4., If any services provided, were any interviews
actually conducted?

5. If conducted, did interview produce a job offer?

[ If job offered, was prisoner slated te begin
employment?

7. If slated, was the job related to prison training

or experience?

Except for the transition between stages 3 and 4 above,

a majority of the cases arriving at any particular stage succeeded
in traversing that stage. The major problem in the system was
found to be securing job interviews for prisoners--only one-third
(313} of the cases for whom services were provided obtained a job
interview prior to release. Even if it were possible to overcone
this particular preblem., the progressive winnowing at other stages
would still produce a high level of attrition.
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jects sought for IFP.
an offer was made accepted.
vided for 913 of those who accepted IEP.

It was possible to offer the services to 91% of the sub-
Seventy-five percent of those te whom
Some form of IEP service was pro-
Of those subjects

for whom it was possible to arrange a job interview, 76% re-
Eighty~-four percent of those who |

received such offers were actually slated te begin employment,

ceived an offer of ewployment.

and

work in an area related to prison training or experience.

theless, only eleven of the 128 cases,

two-thirds {(68%) of those so slated to pegin had obtained

KRever-

or 8-1/2% of the total,

arrived at the point of securing a training-related job on the

basis of an IEP arranged Job interview.
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APPENDIX B/2

"INTERACTIONS - WISCONSIN MUTURL AGREEMENT PROGRAMMING"

by Gerald #Mills

In May of 1975, Dr. Robert Foster., Office of Manpower
Research and Development, Wisconsin Department of Labor called
to ask if I had reviewed the draft of "An Evaluative Summary of
Research for the Mutual Agreement Program,™ by Anne H. Rosenfeld.
¥Yes, I had read and commented en it to the Project Director.
Leon Leiberqg.

Dr. Poster's next question was would I prepare a short
intimate, personal view of selectad MAP interactions. My affirma-
tive answer and followup efforts have resulted in the following
description of MAP interactions.

Inkteractions between MAP Coordinator - Inmate

Te begin MAP with an eligible instituticn resident two or
three introductory sessions were held with them to explain in de-
tail Mutual Agreement Programming. During these sessions many
questions were answered for the inmate. One of the key factors
leading to Individual acceptance of MAP was the assurance that each
person could. opt out at any stage - without prejudice as to future
parole board decisions.

As an individual MAP eligible would say "I'll give it a
try" and the introductory sessions were completed, I made prepara-
tions to begin construction of the MAP proposal with the resident.
These preparations consisted of studying and making notes about the
psycho-socio- legal background of the resident.

The MAP candidate, after identifying himself as a parti-
cipant, was given a blank propesal to fill out. A general dis-
cussion about program availability followed. SoOme proposals were
filled out immediately, some taken back to the living unit and
returned at an agreed-upon date. In several lnstances the resi-
dent made plans for a family visit on the weekend. During the
visit the proposal was discussed and some items prepared at that
time. The proposal was also discussed with prospective employers
and attorneys. Many men advised they had discussed their MAP inten-
tions in group eounceling. Many of those meetings resulted in
program design in the prépesal.

L
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The inmate and the coordinator always developed the
final proposal together, reviewing the proposal item.by item.
This session usvally climaxed the proposal preparation, If vou
could imagine being a counselor and advocate helping a person
establish a program for improvement, s¢lving personal problems,
obtaining requested services and a guaranteed release from
prison, then you have some idea of this phase of the MAP coordi-
nator's job.

The final proposal was typed, reviewed by Lhe candidate
and if it met with his approval, was signed. If it did not meet
with approval the resident and MAP coordinator met again to
determine objectives, The most frequent proposal disagreement
was with the unrealistic reguested release dates by the residents.
Many men, even after extensive counseling, presented proposals
which included release in 60 to 90 days following negotiations.
In theose instances I counseled and recommended what I thought
to bae a reasonable alternative between the resident's date and
what the parole board would offer., also of ¢ritical-.-value was
completion of programs to increase job skills,

In all instances when a man insisted on proposing a
release date and program content, that date and content was
tha final preposal,

The MAP candidate and coordinator retained a copy of the
proposal. A copy was sent to each of the following: The
parole board, parole officer and institution representative,

If a proposal included a graduated release plan, a copy of the
proposal was sent to the work-education release supervisor.

Thae resident took the proposal to each of the line staff
regsponsible to deliver a reguested service on contract. This
provided line staff the opportunity to become directly invelved
with the individual MAP candidate, The overall response to this
procedure was very gratifying. For every person who ¢ontacted
me to guestion why they had to become involved, there were ten
who indicated a desire to become more active in working with
residents and the MAP philosophy.

Many inmatées professed that when discussing thé behavior -
discipline portion of their proposal with the "man" (officer-
guard} they were surprised in the interest and cooperation they
received. -

The ccordinator guided the inmate in arranging for con-
trac¢ts with institution staff, met with the inmate and staff and
acted as an intermediary in helping to establish objectives.

Prior to negotiations the coordinator spent up to one houar
detailing what would happen during the meeting advising the inmate

on what to expect. In the instances when there was a question of
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program delivery, the negotiations were-suspended to make the
necessary contacks to ensure service delivery. The recess might
extend for several days while a2 contact was made with responsible
persons outside the institution. Sometimes in the inmate-—
coeordinator training, the coordinator play-acted the role of the
parole board and asked the resident to respeond to the guestions.
Since sach inmate was new to the negotiation it was the coordina-
tor's role to prepare the resident for the session.

In the negotiation., the resident and coordinator presented
the proposal. The resident was expected to take an active role
in explaining the proposal and discussing how it would meet his
individual needs.

The cogrdinator had at least three roles in negotiations:
&8 inmate representative, moderator and MAP specialist. Pilot
project MAP negotiations lasted from the shortest of approximately
30 minutes to the longest in excess of two hours. The shortest
negotiations were reégquired by initially acceptable proposals.
which needed only presentation, clarification, and ratification.
When questions arose about program conktent, release date, criminal
history., length of sentence and motivation, the negotiations be-
came guite lengthy.

Frequently negeotiations were recessed while conferences
between common interest parties were held. Then negotiations
were reinstituted. The inmate and coordinator usuwally used
these recesses to review and evaluate their position,

Pollowing negotiations, each participant received a copy
of the signed MAP contract. The MAP recipient and coordinator
discussed the responsibilities of the resident. The institution
represSentative notified each person responsible for an agreed—

“upon item in writing.
*

Each 30 days the MAP coordinator met with the inmate to
provide the opportunity to discuss progress, problems, and feel-
ings about the program.

Most contractees were highly motbivated to meet the terms
of the MAP contract. The interviews were some of the most satis-
fying I have experienced with men and women in prison because the
majority were motivated to attain the goals in their contracts.
Thus the interviews expressed a new attitude toward goal attain-
ment, release to parcle and responsibility.

We encouraged the MAP participant to discuss MAFP problems
wikth the housing oEficers, work supervisors and teachers. This
was done by asking the inmate if there were any staff with whom
they could communicate without fears. If they identified such a
staff member, the coordinator explained how the inmate might use
the staff member as a sounding board for ideas or problems.
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Parcole Board - MAP

The first time. the parole board reviewed an individual
MAP proposal was after it was mailed to the central office, two -
three weeks prior ko negotiations. After receiving the proposal,
the parole board administrator assigned a board member to review
the Eiles, prepare a summary Statement and place it in the file
for the parole board member in the MAP negotiation. The summary
statement provided one basis for decisions by another parole
board member during actual contract negotiations.

With this procedure, more than one parole board member had
input in MAP negotlations. The same was true for the institution
representative as tco the program content, extent and Commitment
of services.

: If aftex contract negotiations, a parole board member he-
liewied that the contract did not agree with the memorandum. that
member would prepare a justification statement to explain and
support the action taken.

As role definition was sstablished there were geveral
general areas the parole board identified as their major concerns.
These included: Why should MAP be used instead of the established
parole hearing procedure? What does the inmate expect to attain?
How does the proposed ceontract affect the behavior which resulted
in imprisonment? How will this proposal influence an inmate o
be a success on parocle?

There were azlsc parole beoard guestions which led to dis-
cussion abaut community, personal and family problems.

The parole board, in negotiations, frequently played a
strong motivational role with candidates who had long histories
of criminal behavior. They discussed the prior criminal records
and apparent lack of positive skill training, education and em-
ployment record. The resulting team negotiations resulted in
MAP content with steps leading to completion of training, trans-
fer to community-based work release facilities and the opportunity
to obtain employment. This was referred to as a graduate release
plan.

A L]

With some MAP candidates the parole board member seemed
to have Jittle difficulty in accepting the target release date =--
especially those in the non-assaultive, short-sentence group.
Other MAP candidates were o find short-length contracts available
only if they¥ had served a considerable amount of their sentence.
There were occasions when according to the parole board member MAP
provided the only opportunity to be released prior te the manda-
tory release date. Through MAP, inmates who had previously shown
little or no motivation to complete any training and had been be-
havierial problems in the prisons, "cleaned up their act" and were
given contracts based on the promise that they would successfully
complete their behavioral and programmatic objectives.
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Even though the MAP procedures imply equal input from all
parties there was no question about who had the power. The -
final decision of a target release date was made by the parole N
board. The fact that Wisconsin has a hoard composed of dedicated, "]
well trained correcticons professioconals was a major factor in the
successful planning and operation of MAP in Wisconsin.

Release - Mechanisms

Te ensure release on or before the specified release date 9
for successful contract completers, the following steps were
taken, following previously established operational procedures:

l. The pre-parole date - 120 days prior to relsase was
set which became & focal point for both release planning and
evaluation of program progress. L 3

. 2. At B0 days prior to release, a MAP report of progress
took the place of the former parole board hearing and decision.
If all program reports indicated successful movement toward r
timely completion the resulting "60 day report was a signal for .
the board to prepare a parole decision." The resulting “parole
order"™ was sent to the institution, resident and parole agent by
the parole board.

3., At 15 days prior to the MAP target release date a final
notice was sent to all parties, including "the parole agent. In
Wisconsin the parole agent was responSible to prepare a releasse
order. This final 15 da¥ notice Signaled institution release staff %%’“
to ens®k for ralease orders, sSet up relesase steps to guarantee
timely release in accordance with the contract. There was no in-
stance of tardy release during the pilot preject. Wa did sign a ,
few contracts for a weekend or holiday. In every instance if the .
inmate had successfully completed the obje%tives the parole board
approved release prior to the agreed-upon target release date. [

We had a few MAP participants who when within 30 days of
completion discovered their parcvle agent had transferred or re-
signed. The institution staff on each occasion contacted super- #*
visory parole staff who cooperated beautifully by personally pre-~
paring parcle release orders or assigning the responsibility to
a designated parole officer.

2 .

With the coordination and cooperation of the several involved
groups there Wwere no instances of failure on the part of the state
to either deliver services or release to parcle in accordance with
the MAP. *

Conclusion

If MAP is to be implemented at an individual priscon or state- .
wide, I believe it should begin with controlled intake! - & planned, ¥
coordinated training program 15 needed for all groups in ¢torrections,
inciuding judges, potential emplovYers, and interested community groups¢{

¥ 71 .
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MAP's Eull impact on corrections is.as yet unmeasured
opinion, one of ité outstanding effects is to make
active participancts in decision-making. #AP participa
tify what they will do to gain reledse and are prime MOMECLE in
achieving thelr t&a;nmhg goals and atqglnlng parole. MAP
stimulates many staff members td becom§§}nvolved actively in
helping inmates achievye their contract #hjectives. For those
directly involved in MAP, it is demanding, requiring accounta-
bility and responsibility but highdy rewarding.
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APPENDIX C

SAMPLE CONTRACTS .

Hauhh and Social Serviem
DAvighon of Comecions
Form C.185

L. MUTUAL AGHEEMENT PROCGKAMMING CONTRACT
Wik ONLIN

Freamble

fius tncdeniwtt m:.d: this day betueen John Dog, pany of the first palfe, and

< Parok: Board, and the Wascansin

Depanment of Healih aad Socul ‘ier\rm by the Secrelarty thereal, Pariics of (he
second pant

Wiinenen g for and 10 cubsderation of 1he mutisal cosenamts sid Promuses
bercinafier i forth, upan ol partes heiein bemg (ully and compleredy informed in
the partictlars, and vpon mer@ag aMd wncorporating hercin ! prior offers.
?m:mmu. and agEeements. the Piries do hereby chniract covenamn amd Mitee s
[olloows.

Purt | Ineelc

1, Johp Dhie. 1 i and advee fully camplete * the abietuves 43
shey are pealically uulingd i Pact 1V belaw uy cansideration fot 3 speete dage
wl parcie | wadersland thin, a1 a0y Lime. | may PCEtion far n renckOrstion of thy
eongtaet | will 1o the beat of my abidily corry ood the ubieetives ol 1z comracl,
wmd realiee that fudure 1o do 30 will cincet and neBade the cuntrct

Part H Imatinotion

1, David A Jubmspt, Tefr ¥ the £ | agree

W fHovide the monsuy PEORTAM and YCrn speoficd i Pac 1.\- below Lo cnable

Jobn g& o ey and the uh i anyd peioom the
eItrgh.

Part LIk Purols Board

L Dunatd L Qy.,!r of the Wisconun Parak Board, repioienting the Seche.
wry of the Department nf Healh 30d Socil Services, alfee thal the abave named
wuie will be patokd on ot befare Aukon W, 1973 CONTINGENT L PON HIS
SUCCESSFUL COWPLETION of the abptiney lnelmnnod below a5 seretfied tu

me by she State MAP Propct Coordinaler .-

Pat ¥ Objective -
1. 5kifl Frauming
Cnmekte Ratie Welding and ¢ompkic present phase of Blucpnm Heading

1. Wnrk Aagamem
Conuinue work #amnmenl when nol 1 sehool

1 Educatiun
Campleie preparztion inr and 1ake FED I nod passed re-siudy and agam ke the
HED.

4 Tresment

Conbinuz Indan Broup Hecome dved 1R a of cight (5}
counsehink sessians. [fic ressions Must he with a Professional WOl adl member
arcar te be covered i 1he counseling will 1clude former Probicms assocesd wih
the a3¢ il alcohnt and successiél Problem solvink methody for it (ulure. Other
aress may be ncludel by muiual ofTeement

3 Drsapling
& Other -
The

g e oo and p 4 change of Program aa

miDmbe ecunty slong ofier compling the objeenves vnder S0 1. Y and 4, 0
the HED diploma 11 teccived afict LimE Whe tesé 17 Weve mber, this cont el can be
rencporiined for an etrer Paroke doie.

Prsoners Name John Dog Kumber M¥99.A
Fargee Release Dute AVgust {ik, 1970 Dale Thes Sheed Prepared Suvember 9. 1972
Park ¥ doterpieiation Provhinm

Comiacs | " I gotualion shall take Phice w ac.
cordanee with the lermy and al the d W Model, Avgust,
1972, for Muiual A P as ded and 1A elfece on the due

| of ol

fiereol Al quesnons, Baues or dispures
eampletion of any comfact program OF asrvice Ohjetive shalt be decided by the
MAP Project Caordinator. #ried to b decsion the Prepect Coorlinator shali con.

*Sucteasiully Comphic  Faor the purposss of thie enniract “ukcenduly enmplete”

1hall meap compleicd sath 3 PRasng Brade or evalwbion of ansfiury, within e

reasonablg capabiblics of the inmate. for the pemific program er service objecine

bemng cvahiated by ihe feaPamibl stail inemier BcsiEned 1o the ndvdual program
_ Bf service obyeove
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1972

sull wnth Boh the inmale m.d the Prigfatn stalf member who made the svaluatiun
and, 1 the Coordinator’s discretion, he may
mﬂlm :md €opaukt Jointly with the Inmale and stafl member respesling such
Question o dupuiz. of with any othér Peraon having material Gactupl information
regsrding such Question of tispute, The decision of 1R Proket Coordinatoe shall
he w1 whitRg and shall set forth the (acts on which o B based and shall sinle the
ressom for Ihe decoion. The progeet Coordinator's decision shull be Mual and
htAding on al Parties hereto.

I8 WITNESS WHEREQF the panies undersingd have hereunto ser their
hards and scals this %th day of Noyember, 1933,

SiEncd} John Des (SEAL)

lamaic
(Siited) tiongld L. Qualsoe ISEAL)
Meraber  Board of Parole

- (Sipned) David A, Juboson (SEAL)
Instistion Repfescnrafive

{%ugned) wilbur J Schoudi {SEAL)
Secrewry, Dtartmient ol

Approved Health utd Socal Services

{Signed) Gerald 1. sl
Project Coordinator
Afutual Amrcement 1ropramming

2. FARGELE LCORRECTIONS PRUJECT
MUTCAL AGREEMENT PROGRAM
. ARTLUNA
b 1A
- phlghrdustion
£, AW agroement mads ibis gay between John Due ASI #8999 the Aneona De-

“Partment ol Correclaons, and 1he Afwnnd Paole Bowid defines mutual espan.
shiliies amd ulihees an mdmduulu:d Program 1w prefare Jokin Doe for a

y My A webease on pacpke, AW PRt wlice
a5 [ollows
IFan | bnmaier
{. John_thoc. und d wnd afres Tully plete with U passing

grale or 26 ctalaton of sauslcliry wihio my Fezsnooble capabehities the abjer.
nves onthied 0 this dosument in eopsderalion For o speeale dute of paroic

| uniderssnad shal. w1 AAY tmg. | oty PEUODn (e o renckvinaton of thin agree.
meat | will 0 the best ul my abibly ey gul it ehectives and realve that failure
1t d 3o vl cancel it

Fan (T Bepmtonent of Currrcliom:

I Ruk Green. rep iy the i i nr alroe Lo Prosude
he necessaly PIOBMMS and servitts spwsiied m #PARS IV beliw ws enable dohn
D 1o succesfutly complete Wie nheetin g, of 1 sErccment
Pan T Parcle Suard

We, Keuh § Cduwurds. dod Walter € _Paegs,. memhers of M Anvons Beard
il Pardons awd Faroles. akkee thal the abowe muned mmate will be puraled nnoor
hefore July 1, WL CONTINGENL PPON [0S SULK il COMIMETION
of the ubjectnes mentinnesd beliw as cetulicd o i by 1he Stie MAP Prigect
Comrdmaror bt subent o mingmal 4o} 1o il Jumimibithe progosdnk not bn

execed ten working days beytnd ehe spesilied date,
Inmares Mame Inha Doc u. 99099
Dale Sorember 21 1972 Rekonse Date July 1. 1921
Parg $%  ObfeClises
b Educabon

2 Skt Tratng ) Iatr, Charkes Riplesy

Will successfully camplete Vocanonal Lpholiery  June 1974

1 Trealmem
IMr Ray Knhbrovghy
Wl [tk in Aleahais Anony nivks reRuli by

tMr N, Monahar)
Wil mee) fof a gumimum of 12 hours ol enumsehag
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4 Dueiphoe M gl Brandia
Will comply with the natimutmn ruley Jind Tegulamnn puilingd in the Inmate Rule
Paok it Secerne B0 relerpily lor Wi dperplinan mirauwiny

5 Wark Assignment ’

& Loy
Posdrelease Pingram will intlude asnsliowee 1 S0CunTE employ men wl iaibed
ETL

Farnl ¥ intergreistion Prov s

CancclLyhon, neps wEe o this 4 whall ke Bldte
accundance with the terma and Mowmns of the sppris et Anpana Ml Alusr,
1972, far Myl Agiceiant Ervgraminng 4 ameaded and 8 elfect oo the ;l.l
Bereol Al wuestioni, (o or dipu o
eomPleiun of any MMogram o wrue wble e shall e deended br 1ae thiard o1
Parduns 3nd Tarcies. Prot tn his decision 1he st  aorduger il comsul
with tuth the mnule amd |hr Program st member wio mode ke ¢saluatmn
anid. i the Coordinatar> duaeretign. he mas
meumuc and canwull lnlmI) with the satttane god slall monbher resPEoimg such gues-
tion ar dispute or with any shee person kaoing malcaal lictual inivmanen re-
Eerding such question ur disfiiie The deunion ol the Proga Cunrduigin shall be
 wrking amd shall %0 lunth the (o, on which oo bused snd shall stae the
waant (ur (e tewsion The Progst  nurdifator’s deeonmm shan be nal and
beending o all Partees hereto ¢ the Haand of Pardons unil Farakes

I WIENT %% WIIEHEQE the partics underagned have heceunts s ther
hauds amd wabs thas 18R o) of P omber 1972

Juhn ey
Inmate

Crigand) tSEAd)

agmedy heph €| duards EbALY
Setaber  Homd ol Pandnns sl Farokes

Pagncd Walier & Jactthy 15t al)
Member  Buand of Pandens amd Parde,

gned) Ruie & yireen 5k ALL
Approved Imsttman ReMeieline
15gned) ¥ietur M Rewed
Prapect Coardinuray
Mutuat Afreement Frogiumming

3. CARDLE—({RR ECTIONS— PHOSELT
ML YL Al AGRFEMVESNT PROGRAM MING

CTaliforala
kducatinnal furloagh snd Parcle Afreeaini

WIERLAS, the (aldorma I)qmrlmen: ut Currectpne, the Calilorma Aduit
Authorny, and 1he Anentyn ¢ chatrons fpnlke L Prupeet
have estabhithed an educatipnal lurlouith ol Pétake Progam i othe S ol Cabe
Tormia demnminaied e € gifafna Sedel. A P! fur Muiual Agieemend Pig-
Rrammtg and [ndes ilyat Yoocber Referm) Ihereuaiter "he Progrum™s. and

WHEREAS. Johh Dog Bay airecd [ parhieipaic 10 abe 'roam

AOW, CHEREFORE. the partses agiee v lullows

1, Jobn Doc. therenafier “the Puriwifunt™) herohy aB7ee that ¢ shall cuntuem my
eonduel 16 (he Batkes and Regiliwds csgn blished 1or the Program by ithe Cahfornio
Department of L aml 7 i s S P A
hereqh and that | whall tudly fete the ol my Inde dvsl
Educann®al Furloukh Plan wi inth i paragiadh 1% Befen 1 undersiand than |
miay Pelmin for eiiher Hon of e A meAk A1 ANy fime
befme my rekax un parole | agfce 1w my Endiadual B 1
Furkengh #Ra 10 the mest W ooy abadinies and funher ugree that Gilure eher 1o
wocrrafully enmploie my Pl wi v cunfurm my anduet b6 said Rulbes and Kegukb
ons shull conduuie suffiewnt graumts (or any wher 1Parly 10 thy Ageeement b
Lefinate 0r th Agl and my m the Irogeam |1
urther agrec that nr ¥ al thrs A shalt

sulfiCicm Efounds fur the Citdurma Adult Anthorty weconssdkr aod redetermine
iy Parnk date

111 Chardes Wigma, tePesenting the Lalifo Iepariem of Cofrectns.
Ihviion of Parpler and ComMumiv Seraces, and 1L Donakl M Dunabd, wpre.
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yenind Use Amacnican Coprectionad AniCalion dgree o Proveie he MOEBD and
services sPecified i the ldividual Bducaugnad Furkiiigh P'lan set furih i Phra.
EraPh IV herein (0 enable John Dot 1o imely and successfully tnmplele sad plan

1 We, Cuny Lyoum and Jizgey kede, represenng the Cahfnrma Aduh Authorny
aBtee (hal John Doc k Iull he parybed un ur hgfnn I)cccmbel 25, 197, connngent

ufen his ol e g J Furluugh Py s
forth m Patagraph IV hewen and A successfully couformiié his conduct o the
Hubes and Regulinons cxiahbshed Cof this Progam by the Depurtment of Cutiec-
6ons ond meerpiarited wto this A#Teemem by Farfugedth ¥ beremn

Partwipanty Name Jub Dor

ARteement Dare July 4, 1973
MAF Project Cooidinaiur Donald MeDungly

N Bwng

Farck Helease Dare 1221 73

Individust Educailonsd Fuciough Plan

| Education

Juiy 23, 10 August 1, W73 Cemiral Gy Cecupitmnal Oenter
Remedul) Education IMarh, Reuding. Eoghishi}

00 2.m 16 |100 nean

Sepiember {7, to December 48, 107 Same as abave Gl necessary )

4 5kl Traming

July X o Augnt 3], 1973 Cennal Ciy Dcoupanneul Cener

Mamtenance Mechanic

100 p.m to 500 pm,

Scpremies 17, 10 Dectmier 1¥, 199 full bine day siudent 3L 1 & Trude Tech
1 Trealment

Coumching at Cemral City Curbtiumny Center twace a week

2 Wolk Asugnment

Work with men at Cemrab City Cotnmuany
Center .

3 Other

¥ The Rules and Regulanons mnhhshed fur the I'rigram by she Depaniment of
Correctom ate any Fules ynd R as Jed (it the Dy shalt

have csiabluhed and put 1t eifeet and the Hukes ang Ilclu!:umu appPlicable 10
rasulents of apy Galdy of the Depanment an which tme Paniicpant shall ke
Iodged dueng the tarm of (bis ABRemeas Said Rules and Regulanans ate hetehy
wearPocaied e the AEFCement as if sct fnrth i Dell berein.

VI Interpretation of the ARfcemem shall e 0 accordante with the Verms ol
Provisions of the approved Cahfpira Malel A Propoal for Mutusl Agieement
Programming and Individual \uuclm Referral 25 amended and i cifect, All guer.
11003, issues oF digplncs fedp nf of this
A by he Pa hall be syb d W the MAP I"takct Cuordinelar
desiteated i Tardgeaph 1V Betoin for IS rec omimendation 19 the AJul Authomy
Fewor 10 sy Lhe Praject Coard 4hall consul with beih She
Factcapant and the prigeam staff member whi made the exalustion respeciag suc-
eesful completion, and, in Ve Progct Coocdinator’s ductetion, ke may mediale
and corwlt pantly with the pafycipant and stalf member respesnitg such yBestion
oF drapute, oF wih any olher Mram hiving matetmd factuat informatinn relarding
such Question ar diapute  Tise recummendation of the Frupeet Courdinanes shall e
i wpintig and shall sel forth the facts un wbch it b bescd aad hal! 8tz the reasons
Tor the tecommendanon

IN WITHESS WHEREOF ez partics undérsigned hace hercunto st their
Bunds and scals thes Jh day of Juge, 19713 -

15 ) Jubn Doe ISEAL)
Fagtopa

TSigned] Henry W Kerr HSEAL)
Fur the Laltorma Adult authatiy

15%ned) Curueg Lynum I¥EaL)
For ihe {aliiotnia Adult Aumintny
15} Charlet 8, Wilculs (SEaL)
Far the Caldornia Deparanent —

ul Catrectiuns

15ncat Dynakl MeDonald I1SEal}

For the American Curtectional
Assoctation Paroly
Cartectrons Progn




APPENDIX D

MUTUAL AGREEMENT PROGRAM INSTITUTION STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE * -

INSTRUCTIONS: The “"MAP" demonStration project for contractual
agreemsnt between prisoner, parcle board: and institution staff
has been in Operation for several months., We would appreciate
your impressions and opinions about the projesct. and your judg-
ment about what. if any, effects it is having upon prisoners
and the operation of the institution.

A, RESPONDENT {check one) .
Teacher Vocational InStructor Counselor or Therapist
Work Supervisor Qthar: -
B. I have worked with about MAP cases {prisoners with contracts).
C. I am acquainted with about MAP cases (prisoners with
contracts).

IN GENERAL:

1. MAP cases take up tog much of my time. (8%) '
2. MAP cases are easier to work with. (37%)
3, MAP casa&f accomplish more than other prisoners. (36%}
4. MAP caseS show less respect toward staff. {(14%)
5. MAP cases benefit at the expense of other prisoners. {(14%}
6. MAP cases are held to higher standards than other
prisoners. {19%)
7.. MAP cases hinder the orderly operation of the
i} institution. (8%}
B. MAP cases are better mainly because only the better
prisoners get contracts. (13%)
9. MAP cases get significantly betterx program
opportunities. (24%)
1o, MAP cases are a good influence on other prisoners. (42%)
11. MAP cases adjust better than befpore they were given ;
contracts. (47%) i
1z2. MAP cases are getting earlier release dates than they
would cotherwise have. (81%)
13. MADP cases make my own efforts more productive. (39%}
14, MAP cases consclentiously live up te their part of
the bargain. (39%)
15. ' MAP cases are treated less firmly by institution
staff. (293}
1a. MAP cases have programs hardly different than before
they got contracts. (79%}
17. MAP cases are resented by other prisoners who have
no contracts, {(34%)
1sa. MAP cases are more enthusiastic about program
involvement. (48%)
19. MAP caseg do harder time than other prisoners. {(11%)
T s
w
*"Trua® response percent shown in parentheses.
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20.

21,
22.
23.
24,
25,

26.

O
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MAP cases will be less likely to recidivate pecause of
tite contract experience. {(18%)}

MAP cases run substantial risk of staying gn prison
longer. (3%)

MAP cases were promised more thap c¢an be providead. {193)

MAP cases are disappointed with the program. {14%)

MAP cases are mMOre interested in ktheir rights thin
their responsibilities. (44%)

MAP cases obtain more insight into the nature of
their problems. (31s) .

MAP cases earn respect through their behavior and
attitude. {(40%)
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PROJECT PUBLICATIONS

Rewource Document #1:

Resourse Dorument 82,

Hewnuree Document #3:

Rewsurer Hocument #4:

Resouree Dotument #5:

Re~aurre Dorument ¥6:

*Resturer Duocument §7;

Remoueer Darement #X:
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Parote cidrapins, Doevlopment, Current
Prartsees anid Ntaintist, by William Parker,
American Correctional Association, May 1972,
Revised Edition 1955,

Proceedngs:  The  Natwaud ‘orkshop  of
forreetions awd Parale Administrodion,
Fohruary 20023, 1974, New Orleans, Lowisiana,
Compiled  and  edited hy  Leon  Leibers,
American Correctional Association, 1972,

The Mutual Aqrecmnt Program: A Planned
Phawge e Corrertiopgd Servwee Dolivery, by
Leon Leiberg and William Parker, Amernican
Correctional Assoviation, 1973,

Provecdings, Secord Nattonal Workshop on
Corrections amd Parofe Admimstration, San
Ameontio, Teras, Compiled and edited by Leon
Leiberg, American Correctional Assoeiabion,
1547}

MAP Muarkers: Researeh and Evalwation of
the Mutual Agre e mment Program, by James ().
Robison,  [nOrim., American (Correciional
Association, Apnt 1975

Proyram fmplementution. Polthes vl Policy
Charege, by Fllen Tunbar, s Docterat Disserta
tion Universily of Mouthern {‘alifornia,
Depariments of Soeiokogy and Urban Swudies,
Lo~ Anweles, 1975,

An Frabwete Summary of Research: VAP
Pragram Outeomes  the fmbal Demonsiras
tion Nrefes, by Anne Rosenfeld, American
Correctional Association, July, 1973,

A Study o the Legal Aspeets of Contravt
FPuarote . Unpnersity ol {alifornin at Tos
Angeles, Law Scheol tin preparation), Ameri-
ran Uorreclional Assoviation, 1976,

Mutual Agreement Program: An (vertweie,
Americain Correctional  Associption, 1974
1Pamphlet.

Mutwal Agreement Programs with Vouchers:
An Alternative for Institutionafized Femiale
(Mienders, by Leen Leiberg and Willlam
Parker, American Journal of Corrections, Vol.
37, No. 1, January-February, 1975,
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