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ABSTRACT

A review of recidivism research conducted by the Massachusetts
- Department over the past 10 years demonstrates that programmatic
_contributions to the process of societal reintegration are efféctive
. devices. for reducing the repeated criminal behavior of the prison o
.releasee. The success of the reintegration model stands in direct =
contrast to the cited failures of so many of the attempts at "re=-

habilitative treatment". After a.review of some of the theoretical: o

_implications_of*the'reintegration-model,”itfis concluded that efforts
‘which do not directly impact the counterproductive influences of the

‘prisonization process are doomed to failure..

~ Paper presénted'at_the Annual Meeting“of the American Society of
' ‘Criminology, Philadelphia, Pensylvania, November, 1979.
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Over the past/seﬁeral_decades the sociology of corrections has -

. devoted a-ccnSiuerable amount of:timerand energy to the issue_of_the-e-zj

}effectiveness_cf'rreatment~modalities.and rehabilitatiﬁe programs
.”Within the prison setting._ As we now well know, the.vast-accumula-
rftlon of the resultant llterature in thlS area supports the current
' belief that rehabllltatlve treatment Wlthln the prlson settlng has

“shown-llttle or nO'prcmlse. There exlsts a varlety of llnes of
'speculatlon as to the reasons for such a dlsmal falllng, but a
partlcularly powerful 9051t10n - con51stent w1th a long and vast
”=trad1t10n'of criminological theory and research - traces the failure
 to the counterproductlve 1nfluences of the prlscn culture and to the
7lvery nature of the 1ncarceratlon_process. Whether the prison culture
is viewed as arising out of the inmates' adjustment to the pains of
-imprisonment-and to the structural nature of imprisonment cr.as_
iﬁported to the’priscn by the inmates from.an_curside criminogenic
tsubculture,'the:suggestion is that the resultant.Situation-enhances
rather thau inhibits.the future develcpment.cfﬁa criminal career.
Whatever is gained by-rehabilitativejprograms and-trearment-efforts
is greatly overshadowed and diminished by the counrerproductive
‘forces operating-within'the_priscn;ccmmunity. |

'It.is_imporrant‘to'stress, hcwever;‘that not'everythingadone
~by'prisoh administratcrs in their.efogts to reduce the.future
_criminal'behavior ofﬁtheir.charges-necessarily'falls under the
broad category of "rehabilitative treatment". Recent penal practice
has witnessed the development and expansion of a series of programs,
'which-may be better labeled as "reintegrative efforts”, that have '
~as their goals the neutralisation of the negative effects of prison

cultures along with facilitating, supporting, and reinforcing posi-
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"tlve outsrde communlty llnks that may have exlsted orlor to incar-
.=ceratlon or that may be brought to ex1st durlng the perlod of in--
. carceratlon,' Such efforts, may be dlrected throughout all stagesl
i_of the inoaroeratlon cycle but become partlcularly lntenslveub_ :
‘during- the late ‘phases of lmprlsonment. | | |

Specrflc examples of programs whlch I am calling “relntegratlve

._are home-furlough programs, educatlon release programs, work—release
| programs and pre—release programs. Here the general label of |
.communlty-based corrections. may be the most approprlate.. Other
xexamples may be more_llberal vlsrtlng'pr1v1leges, conjugal visits,
co—ed-institutions,'ahd classification programs that provide a
- movement among institutions in éesoending.order of,seourity.level
and population'sire, ‘Ih contrast'to-the'programming of the tradi-
tional rehabilitative ideal;'the_goal=of'reintegrative brograms is
'enot to "correct" or to "oure"'orito ﬁtreat"'an individual; -Ihstead
1t is to minimize the negatlve effects of: 1mprlsonment, +to maximize
the retention of any positive communlty llnks that may have exlsted
L prior to conflnement, and to maximize the establlshment.of any new
oommunity links that'may be brought about to exist during the period
of imprisohment. This dlstlnctlon between "rehabllltatlve treatment”
‘and "communlty—based relntegratlon“ ‘may be a subtle one, but I ‘think
it may be-qulte'lmportant, Do ‘the current negatlve research find-
ings coucerning the effectlveness of the tradltlonal ‘rehabilitative
.. treatment ideal also apply to reintegrative efforts? "This is the

'important question that I want to addressfih this paper.

My reason for: focusrng on\thls questlon is tied to my research

_1nvolvement w1th a series of communlty ‘linked relntegratlon programs

currently operating in the-state_of_Massaohusetts. In 1972, new
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_Vlegislation was'passed in the state-of Massachusetts creating a
series of programs 1n the state prlson system Wthh could best- be

'c1a551f1ed as_"relntegrat;ye"_ln_orlentatlon, Each of the newly |
-_created programs was:designed to'strengthen l;nks between-the__'

~ inmate ahd'the'oﬁtside community-s-TO“thiS:eXtent.the ?rcgrams” |
were communlty—based. Though- programmlng occurred at all stages_.

of the 1ncarcerat10n cycle, emphas;s was . placed on the pre-release

”-stage.- For example, at the outset of the period of 1ncarceratlon_

and ‘through to the'perlod of release, 1nmates were.ellglble.for

community furloughs. Durlng the . mlddle phase of. lncarceratlon,

:_'51n addition to communlty furloughs, lnmates were ellglble for a

'zser;es:of movements from.max;mum tc_medlum to mindimum secur;ty.
'institutions. But at the later stage'of incarceration (within
.18'months of parole_eligihility)_inmates also qualified for com-
amunity work-release, residence.in.community prenrelease-center,.
_community:edﬁcation'release, and a variety'of'other program_'related
"community actirity release time.. Program‘related activity.time
allowed 1nmates to seek out publlc and private community serv;ces

such as therapy, drug counseling,- Alcohollcs Anonymous meetlngs,,

and adult educatlon.and to partlc;pate.ln those services in the
free community.returning to their institutions in the evening.

The model allowed for ongoing publlc and prlvate community agencies

- to part1c1pate in the treatment of the offender; but what is |

"1mportant is that this treatment occurred in the community settlng,

not in the prison- settlng. .The model -also allowed for the periodic

removal of the inmate from the sole 1nfluence of the lnmate culturer'
Collectlvely the new leglslatlon created a. network of pro-

gramming geared to:. (1) maintain whatever positive communlty links
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 £he-iﬁmate-may have had.prior.to prisbnfentry_(use of furlough);
(2)'mddify.theﬁdeVelbpment-and SubseQuent influence-of-negative_
impact.of-inéarceration_dﬁé to “prisonization" (use.pf:fﬁrloughs; 
'moﬁements'aﬁongciﬁstitutioné bf.descending:secﬁrity ;eVél‘and sizé
and community.release.programs); and (3) encourage the_deﬁelopﬁént
of newly establiéhed:positive links‘wi£h thé commnniﬁy,'ﬁafticu;' 
iailf aﬁ'the period of'incarcérétion of anticipéted:rel§ase .
:'(use.of_work?ie;ease-éduéation—releﬁse-and gbmmuﬁi£§ acfivity 
‘release time.) | | | -
With ﬁhe-introduction-pf this reintegrative model, a carefully
: planned research effort was coordinated to_test the.effect of these
.efforts oﬁ the post—p;ison.release behavi0r'of the participating
inmates. Recidi%iém, as defined as return to prison within one
year of release, was the measure of effectiveness chosen.
| The first completed research.effqrt dealt.with_the effects of
the éommunity furiough program on the participants’ posteréleéée
. adjustméht (LeClaif,-lQ?S)."Controlling for'séléctién factors
via the use of BéSe—Expectancy Tables,.the.dataurevealed signifi-
::cantly lower rates of recidivism fo::furlough participants.than
for non-participants. . The data were intefpreted as providing
;preliminary.evidénée that the use of the community furlough pro-
:_gram'during theépériod of incérceratioﬁ Provides a pbsitive |
_réintegration function. It was conclgaéd that programmatic contri-
butions to the process of societal reintegration can be effective
devices for reducing the-:epeated_grimiﬁal behavior of the pfison'
‘releasee. o _ _
A second study (LeClair, 1978) looked.at the effect of.pre—'

release'programming.in the community at the final stage of the
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'jperiod_of incaréeration, as well as:fﬁrloughs,'oh post—prison're—

 _iease behavior. Analy51s prov1ded clear ev1dence that part1c1patlon
_1n graduated re1ntegratlon programs such as pre-release centers

and community furloughs reduces the probability that an 1nd1v1dual

- will recidivate upon release from prison. 1In thls:second study,

~ it is noteworthy that_the-most éignificant impact on recidivismb*' '
todcufrea for ﬁhose“individuéléuwho;participatéd in both.pre—release_»
 programé and ccmmunity.furlbughs. 4. - RN |

A third study (Mershon, 1978) loocked at the process pf

.---graduated movement among institutions in descending level of

”securityrand si2e_andifound that fedueed_rates Qf.recidiviSm-was_
associated with such movement. Rgcidivism rates were lowest Zor
.those individuals who Cthleted'the movément cycle and thus were
~released from the,lowest;security:institutions. The next lowest
) rate of recidivism was for individuals released from medium security'
institutions; and thé highest rate for those reieased difectly_from _
‘maximum securify'institutions. | = | |
These reseafch findings, and the.results of-oﬁher'studies
'ébnducted by the Massachusetts Departmént of Coriection but not
-specifically mentioned here, have 1ed-us.to conclude that evidence
does‘éupport-thé fact that ﬁhe'uéé of community-based graduated
'teihtegraﬁion pfqgrams has a positive effect ‘on post-prison behavior.

-,

it should be remembered however, that in order to contréol for the

- selection processes which allowed differential participation in the

reintegration model, a statistical technigue known as Base Expectancy
Rates had to be employed in each of the cited research studies.
These statistical'procedures'are‘recognized'as techniques not without

limitations. - Therefore, in addition to the statistical'éontrols on




'selectlon factors, it becomes necessary to ook at the system w1de.f
'1_effects of the. relhtegratlon model For example,'lt becomes im-
:portant to determine whether or not ‘the rec1d1vrsm rates for the
~total releasee populatlon changed over time durlng the. succe551ve
_ operatlon and expan81on of the relntegratlon model._ Research
:actlvrty therefore was conducted along these llnes.- A populatlon 7
.dof 1nd1v1duals released in the year 1971 was chosen as a base |
lrne_for comparlsons since this populatlon was.closest_ln time. to
the implemehtation of the model_under'study;. We;then looked at
- the subseguent releasee popdlations”for a-sir_yeertperiod“in which
there was aggradual development and expansion-offthe,reintegration
model 4.the years-1972'through 1877. | Data reﬁealed that the overall
.rates of recrdrvrsm systematlcally dropped after the lntroductlon
eof-the relntegratlon model. - More importantly, ev1dence revealed
that the drop in recidivism was directly proportional-to_the
number of individuals participating.in the'proéramst 'For'example,
chand—out'number I.dichotomizes the.releasee populatiohs aCCOrdiné
+to the proportion of individuals part1c1patlng in pre—release

relntegratlon programs.
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971
1972
973
1974
1975
976

977
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HAND OUT NUMBER I-

¢ YEARLY COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES BY PRE RELEASD PARTICIPATION

NUMBER OF
. RELEASES

1107

1550

966
911
J-épﬁ'

925

1138

PERCENT OF
POPULATION
RELEASED
FROM PRE-

- RELEASE CENTERS

03
13
128
259
T
a0%

42%

ST .

 RATE OF - .
RECIDIVISM FOR

PRE-RELEASE ...

" PARTICIPANTS

12%

14%
9%

¢ Figures not available for sub-samples in this year.

RATE OF

 RECIDIVISM
_ FOR NON~PRE= ... -«
' RELEASE PARTICIPANTS

25%_'
k.
208
213
'ﬂ22%
218
193

RATE OF
RECIDIVISM

- FOR TOTAL
" RELEASES

25%
223
19%
©19%
208
16%
153
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As you ceﬁ see from the handfout;.as thetproportion-of-indi—.
_viduals released from'prison.through:preerelease'ceoterseincreases.._
dover time, the total re01d1v1sm rate decreases..-For-exampie; in::
the base year,_1971 no 1nd1vrdua1 was released from prison via
Ca pre—release,program and'the overallnrec1d1v15mfrate was 25%;
;in the year 1872, 1% of the populetdon_ﬁes_releaseddthroughdére; .
'frelease.and.the_overall.recidivism rateﬁoas‘éz%}:end_byd1977, 42%t
of the population was reieased.through pre-releasefcenters end the
'overail recidivism rate. went down to iS% .It'is-particuleriy-
d:noteworthy that as ‘more and more individuals. are- selected for
-part1c1patlon in the relntegratlon model the rate of reczdrvrsm
-;for the pre—release'populatlon as-well‘as the:totel-populatlon-
.'continues'to drop. I f£ind these results quite-astonishing and
:_supportive.of the reintegration model.
_'5It is important to consider some.of_the theoretical_impli#

‘cations. of'these research findings.' in attemptlng thls task, I
find that it becomes necessary to -draw heavily on a long tradrtron
roof work in the_soclology of the prison - specifically,’ the'materlal
.dealing with the concept of ﬂprisonization". Clemmer's (19401
early Work'in thisferea'is important'beceuse it introduces the
:orlglnal concept of an inmate culture operatlng in dlrect op9051-
‘tlon to the formal organlzatlonal structure. Thls resultant force
'_ is seen as counter-productlve to rehabliltatlve efforts and to
.post release adjustment o
| Building onrthls theoreticaleoase, Sykes'and Messenger t19602
V'rand'Goffman'(lBGl) made important contributions-by linking the
ddevelopment:of "prisonization" to1the.very'structure-of prisons

Vandtto.the process. of incarceration. They‘postulate,that
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iﬂprisohization"_develops as_a coping meéhanism in:ah'attempt to
Z:alléviaté-the depriVatiohs,and.frustfatidns_encountered aS'par;  __
.oﬁ.the ﬁpains_of imprisonment". |

A subseguent collectiﬁn of thepretical work locked at the
importance of extra*prisoﬁ_influences on the developmént of |
 prisonization._ For-ékample, stress was‘placéd.onthe_impqrtanpe‘
:'Qf criminogenic_cultural.influences-iﬁpofted int§ the prison, on
the importance of outside community links during tﬁe period of .
"incarceraﬁion, and on the importance of spécifié'sbcial psycho- -

logical correlates of prisonization such as “post—release ex-

pectations" and "changes in world views associated with confinement", = =

{Irwin and-Cressey,.1962f Séhrag, lQGl;-Garrity,_196l;land Thomas,
Petersen,_and'Zingraff, 1978)."The recent #ork by Thomas,
Petersen and Zingraff is of. particular importance in that it
Jattempts an integration of existing theories of prisonization by
poétulating the dual.influence of both structural and social psy-
chological ccrfelates-of-prisonization. | N

A final area of theoretical activity concerning prisonization
+hat I would like to draw on is the material on "phasefof
imprisonment". Theoretical work: in this area postulated thét the
level of prisonization Varies_tﬁrough the stages of incarceration;
- low at entry, gradually incréééing during the middle phase, and
'falling'off as anticipated release ap;¥oaches, (Wheiler,_l&Gl;
'Garabedian, 1%63; Glaéer,'1964; and Willford, 19671. This
‘notion of a ﬁ-shaped curve seems to provide a bridge in
-mediating the differential impact of prison specific and extra--

prison influences on the prisonization process.
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By drawing oh several of these contributions, particularly the
 recent contributions'bﬁ Thooas, Petersen and Zingraff,-a theoreti*
cal explanationufor the successes associated with_the_implementa—
tioo of the reintegration-model in the.Massachusetts Correctionai
- System'may-be'constructed. I would like to offer a theoretlcal
. model whereby 1t is assumed that the fallure of tradltlonal
rehabllltatlve programs operatlng wrthln the prlson settlng is.
_llnked to the counterproductlve influences of a prlson culture.
A process, deflned as prlsonlzatlon, develops as a result of both
_=structural and socral psychologacal forces ‘that are assocrated
1w1th the process of 1ncarceratlon and operates in direct opposrtlon
to formal organlzatlonal goals. The_model'further»assumes that
the level of prisonization changes along critical junctcres of
the incarceration proCess:aﬂd that the relative importance of
structural variables and soc1a1 psychologlcal varlables also
changes along these junctures. |

The reintegration model avoids the pitfalls experienced by
.Vtraditional rehabilitative programs_precisely'because the forces
of prisonization are taken into account. The reintegration model
attempts to facilitate'the successful movement of an individual
| through theastages'of incarceration and subsequent community
:reentry_by neutfalizing the_negative effects of priSonization.
For example, an atteopt-is made to impact structural correlates
of prisonization such as "alienation" or ;structural powerlessness"
by the movement'of inmates among institutions-of progressively_ |
decreased security.ievel and population srze. Presumably, as
security leﬁel and population size decreases, the necessity'for

- structural coercion concomitantly decreases. . Lower levels of




s'structurai coercion may mean a reduced'pressure.toward-prisonizetion:*'
-Furthermore, the very process of transferrlng inmates among fac111—~ x
ties lnsures that the prlson populatlon is constantly changlng, thus
inmate frlendsh;p.tles-and.other commitments to the informal prison :
cultuie_ are continually interrupted and neutreiized;'
'“An_atfemptcis aiso ﬁa&e to impact'sooial psychological correlates
‘  of.prisonizetion sooh_as “degfee-of-comﬁunity_iiokage“,gfbost ’ o
'release expectstions“, end "changing-leVels of'setisfactioo“Q._The
'reintegration model maximizes oontinﬁed contact with the'outside |
_community-during fhe_earlf and middle phases'of incarceration_'
_through the use of the communlty furlough program. Here the possi- . =
'blllty of malntalnlng pre-eXLStlng posmtlve communlty 11nks is
_enhanced. 2dditionally the use of furloughS'may bring about, during
the period of incarceration, newly.formed community links. As the
_lnmates reach the pre-release stage, a whole array of community-
based act1v1ty, in addltlon to furloughs, ‘becomes possxble'.employment
~in the communlty, educatlonal opportunltles in the communlty, , |
:shopplng and recreational activities in the communlty,jattendlng
~rehabilitative programs in the community. In this setting the
_reintegretion model is functioniﬁg in.such.a-waj as to'maXimize the
potential for positive3external'influenoes.7 As positive-exterpal
o.lnfluences increase, the effects of prlsonlzatlon lessen; -
Pre-release programs 1mpact "chagélng levels of satlsfactlon
by providing inmates with increased options and alternatives durlng o
the period of.incarceration. These programs.also affect "post -
;reieese expectationsf.by looating the inmate in work, education,
and community-based tﬁeatment programs.prior to reiease.'

If we accept the proposition that the level of prisconization
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begins_to-weaken as,inmates approach the-etage.of antiCipated.te-':
lease, the effects of the gfeatly ihtensifiea:efforts at_COmmun;ty':
iinkage provided hy the reintegration model at the pre-release etage.
:become crucial. As the inmatee'naturally turn their_attention aWay
fxem the prison culture'ahd toward the free.Community,Athe.rein-'-
tegration model . strongly supports thlS transmtlon by allow1ng the
:hinmatehto spend 1ncrea51ng amounts of hlS tlme in that out51dE~

commuﬁity,h _ _ . . - :

I would llke to summarlze the explanatory pos;tlon that I am

- proposxng for the success of the Massachusetts relntegratlve

efforts by rezer:lng to the-dlagram presented in Hand—out II.
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'HAND QUT. II

PROGRAMMATIC ATTEMPTS AT NEUTRALIZING EFFECTS OF PRISONIZATION -

'STAGE ;-ﬁxk\5<~‘._.a)</)<_;;AcE 111

STAGE -

Prison Entry and

Early Phases of
Incarceration

Middle Phase

D g

Bnticipated
Release

- STAGE II

REINTEGRATION PROGRAMS

Community furloughs and given
orientation as to which pro- -
grams are available in the
future (i.e., different se-
curity levels, and communlty
based pre release)

Communlty furloughs- and graduw
ated movement among institutions
in descendlng levels of security
and in descending levels of -
populatlon den51ty :

Community furloughs; movement

to lowest security institutions-
pre-release centers; broadest
participation in community
based reintegration programs:
work-release, education release .

.and other program related com-

munity release. passes
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ANTICIPATED AREA OF IMPACT

_Communlty 11nkage

Community linkage and prison-

~'specific structural variables

such as "alienation" and
"contextual powerlessness" -

-Major focus on 3001a1 psychologl-

cal variables such as "post—~
release expectatlons"'and
"changes in world view. a55001—

'ated w1th conflnement“
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Almost ten years of recrd1v15m research conducted by the

Massachusetts Department of Correctlon has collectlvely uncovered

'a series of patterns Wthh I: belleve to have w1de range theoretlcal_

rand pollcy 1mp11catlons. Underlylng these patterns is a. common

theme, one'which~deals with the specific process of communlty

' relntegratlon through a system of graduated release. 5The suCCess
- of this. relntegratlon model stands .in direct contrast to the c1ted
'-fallures of sO many of our. attempts at “rehabllltatlve treatment”.
:-I propose-that efforts which do not dlrectly impact the counter-

-productive influences of the prisonization process are doomed to

failure.
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