


Reintegration Experiences in a Sample of Israeli Parolees Who Completed Their Term of Supervision: A Qualitative Study
Abstract
For many released prisoners the period following their release can be characterized by many unforgiving challenges. The ability to overcome such challenges depends on the services, level of supervision and type of available support. One such support is available through the Israeli Prisoners Rehabilitation Authority (IPRA) that provides a supervisory and rehabilitative framework for reintegration after release from imprisonment with emphasis on employment. The aim of the present study was to examine the subjective experiences of ex-prisoners on their journey from incarceration through reentry and reintegration while participating in a supervision, treatment and employment intervention offered and operated by IPRA. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with a sample of released prisoners who successfully completed IPRA supervision period between 2014 and 2019. The interviews reveal four main themes that are being discussed in this study to better illustrate the pathways to gain `better lives` via the reintegration process.                                            

Introduction
Many released prisoners encounter difficulties after their release from prison that may impede their reintegration process. Such difficulties are manifested on both individual level (e.g. employment, substance use, residence, family etc.), and social level (e.g. stigma, social alienation etc.) (Brand, 2016; Herbert et al., 2015; Nugent & Schnikel, 2016). Overcoming such difficulties depends on the individual’s abilities, motivation, and mental state, as well as on related social factors, and the social environment’s willingness to accept and assist these individuals in the reintegration process (McNeill, 2016), and with it the rehabilitative and therapeutic milieu that are available, and the level of supervision and guidance it can provide (Seiter & Kadela, 2003; Visher & Travis, 2011). 
Rehabilitation refers to the process by which a specific program is designed to enable its participants to resume and practice normative and healthy lifestyle and activities. In the penological literature, this concept is further developed into and additional stages of re-entry and reintegration, with the last one referring to the long process of reintegrating to the normative society as a law-abiding citizen, desisting from crime (LeBel et al., 2008; Maruna, 2001; Sampson & Laub, 2003), and exhibiting full recovery (White & Kurtz, 2005).      
Specifically, rehabilitation, reentry, reintegration and desistance from crime are viewed as related concepts that describe an evolving process. Respectively, rehabilitation will describe the initial process that target the needs of the offender as identified by the intake process, and will vary in depth and duration of the intervention till the point of re-entry—a specific point in time usually attributed to the specific date of release back to the community. The successful rehabilitative intervention while incarcerated may culminate in early re-entry that will be followed by the reintegration process, a process of assimilation that may vary in duration depending on the strength and weaknesses of the individual, and the conditions of their release (see Gideon & Sung, 2011; Travis, 2005). Successful reintegration means that the individual refrains from any criminal involvement while assuming normative roles in society that symbolizes their desistance from crime. Such desistance translates into breaking apart from old connections, while making good (Maruna, 2001). 
One relevant theoretical model aimed at rehabilitating offenders and reducing their recidivism, is the Good Lives Model (GLM) (Ward & Stewart, 2003). According to this model, rehabilitation of offenders should focus on those means that will enable offenders to better their lives, while improving their well-being and quality of life, which in turn will reduce their risk of further being involved in criminal activity, and recidivism (see Ward & Maruna, 2007). Accordingly, setting modest and attainable goals and expectations such as securing a job, taking up new hobbies and being exposed to new experiences will assist the individual in moving forward and building new life, rather than simply desisting and `floating` (Healy, 2014; Weaver, 2013, 2015). 
The GLM approach to rehabilitation sees the desistance from crime as a by-product of major positive life events experienced by the individual offender (see Cullen, 2012; Laub et al., 2006; and Laub & Sampson, 1993). For example, Laub and Sampson (1993) in their age-graded theory argue that marriage, stable and meaningful employment, and military service may be positive key turning points that lead to desistance from crime (Doherty, 2006; Laub et al., 2006). Such explanations were further developed to desistance theories (Bersani & Doherty, 2018; Broidy & Cauffman, 2017; LeBel et al., 2008; Maruna, 2001; Segev, 2018) that describe gradual process that is completed when criminality is no longer manifested. 
Specifically, desistance theories distinct between primary desistance—temporary desistance from delinquent and criminal behavior—and secondary desistance—active participation in intervention programs that communicate normative lifestyle. Such theories assume that it is essential to examine the actual overall lifestyle of the individual after the intervention program was completed (Rhine et al., 2017; Rhine, Petersilia & Reitz, 2017). The theories further assume that successful transition from primary to secondary desistance (Maruna & Farrall, 2004) do not guarantee tertiary, and final, desistance that includes a broad social acknowledgement of change that is necessary for long term desistance (McNeill, 2016).  
The initial stages in desistance from crime is hope (Farrall et al., 2014), this being a time when the aims of the individual undergoing rehabilitation are still unclear and unconsolidated and he is preoccupied principally by what he does not want to do (return to prison, disappoint those around him). Later, as the rehabilitation process advances, and with the help of support agents, the expectations and goals regarding the future begin to take shape (Farrall & Calverley, 2006), and the more these are fulfilled, the more hope soars and begins to be part and parcel of the rehabilitation process (Galander, 2020). In contrast, a failure to achieve the aims ("pains of desistence") can drive the individual in rehabilitation to despair (Nugent & Schinkel, 2016).
The aim of the current study was to gain insight into the experiences of individuals who participated in the supervision and employment guidance programs offered and operated by Israeli Prisoners Rehabilitation Authority (IPRA), while furthering our understanding of their rehabilitation, reentry and reintegration process from their time of incarceration through the point of reentry, and up-to when they completed their mandatory supervision and even after it. 
Prison-Based Rehabilitation and Treatment Programs 
The process of early on-set intervention is shared by many western correctional systems, as well as by the Israeli correctional system, a system that engraved the goals of treatment and intervention as its mission statement (see Timor, 2011). Specifically, the Israeli Prison Service (IPS) declares its mission as follow: 
[Israeli prison Services] mission is to enhance offenders’ potential for successful integration into society while ensuring them a safe, secure, and appropriate incarceration environment, respecting offenders' dignity and accommodating their basic needs, as well as providing them with rehabilitation services.
      (Israeli Prison Services available at: https://www.gov.il/en/departments/prison_service).
As such, the IPS offers diverse intervention and rehabilitation programs designed to prepare individual prisoners for their release and reintegration. Individual and group therapy, educational and vocational programs, work and services programs within the facility (e.g. maintenance, kitchen etc.), employment within the prison industry, and work-release initiatives allowing low-risk offenders to exist the prison for work during the day and return at night, are a few examples of the diverse offering available by the IPS (Davidsko & Volk, 2011). 
Seamless Care and Rehabilitation Programs for Ex-Prisoners
Upon release from prison, and with a clear intent to maintain continuation of treatment through a seamless system of care (Cook et al., 2015; Crites & Taxman, 2013), the Israeli Prison Services along with the Israeli Prisoners Rehabilitation Authority (IPRA) mandate participation in various intervention and supervision programs, and in particular in cases of conditional release on parole (Gideon, 2009). These intervention programs are designed to assist in the reintegration process after release from incarceration, and are operated by IPRA; a governmental agency backed by legislation and tasked at preparing and operating rehabilitation and reintegration programs to assist released prisoners in their reintegration journey.  In 2001, a mandatory treatment participation component was added as a requirement to be considered for early release (i.e. parole). Such mandatory program includes supervision that will offer treatment and rehabilitation efforts in the community with an emphasis on employment placement, and support during the initial stages followed the release. 
The Israeli Prisoners’ Rehabilitation and Community Supervision Program
The Israeli Prisoners’ Rehabilitation Authority (IPRA) operates a reintegration program that assists released prisoners, regardless of their religious and ethnic affiliation, in assimilating back into the normative community. Such program combines supervision and treatment with strong emphasis on employment integration. 
In order to achieve the above goals and to better respond to the needs of offenders, IPRA counselors, who are responsible for the therapeutic aspects of the program, meet with eligible prisoners during their incarceration periods for interviews, assessment, and evaluation of various reports and intake summaries. Eligible prisoners are those individuals who express interest, motivation, and commitment to the IPRA program/s and are completely aware to the imposed conditions. Differently put, eligible prisoners who participate in the IPRA program do so voluntarily and with full understanding that their imprisonment time reduction will be converted to participation in IPRA’s program.  
Upon completion of the above process a tailored therapeutic program is presented to the parole board approval for those individuals found to be suitable and eligible for participation in the program. Once the review is completed and a conditional release is granted, the prisoner is conditionally released (i.e. licensed release) and become subjected to the reporting of the IPRA, who is mandated to provide quarterly progress reports to the parole board.  
To achieve successful reintegration back into the normative community after release from incarceration requires the individual to change his thought process, social perceptions and behavior (Shoham & Timor, 2014). Such concern is highly essential when dealing with convicted criminals that are accustomed to non-normative way of thinking and manifest non-traditional and non-normative behavior (Ward & Maruna, 2007). Accordingly, upon their release, and as part of their condition, ex-prisoners are expected to participate in an individually tailored psychological treatment program that correspond with their crime of conviction and includes both individual and group therapy. In many cases, these individuals are mandated to attend at least two weekly therapeutic sessions, in which one is individual treatment and the other is group therapy. Each treatment session lasts about 50 minutes. 
The supervisory and rehabilitative program is prepared by the treatment staff and the employment counselors. One of the preliminary conditions of acceptance to the program is the voluntary acceptance of the treatment and supervision protocol by the individual prisoner prior to his release from incarceration. Further, those chose to participate in the program must be drug-free for a period of at-least six months prior to release (Peled-Laskov et al., 2019). 
The program was developed out of necessity and the difficulties experienced by many released prisoners who encounter impediments (stigma, poor prior employment background, limited skills, low wages, unrealistic expectations for rapid promotion etc.) when searching and securing meaningful employment (Davis et al., 2014; Lichtenberger, 2006; Lucken & Ponte, 2008; Pager et al., 2009; Seiter & Kadela, 2003). In the development of the program an emphasis was placed on the understanding that securing meaningful employment is crucial in the rehabilitation, reintegration, and assimilation process of those individuals (Duwe, 2015; Gillis & Nafekh, 2005; Laub & Sampson, 1993). To that extent, IPRA established a counseling initiative comprised of employment counselors who advise and supervise ex-prisoners while also providing them with the necessary support in the process of finding and maintaining employment (Efodi, 2014). Such system is necessary in aiding ex-prisoners assimilate in the workforce and persevere in their employment (Peled-Laskov & Bialer, 2013).
The Current Study
Evaluating employment reintegration and recidivism of ex-prisoners who were under the supervision of IPRA and those who maxed-out at the end of their sentences between 2007 - 2010, Peled-Laskov and her colleagues (2019) found more positive outcomes in terms of successful reintegration among those ex-prisoners who were under the supervision of IPRA and participated in the employment program. Such positive outcomes were identified in terms of: employment reintegration, length of reported employment, higher overall average income, and lower imprisonment rates.   
However, the above study by Peled-Laskov and her colleagues (2019) did not examine the subjective views of the prisoners who participated in the program to gain important insight into their actual experiences about the program, its strength and weaknesses. This is where the current research seeks to fill such void by examining the subjective perceptions and experiences of ex-prisoners on their journey from incarceration through reentry and reintegration while participating in a supervision, treatment and employment intervention offered and operated by IPRA. In addition, the current study further sought to identify the factors that contributed to the rehabilitation and reintegration process, as well as those that impeded them, and the level of satisfaction these individuals feel from their employment. Such examination is of great importance as many of them are integrating into the least professional sectors of employment as laborer (Ramkers et al., 2016).
Unlike other studies conducted in the recent past in Sweden (Lander, 2015; Galander, 2020), Japan and Scotland (Barry, 2017), and England (Nugent & Schinkel, 2006; Farall, 2014), the present research focuses on perceptions held by prisoners regarding the course they have pursued rather than on the process of desistance per se.
Methodology
Participants
To achieve the current study’s goals, a list of eligible ex-prisoners who completed their term of community supervision and participated in IPRA program between 2014-2019, was obtained from the Israeli Prisoners Rehabilitation Authority (i.e. sampling frame). The study chose to focus only on Jewish males due to language limitations, and thus only Jewish participants were sampled and interviewed.  Interviewing those who completed the program enabled us to gain an insight on the process in retrospect while avoiding potential biases that may arise when interviewing individuals who are involved in the process.  Participants were selected from that list at random, and once reached interview saturation on the main themes, no additional participants were sought of. Specifically, 17 adult Jewish men were interviewed. Ages of interviewees ranged between 22 to 77. Five of the interviewees reported been single, nine divorced and three married. Most of the interviewees reported been fathers. The sample level of education ranged between 9 years to 17 years of formal schooling, with six participants holding academic degrees. Interviewees participating in the survey were convicted of various crimes such as drug, robbery, aggravated assault, rape, and white-collar crimes. Accordingly, the length of supervision in the community varied between four months to eighteen months.     
Data Collection Method
To gain insight into the experiences and perceptions of those individuals who participated in the IPRA employment and supervision program and their assimilation and reintegration process back into the normative, non-criminal way of life, a semi-structure interview was used. The semi-structured interview was based on a specific interviewer guide detailing the themes and topic to be covered during the interview. This method was chosen as it enables researchers with the needed flexibility to collect as much information as needed while remaining open to unexpected themes that emerge during the interview process, and thus exploring certain themes of interest in-depth (Shkedi, 2003) when there is a single chance of interviewing (Bernard, 2010). The interview guide included items aimed to examine themes regarding the prison experience, the period of supervision (e.g., treatment availability and supervision by IPRA, finding employment, relationship of employer, perceived benefit of the program to the rehabilitation process) and the period immediately after the end of supervision (e.g. employment, aspirations, and plans for the future). Additionally, there were items regarding demographics and personal background information. 
Procedure
The authors met with representatives of IPRA to learn more about the actual program and to secure adequate permission and collaboration to conduct the research. This step enabled the researchers to obtain a valid sampling frame of eligible ex-prisoners who completed the treatment and supervision. Further, such an agreement enabled the researcher access to the potential interviewees who were asked for their willingness to participate in the study and be interviewed by the research staff.  In compliance with the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of the parent institution where the researchers work, complete and total anonymity and confidentiality were guaranteed. Interviews where in-depth and only the interviewer (the first author and a trained graduate research assistant) and the person interviewed were present during the interview. Interviews lasted on average about one hour and were hand-written and documented per-verbum. 
Analysis of the interviews was done in three stages: In the first stage, all written interviews were evaluated using the inter-rater/ inter-observer reliability method to identify, classify, and arrange the themes from the interviews. Two raters who are seasoned researchers and practitioners in the field of prisoners’ rehabilitation were tasked with this first stage. In the second stage, and after all relevant themes were identified each of the interviews was analyzed separately by the researchers. This stage resulted in a few additional themes been identified. In the final stage, the analysis of the interviews was compared among the researchers to finalize themes and sub-themes, and to cross match and verify any additional information of relevance that may have been overlooked (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).    
Findings
Four main themes emerged from analyzing the interviews; these themes provide a somewhat chronological view of the participants' perceptions and expectations in regard to: (1) The effects of being incarcerated; (2) The treatment by IPRA; (3) Employment during supervision; and (4) Future expectation. 	Comment by User: The reentry stage
A. Effects of Being Incarcerated
Despite of the common belief, the long process of rehabilitation begins during the early stages of incarceration with the initial intake, and through the various services offered by prison staff (Gideon & Sung, 2011). The ability to successfully rehabilitate incarcerated offenders also depends on the prison environment and the individual interpretation of the prison realities as experienced by the individual prisoner.  Accordingly, prison sentence can serve a utilitarian goal of desistance from crime through both deterrence and treatment, and both are rooted in individual perceptions, experiences and interpretations of the prison environment and incarceration experiences. Contrary, if the individual prisoner’s perceptions are defiant then such experience may result in a more rebellious behavior that led to further offenses (see Sherman, 1993). It is in this context that all the participants in the study discussed their perceptions and experiences of the prison sentence, with some describing it as a very difficult and traumatic period that had a significant effect on them. 
A. 1. Prison as means of deterrence 
Deprivation of freedom through incapacitation and imprisonment are aimed at both isolating and deterring offenders from future involvement in crime. The pains of imprisonment and associated discomforts are aimed to achieve the most fundamental utilitarian approach of bringing individuals to desist from crime. Support for the above was found in the reported experiences of five participants in the study. As noted by one of the participants, convicted of robbery, who said: “… prison is not a positive place. Very difficult period. Not something you can forget. I had the sense to understand. I was smart enough… I am not going back.” (Interviewee #7).  Further support to the deterrent effect of the prison was reported by another participant, convicted of traffic and transportation crimes: "With all the sorrow of being imprisoned, it helped me a lot. Prison deterred me and did the work". (Interviewee #5).   
A. 2. Rehabilitation in prison
Being imprisoned can also serve as a changing point and allow those who are interested in changing to address their issues by taking active part in the various prison programs. Overall, seven participants in this study praised the programs that were available to them while incarcerated. Specifically, one of the participants, convicted of drug related crimes, explained that those who arrive in prison with motivation to use the sentence in a positive way to address their problem, may rehabilitate, accordingly he argues: 
While participating in the prison-based treatment I was able to see myself, evaluate my behavior. As far as the Israeli Prison System goes—I am 100% satisfied. When I was discharged, I was sad, I wanted to continue my treatment; I could have fixed more. I would have stayed in prison. I also loved my therapist, she changed me. (Interviewee #1).   
Similar experience was reported by another participant, convicted of violent crimes, who viewed his sentence as a chance to escape the criminal world and change. 
Everything helped me. Get in touch with your emotions, self-awareness. So many things. From the moment I started with the group [sessions] I became a man that does not like to fight, loves to listen; loves to give advice. Today, I finish my job, take a shower and rest. Relaxed at home. Prison made a human being out of me. (Interviewee #9). 
Prison-based rehabilitation can be attributed to the various available activities within the prison environment, such as prison employment, study (e.g. either religious and/or educational opportunities).  For example, one of the participants explained how the opportunity to work inside prison changed his employability perceptions: "When I worked inside the prison, I saw that I can do other jobs, not just driving. It encouraged me to find jobs that does not require driving once I was released". (Interviewee #5).
From the above reports shared by the participants, who interviewed for this study, the prison had two main positive effects: rehabilitative effect, in particular for those who adjusted to the prison environment and program requirements, and in deterring some participants, in particular those affected by the pains of imprisonment and the prison environment.  Specifically, and contrary to the above, some participants, and in particular those from higher socioeconomic class, viewed the prison experience as defiant, waste-of-time and as a sanitarium, but at the same time, as a corruptive place that causes more harm than good, and does not contribute to rehabilitation. As reported by one of the interviewees in the study, who was convicted of white-collar crime:
I saw it as a health retreat, but educationally and civilly it did nothing. The complete opposite. I came out angry at the government and country. Before prison I was a good citizen [more patriotic]. Inside prison I lost my patriotism. (Interviewee #16).
A. 3. The reentry stage - Post release challenges	Comment by User: A
Like many studies that examine the challenges of reintegration after release, participants in the current study reported experiencing a range of challenges such as marital, relations with children, monetary debts, physical and mental health, as well as employment. Below are some examples of the challenges reported by the participants in this study.
One of the participants, convicted of assault, focused on the difficulty to abandon his previous social and criminal environment ("pains of isolation" Nugent & Schinkel, 2016), and his plans on how to achieve this: 
I left all my friends. In time of need, a friend can come ask for a favor and then there are problems. Now I don’t have friends, only my girlfriend and another couple. We go on dates once or twice a week, and that is it. (Interviewee #9). 
Another participant, discussed the health issues he had to deal with upon his release: "When I got out of prison, I had bronchitis and it was difficult for me to function health wise. After I received medical treatment, I was on my feet again". (Interviewee #17). 
Unfortunately, there are those who were unable to overcome their medical and health issues, which further took a toll on their financial situation, as explained by the following participant, convicted of assault: 
My mental health and health situation are not 100%. I have difficulties recovering due to what I went through. Only trouble and debts…. Had to pay 50,000 in reparations for the victim. Too big on me all of this… If not for my family, I would not be here… I’m a wreck. I cannot get over the situation, cannot support myself. My mom keeps me with my wife and kids. I cannot even make the regular payments. My house [my family] is falling apart. I am currently in psychiatric treatment… even if I wanted to begin rehabilitation, I just cannot do it because of all the debts, banks and all of that… (Interviewee #10). 
Another participant, an owner of a well-known factory, had to deal with major economic difficulties and was on the verge of despair and was able to recover only with the support of his new spouse and family members. He shares his experience: 
It was the most difficult time of my life. I saw that I am unable to lift the business; banks will not give you credit, everywhere is closed and sealed. You are paralyzed and no one understands you. I wanted to die when I hit rock bottom. I have a new wife and a 3-year-old son. I thought what this will do to them. The family helped me. Within 3-4 months your head starts going back to think like before. With God help and strong believe, God will not let me fail. (Interviewee #16).   
In sum, the above testimonials join in reinforcing well documented literature on the various impediments and difficulties in reintegrating after release from prison (see for example, Nugent & Schinkel, 2016; Visher & Courtney, 2006). While many can overcome such impediments by utilizing the informal support of their family and friends, others are collapsing and require further care by formal support systems such as IPRA, and at times even more intense psychiatric care.  
B. Psychological Treatment by IPRA
The experiences with IPRA and its staff received central stage in the interviews, and was the focus on many reported experiences, with majority of interviewees (14 participants) reporting an overall positive experience. For example, one of the interviewees stated that “…IPRA supervision works. IPRA staff are doing a great job, they are trying to do everything they can to prevent a prisoner from going back to where he was before. Everyone at IPRA were amazing.” (Interviewee #5). 
B. 1. Individual therapy sessions
Within the functioning of IPRA staff, twelve interviewees (including five participants convicted of white-collar crimes) praised the individual therapy sessions they had with IPRA’s social workers, arguing that these sessions had a great positive influence on them. For example, one of the participants, convicted of property crimes, claimed that these sessions changed his life perceptions and positively affected his behavior and outlook of the world: “Talking [with the social worker] helped, now I view life completely different, I do not fight with anyone, [I] behave at work…”. (Interviewee #2).   
Positive attitudes toward the program were the domain of some interviewees who said that they wanted to continue with the treatment received while in prison to further better themselves, and improve their ability to coop with their personal problems and issues while avoiding criminal activity and behavior. For example, one of the participants, convicted of drug related crimes, said:
  [I now] understand things different, and this is all thanks to the intervention. Change in thinking, understanding and moving thoughts; bad thoughts that flood your mind; victimization thoughts, I was able to move it all [overcome these negative thoughts] (Interviewee #1). 
The individual treatment sessions with IPRA’s social workers affected the perceptions and furthered the sense of accountability, as well as interactions and relations with others, as reported by one of the interviewees, convicted of property crimes: 
The period of supervision changed my views on life. I was closed [did not communicate], the sessions with the social worker, it helped, it affected my relationship with my spouse, I felt responsible… I wanted to prove myself. (Interviewee #15). 
In sum, most interviewees expressed high levels of satisfaction from the individual sessions with IPRA’s social workers. Their accounts support the notion that such individual sessions brought much needed change in their perceptions, and the way they think and behave, and as such had positive effect on their reintegration back into the normative society. One of the interviews summed the experience by saying: “…I waited for these meetings” (Interviewee #5).  Yet, there were few who viewed these sessions as onerous and waste of time. 
B. 2. Group sessions 
Seven interviewees (including three white collar interviewees) expressed satisfaction from the group sessions emphasizing the advantages of group therapy in by prompting them to admit shame from their wrong doing while at the same time receiving guidance from other group members. Further, taking part in a group therapy enables individuals who are in a similar situation to share their experiences more easily and be empathetic to others while lifting a mental burden of their chest. For example, one of the interviewees, convicted of domestic violence, reported being satisfied with the group sessions that he willingly continues to attend, even though he is no longer mandated to do so, because of the positive support and feedback he receives from the group on the changes he made in his life: 
You have a [safe] place where you can share with everyone, and I also gave my word that I will not continue with the crime I did. A burden has been lifted. It makes me feel good. (Interviewee #11).  
Another interviewee, convicted of violent crimes, viewed the group sessions as a valuable opportunity to learn from others experience:
Group therapy is like talking to friends. You learn from others like you what you can and cannot do. I liked the group therapy more. It is like a lock placed inside your head. You must learn and internalize things… (Interviewee #9).
One of the participants, a retired army officer with an advanced degree convicted of white-collar crimes, interviewed for the study compared the two types of intervention sessions offered by IPRA to those offered in prison:
Both individual and group sessions were very good and effective. They both changed me a lot, way more than prison did. If they would only convert some of the prison sentence either group therapy or individual therapy sessions, like they do in IPRA, meaning less prison and more IPRA [intervention] that helps build a citizen that is more connected to society… that would have been much better (Interviewee #16).      
  A few of the interviewees sampled for this study, attributed a lesser effect to the group sessions offered by IPRA, compared to the individual therapeutic sessions. One of the interviewees said: “…the individual therapeutic sessions provided by IPRA helped me a lot; the group session had less effect on me” (Interviewee #7).  Such account can be attributed to the fact that inclusion in the group sessions is based on the crime these individuals were convicted of, rather than on other communalities, which affect the group dynamic and efficiency in delivering therapeutic contents. Explains one of the interviewees, a retired Army Major with a bachelor’s degree: “…the group did not help me. I was unable to find my place in that group because they are in a completely different state-of-mind than me. It did me no good.” (Interviewee #12). One additional participant described the group sessions as a “…waste of time” (Interviewee #17).
In sum, majority of participants sampled for the current study indicated that they benefitted from the group sessions that enabled them to learn from others’ experience, while at the same time getting others to listen to them, show empathy and achieve some social affirmation. However, at the same time, two participants viewed these group sessions as useless and wasted of time.
C. Employment while under supervision
Acknowledging the importance of meaningful employment assimilation in the reintegration process is among the main goals of IPRA. Accordingly, almost all IPRA’s rehabilitation programs have an employment component build into them. This section discusses the experiences reported by those individuals who participated in the current study, in regard to their employment and mandated supervision by IPRA, as a condition of their parole.  
Most job placements did not require any professional training. Some worked in deliveries, fast food stands, car wash, garage cleaning and other unskilled jobs. Majority of participants viewed these jobs as temporary till the end of their supervision, when they hoped to advance to better and more respectable jobs as explained by one of the participants, an accountant convicted of white-collar crimes: 
I worked in a coffee shop on the boardwalk…. The employer there was amazing, he was great… he let me place supply orders, manage the merchandise. I also managed the stock room, but it wasn’t a place I could grow. It wasn’t a place with a lot of work. I waited for my `third` to be over. I wanted higher pay. Something more stable. A place where you are being appreciated more [by others who see you] (Interviewee #4).  
Participants in this study reported overall positive attitude by their employers which in turn made them work harder and appease their employers as reported by one of the participants, convicted of tax evasion: 
My boss was okay. I did not experience any rejection; the opposite, he really liked me. It is obvious that when you arrive to work on time and do a good job… it’s like showing – what you give you get. I never hide from him; I demonstrate seriousness and care. People like that. (Interviewee #3). 
Similar experience was also reported by another participant convicted of traffic and transportation crimes (Interviewee #5) who was given great latitude and responsibility to manage acquisitions and the stock room in the coffee shop where he worked. 
Participants in the study also discussed the issues of being criminally convicted and serving time and how they dealt with these issues with their employers. One of the participants in the study, an accountant by profession said: 
My employer knew [about my background], I could not hide it from him… I had to tell him (a) because he must know that I am under supervision and as an employer, there is a document he must sign, (b) from a professional aspect, there are limitation on things I can do, like dealing with banks. My boss’s attitude was not easy. (Interviewee #8).   
While most employers treated participants interviewed for the study well, three participants interviewed for this study reported negative attitudes and treatment from their employers, as reported by one of the participants in the study, who was convicted of a sex crime/ indecent act: 
 I began working for this employer, in a clothing store, when I was still in prison [work release]. When I got out, I continued working for him, and he treated me as if I was still a convict. He did not view me as a regular person, he was nervous all the time, never greeted me good morning or anything, but it did not bother me because I came to work. (Interviewee #14).    
Regarding employment supervision, most of the participants interviewed for this study did not elaborate much on this topic and acknowledged it briefly and technically. For example, one of the participants briefly described the process: 
They explained to us in the employment [IPRA employment counselor] what we can and cannot do. They taught me that even in the boss is wrong I need to restrain myself because I need him. (Interviewee #5).  
Another participant reported that IPRA’s employment counselors are doing employee-employer simulation sessions with the ex-prisoners they supervise. Two other participants said that IPRA’s supervisors just confirmed their employment. Specifically, one of the participants reported “…Once every month-and-a-half they send a supervisor to check on me, to see that I am really employed.” (Interviewee #8). 
Majority of participants in the study were able to secure employment on their own, without the help of IPRA. Some sought the help of relatives, and close friends. For example, two of the participants in the study were employed in the offices where their wives worked (interviewees #11 and #16). Six participants reported that the IPRA employment counselor took care of them and was there to help them during their entire period of supervision including finding them a job, as reported by one of the participants: 
[The employment counselor] …was great. He actually helped me A LOT to find a job. He did not reject or abandoned me, when I did not manage in my place of employment, he would take care of me. I felt he cared for me. (Interviewee #16).
     In sum, employment assimilation was not easy for many of the participants interviewed for this study. A major impediment was their criminal record; in addition, some also mentioned the limited assistance in finding employment in some of the cases.  Albeit the above, all participants in the study were able to secure employment. Some were successful due to the aid of personal contacts, friends and family. When they did find jobs, majority of the participants in the study reported experiencing good and fair treatment from their bosses in most cases, along with expression of trust and belief in their abilities. Only few described a discriminatory and stigmatizing attitude directed at them from their bosses due to their criminal background. Some of the participants in the study discussed their actual jobs, their adjustment to their new work environment and work, which was mostly unskilled physical labor. 
In regard to employment supervision, most participants reported this to be a practical matter that needed to be completed as part of their conditions, with over third (six) of the participants reporting that their employment supervisor did a great job in helping them find suitable jobs and supporting them along the process. 
D. Future Expectations
All participants in this study successfully completed their term of supervision by complying with all of IPRA’s requirements and began a new chapter of their lives. It is in this context that a salient theme that emerged from the interviews emphasized their reintegration back into society, their assimilation into the workforce—majority of participants (13) continued to work in the same place after their term of supervision ended—and their plans and expectations for the future. 
Future time perspectives, or expectations from the future tend to serve as guidelines, especially in uncertain situations, such as those experienced by released prisons returning to society, by cognitively structuring the future and by evaluating possible means (strategies) and outcomes (Trommsdorf, 1994). Landau (1975) who studied future time perspectives of incarcerated individuals noted that one of the more salient and problematic behavior patterns of delinquents is that they are deficiencies in different aspects of time perception. Accordingly, he argues, most criminals will manifest an impulsive and impatient behavior that will impede their planning ability in relation to the future as they tend to be over-concerned with immediate needs and gratifications. 
Worth noting, and contrary to the above, is that majority of participants in this study did not present any grandiose expectations from their employment and demonstrated more modest goals that align with normative way of thinking.  In fact, some emphasized that they gave up on their unrealistic dreams. Explains one of the participants: “…I would be happy to go back to my old job, from before I went to prison, but I am happy with what I have—helping my daughter in her event planning business.” (Interviewee #11).  Another participant explains: “… I do not have any grandiose aspirations; just earn a decent living, not making millions.” (Interviewee #17).  With age, the dreams of making it big are more realistic as explained by another participant: “…I do what I love… I do not aspire for much; I am 70 years old; I got old. I do things according to my ability.” (Interviewee #14). 
Two of the participants in this study discussed employment that benefit society. In fact, both talked about their desire to work as a lifeguard, and work with others to feel they can contribute. One of them said:
 I have this way that I planned for me… I work in saving [lifeguard], so I can teach swimming, aqua therapy, surfing classes, be responsible on pools, operating pools, and managing pools. It's also very dynamic with kids. (Interviewee #1). 
Other participants expressed their desire to invest in rebuilding a family life. One of the participant’s said: “I am a father, I have a seven-year-old son, with God blessing I will be a husband” (Interviewee #7).  A more elaborated expression of the above was presented by the following participant a father of five, who said: “…I want to have time to spend with our children. Shame I do not have more time to be with the children.” (Interviewee, #3).  
Two of the participants discussed their desire to gain additional professional knowledge so that they can advance their career. One of the participants said: 
I work in internet infrastructure all over the country. It is a very technical thing that I connect with. I do not have any formal training for it but would like to get some. I want to learn as much as I can, to gain as much knowledge as possible. (Interviewee #7).  
Aside from making plans for the future in terms of employment, family and education/vocational training, some participants emphasized their commitment to desist from crime. In the words of one of the participants: “I am never going back to prison. If it depends on me, I will never go back!” (Interviewee #5).  Another participant who became religious explained: “Your mind begins to repent. With God’s will and strong believe, God will not let me fall back down [to criminality].” (Interviewee #16).  
The words of one of the participants summarizes the sentiments of all our participants in the study regarding their expectations for the future:
 I rebuild my life bit by bit, I rent a house, spend some time with my children, try to see them as much as possible; use any possible opportunity. Every aspect of life, I take bit by bit, attempt to rehabilitate, return to normal life. I understand that I can never return to full hundred percent from what I had before prison. Now I am about 60%, and hope that at the end of the process I will be 80%. It is impossible to go back to hundred percent, the stain [mark of being in prison] is too big… the blow I endured cannot go away. (Interviewee #8).  
No matter what plans participants presented and expressed for their future, one thing that is clear from all interviews is the strong desire to desist from crime, and focus on other more normative venues in their lives, be it family, work, or education.  In that regard, it seems that their conviction and sentence was a trigger to a behavioral change that further developed with IPRA’s various modes of intervention, as all participants in the study were mandated to comply with IPRA’s supervision, intervention and employment requirements.  
Discussion
The aim of the current study was to gain insight into the experiences of those individuals who participated in the supervision and employment guidance programs operated by the IPRA, while furthering our understanding of their prison-reentry-reintegration journey till the point when they completed their mandatory supervision. Findings from the interviews provide support to the usefulness of both individual and group therapy, provided by IPRA’s counselors, in contributing to the overall adoption of optimistic views and realistic life goals aligned with a normative lifestyle. Specifically, both therapeutic modalities were found to support the Good Life Model (Ward & Maruna, 2007) as it enabled participants to gain those desired “goods” that associate with positive and successful reintegration and assimilation to the normative society upon release. It seems as if the participants in the study have learned their lesson and internalized the harshness of their prison sentence and the deprivations associated with it.
As discussed earlier, some participants in the current study either experienced prison as a negative and harsh environment, while others viewed the prison as a beneficial and rehabilitative environment. Between these two extremes, there were those who felt that the prison caused more damage than good, and that their sentence did not benefit them in any way, just made them more embittered and defiant (e.g., expressed anger and frustration from the country); interestingly, these were usually participants who were more educated, and had a normative lifestyle prior to their conviction (e.g., white-collar offenders). 
Findings from the interviews further provide support to the damaging effect of been imprisoned on the relationships with their spouses and children, health and mental health, economic status, and loss of friends and social relations; things that are well documented in the literature and are attributed to the deprivation/ endogenous model that are associated with being imprisoned (see Einat, 2005), as well as to the pains of desistance as described by  Nugent & Schnikel (2016), who describe the pain of isolation and goal failure that many times lead to hopelessness and diminished life.   
The rehabilitation program offered by IPRA, to those who are still incarcerated, triggers an important component of external motivation (Valleran, 1997).  The external motivation component is based on the desire of many prisoners to earn early release (i.e., parole), as soon as possible. It is due to this incentive that many are willing to commit to the IPRA program on all its components and stages, including intensive supervision by both IPRA and the parole board. On top of the above is the fear of being returned to prison, due to non-compliance, that propel their motivation to work hard and comply with every aspect and demands of the program successfully (see Maguire & Raynor, 2006; Marklund & Holmberg, 2009).  Yet, it is argued that external motivation may trigger internal motivation as individuals advance through the program successfully and enjoy the benefits of their newly changed lives (Gideon, 2010; Ryan & Deci, 2008).  
     Participants in the current study reported positive experiences with their assigned therapists, and talked about a highly supportive, and constructive relationships that were characterized by mutual trust and respect. To that end, many of the participants in the study viewed their therapists as well-trained professionals. From the interviews it seems that the aspect of mandatory participation in treatment, as part of the sentence and conditions of early release, did not take center part of the treatment. Put differently, treatment stuff did not pull the mandatory participation card that can cloud the relationship between therapist and client (Etgar, 1999). It appears as though IPRA places great importance on matching therapist with individual clients to enable the cultivation of trust that will further treatment outcomes.                                                                                                                                                     
Evaluating the experiences shared by the participants in this study along with findings from other studies that examine the various components of successful therapeutic interventions with ex-prisoners (Bouffard, MacKenzie, & Hickman, 2000; Friedmann et al., 2012; Hollin, 1999), it seems that the program provides by IPRA provides an effective therapeutic balance.  However, only a few of the participants in the study expressed concerns over the process by which IPRA matched individuals to treatment, and to the continuum of treatment in the transition stage between prison-reentry-reintegration (Crites & Taxman, 2013; Friedmann et al., 2012; Taxman, 2008), components that according to existing literature and field experience are crucial to successful treatment outcomes.                                                                                                                                                   Employment is a key factor in successful reintegration after release from prison (Gillis & Nafekh, 2005), and in crime desistance.  Accordingly, IPRA attempts to almost immediately integrate released prisoners into the labor market by providing them with regular and meaningful employment that further enables them to interact with other employees without prior criminal record. Using this environment, the individual is constantly found under daily supervision that further guarantee his compliance with the assigned conditions of release. Such positive work environment further enables the individual to acquire personal and social assets—such as steady and fair income, experience in the work force, compliance with employers demands, and new and normative social connections—that improve the self-esteem and further enables an improved social image (Bouffard et al., 2000). The desire to maintain such gains and even to grow them further propels the desire to succeed in the program. Further, success in employment, is one of the “goods” mentioned by the Good Life Model as an essential component of successful rehabilitation (Ward & Maruna, 2007).                                                                                                                                      
  While finding employment was difficult for most participants in the current study, much needed assistance was received from prior personal contacts, and in many cases ended with unprofessional jobs that paid minimum wages. In the absence of such contacts IPRA employment counselors passionate and professional approach became crucial in the success of these individuals. Regardless of who helped, most participants interviewed for this study reported positive experiences with their employers who many times treated them unbiased, fairly and respectfully, as was found in other studies that focused on employment experiences of ex-prisoners (see Pager et al., 2009). 
Leaning on the interviews may suggest that most of the participants in this study did not need the assistance of IPRA’s employment counselors to find a job. As stated earlier most of them relied on prior contacts, family and friends. Specifically, the finding indicates that in the presence of a strong informal support network the need for a formal support, such as that provided by IPRA’s counselors, is less required. It is also a possible indication to the actual ability of certain ex-prisoners to successfully reintegrate when they have a strong informal support network of friends and family. 
Even in the presence of these support systems, barriers to gain meaningful employment still existed. In particular, some of the participants shared their hesitation in divulging their past to potential employers. Although such reporting was mandatory—because treatment sessions take time during normal business hours and mandate participation—many times they felt it jeopardized their chances of securing the desired employment. 
Examining the employment component of IPRA’s program from the point view of those participants who completed the program expose a weakness that is well documented in the literature. Specifically, although the program is effective and contributes to the rehabilitation and integration of the offenders upon their release, the program seems to lack three main component: (1) proper vocational training that will lead to meaningful employment; (2) integration into meaningful jobs (Lichtenberger, 2006); and (3) employment continuum between the prison-based vocational training and employment and employment upon release in the community (Cook et al., 2015)—seamless employment transition. 
Future expectation can be recognized as an important factor of personality functioning and adjustment (Landau, 1975), and on future orientation and socialization (Trommsdorff, 1983), which can serve as an indicator of potential assimilation and reintegration after release from prison. Counter to the assumptions of previous studies that examined future time perspectives of delinquents and criminals (see Landau, 1975; Trommsdorff & Lamm, 1980), participants in the current study reported very modest and realistic future expectations. Such findings are in line with recent desistance research (Bottoms & Shapland, 2011; Galander, 2020). One possible explanation to this finding can be the desire to avoid unrealistic expectations that will generate unwanted stress (Merton, 1968) that in-turn will lead to the use of illegitimate means and further criminality. It is possible that as a result of their previous failure to achieve unrealistic goals and consequent imprisonment, the participants interviewed for this study internalized the consequences of their actions and gain strong insights into the actual risk of repeating such innovative and instrumental delinquent behavior—using Merton’s (ibid) concept of innovators. It can also be attributed to the individual and group sessions and the conversation with IPRA counselors that helped them realize the safety and feasibility of pursuing more modest and attainable goals, goals that will minimize the risk of pains of failure (Farrall & Calverley, 2006; Nugent & Schnikel, 2016), that will result in less stress and more security, thus improving their lifestyle (i.e., the Good Lives Model). 
The current study enabled us to gain some perception, although minimal, into the prison-community transition experiences of those convicted of white-collar crimes. Such perception is of great importance as the literature tends to lack representation of these offenders. Those individuals convicted of white -collar crimes who were interviewed in this study pointed to the counter-effectiveness of the prison to rehabilitate or even to deter. Specifically, findings from interviews with those convicted of white-collar crimes in the study point to feelings of defiance and alienation, and even loss of patriotism that are associated with the prison sentence. On the other hand, the IPRA program was viewed favorably. In particular, these participants benefited from the individual treatment sessions, which was viewed as more suitable to their status. Further, for majority of them, securing employment was not an issue, mainly due to previous contacts. However, it is recommended that future studies will focus on the experiences and perceptions of those convicted of white-collar crimes as the main focus of their analysis.     	Comment by User: אחרי המחיקה לנסח שהחיבור יהיה מתאים
The current study relied on the qualitative method of interviews, and as such it is not without its limitations. Specifically, the study focuses on a small and unique group of Jewish, Hebrew-speaking male participants who completed their term of community supervision and treatment by IPRA; who is also the agency that provided the sampling frame for this study. Further, because all of the participants in this study completed their term of supervision and successfully reintegrated back to their communities it does not represent those who failed to complete IPRA’s supervision and program/s, and also provide a limited dimension into the understanding of the multidimensional challenges that are faced by those who are not successful and fail to comply with IPRA’s conditions of supervision, treatment and employment. In that regard, our results provide only experience in retrospect on the process. 
Although our sample is not powerful enough and does not provide any representation of all offenders (e.g. non-Jewish and those who Hebrew is not their primary language were excluded), the findings provide an interesting glimpse into the experiences of white-collar offenders and how their perceive and react to punishment, and thus our findings may provide a precursor into the punishment considerations of white-collar criminals and more educated offenders who prior to their offense lead a normative lifestyle.  	Comment by User: rehabilitation
Accordingly, and to summarize this current qualitative study, it is important to acknowledge that the limitations of the findings that applies only to those who were under IPRA’s supervision. Future studies should aim to examine a more diverse group of ex-prisoners among them those who failed to complete IPRA’s supervision, those who maxed out of prison without any mandated community supervision. Further, more emphasis should be given to future time perspectives and expectations reported by ex-prisoners, and those about to be released, as they may provide good indicators of desistance and successful reintegration (LeBel et al., 2008). Accordingly, it is recommended that future studies will triangulate the qualitative method with a quantitative one to enable more objective and empirical data on the frequencies of the perceptions and attitudes experienced and viewed by the offenders themselves, as an indication of the process of transition from imprisonment, reentry, supervision and reintegration, while also provide some much needed insights into the resources available to them in the process, and in particular what are the resources that correlate to successful completion of supervision and reintegration. 	Comment by User: ויתרנו על החוויות בכלא...לשקול למחוק
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