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I Summary of the External Evaluation Report -

The Teacher Restoration Intern Program Was de51gned gs a

project that would improve correctional educat1on in general

and that would strengthen the educat1ona1 programs at the State

Correct1onal Institutions at DaT]as, Graterford and Camp Hill

in part1cu1ar This one year program involved the Social Res-

toration Program of Lehigh University training fifteen interns,

seven of whom were emp]oyees of the Bureau of Correction, in
Social Restoration as it relates to a correctional settlng

This graduate level tra1n1ng program was field- centered and

competency based and

it consisted of a Preservice Phase, a Basic

fraining Phase, and a Practicum Phase. The Practicum Phase

~involved the interns in providing educational services at the

_participating correctional institutions.

Based upon his Findings, the external evaluator offers the

Following comments : '

1. The Teacher Restoration Intern Program strengthened the

educational staffs of the three participating correctlonal 1nst1-

tutions by prov1d1ng support1ve and remedial services as well as

s

quality educational services.

2. The project didfdeVelop competent correctional educators

who were sensitive to the needs of the disadvantaged learner who

lnca:cerated

is |

B R T Wiy

3. Although the external evaluator has concluded that the
Teacher Restoration Intern Program has demonstrated its ab111ty
to develop competent and experienced personnel for ass1gnment to
training and educational activities within facilitjes of the Bureau

. . o SRR
of Correction, he seriously questions whether such personnel -will

be retained by the Bureau of Correction. “

L., Although the project did make progress toward_the devel-

opment and the revision of civil service job Spec1fwcatrons.and

requirements for the postition of correctional educator, this |

objective is no longer relevant because the Pennsylvania Department
’ . . "‘_v

of Education is expected to provide educatronal serv1ces,to the

1

state correctional institutions.

5. The ekternal‘eva1uator strongly recommends that thekTeacher

Restoration Intern‘Program be continued through the cooperative

effort of the‘Penhsylvania Department of Education, the Bureau Of,

CorreCtion, and the Social Restoration Program of Lehigh Univers1ty

and through such a cooperat1ve ,many of the weaknesses and 1nade—
quac1es of the program that are cited in the body of this report
would be eliminated.

6 Fina]]y,‘the high degree of success that the Teacher

Restoration Intern Program experienced in the past year fully

justifies the cost of the project.

PR L
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II Project Activities

The major goals and objectives of the Teacher Restoration..
Intern Program were the Following: |

1. The strengthening of the educational staffs at the State

Correctional Institutions at Dallas, Graterford, and Camp Hi1l and
the providing of educational, | .

Supportive, and remedial services to
. these institutions.

2. The develepment of correctional educators who were sensi -

tive toithe needs of the disadvantaged learners who are‘found in the

resident populations of correctional institutions.

3. The development and retention of "competent an& experienced

eorrect1ena1 personnel for assignment to educational and tra{ning

activities within the facilities of the Bureau of Correction

.ht The development and revision of civil service job Specifi-

a 3 . < . . 3 -
cations and requirements for the position of correctional educator

(”%ﬁbgrant Applicationy pp. L-Lb).

The Lehigh University Social Restoration Program develops

o : s
teachers for corrections by means of a training program which is .
Field- ~ t ' )
ield centered and competency based. In all aspects of this training

~—

program, educational and social restoration theories are combined
wit ic ini f
ith practice. The training program for this project consisted of

three phases, the Preservice Phase, the Basic Training Phase, and
‘ - f 2N >

t } . s ~ i . ‘ . -
. he Practicum Phase. The Fifteen social restoration interns salected
for this tr ' k |

g

aining program were chosen from those applicants who

aeplied ta both the Lehigh University Teacher Ihtern Progﬁam and

the Bureau of Correceion. The intern selection criteria u;ed
includea eeademic ability, references, prior contact with corrections,
teaching, or-social work, personaility factors, and committment to

the program.- Seven of the Fifteen interns selected were employees

of the Bureau of Correction. Six of these empleyees were either
correctienal caseworkers or counselors and the seVenth employee had
been a correetionaf officer. -None of these inferns had had any
teaching experience, ‘The remaining eight interns were primerily
graduate students seeking an advanced degree in Edueation who had

a strong interest in Social Restoration. On]y‘one of them had had
teaching experience and this experience did include part-time
teaehing in a correctional institution. The fifteen interns.selected
were subsequently formed into three five-man teams with one team
being designated for each of the three participating correctional
institutions. The team formations and designations were based upon
intern preference, geog?aphical location, family responsibilities,
and interview. '

The ten-week Preservice Phase of the three-bhase training
program took place during June, July, and‘August of 1973, This
phase was community based and experienced oriented. The Socfa]
Restoration Interns, during this phase were involved in Lehiéh

University graduate courses in Education and Social Restoration,

were involved in practice teaching and other educational services,

i e ek e e
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and ‘were involved in working in various community agénciés. The
fschbols'aAd community agencies and programs which received interns
.were the‘Bethlehem Area Schooa District's Summer Experience for
Disadvantaged Youth at the East Hills Junior High School, the
Letiigh University Centennial School Summef Program for Teenagers,
the School of the Northampton County Detention Home, the North-
ampton County Probation OFFice, the South fertace Neigﬁborhood,
tvCentér, and the Northeast .Community Center. In additioﬁ to teaching,
the acéivitiés of the interns included casework, data collection,
- recreational organization, and streetworker activities. The
activities of the Social Restoration Interns in the Preservice
Phase of training were monitored and evaluated by the staff of
the Social Restoration Program of Lehigh University, by personhel
associated with the participating schools and agencies, and pek-
_sonnel from the Penrnisylvania Department o% Education.
The second phase of the training proéram, the Basic Training
Phase, was initially plahned as a three-week course conducted by
the staff of the Eastern Training Academy of the Bureau of Correction
at Dallas. This phase Waé to kring about the completion of the |
interns’ preparation for their on-the.job expérience, placement as
a Social Restoratﬁon Intern in a correctional institution. This
{basic training was to be’the'same és that réceived by afl personnef,
of the Bureau of Correction. In addition, it was to include the

participation of specialists from various agencies such as the

L
]

H
|
3

it
. A——

Bureau of Employment Secufity, the Pennsylvania Départment of
Edugation,_the Bureau of Library Services, and the Pennsyivénia
Board of Péobation and Parole. The final aspect of the plannéd
Basic Training Phase was the assigning of the tasks to be per-
Formed by the intern teams. at the three participating correctional
institutions. This assignment tasks was to be done by the Project
Director with the assistance of institutional stéfF membears and
Lehigh’Unﬁversity staff members;

In practice, this planned Basic Training never was actualized.and
the basic training fhat took place was greatly modified. The

reasons For this modification were: the need for teachers at the

correctional institutions, the objections of several interns to

répeating a basic training experience they had previously exper-

ienced as Bureau of Correction employees, and pfob]ems that were
related to time, travel, and money. The modified basic training
received by the Social Restoration Interns during the last -week

of August, 1973 conéisted of the participating correctional insti-
tutions proQiding training to the five-man intern team assigned

to their respective ihstitutions. The personne] who conducted

the basic tréining were staff members of the institution and the
Centré1’OFFice. The‘modification of the Basic Training Phase
resulted in a reduction in its allocated time from three weeks to
one week, and felated reductions in programming and instructional

personnel.' The personnel who conducted the training were staff
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members of the institution and the Central Office of the Buréau
of Correction. |
The third phase of the prdgram, the Practicum PEase, began
September 3, 1973 and conicluded May 27, 197k. During this time
period the intern team assigned to each participatﬁng'céfféctioﬁél
_institution provided the institution with a multiplicity of services-
and -activities. These services and activities included: (l)’teaching
in the institution's traditional educational program, (2) tutoring,
(3) extensive counselling and limited formal counselling, (4) devel-
oping educational programs and curricula, (5) eduéatfonal tésting,
(6).preparing édministrative, diagnostic, énd classificatory reports,
(7? aé§isting'iﬁ the development and implementatién of institutional
'leafning centers, (8) the offering of educational, cultural, and
recreational programs and projécts, (9) developing programs in |
remedjal mathematics and reading, (10) deveioping several innovative
and experimental projects, and (11) providing various assistance
to the instiiutiops' clinical‘énd custodial personnel. These
services and activities will be furthér described and évaluatédA

in the section of this report that deals with the results of this

project. -

II1 Evaluation Activities -

The activities of the external evaluator involved the following:

1. Periodic on-site visits and off-site meetings with the
staff of the Social Restoration Program of Lehigh University

throughout the year.
2. Periodic meetings with staff members of the Bureau of
Correction, the Pennsylvania Department of Education, and Lehigh

University.

3. Perjodic on-site visits to the State Correctional Insti-

tutions at Dallas, Graterford, Camp Hill, and Huntingdon throughout

the year.

L. Periodic extensive interviewing with both structgred and
unstructured formats of institutional administrative personnel who
were aséociated with or important to the fgnctioning of the project.

5. Periodic contacts with the fifteen Social Restoration
Interns that incliuded observation; extensive stfuctured and unstruc-
tured interviewing, and, when required,'mailed questionnaires.

6. The analysis of reports describirig the Lehigh University
Social Restoratioﬁ Program; the analysis of written materié]

submitted to the external evaluator by Dr. Raymond Bell, Director

of the Social Restoration Program, and Norman Friend, Project

"Monitor with the Bureau of Correction; and the analysis of ‘the

monthly‘reports submitted to the staff of the Social Restoration

Program cduring the Practicum Phase.

P S s



‘The on-site visits by the external evaluator and the inter-
Qiewing conducted during the Preservice Phase provided inforﬁétion
about the Social Restoration Program,‘contacﬁ wfth the Social
Restoration Interns, knowledge of the edycational programsvat
the three correcﬁional Institutions who were to recéivé éAteam
of Social Restoration Interns, the State Correctional Institution
at Dallas, the Staté Correctional Institution at-Graterford,'and
the State Correctional Institution at Camp»Hil13‘and knowledge of
the educationél program at the State Correctional Institution at
Huntingdon, the correctionaT institution that was to be used for
comparative purposes since it was not receiving én iﬁtern'team.
Furthermore, these visits to these four correctional institutions,

prior to the placement of the intern teams, also provided the

’

external evaluator with the opportunity to intefview, if available, -

the Superintendent, the Deputy Superintendent of Treatment, the
Director of Treatment, the Director of Education, and tﬁe educa-
tional staff of each institution in regard’to the.Sociai Restor -
ation Program in general and the uti1izatién of Social Restoration
Inteﬁng‘in particular. At these times the external evaluator

also functioned as a resource person for=both corrections and
social restoration. At the conclusion of the project, the éer-
mihation of the Practicum Phase, these institutional administfa£ors

and staff members were interviewed in regard to the Social-Rés~

toration Program, in regard to the activities .of the Social

10

Restoration Intern Team assigned to their institution, and in
regard to their evaluation of the program and the assigned intern

team. The periodfc interviewing of the fifteen Social Restoration

Interns during the one yéar time period of the project dealt with
their view of Social Restoration, their opinion and evaluation

of the Preservice, Basic Training, and Practicum Pﬁases of the
project, and their expectatfons and future plans as they related
to the project.

A1l the structured interview schedules employed in inter-
viewing Bureau of Correction personhel'and the fifteen Social
,Réstoratioh,lnterns throughdut the year of the project are
apbended to this report.

| In the collection of the data for the extefnal évaluatioh,
it should be noted that the data obtained was dependent upoa the
goodwill and full cooperation of all the persons that have been
previously cited and the external evaluator expresses his appre-
ciation to these people. Moreover, the external evaluator considers

the data to have an acceptable degree of adequacy and validity.

. The adequacy of the data is substantiated by the weight and thrust

of the data and the validity of the datadis supported by thg‘
consensus manifested by the data. Concerning the 1imitati6ns of
the external evaluation, the onlyvrecognized limitations ére thOse
inherent in the émployment of a feséarch design and of data-col-

lection instruments and procedures that are standard practice in
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behavioral science research. It is the opinion of the external
evaluator théf these 1fmitatfons do not in ény serious Way affect
the findings aﬁd conclusions of tHis external evafuétion. However,
certain important limitations do exist in fhe overall évaluation~
effort that relate t6 the two internal evaluation_teéms designated
in the "Subgrant Application,' the State Agency Internal Evaluation -
Team and the Lehigh University Internal Evaluation Team; The State
Agency Internal Evaluation Team which was to Qe composed 6f one

member from the Governor's Justice Commission, ‘one member from the

. o : " s : r.
Bureau of Correction,.and one member from the Pennsylvania Department

of Education was to undertake quarterly evaluations that would

serve as a feasibility study for long ranged planning concerned

with Fhe teacher ce%tification, recruitment, and in-service tfaining
of correctional educators. The tehigh University InternallEvaluétién
Team was to undertake the preassessment aad postassessment of th¢
residents involved in institutional educational programs and the

development. of predictors for the achieverent of increased reading

and mathematics levels ("Subgrant Application," p. ki). Unfor-

tunately, neither one of these internal evaluation teams became.

operational during the year of the projettion and their assigned

- areas of evaluation were never adequately accomplished even though

parts of phe‘external evaiuation related to these areas. Any

Future-evaluation of projects similar to the Teacher Restoration

Infern‘Progrém should insure the pretesting or preassessment of

S

I
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the project's target population prior to the initiation qf-thg

p}oject.

Additional services rendered by the éxternal‘evaluator‘in
association with his evaluative activities were the provﬁding of
continua1'Feedback ahd resoufce material to the stéff~of the Social
Restoration Program, to the Sécial‘Restoration Interns{ and to the

relevant staff members of the Bureau of Correction as well as

Functionihg'as a sounding board and neutral liaison to all of these

' people. These activities of the external eva1uat9r provided

continual input For the project that was designed to increase the

project's potential for achieving 1its objectives.

11p certain aspects of this study the external evaluator was
assisted by Linda Makara and Mary Jane McKenna.

- N -
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Iv Project Results

This section of the report will describe, discuss, and‘cri-
ticaiiy evaluate the Preservice, Basic Training, and Practicum
Pheses of the Teacher Restoration Intern Program, the out comes
‘df‘the~Program.in relationship to the antieipated.resuits and
the goals and the objectives stated in the "Subgrant Applieation.”‘

One of the most important aspects of the Preservice Phase.‘
and the project in general was the recruitment or selection of
the project's fifteen Social Restoration Interns. The'“Subgrant’
Appiication“ states that the selection of the interns was to be i
made by an "Intfern Selection Board“ which wou d choose the interns
from those persons who appiied to both the Teacher Intern Program
of Lehigh University and the Bureau of Correction. These applicants
were to be correctional or noncorrectional personnel who.were
interested in pursuing a graduate program of study in Social Res-
toration which was related to corrections. However, the actual
selection of the interns did not involve the Intern Seiection Board
as. deSignated in the “Subgrant App]ication“, but instead depended
mainly upon the seiection done by Dr. Raymond Bell of Lehigh Univer-

sity with the aSSistance of Norman Friend of Lhe Bureau of Correction.
’-In this regard
during the Preservice Phase commented that greater 1nformation on -
the Teacher Restoration Intern Program should have been prOVided

~f,to,eii personnei of the Bureau of Correcticon in order that a wider

-

-
-

A

<R T

severa] members of the Correction who Were intezViewedr
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solicitation and recruitment would have taken place. Although
the external evaluator concurs with this view and also feels that

there should have been greater representation‘of minority groups

-among the interns selected, he believes that the fifteen interns’

selected for the project were appropriate choices. This'beiief

is based upon the following empirical referents: a review of the
“Appiications for Admission" indicate that all the interhs mere
properly selected according to the stated criteria for acceptance
as interns; all theeinterns suecessfuily completed the three phases
of the project and their graduate program of study; end data that
show all the administrators interviewed at’the‘correctionai'insti4

tutions which received interns reported at the completion of the

project that the interns had strengthened their institution's

educational program and that the.ioss ot'the interns would have
negative‘impact on these programs. | |

The data on aspects of the Preservice Phase other than intern
selection, however, show'a number of’weaknesses and inadequacies.

These weaknesses and inadequacies relate to the need for the Social

_ Restoration Interns to have more practical teaching experience,

the need for the staff of the.Social Restoration Program and the

Social Restoration Interns to have earlier and more frequent contact

"with the participating correctional institutions, the need for the

interns to have greater knowledge of the criminal justice system,

and the need to give the interns @ fuiield dou, 10 CCHvdin s luieia,

. a more meaningful and relevant experience with community agencies.

S

e e
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Furthermore, the responses of most of the institutional personnel
interviewed ( 3 Superintendents, 3 Deputy Superintendents of Treat-
‘ment, 3 Directors of Treatment, 3 Directors of Education, and one

institutional project coordinator) concerning the intern prebaration

for working in a correctional institution tend to support the interns'

views that the preparation was inadequate. Only three of the
thirteen administrative personnel interviewed considefed the %nterns
to‘have been adequate]y prepared during their PreserVice Phase.

The reasons given for this inadequacy by the institutional adminis;
trators who felt the preparation was inadequate were similar to
‘those of the interns. Moreover, these Weaknesses.and inadequacies
are ref]ected'in the ambivalent and, at times, negative responses

~

given by the interns and institutional staff memberenwhen they
were {nterviewed about the Preservice Phase of the training program.
- The majority of the interns felt that they had not been well pre-
pared’for their placement in the partic?pating corfectiona] insti-
tutions as Social Restekationvlnterns. The reasons offered in
support of this opinﬁon:wefe: the lack of personal confidence,
the lack of adequate pract1ce teach1ng exper1ence, the ]ack of
exposure to an actual correct;onal sett1ng, and the lack of e*posure
to the type of studean who are found in the res1dent popu]at1on
of a correct1onal 1n$t1tu1on.
infnecognition of theSe weaknesses and inadequacies,’Dr, Bell
plansaa major change for the Preservice Phase ef~futdre training

‘eycles. This change involves the beginning of the training cycle

-~ e

e
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in September in order that one full regu]ar‘semester could be
aevoted to the Preservice Phase. This change would provide:

more training opportunities during the regular school year, a
greater period of time for visiting and planning with the staff

of community agencies and institutions, a greater period of time .
for rotating intern assignments to community agencies in order to
provide fuller preparation for social restoration and teaching_

with this preparation havfng a strong emphasis on practice teaching,
and more time aVai]ab]evfor the Social Restoration Interns te

become familiar with the educational programs of the correctional

“institutions to which they will be assigned

Even with these weaknesses and 1nadequac1es, eleven of the

.1nterns believed that the Preservice Phase had prepared them in

unique ways for working with educationally disadvantaged students

in an offender population. This unique preparation involved the

academic work and field work of the Preservice Phase. Furthermore,

twelve of the interns noted that the Preservice Phase was very good

in cembining theory and practice and in being field-centered and

competency based. In regard to the nineteen specific objectives

-t

asseciated with the Preservice Phase as anticipated results in the
USubgrant Application" (pp. bec-be), most of the interns agreed that

twelve oF‘these objectives had been adequately achieVed. The four

"Knowledge Objectives' achieved were: knowledge of ‘the structures

of the microsociety where the target population originates ( 15



interns responded positively), knowledge of the structures of

institutional society ( 11 interns responded.positive]y), kKnow-
ledge of the basic needs of the adult and ado1escent in general
~and the socially deviant in particular ( 15 interns responded
positively), and knowledge of the structures and objectives.of
social restoration and the thrust of this project ( 10 interns‘
responded positively). The three "Knowledge Objectives" not
adequately achieved were: knowledge of individualized and team
teaching approaches based upon the development of learning modules
( 9 interns responded negatively), knowledge of_the arrest and
juvenile court procedures ( 9 interns responded negatiye1y), and ‘
knowledge of "T Group" techniques for prob]em solving ( 10 interns
responded negatively).‘ The five Competency Objectives adequately
achieved were: the competency to identify social pressures and
emotional patterns of both the individual and the group ( 14 interns

responded positively), the competency to relate to low income Families

and thEIF individual family members ( 14 interns responded pos1t1ve1y),

the competency to prepare 1nd1v1dua11y prescr1bed Iearn1nq modules
(1 1nLerns reSponded positively), the competency to 1dent1Fy
read1ng levels and read1ng difficulties and to se]ect su1tab1e
material for the d1fferent readlng Ievels ( 15 interns responded
p051t1ve1y), and the competency to use a variety of aud1ov1sua1
‘;’approaches,( 10 interns reSponded pos1t1ve1y) The two “Competency

ObJectlves“ not adequately ach1eved in the Drnrnrww;» ““‘5; ware:

e Fin dg

Phase were:
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the competency to eva}uate.osychological studies and case studies
( 7 interns responded negatively) and the competency to develop
team teaching approaches ( 12 interns responded negatlveiy}. The
three ”Attitudinal Objectives" adequately achieved in the Preservice
the development of a positive attitude toward the target
population ( 14 interns responded positively), the development of
a commitment to positive change in correctional institutions based
upondmutual exchanges and work ( 13 interns responded positively),
and the development of a commitment to competency based teaching
techniques ( 12 interns responded positively). The two attitudinal
objectives not adequately achieved during this phase were the
developmént of a commitment to "T Group" problem solving techniques
('iz interns responded negatively).and the development of a commit-
ment to individualized instruction in team teaching ( 11 interns
responded negatively).

Concerning the seven-specific'objectives or anticipated results

that were not adequately achieved in the ‘Preservice Phase, it

shoutld be noted that flVe of them relate to either team teaching

ar ”T Group'" techniques. Furthermore, this failure to adequately
achieve these objectives is the result of team teaching‘and "T. Group!-

techniques not being part of the Social Restoration Program. This

failure, therefore, seems to be more of a reflection of an inad-

‘equacy in the written proposal than a weakness or ‘inadequacy in the

training of the Preservice Phase. B

b e 1 A e Aceoasha 4 bt i 2



‘Additional objectives achieved during the Preservice Phase

as reported by the interns were the following:

+

.

1. Being qualified to work with éiienated.peop1e (13 {nterns

responded positively).

2. Having the ability to use remedial teaching techniqueé

and materials ( 13 interns responded positively).
3. An understanding of the role of community agencies in

achieving social restoration ( 13 interns responded positively).

k. The ability to counsel offenders ( 14 interns responded

positively).
5. The ability to relate to incarcerated,pffenders (15 interns
responded positive1y).‘
.6. The ability to help an individual cope with life's chal-
lenges and problems ( 15 interns responded positively). |
Another aspect of the Preservice Phasé was the formation of

the three five-man intern teams and the assignment of each team

to one of the_participating correctional institutions. The external
evaluator intervie.ed the interns immediately after their plaéement
in the correctional institutions and at the completfon of the pfoject
in regard to'their knowledge of the selection process involved -

in the formation of the teams; their satisfaction with the way

the teams were selected; their satisfaction with tﬁe composition

of each team; their satisfaction with their assignment to a given

team; and their satisfaction with their team's institutional

20

placement. Thirteen interns responded that the selection process
.was based upon the Consideration of geographical breferences; | . ;
that they were satisfied with the composition of each team, that
the assignment of a given team to one of the CO(rectional‘insti-
tutions was also a result of geographical preferences, and that

éhey were satisfied with the way teams were assigned to speci%ic

institutions. Fourteen interns responded that they were satisfied

wifh their team and institutional assignment.

In August, 1973, prior to the placement of the intern teams,
the external evaluator made on-site visits to the State Correc-
tional Institutions at Dallas, Graterford, Camp Hill, and Hunting-

don in order to assess their educational program and their knowledge '
o

about and attitude toward the Teacher Restoration Intern Program.

The educational programs at these four correctional institutions
included classes in elementary, high school, and adult basic
education, classes in G E D preparation, and classes in selected

areas of vocational training. These institutions also had the means

to provide very limited educational opportunities at the collegiate

level. The reported amount and variety of educational programs

at these correctional institutions was somewhat surprising in view

of the smallness of their educational staffs. The academic teaching

staff at the State Correctional Institution at Dallas consisted of

two full-time teachers who were assisted by resident teacher aides.
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The institutionvhad recently experienced a loss of two full-time
;eacherﬁ, one through death ‘and the other through resignationi
‘Moreover, the fnétitution at the time was without a Director of
Education: TEe State Corfectional Institution at Graterford had
five full-time academic teachers, due to the recent addition of
threg new teaéhers, and a newly appointed Director of Education .,
Resident teacher aides were also utﬁlized'by thelteaching staff.
Most of the academic program offered at Graterford took place in
their night schéo]. At the time of this on-site visit, the State
Correctional Institution at Camp Hill had a teaching staff whfch
included Five academic teachers and an experienced Director ef
Education. The staff was also supplemented by resident teacher
aides. The external evaluator viewed the educational program at
Camp Hill to be the best developed and organized of the four in-
stitutions visited. The full-time academic staff at the State
Correctional Institution at Huntingdon consisted of éwo teachers
who were assisted by resident teacher aides. The insfifution's
Difector of Education commented that the educafional program
needed four Full-time teachers andvan educational counse]o}. He
also remarked that there was a need to egbanq the program's offer-
ings in adult education. |

Although the Fouf correctional institutions had previous

experience with internships associated with placements by various

colleges and agencies, the State Correctional Institution at Camp

Hill was the only institution whose experience with internships

included participation in the Social Restoration Program of Lehigh
Universify. Tﬁis institution had participated in the Sociai'Rés—
toratidn Program the previous year and the Superintendent and other
staff members of the institution had played an active part in the'.
planning and developing of the corréctional_internships associated
with the program. The attitudes expressed by all fhé.édministrative
members interviewed at the four correctional institutions supported
the need for Sociai Restoration Interns at their respective insti-
tutions. The administrators at the three correctional institutions
that were to receive the interns also commented on how the ihterns

would be used to expand their regular educational progréms. A1t hough

the external evaluator had informed them that the training of the

Social Restoration Interns combined counselling, social work, and

teaching skills and suggested that the interns be utilized in a

“variety of roles, the planned use of the interns mainly involved the

roIe of the traditional classroom teacher. An exception to this
type of planning existed at Camp Hi]l in that their p1anniﬁg called
for two of the interns to divide their tf;e between teaching and
counseliing since two of their assigned interns were members of

their counselling staff. Additional comment s of these adninistrators

expressed the beliefs that the interns would be viewed most favcrably'
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by the administrative, treatment, and educational staffs and that 'é had fFamiliarized him with the institution’s routine; only one intern i
these staffs would accept the interns. They also stated that this z; felt that this phase had prepared him for his on-the-job experiences; .
.would be true of the custodial staff but to a lesser degree. % only one intern viewed the Basic Training Phase as making him well oy

Upon the completion of these on-site visits and interviews, prepared to work effectively with the correctional staff and residents

the external evaluator was impressed with the enmthusiasm and anti- of the institution; and only one-intern evaluated this phase of his

cipatory acceptance that the institutional administrators had For training as good. None of the interns believed that the Basic Training

the placement of a team of Social Restoration Interns at their i Phase provided for an exchange of ideas on how the institution's

respective institutions. The external evaluator, however, also routine could be changed in order to provide wider and more effective

believed that there existed a strong need to have many of the insti- educational opportunities. Negative comments on the Basic Training

tutional administrators receive greater information on and an Phase volunteered by the interns included the following: :

understanding of the Social Restoration Program of Lehigh University' "1t was redundant and had no direction."
‘ "I got very little from it."
"Basic Training proved to be discouraging and inadequate."
"It was very poor.' '
"A sorrowful and haphazard experience."
"Totally disorganized."
"It lacked good communications."
"It was no better than a guided tour."
"A waste of time."

and- the skills that Social Restoration Interns could provide a cor-
‘rectiona} institution. This need could have been avoided by t he
staff of the Social Restoration Program having made a greater effort
to orient the institutional staffs and to prepare these staffs for

the placement of a Social Restoration Intern Team. Even with most of the interns being negative about their

The second phase of the Social Restoration Program, the Basic Basic Training, they did recognize that this training did have

Training Phase,. took ptace in the last week of August and this phase certain good points. Strong points that they singléd out were the

was the least successful aspect of the proigét. Nearly all of the talks by several top-ranked correctional officers, the informality

Social Restoration Interns and several of the correctional adminis- which marked the'experience, the time it made available for a personal

trators considered this phase to be a failure. 'The periodic inter- orientation to take place, the opportunities it provided to better

viewing by the external evaluator throughout the year of the project know individual intern team members, to better know the members of |

revealed that only one intern believed that the Basic Training .Phase the educational staff at the institution, and to become better ac-

*

quainted with the institution in general.
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. ing phase.

*wap]ann1ng in the Preservice Pnase.

Many oF correctwonal adm1n1str3tors 1nterv1ewed had views
\\.
on the Bas,c Training that tended to reFlect those of the 1nterns.
The major difference that exist between the interns and the admin-

istrators was that a number of institutional administrators stated

that they could not comment on the Basic Traininnghasetbecause they

‘had only limited knowledge of what it entailed. This lack of know-"

ledge on the Basic Training Phase was not true of the administrators
at the State,Correctiona] Institution at Camp Hill since they had

the advantage of having had previous experience with the Social

Restorat1on Program. The responses of the thirteen administrators

show that they considered the Basic Training to be good, four viewed

it as a failure, and six administrators had no opinion. The Four

admwnvstrators who viewed the Bas1c Tra1n1ng Phase as a fatlure

- cited the inability of this training to achieve its goals; the

fajlure to have clinical experience made a part of this phase; and -

the failure of this training to provide a greater and a fuller

exposure to the total institution due to the shortness of the train-

These adm1n1strators recommended a three weeK ‘Basic

Training Phase be eonducted in the future., Severa] administrators

-

sugqested that many of the defwc1enc1es man1fested by the Basic

Tra1n1ng Phase WOuld have been e11m1nated by better preparation and

e external evaluation .concurs

;_w1th1Jns view,
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The Practicum Phase, the third and last phase of the Teaener
Restorat1on Program, was operational from September 2, 1973 to

-

May 27 1974, This phase, based upon the data gathered by the

external evaluator, was the most meaningful and most successful of

the phases. The primary fFunct ion and, at times, excluswva function

oF nearty all oF the Social Restoration Interns dur1ng most of th15‘
phase was teaching and this Funct1on usually involved teaching in
a8 traditional classroom role.

This caused thirteen interns to

experience Frustration with the limited opportunity to engage in

- formanl counse111ng and to contlnuaIly enpress the ‘desire to do

such counse111ng dur1ng the Practicum Phase. In the'jatter part
of’the Practicum Phase, the Director of Education at Camp Hill
provided the opportunity.For the three interns atutherinstitution
who were not engaged in formal counselling to gain‘some'experience
in this area. It should be noted, however, that, even though formal

counselling roles were greatly restricted for the ‘interns, all the

Social Restoration Interns did engage in informal counselling through-

~out the entire Practicum Phase.

Included in the teaching and informal counselling functions

o~

of the three intern teams were the following: the preparation of
educational profiles, educational testing, “rap" sessions, the

supervision of teacher aides, the evaluation of reading, mathematical,
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»and general educational levels, tutoring, the teaching of Spanish,
and the maintaining of teaching schedules that were equal to those

of the full-time institutional teaching staff. Moreover, individual

members of each of the three intern teams deveioped special programs

and activities for their respective institutions. At the State

Correctional Institution at Dallas,; certain intern members were

“responsible for the development of special educational projects on
science, environmenta1 ecology, a Science Fair, and current events,
for the moderators iips of the Chess Club and the Photography Club

For the development of activities relating to "“the Black Experience,“

and for the brovjdjng of a liaison between the Black Muslims and the

ihstitution} Indlv dual members of the Soc1a1 Restoration Team

at the State Correctional Inst1tut1oh at G?aterford were responsible
for the development of projects dealing with‘communication skills
‘and core teaching and for assisting ih‘the.activities of the pre-
release program,A1coho1ics Anohymous,iand RISE. At,the State

Correctional Institution at Camp Hill, rindividual team members were

responsible for the development of programs in social tiving and
remedial education.

.

Concerning their various functions and activities, the interns
were unanimous in their agreement that all of their institutional

tasks were appropriéte'for Social Restoration Interns. ,They a1so

rogr
“assignec institution, had brought to these.p g

28

f their
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‘ THe institutional administraéors,lwhen intéfviewed, echoed
many of the VféWs of the Social Restorationylnterns who weré assfgned
to their institution. A1l the administrators atkthérthree parti- -
cipating'cbrrectional jnstitutions were in full agréement~that the
interns had strengéhened and.improved their preséﬁt educational staff.
The administratfvé personnel at the State Correctional Institution
at Camp Hif] remarked about the high quality teaching}provided by
the interns, the benefits gained from the;injéction of youth into
their program and the exposing of the regular teachers and other
staff members to newer and freer ideas that wefe good;‘_The adminié-

trators considered the strengths of their intern team to be initiative,

‘sensitivity, innovativeness, and togetherness. The intern team at

the State Correctional‘lﬁstitution at Graterford was credited by

rthe administrétors of the institution with cohtributing much needed
assistance during the times when institutional crises and eherggncies
took place and with coﬁtributing to the developﬁent and the improvement
of the institutidn's educationalyprogram; This institution's

administrators cited the strengths of their intern‘team to be the

ability to work under pressure; the ability to establish and operate

7

" a'viable day school, and the ability to relate to residents on.a

‘one-to-one basis. The administrators at the State Correctional

Institution at Dallas enthusiastically opined that the interns had

k]
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dqﬁ% well, thaﬁ'they Had reached‘more students with‘é vanjedkcgf;
ricu]ﬁm, that they héd provided much needed extracurricuiar‘activities,
and that they contributed to the improvement of morale. The adminis-
trators also commented ﬁhat interns had brought ébouf certain changes
infthe institution's educational programs through their fresh ou£1ook
and their challenging questions. THhe strengths of this intern team
cited by these institutional administrators inc]uded.the innovativeness
whicB provided educational aﬁternatives to the reéidents, the abf]ity
to make meaningFu1'recommendations and referré]s to the clinic, the
'general coopgrativeness’that the team members manifested, and-the
camaraderie that existed among fhe team members. |

Although the Practicum Phase is considered by the externai.
evaluator to have been successful, there were é number of weakﬁesses
and inadequacies that were observed by the external evaluator and
others that were feported by the Social Restoration Interns and the
institutional staff members. These weaknesses and inadequacies
involved: certain project: administrative and supervisory respon-
sibi]%ties identffied with both the Bureau of Correctidn and Lehigh
Un{versity, the communications and relationships between institutional
personnel and the staff of the Social Restoration Prégram, thevcom-
munications ahdwrelationships between’the intern team‘ahd the personnel

at. their assigned correctional institution, and aspects inherent in

3
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the three intern teams. Tbé,ﬁost critical adhinistfatiQe weakness
of‘the Prabticum Phase and perhaps the méSt seriQUSFWeéknéﬁs‘éf the‘
;'total project was the absence of the Project'Director. The Proje;t’
Director‘designaged in the “Subgrant Application,'" Leonard Méék, |
‘Supérintendént of the State Correctional Institytion at Dallas,
retired from the Bureau of Correction at the beginning of the
Practicum Phase, the time when the intern teams wefe_haVing their
first reaL\contact with their aSsigned correctional institution.
The external evaluator, in reCognitiQn that the lack of a Project
fDirgctor was resulting in the project receiving no direéfion From
the Bureau of Correction and in recognition that the project lacked
any formal authority in the participating correctional institutions,
described the problem in his "Interim Rebort” of October 30, 1573

and made the following comment :

.. .Moreover, the failure to subsequently appoint a new Project
Director has sustained the problem situation. Furthermore,
by default Dr. Bell, as Director of the Social Restoration
Program has become the de facto project director and, since
he has no official capacity with the Bureau of Correction, he
has had very limited effectiveness in this role. It is the
opinion of the external evaluator that the role of Project
Director should be carried out by a highly placed administrator

in the Bureau of Correction or by a highly placed administrator:

at each of the.three participating institutions, such as the
Deputy Superintendent of Treatment. '

This report concluded with the recommendation that ""a Project
Dirgctor whOﬁcan effectively function within the institutional setting

‘”shou]d be appointed immediété]y.”

ST

At the January 22, 1974;meeting on the préject held at the

Central OFfice of the Bureau of Correction with personnel repre-

senting the Bureaquf Correction, the Social Restoration Program oF
Lehigh University, the Pennsylvania Department of Education and the
GoverHOT”S'Justicefﬁommission, the external evaluator again described
the problem that éxistea due to the lack of a Project Director and
he repeated the reéommendations he had made in the Interim Report.
He also made the additional suggestion that Glen Jeffes, the newly
appointed Superintendent at the State Correétiona] Institution at
’Dallas,be considered for appointment as Project Directof because of
his positicn with the Bureau of Correction agd his backgrqund in
education and educational. counselling. Yet no action was taken on
ahy oF,tBe recommendat ijons or suggestions made by the external eval-
uator and the administrative problems relating to the lack of a
Project Director persisted to the end of the project.

Ariother serious administrative weakness that persisted through-

~out the Practicum Phase involved the relationships between the
administrative personnel at the State Correctional Institutions at
Dallas and Graterford and the staff of the Social Restoration Program

of Lehigh University. This weakness consisted of the Féilure of the

staff of the Social Restoration Program to orient the appropriate

institutional personnel (the Superintendent, the Deputy Superintendent

of Treatment, the Director of Treatment, and the Director of Education)
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to the procedures and goals of Sociat Restorat1on, to furnish ade—'
quate 1nformat1on about the project to the approprlate 1nst1tut|ona]
personnel, and to establ1sh and maintain functional communications

and working re]at1onsh1ps with the appropriate 1nst;tut1ona1 personnel.
The correctional adm1n1strators of the State. Correct1ona1 Inst1tut1ons
at Graterford and Dallas reported to the externai'evaluator that

'they had had Tittle or no contact with the staff of the Social §es-
toration Program;

that they had never really understood the purpose

of the project; that they had not received any reports or material
Fremlthe staff of the Social Restoration Program prior to or during
‘the Practicum Phase; that they were rarely given an? advance ndtice
of when staff members of the Social Restoration Program wou]d visit
the 1ntern team ass1gned to their institution; and that they had no
vopportun1ty to provide input for a program that involved their insti~
tution. This weakness in the communications and WOrkinq relationships
between the adm1n1strat1ve staffs at the State Correctional Institu-
tions at Dallas and Graterford and the staff of the Social Reotorat1on

Program was a]so.recogn1zed by most of the Social Restoration Interns

Four of the five interns at each

-

institution stated that the commun1cat1ona and working re]at1onsh1ps

aSsigned‘to these two institutions.

that the 1nst1tut1ona1 staffs had with the staff of the Social Res-

torat1on Program were poor or non - ex1sLant In contrast to this

‘flndlng, the administrative perSOnne1 of the State Correctional

!
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the project.

~ their placement.

Inst1tut1oh at Camp Hi1l and Four of the five intefns assigned to
this 1ost1tut1on evaluated the communications and work1ng relations
that existed between the institution's administrative staff and

the staff ot the Social Restoration Program as good to excellent.
These better communications and working relations may be due to

the institution‘'s administrative staff having had previous exper-
fence with the program and to the fact that this institution was
the only participating institution that had an egperienced Director

of Education ‘at the start of the Practicum Phase. The staff members .

interviewed at the State Correctional Instﬁtution at Graterford,

. Where the Director of Education was appointed in September, 1973,

and the staff members interviewed at the State Correctional Intti-
tution at Dallas, where the Director of Education was appointed in
December, 1973, all agreed that the failure of their respective
institutions to have an experienced and fully Funetioning Director
of Education at the on-set of the Practicum Phase had handicapped
The;handjcaps cited involved: initial confusion and
misdirection{ a lack of decision making, reduced effective placement,
poor role definition, the failure to make full use of the interns,
and the increase in time required for the interns to take root. The
interns atbGraterFord and Dallas held similar views concerning the
: i : :

lack of a fully functioning Director of Education at the time of

In contrast, the staff members interviewed at the

I
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State Correc;iona] Institution at Camp Hill, where an experienced

: ‘ | C
Director of Education existed at the time of the intern placement, ’
commented that their Director of Education erovided the projeet
with an experienced person who was able to give continuity, pro-
Fessional supervision, and supeort to the interns.

Other important differences that existed ameng the three
institutions concerned the communications and working relations that
the interns had with the staff members of their respective insti-

tutions. While eleven administrators had responded that commun i -
cations and working relations between the interns and institutional

staff members were good to excellent especially in regafd to the

regular teachers, two staff members at the State Correctional Insti-

tution at Graterford reported them to be poor.‘ These two staff

members commented that the regular teaching staff resented the interns
because they were making more money than they were and that a number

of correctional offlcers resented the interns because the interns

had ass1sted the institution's adm1n1strat1on when ‘t he correet1onal

of ficers had staged a work stoppage. The interns at'Graterfond also

eonsidered the working relations that they had with certain staff
members to be poor and they reported that these staff members fe]t‘
‘threatened by the interns and that:.they resented the interns. In
contrasteto these findings, the interns at the State~Cerrectiona1
Institutions at Dallas and Camp Hill reported that thei} cemmunicarinnq

aqd working relations with the institutiona] staffs were'good.

%
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The supervision that the interns receivedffrom their immediate

institutional superv1sor and the staff of the Social Restoration

Program 1s also assoc1ated with some weaknesses as well as dlfferences :

of opinion. The administrative personnel 1nterv1ewed at the State

~ Correctioha1.Institutions at Dallas and Camp Hill reported that the

interns' immediate supervisor, the Director of Education, at their

respective institutions had provided good supervision. A1l the

interns at these two institutions concurred with this evaluation in
that they rated their immediate institutional supervisor good or

_excellent. At the State Correctional Institution at Graterford,

opinions were mixedAconcerning the quality of supervision that had

~

been'provided the interns by their immediate institutional super-
visor, a regular teacher designated as Institutional Project Coor-
Three of the administrators interviewed had no opinion

!
about the supervision, two considered it to have been poor,

dinator.

and one

considered it to have been good. Moreover, the designated intern
supervisor commented that he felt he could have done a better job

if he had had more help and time. iThe interns at Graterford were

ih Full agreement that this supeyvisﬁon had been poor and that their
‘designated supervisor and the Director of Education wefe both in-
’effective.

Concerning the Supervision-prdvided the interns by the staff

of the Social Restoration Program, many of the institutional adminis-

ey o
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trators intorvieWed and all of the interns had a number of chiticdl
oomments. The Director of Education at the State Correctional
Institution at Graterford considered the’supervision phovided by
the staFF of the Social Restoration Program to have, been fnadequate
and he suggested that it could have'been improved by more frequent
visits to the institution:ond by providing the-institutional sFaff
with more information. While the Director of Educationhat the State
Correctional Institution opined that the supervision given by the
Social Restoration Program was generally adequate he cohcurred with
the other institutional administrators that it could have been
~improved. The administrators interviewed at the State Correctional
Ihstitution at Camp Hill unanimously agreed that the supervision

of the interns by the staff of the Social Restoration Program had

been adequate. They further observed that the supervision had been

better this year than the previous year.

The intern evaluations of the supervision they received from:

the staff of the Social Restoration Program shows greater agreement
and criticism than those of the institutional administrators. All
the interhs viewed the supervision they had had by the staff‘of the
Social Restoration Program as being 1nadequate at times. Throughout
the Pract1cum Phase, they cont1nua11y expressed the desire for more

frequent and 1onger‘v1s1ts in order to have more classroom ObSGFVBF

- tions, more critical evaluations, and more support. The interns did,
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however, report that they had been v151ted by staFF membero &F 'the
Soc1a1 RestoraL1on Program on the average of twice a month that the
visits had become more frequent during the last five months oF the
Practicum Phase, and that the visits throughout the Practicum Phase
were usually productive. In view of these responses, it would seem

that the interns' desire for increased visitations by the staff of

the Social Restoration Program was caused to some extent by the anxiety

and concern associated with being a new teacher and having to teach
in a non-traditional setting. It should also be recognized that the
Failure of two of the correctional institutions to have a Funo?ioning
Director of Education during part of the Practicum Phase and the
failure of the staff of the Social Restoration Program to have pro-
perly preparéd the institutional staffs for the‘placement of the
intern teams caused an increase in the need to have the staff of

the Social Restoration Program supérvise the interns. The result
was a supervisory burden that the staff of the Social Restoration
Pfogram was not initially prepared to handle. When the external
evaluator reporfted to the staff of the Social Restoration Program
that there existed a need for greater supervision of the interns,
additional staff members visited the institutions, the number of
in;titutional visits increased, and, where appropfdate, the aide

of educationa1‘5pecialists were furnished the interns. It is, there-

~ fore, the view of the external evaluator that, although the super-
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vision of the interns by the staff of the Social Re§toration.Program
was, at times, uneven, the supervision giveﬁvthevinterﬁé was résboﬁ-
~sive and respbnsible. | |
When the interns assessed thebproject)at the eﬁd‘bf‘the

Rfacticum‘PhaseJthey-again;éited many of thé inadequacies and weak-
hesses tﬁaf have been prévfously mentioned and a number of additional
kproblem areas. These additional problems includeditheir use ﬁain]y
as traditional classroom teachers even thoﬁéh they had Social Res-
toration skills; the'difficu1ty theybexpér}enced in 6btaining
educational materials; and the obstacles presgntea by fhe pervasive
.bureaUCratic red tape that‘existed at the institutions. The intern§
also "described personai and team weaknesses and problems. Thésé
weaknesses and brob]ems involved the inability to”coﬁ@“WTfﬁ“EéFEain
institutional dynamics; the inability to handie their codptation

and assimilation by the institution; and the inability to fulfill

all the objectives of Social Restoration. These self-identified
weaknesses on the;partkof the interns are reflected in and complemented

by the. responses of the institutional administrators when they

. evaluated the weaknesses of the intern team assigned to their insti-

e

tution. The weaknesses they cited were: .the interns' lack of pre-

paration for the frustrations associated with correctional institutions;

i

institutions and a greater acceptance of security; the interns’

the need for the interns to have a greater understanding of correctional

téndepcy to become tooLfamiiiar with the residents and, at times,
emotionally involved with the resident; and the intefns’ inability o
to better handle personality céhflicts.

Other evaluative comments were also e]icitéd from the in%erns
in their overall assessment of the project. One such evaluatién
dealt With the gfaduate course work they had taken concurrent wﬁt%
the Practicum Phase. Thirteen of the interns considered the course
work to be generéily good and well integrated with their institutfona]
eXperiénces. The courses cited as being exceptionaily good were
the seminars and the courses that dealt with remedial reading,
interviewing, and counsélling. Another eva??ation sthed that
twelve oF'the interns believed that most of the préject]s objec?ivés
had beeﬁ';ttained. Furthermore, all the interné commented tHat they
had personally andkprofessionaﬁ1y benefitted from their participation
in the project; The interns also commented that an intern program
was the best way to prepare teachers for teaching in correctional
iz titutions and that it was Faf superior to traditional teacher
preparation. In evaluating themselves, all the interns believed
that they héd become competent teachers. _Ejné]ly, Fh[l agreéﬁent

existed among the interns on the point that theftermination of the

.project would have detrimental effects on the educational programs

‘of the three participating correctional institutions.

Many of the evaluations that the institutfonal administrators

gave in their overall assessment of the project agreed with those
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the interns. Twelve of the adm1n1strators agreed (one Director

oF Education disagreed). that an intern prog “am was. the best wWay to

prepare teachers for teaching in correctfona]

1nst1tut1ons Moreover,

all the adm1n1strators made the evsi ua
/

ity education as well as educa-

égve comment that the Soc1a1

Restorat1on Program had provided quai

tional manpower. Additionally,

al
} but one adm1nistrator (a Director
of Education) viewed the Social Re

1

Storation Program as hav1ng va]uev
and effect1venes< 1n that

] X ]

have on their instituti ' ‘ ;
n their institution's educaticnal program. The negative

consequences associated with such a termination were: the'losao‘C
| 3 M i
ood te e loss
g eachers, the loss of good correct1onal personnel, the loss
of va?
uable professional he 1p, a decrease in‘morale, g harmful

reduct i |
ion in educatlonal Programs, and a reduction in the numbher of

res ici i
idents who were participating in educational programs

it provwded competent teachers for correctiohal

PTG

A

'res1dents who pasaed their GED test.

: incarcerated

V Conclusions and Recommendations

Based upon his findings, the external evaluator offers the

following conclusions and recommendations related to the project's

., objectives, goals, and procedures.

1. The Teacher Restoration Intern Program strengthened the

educational staffs of the three participating correctional institu-

"tions, the State Correctional Institutions at Dallas, Graterford,

and Camp Hill, by providing supportive and remedial services as

well as quality educational services. This conéTusionyis_ful]y
supported by the comparison of the services. available at the oarti-

cipating institutions with the services available at the State

Correctional Institution at Huhtingdon duringlthe same time period.

At the participating institutione,‘the;project broughr about an in-
crease in educational programs and opportunities, an increase ih
resident participation in education, and an increase in the number of
The educatiohaﬁ program at the
State Correctional Institution at Huntingdon remained basically the
same throughout @he year in having the need to expand its adult basic
education program, in having the need to prdVide eoucationaj coun-
selling, and in having the need to increase its teaching staff.

2. The project did develop competent correctional educators

~who were sensitive to the needs of the disadvantagedflearner‘Who is-

Th1s Cp1n1on is a1so held by the correct1ona! adm1n~

»1strators at the three part1c1pat1ng institutions and the Soc1al

-

e
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lack the skills to effect1vely teach prisoners who have severe

~who can teach this type of learner has great importance. | ' !

of Correctlon at the complet1on of the prOJect

'1nterns who participated in the project,

'»Social

o
x

Restoration Interns. 1In view of the study, School Behind Bars,

by Michaelvv, Reagen, whichbfound that one reasqn For’the Failure
of correct{onal'education to improve is that professiona] educatots
educat1ona1 problems,’the ab1]1ty of this prOJect to develop teachers
,m~f-“3€ Although the external evaluator has concluded that the - .
Teacher Restoration Intern Program has demonstrated its ability to |
deve1op competent and experienced personnel for assignment to train-
ing and educational activfties within facilities of the Bureau of
Cerrection, he seriously questions whether suchlnersonnel'wi{1 be
retained by the Bureau of Correctfon. The need for such questiening
is based. upon the net 1oss in personnel expertenced by the Bureau
‘.OF the f1fteen
seven were employees of

the Bu;eau of Correction and at the completion of the project, twe
of these employees resigned. Moreover, only six of the fifteen

interns wanted to work for the Bureau of Correction even though

all their future plans involved teaching or activities relevant to i

~Restoration, This inability to retain cOr"ectionalyeducators

3

i.IS Further demonstrated by the failure of the State Correct1onal

Inst1tut1on at Dai]as to h1re more than one 1ntern even thouqh the
1nst1tut10n wanted to retain all r1ve 1nterns and three of the

1nterns had applwed for pos1t1ons at the anst1tut1on ATthough many

- services to the state correctional

b4

factors contributed to this failure to retain the interns as cor-

rectional educators, the main factors seem to be budgetary restric-

tions related to the area of correctional education and the expectation

that the Intermediate Units of the Pennsylvania Department of Education
will provide educational servicesftotcorrectjonaJrinstitutions in
the very nearifuture. It also should be noted that the correctional
aaministrators and the interns all opined that the project did
develop correctional educators but they doubted that the Bureau
of Correction would be able to retain them.

L. Although the project did make progress toward the
development and the revision of civil service job specifications
and requirements for the position of correctional educator, thfs‘

objective is no longer relevant. It is no longer relevant due to

_the memorandum of agreement which was endorsed by both the Bureau

of Correction and the Pennsylvania Department of Education and
approved by the Lieutenant’Governorﬁ This agreement commits the
Pennsylvania Department of Education to the providing of educational
institutions.; The teachers
assfgned to the correctional institutions by the Pennsylvania’
Department of Education will meet this department's requirehents
and.they will no longer be geverned by civil service.

5. In view of the planned previding'of educational services
inStitUtjons’by the Pennsylvania Department

‘to the state correctional

oF,Education and in view of the'Finding of Dr. Reagen on‘the'Failure,

e P D aoniiiias T



of correctional education that was previously mentioned, thedegfernal

evaluator strongly recommends that the Teacher Restoration Intern

Program be cont1nued through the cooperat1ve effort of the Pennsylvan1a

Department oF Educat1on, the Bureau of Correetlon, and the Social
Restdrat1on Program of Leh1gh Un1vers1ty

6. If the project is continued, the external evaluator
makes the following recommendations fn order thafvan even higner
degree of success might be achieved:

a) The staff of the Social Restoration Program should fully
orient the appropr1ate staff members of the correctlonal institutions
to.the ph11osophy, goals, and objectives of the prOJect and a fu]l
working relationship'should be maintained‘among the administrators
- of the Pennsylvania Department of Education, the part%cipating
‘correctional institutions, and the Social Restoration Program who
are relevant to the project.

b) The Project Director should be a person'who has the
ability to function at the participating correctioné] institdtions.

c) The Preservfce Phase of - he project should prOV1de the
1n1erns W1th ‘more pract1ce teaching exper1ence that dea]s w1th
1earners ‘who are comparable to those found in prison popu]at1ons
and»it_should provide the‘intefns‘with.Frequent contact with and
’greater'know]edge of the!hdyrecpiona1‘jnstitUtion where they‘will 0

be placed.

d) The Basic Training Phase shou]d be expanded in order
that it may,provide a fnller'end more realistic orientation to mhe
interns on the operationé of a correctional institution.

‘e) The Practicum Phase should provide for a wider use of
the Social Restoratfon ski]le possessed by the interns in both
teaching and formal counselling and it should provide for the interns
receiving.consistent supervision by the staff members of the cor-

rectional institution and the Social Restoration Program throughout

this phase.

7. Finally, the high degree of success that the Teacher
Restoration Intern Program experienced in the past year fully

justifies the cost of the project.

‘( : ‘ . | | o : | ub
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APPENDIX

VILLANOVA UNIVERSITY

Criminal Justice Program
Social Restoration Intern Study

v { ’ ‘
External Evaluation for the Governor's Justice Commission
Project No. DS - 352 - 73A

the Participating Institutions Prior to
Placement of Social Restoration Interns

Interviewing Guide for Bureau of Correction‘Personnel at

1. Have you previously had "interns'" at this institution?
A) Who sponsored them?

B) What were their duties?

C) When and for how long were they at this institution?

D) Did these internships prove beneficial to this institution?

2. Have you .previously had ""Social Restoration Interns! f rom
Lehigh University at this institution?

A) What were their duties?

B) When and for how long were they at this institution?

C) - Did these internships prove beneficial to this institution?

-

3. Do you feel that there exists a need for Social Restoration
’ Interns at this institution?

L. In what way will the Socia] Restaration Interns meet this need
and benefit thisinstitutionz S :

5 ol gt A Tt e L TR e B R DL N
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"10.

e DU

»

Who wili

be the immediate supervisors of the Social Restoration
Interns?

Have any of the staff of the Social Restoration Teacher

Pregram of Lehigh University visited your institution EecentlQ?

“What are your impressions or opinions on how the Social
Restoration Interns will be viewed and accepted:

A) By the administration of the institution?
B) By the treatment staff of the 3nstitutioh?
€)' By the custodial staff of the institution?

D) By the residents of the institution?

Do you think the Social Restoration Interns should take

~the regular training program conducted by the Eastern

Correctional Academy?

What educational

. . : Programs are presently available at this
nstitution? - :

A)' Literary B) Elementary C) High School

e e

D) GED E)

———————————————

College

.
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11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

I‘L'“ 9

How many part-time teachers are presently (1972-73) involved -

in this institution's educational programs?

How many Full-time teachers are presently (1972-73) involved

in'this institution's educational programs? :

Do you have any inmate-teachers? How many?-

Has there been any turnover in the teaching personnel of
this institution during the past year (1972-73)%  How much?

wWhat were the reasons for this turnover?

Did you have many applicants for teaching positions at this
institution during the past year (1972-73)?

How many full-time teachers at this institution are
undertaking education or training that is job-related?

Are you satisfied with the present civil service requirements

that are maintained for teaching in an institution of the
Bureau of Correction?

What revisions or changes in these civil service requirements

would you: recommend or suggest?

Do you believe that the present institutional job specification

and. certification requirements are proper and adequate?

21,

22.

23.

24,

Do they enable the best possible selection of personnel’ for

i

How many residents are presently (1972-73) involved in tHisA

institution's educational programs?
Do a high number of residents drop-out of these prbgrams?

Are Fhe residen?s who are involved in these educational

?;:ggiﬁi.lesih11ke;y to be involved in incidents at this
ion an the residents who i i

oy are not involved in such

o e R e W YR TR
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* VILLANOVA ‘UNIVERSITY

Criminal Justice Program

Socjal Restoration Intern Study
Intern Interview

Have you had any previous experience with a practicum or
internship?

A) What kind?

B) What is your opinion about it?

Have you had any previous experience with a correctional
institution?

Have you éver worked previously in a correctional institution
.of any kind?

Were you ever a Full-time employee of the Bureau of Correction
prior to your internship?

As a person who has (not) had experience with corrections how
has the Social Restoration Intern Program helped you?

Has the Social Restoration Program helped.you §nd has it
improved your skills and ability For working with and for ,
teaching the educationally deprived in an offender population?

A)  How?

g

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

Were you Familiar with the geographical &rea of this he
institution prior to your placement here? (p. 4f)

Did you feel you were well prepared for your placement
at this particular institution? (p. Lg)

A)  Why? - | ;

What kind of work have you been doing in the institution
since the completion of your week of "Basic Training?" (p. i)

Would you name the specific kinds of Institutional tasks
you have been doing here? ( p. kLa) ‘

Do you consider these tasks to be appropriate tasks for a’
Social Restoration lntern?

What specific kinds of supportive and remedial services have

you been giving to the residents and to the staff at this
institution? (p. 1)

What specific problems have you encountered in your work at
this institution, so far? '

What inadequacies have you felt since you bégan working at
this institution? '



16.

18.

19.

20,

Do any of these inadequacies relate to something that was
lacking in your preparation for working in this institution?

A) In what ‘way?

¥ o

~

B) How might they have beenxrémedied or prevented?

{

Since starting your internship at this institutien how would

-vou describe or tharacterize the supervision you have been

receiving from-the staff of the Social Restoration Intern Program?

o~ W

. /;

<L\ - .
How many times has the Socjal Restoration staff of Lehigh
University visited you since your placement at this institution?

(p. i) '

Do you feel there should have been more or less visits from
the Lehigh University staff? (p. Li)

A). Why?

How productive were these visits for you? (p. ki)

A) In what way?

’B) What did they specifically accomp. ish?

What kind of educational course work at jtehigh University

i

have you been involved in since your institutional placemeht?

;_;(p;;“a) o
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21.

22,

23.

2L,

25,

26.

27.

T it e
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ﬁas Fhis course work been integrated with your work at this
institution? (p. L4a) R

What opipions do you have concerning the Basic Training
you received? (p. La) . :

A) What were its strengths?
B) What were its weaknesses?

C) How cou]dbit be improved?

Did the Basic Training you received familiarize you with
the routine of institutional Tife? (p. 4c)

Did the Basic Training you received.provide for an exchange

' of ideas of how this routine can be changed to provide

wider and more effective educational opportunities? (p--kc)

-t
v
PR

3

In general, did the Basic Training you received prepare
you for your on-the-job experiences? (p. ka)

After you completed your Basic Training, did you feel well
prepared to work effectively with the institutional correctional.
staff and resident population? '

~

After completing the Preservice Phase did you feel qualified
to work with alienated people? ' o ;

- 5 it o v 4
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

55

Do you think that an intern program is an appropriate way to
prepare teachers for teaching in correctional institutions?

Please explain!

Do you believe you were prepared in unique ways for work with
educationally d1sadvantaged students in an offender population?

(p. 1)

A) Would you describe what was unique about your preparation?

How was theory combined with practice in the PresevVice Phase
of your program? (p. 4) -

How much team teaching did you receive during the Preservice
Phase? (p. hLb)

What is your opinion about being team taught in association
with experience modules during the Preservice Phase? (p. ha)

A) What were the advantages of such an educational approach?

B)  Wwhat were the disadvantages of such an educational approach?

»

C) How could it have been improved?

Would you give your opinion on the team teaching in the
Preservice Phase that involved Lehigh University faculty
and the personnel of local community agencies? (p. Lb)

3h.

35.

36,

37,

38.

Would you accept the description that the training of a

Social Restoration teacher is field-centered and competency-
based? (p. 4)

A) Would you describe how your training was field-centered?

‘ Would you give specific examples? (Work in social agencies,
_tutorial experiences with reluctant learners, service with
police and parole officers?) (p. U) '

B) Would you describe how your training is competency-based?
‘Would you give specific examples? Do you believe your
training provided you with competency in the following:

t he psychology of the exceptional individual, educational
media, and offender population. (p. k)

What specific abilities do you feel you have acquired as. a
result of your participation in the Preserv1ce Phase?

Do you have the ability to use remedial teaching techniques
and materials?

Do you understand the roles of commun1ty agenc1es in ass1st1ng
in Social Restoration? -

Are you familiar with the various phases of the criminal
justice system? ‘

e Tt




39.
Lo,

Ly,

- b2,

L3,

Lk,

“As you know,

_,soc1al1y dev1ant in part1cu1ar?

‘ .

Do you understand the process whereby Social Restoration is
accomplished in the law violator?

Do you have the abi1ity to use the basic principles_inv01Véd“
in counseling offenders?

Do you feel you have the ability to relate to incarcerated

of Fenders?

the Preservice Phase (Phase I, June 24 - August 25,
1973) had three general objectives - (1) knowledge ob3ect1ves,
(2) competency objectives, (3) attitudinal objectives.

‘T would like to ask you some questions concerning the spec1f1c

objectives that are related to the general objectives.
The Follow1ng questions deal W1th specific objectives.

Did the Preservice Phase provide you w1th knowledge of the
structures of the microsociety where the target population
(disadvantaged learners) originates? (p. kc) .

A) Through. what means did you achieve this khowledge?
B) By what means was this knowledge of yours eValuated?

Did the Preservice Phase provide you with knowledge of the
structures of institutional society?. (p. hc)

A) How did you achieve this knowledge?

'B) By what means was this knowledge of yours evaluated?

Did the Preservice Phase provide you with knowledge about the ;
basic needs of the adult and adolescent in general and the

(p. hc)

W it

45,

Lé.

L7.

48,

‘arrest procedures and juvenile court procedutes?

58
A)  How did you achieve this knowlédge?'

B) By what means was this knowledge of yours evaluated?

L3

~Did the Preservice Phase provide you with knowledge about

individualized and team teaching approaches based upon
development of learning modules? (p. bLd)

. A) How did you achieve this knowledge?

B) By what means was this knowledge'of yours ‘evaluated?

Did the Preservice Phase provide you with knowledge about -
the structures of the objectives of Social Restoration and
in particular about the thrust of this project? (p. 4d)

A) How did you achieve this knowledge?
B) By what means was this knowledge of yours evaluated?

Did the Preservice Phase prov1de you with know1edge about
(p. bd) .

A) How did you achieve this knowledge?
'B) By what means was thiskknow1edge‘of yours evaluated?

Did the Preservice Phase provide you with knowiedge of
T Group" techniques for problem sotving?

(p. Ld)
A) How did you achieve this‘khbwledgé?,
B) ‘By what means was this knowledge of ygursﬁevaluated?_i



The following questions deal with specific competency objecthes:

159”,

50.

51.

52.

Didithe Fresérvice Phase-prov?de'you with the competency
to identify social pressures and emotional patterns associated
with both the individual and the group? (p. Ld)

A) How did you achieve this competency?
B) By what means was this competency of yours evaluated?

Did the Preservice Phase provide you with the competency
to relate to low income families and their individual.members?

( p. Ld) '

A) How did you achieve this competenéy?

B) By what means was this competency of yours evaluated?
Djd the Preservice Phase provide you with theyaompetency

to evaluate psychological studies and case studies? (p. 4d)
A) How did you achieve this competency?

B) By what means was this competency of yours evaluated?
Did'the Pre§eryice Phase provide you with the‘competenéy

to prepare individually prescribed learning modules? (p. L4d)

A) How did you achieve this competency?

B) By what means was this competency of yours evaluated?

..

Did the Preservice Phase provide you with the competency

to identify reading levels and reading difficulties and to
select suitable material for these tevels and difficulties?

A) How did you achieve this competency?

‘ &;%‘By what means was this competency of yours eQélUéted?

4/ et

Sh.

55.

60

Did the Preservice Phase provide you with the competency to use
various audio-visual approaches such as moviemaking, video
taping, overhezad slide and strip projectors, tape and record
player? (p. le) : ‘

A):vHow did you achieve this competency?
B) By what means was this Competency of yours evaluated?

Did the Preservice Phase provide you with the competency

- to develop team teaching approaches? (p. Le)

A) How did you achieve this cohpetency?

B) By what means was this competency of yours evaluated?

The folloWﬁng questions deal with specific attitude objectives.

56,

57.

58,

“to "T Group'" problem solving techniques?

Did your experiences during the Preservice Phase give you a
positive attitude toward the target population? (p. lLe)

~A) How did you achieve this attitude?

B) By what means was this attitude of yours evaluated?

Did your experiences during the Preservice Phase result in
your having a commitment to positive change in the correctional
institution based upon mutual exchanges and work experiences?

A)  How did you achieve this attitude?

B) By what means was this attitude of yours evaluated?

—

Did your Presérvice Phase experiences give you a commitment

(p. be) '

A) How did you achieve this attjtude?

B) By What>means was this attitude of yours evaluated? -

e
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59.

60.

61.

62!

63.

Did your experiences during the Preservice Phase give you
a commitment to individualized instruction in team teaching?

(p. Le)

A) How did you achieve this attitude?

B) By what means was this attitude of yours evaluated?

: Did‘your experiences during the Preservice Phase give you a
. commitment to competency-based teaching techniques? (p. ke)

'A)  How did you achieve this attitude?

B) By what means was this attitude of yoUrs evaluated? ;|

How were the members of each team selected? (p. hLc)

Are ybu satisfied with the way the members of each team were
selected? (p. bc) :

What is your opinidn on the maké-up of .each of the three
intern teams? (p. kc)

64, Are you satisfied with your team assignment? (p. kc)

65 .

How did the assignments of a team to a specific institution
come about? (p. kc) ~ '

66.

62

Are you satisfied with the way teams were assigned to a
specific institution? (p. kc)

67. Are you satisfied with your assignment to this institution? (p. ke) -

68.

69.

70.

Do you think the Social Restoration Intern Program will develop
and retain qualified correctional educators? (p. Lb) :

’

Do you believe the Social Restoration Interns have strengthened
the present educational staff at this institution? (p. bg)

0o you intend to obtain a Master's Degree in Education? (p. La)

(This requires nine additional credits of graduate work in-
cluding a course in research methods. )
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VILLANOVA UNIVERSITY o S R 8. Do you believé the Social Restoration Interns were adequately
. ’ . ' C ' i -prepared by Lehigh Un1Verswty for working in a correct1onal institution?
; W Criminal Justice Program . . ‘
B ' . ‘ e . : ’ { Would you elaborate on your response?
Social Restoration Intern Study ' ' ' ‘
" Interviewing Guide for Administrative Personnel =
- ' : 9. Do you have any op1n1ons about the bas1c training given the Soc1al

of the Pennsylvania Bureau of Correction | Restoration Interns by the institutional staff?
May, 1974 .
V Was it adequate?
1. Whgt irnput have you had in the Social Restoration Intern Program? ' Did it achieve its desired goals?
2. In your own words would you briefly déscribe what Social Restoration | 1 10. Did the Social Restcrat1on Intern Program provide competent feachers
is all about and how it relates to_a correctional institution? ' for a correctional institution?
Explain?

3. Do you think an intern program is an appropr1ate way to prepare ' ’
teachers for teaching in a correctional institution? 11, In what ways did the Social Restoration interns me‘t ke, vertous

2 needs of this institution?

L. Do you believe the Social Restoration Program provides for the | %

?est po%sible selection of personnel of the Bureau of Correction ’ 12. 1In what ways did the Social Restoration Interns benefit this institution?
or assignments to the areas of education and training? ‘ |

5. D think th 13. Have the Social Restoration Interns prov1ded supportive and remedial
>. Do you think the Social Restoration Program w11] de o A to th d f thi titution?
velo ‘services to e residents o is insti u jon?
qﬂa’1f16d correctional educators? P and retain . o

ﬁ - | ‘ ‘ : S : | h ~ Explain?.
|
6. ghé* is YOUF OP1n1on concerning the valueTand effectlveness of the - kL. What are the strengths and outstanding achievements of the Social
oc1a1 Restorat1on Intern Program of Lehigh University? : Restoration Intern Team at this institution?

7 Do bel | : : 15. What are the weaknesses and evident ra11ures of the Social Restorat1on
. you believe that the Social Restorat1on Inte ‘ ‘ Intern team at th1s institution?
rns have strengt S . m
the present educat1onal stafF at th1s 1n5t1tut1on7 . hened ‘

How could these be eliminated?
' KR |



16.

17.

18.

20.

21.

22.

23.

65

Would you comment on the type and quality of communications and

working relations that you and other institutional staff members
have had with the staff of the Soc1a1 Restoration Program at Leh1gh

Un1vers1ty?

L

.

Do you believe the Social Restoration Interns were adequately super-
vised by the personnel associated with Lehigh University?

Would you comment on the type and quality of communications and
working relations that you and other institutional staff members
have had with the five Social Restoration Interns assigned to this

institution?

.~ Would you comment on the type and quality.of supervision the Social

Restoration Interns received from the Institutional

staff member who
was their immediate supervisor? :

Did your institution have a Director of Education at the time the
Social Restoration Interns were placed in the Institution?

How did the presence or absence of a Director of Education affect
the Social Restoration Intern Project?

Have the number of residents utilizing institutional, educational
services increased or decreased during the time. period the Social
Restoration Interns have been working in the institution?

Is this increase or decrease related in _any way to the intern' team?

What are your 1mpress1ons concerning what aFFect education in general
and Social Restoration in particular might have on the number and
type of "institutional 1nc1dents?“,

How will the termination of this project and the removal of the o
Social Restoration Interns from the institution affect the institution?

2L,

25,

26.

27.

What resulgs have been achieved toward the systematic development
oF‘correct1ona1 education in Pennsylvania? .

¥

.Dg you havg gny_views cohcerning what should be involved in specif -
ying the civil service requirements for teachlng in a facility of
the Bureau of Correction?

Has.the Social Restoration Program had any affect on the certification
requirements for correctional education? :

Did a feasibility study of teacher certification within the Bures.
of Correction ever take p]ace?

. What are the results?

28.

29,
30.
31.

32.

Has there been any educational staff turn-over in the past nine months?

Has there been any new appointments to the educationa] staff in the
past nine months? :

How many interns have been hired aéipermanent staff members?
Did an internal evaluation team visit the institution?

Are there any further comments you would like to make?

TR B
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. VILLANOVA UNIVERSITY
Criminal Justice Program

, ,
Social Restoration Intern Study
s

"Intern Interv{ew
May, 1974

1. In your own words would you briefly describe what Social

Restoration is all about and how it relates to a correctional
institution? : '

2. Has the Social Restoration Program helped you and has. it
improved your skills and ability for working with and for
teaching the educationally deprived in an.offender population?

A)  How?

3. Did you feel you were well prepared for your placement at-
this particular institution? (p. 4g) R

A)  Why?

b. What kind of work have you been doing in the institution

since the completion of your week of “Basic Training"? (p."])

.
PRy

-

wauld you name the specific kinds of

institutional tasks you
. have been doing here? (p. La) ’ ‘

2

6.

7.

68

Do you‘consider these tasks to be appropriate tasks for a
Social Restoration Intern? Lo

what specific‘kjndé of supportive and remedial serv1;§s
have you been giving to the residents .and to the sta
at this institution? ( p. 1) ~ -

8 What specific problems have you encountered ip:your work at
this institution?

9.

10.

1.

12.

what inadequacies have you felt since you bggan_WOrkwng at
this institution?

Do any-of these inadequacies relate to stethjng.tha?-wi§on?
lacking’in your preparation for working in this institutiont

A) In what way?

VB)V How might théy have been remedied or'prevsnted?

How many times has the Social Restoration staff of L?h1ghtutidn7
University visited you since your placement at this 1n$tj y ?
(p. ki) Give the average visits per month.

—

Since starting your internship at this institution how would

you describe or
receiving from t
Program?

characterize the supervision you have been
he staff of the Social Restoration Intern

b

7
P2

R
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13.

14,

15,

16.

17.

Do you feel/there should have been more or iess visits from

the Lehigh University staff? (p. Li) o

A) Why?

[

(p. 4i)

How productive were these visits For you?

A) In what way?

B) what did they specifically accomplish?

What kind of educational course work at Lehigh University
have you bee
(p. La)

Has this course work been integrated with your work at this
institution? (p. La) '

What opinions do you have concerning the Basic Traininé'you
received? (p. ka)

A) What were its strengths?

B) What were its weakneszes?

i

C) How could it be improved?

involved in since your institutional placement? -
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25.

18.

19,

20,

21.

22,

23.

AT T e T T ek o WA R e TR, o e T i = ey

70

Did the Basic Training you received familiarize you with
the routine of institutional 1ife? (p. Lc)

Did the Basic Training you received provide for an exchange
of ideas of how this routine can be changed to provide
wider and more effective educational opportunities? (P. hLc¢)

In general, did the Basic Training you received prepare
you for your on-the-job experiences? (p. La)

i

After you completed your Basic Training,‘did ybu feel well
prepared to work effectively with the institutional correctional
staff and resident population? ’ ~

After completing your internship do you now feel quélified
to work with alienated people?

Do you think that an intern program is an appropriatekway to
prepare teachers for teaching in correctional institutions?
Please explain! :

Do you believe you were prepared in unique ways for work with
educationally disadvantaged students . in an offender population?
(p. 1) :

A) Would you describe what was unique about your preparation?

—

~What specific abilities do you feel you have acquired as a

result of your participation in the Social Restoration Program?
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26.

27.

28,

29.
30.
3t.
32.

33 +

3h.

35,

(

Do you have the ability to use remedial teach1ng techn1que
and materials? -

Do you understand the ro]es of communTty agenc1es in a551st1ng
in Social.Restoration? ~

Are you Familiar with the various phases of the criminal
justice system?

Do you understand th“ process whereby Social Restorat1on is:
accomplished in the law violator? :

Do you have the ability to use the basic principies involved
in counseling offenders?

Do you feel you have the ability to rﬁlate to 1ncarcerated
of Fenders? :

Did the Preservice Phase provide you with knowledge about
the structures of the objectives of Social Restoration and
in particular about the thrust of this project? (p. 4d)

Do you have the competency to identify social pressures and
smotional patterns associated with both the individual and
the group? (p. &4d) ’ ‘

Do you have the competency to evaluate psychoiog1ca1 studies
and case studies? (p. Hd) : :

LR

Do you have the competency to prepare 1nd1v1dua11y prescr1bed
‘1earn1ng modules?. (p ua) : ‘ .

; .

e I

36.

37.

38,

39,

~ Lo ..

by,

2,

43.

Li,
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Do you have the competency to identify reading levels and

45,
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72 | ‘

reading difficulties and to select suitable mater1a1 for
these levels and d\Fflcu1t1es7 -

1 1

Have your educational and work experiences.given you a
positive attitude toward the target population? (p be)

L S A b e e e eb b g R et

Do you have a commitment to positive change in the correctional

institution based upon mutual exchanges and work experiences?

(p. hLe)

Have your experiences given you a commitment to competency-
based teaching techniques? (p. Le)

Are you sat1sf1ed with the way the members of each team were
selected? (p. bLc) :

What is your opinion on the make-up of each of the three intern

teams? Would you describe or characterize each intern team?

Were you satisfied with your team assignment?

(p. Lc)

Are you satisfied with the way teams were aSS1gned to a
specific institution? (p he)

Are you satisfied with your assignmert to this institution?

(p. Le)

Do you think the Social Restorat1on Intern Program will develop
and retain qua11f1ed correctional educators? (p. Lb)
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46 .

L8.

50.

51.

52.

53,

54.»

73
In what ways did the Social Restoration Interns meet the _ i
various needs of this institution? . . . ?
In what ways did the Social Restorat1on Interns benef1t this o %

institution? - - . _ - K

Do you believe that the Social Restoration Intern Program
provides competent teachers for a correctional .institution?

What are the strengths and outstanding'achievements'of the.
Social Restoration Intern Team at this institution?

What are the weaknesses and evident failures of the Social
Restoration Team at this institution? How could these be
eliminated?

Would you comment on the type and quality of communications
and working relations that the institutional staff had with
the staff of the Social Restoration Intern Program of Lehigh
University?

Would you comment on the type and quality of communications
and working relations that you had with the 1nst1tut1onal

. staff?

Would you comment on the type and quality of the supervision "
you received from the institutional staff member who is your
1mmed1a1e superV1sor7 o

‘Dwd the 1nst1tutlon have a D1rector of Educat1on at the t1me

of your placement ds an 1nLern7

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.
61.

62 .

b we e

How did the presence or absence of a Director of Edueat1on
affect the QOC|al Restoration Intern PrOJect?

Do you believe the Social Restoration Interns have strengthened'
the present educational staff at this institution? (p. 4g)

Would you comment on the type and quality of communications
and working relations that you had with your fellow interns?

~Have the numbers of residents utilizing educational services
increased or decreased during the time period the Social

Restoration Interns have been working in the institution?

Is this 'increase or decrease related in any way to the Intern
Team?

Do you have any impressions concerning what effect education
in general and Social Restoration in particular might have
on the number and type of Yinstitutional incidents"?

Do you know of any results that might have been achieved toward
the systematic development of correctional education?

Has there been any educational staff turn-over during the past.
nine months?

Has there been any new appo1ntments to the educat1ona1 staff

in the past nine months?

Do you believefthe Social Restoration Program provides for the
best possible selection of Bureau personnel for assignment to
the areas of ecucation and training?

Has the Social Restoration Program had any affect on the
certification requirements for correctional education?
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65.

66.

67.

68.
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Do you have any views concerning what should be involved
in specifying the civil service requirements for teaching
in a facility of the Bureau of Correction?

¢

Did an internal evaluation team visit the ‘institution?

-How will the termination of this project and the removal

of the Social Restoration Interns from the institution affect
the institution? :

What are your plans for the immediate future?

‘Are there any further comments you wouid 1ike to make?
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