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I Sunmary of the External Evaluation Repor.t 

The Teacher Restoration Intern Program Was designed as a 

project that would improve correctional education in general 

and that would strengthen the educational pro~rams at the State 

Correctional Institutions at Dallas, Gra.t.e.rfo.rd, and Camp Hill 

in particular. This one year program involv~d the Social Res-

toration Program of Lehigh University training fifteen interns, 

seven of whom were employees of the Bureau of torrection~ in 

Social Restoration as it relates to a correctional s~tting. 

This gradUate level training program was field-centered and 
. 

competency bas~d and {t consisted of a Preservice 'Phase. a Basic. 

Training Phase, and a Practicum Phase. The Precticum Phase 

, involved the interns in providing edutational services at the 

partiCipating correctional institutions. 

Based upon his findings, the external evaluator offers the 

following comments: 

l. The Teacher Restoration Intern Program strengthened the 

educational staffs of the three participating correctional insti-

tutions by providing supportive and remedial services as well as 

quality educati~nal services. 

2. The project did develop competent corre~tional educators 

Who were sensitive to the needs of the disadvantaged learner who is 

inca tcera te.d. 

3. Altho~gh the external evaluator has concluded that the 

Teacher Restoration Intern ~rogram has dem~nstrated its ability 

2 

fo develop competent and experienced personnel for assignment to 

training and educational activities within facilities of the Bureau 

of Correction, he serious ly. questions whether s'uch personnel ·wi 11 

b-e- reta i ned by· the Bu reau 0 f Cor rect ion. .. 

4. k toward the devel-A 1t hough .the project di d rna e p'rogress 

opment and the revision of civil service job specifications ~nd 

requirements for the postition of correctional educator, this, 

110 longer, re lev. ant because the Pennsylvania 'Oepartmel1t objectiv'e is 

'd educational service~ to the of Education is expected to provl e 

state correctional institutions, 

5. 1 recommends that the Teacher The external evaluator strong y 

Re~toration Intern Program be continued through the cooperative 

1 'Department of Education, the Bur~au of effort of the 'Pennsy vanla 

Correction, and the Social Restoration Program Qf,Lehigh University 

f the weaknesses and inade­and through such a cooperative,many 0 

tha t are cited in the body of this report quacies of the program 

would be eliminated. 

6, Finally, the high degree of success that the Teacher 

Restoration Intern Program experienced in the past year fully 

ju~tifies the cost of the project. 

F , 
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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 Hi 11 and 

the providing of educational . , supportive, and re~edial services to 

these institutions. 

,2 • The development of correctional educators who were sensi-

3 

tive to the needs of the disadvantaged learners who are found in the 

resident populDtions of correctional ~nstitutions. 

3 • The development and retention of'competent and experienced 

co r r e c tic n alp e r son 1 f . . nel or asslgnment to educational· and training 
. ' 

activ~ties within the facilities of the Bureau of Cor~ection. 

4, The development and revision of cl'v,'l . serVlce job specifi-

cations and requirements for the POsl'tl'on of correctional educator 

(lfo/Gbgrant Appl i cation'; pp. 4-4b). 

The Lehigh University Social Restoration Program develops 

teachers for corrections by means of a training 'program which is 

field-centered and competency -based. I n all aspects of thi~ training 

program, educational and soci~l restorat-l'on tlleorl'e's are combined 
\>J;th practice. The training program for this project consisted of 

three phases, the Preservice Phase, the Bas1'c Training Phase, and 
the Practicum Phase. The fifteen social restoration 1ntern~ s~lected 
for this t .. 

ralnlng program Were chosen from tho's8 applicants who 

------------------- -~-,---=--.--, 
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applied tQ both the Lehigh University Teacher Intern Program and 

the Bureau of Correction. The intern selection criteria used 

included academic ability, references, prior contact with cqrrections, 

teaching, or'social work; personality factors,' and comnittment to 

the program., Seven of the fifteen interns selected were employees 

of the Bureau of Correction. Six of these employees were either 

correctional caseworkers or counselors and the seventh employee had 
• 

been a correctional officer. ·None of these interns had had any 

teaching experience. The remaining eight interns were primarily 

graduate students seeking an advanced degree in Education who had 

a strong interest in Social Restoration. Only one of them 'had had 

teaching experience and this experience,did include part-time 

teaching 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, geographical location, fa~ily responsibiljties, 

and interview. 

The ten-week Preservice Phase of the three-phase training 

program took place during June, JI~ly, and-August of 1973. This 

phase was community based and experienced oriented. The Social 

Restoration Interns, during this phase were involved in Lehigh 

University graduate courses in Ed~cation and Social Restoration, 

were involved in practice teaching and other educational ser~ices, 

I 
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and 'were involved in w()rking in various community agencies. The 

schools and community agencies and programs which received interns 

.were the Bethlehem Area School District's Summer Ex~erience'for 

Disadvantaged Youth at the East Hills Junior High School, the 

Lehigh University Centennial School Summer Program for Teenagers, 

the, School of the Northampton County Detentipn Home, the North­

ampton County Probation Office, th~ South Terrace Neighborhood 

Center, ,and the Northeast ,Community Center. In addition to teaching, 

the activities of the interns included casework, ,data collection, 

recreational organization, and streetworker activities. The 

activities of the Social Restoration Interns in the Preservice 

Phase of traini~g Were monitored and evaluated by the staff ,of 

the Social Restoration Program of Lehigh University, by personnel 

associated with the participating schools and ag~ncies, and per­

sonnel from the Pen0sylvania Department of Education. 

The second phase of the training program, the Basic Training' 

Phase, was initially planned as a three-week course conducted by 

the staff of the Eastern Training Academy of the Bureau of Correction 

at Dai1as. This phase Was to bring about the completion o,f the 

interns' preparation for their on-the u jo5 experience, placement as 

a Social Restoration Intern in a,correctional institution. This 

,basic training was to be the same as that received by all personnel 

of the Bureau of Correction. In addition, it was ~o inc1ud~ the 

participation of sp~cialists from various agencies such as the 

--~--.--~.~ ....... ---.....:;-.. "-
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Bureau of Employment Security, the Pennsylvania Department of 

Educ,ation, the Bureau of Library Services, and the Penns¥lvania 

Boar~ of Probation and Parole. The final aspect of the planned 

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 staff members aMd 

Lehigh University staff members. 

In practice~ this planned Basic Training never was actua1ized.and 

the basic training that took place was greatly modified. The 

reasons for this modi fication were: the n,eed for teachers' at the 

correctional institutions, the objections of several interns to 

repeating a basic traihing experience they'had previbusly exper­

ienced as Bureau of Correction employees, and problems 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 consisted of the participatin~ correctional insti­

tutions providing training to the five-man int~rn team assigned 

to their respective institutions. The personnel who condu~~ed 

the basic training were staff members of~he institution and the 

Centr~l Office. The modification of the Basic Training Phase 

resulted in a reduction in its allocated time from three weeks to 

one week, and related reductions in programming and instruct,ional 

personnel. The personnel who conducted the training ~ere staff 
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members of the in~titution and the Central Office of the pureau 

of Correction. 

The third phase of the program, the Practicum Phase, began 

September 3, '1973 and concluded May 27, 1974. During this time 

period the intern team assigned to each participating .co~rectiorial 

institUtion provided the institution with a multiplicity of services, 

and activities. These servi~es and acfiviticis'in~luded: (1) teaching 

in the institution's traditional education~l program, (2) tutoring, 

(3) extensive counselling and limited formal counselling, (4)' devel-

oping educational programs and curricula, (5) educational testing, 

(6) preparing administrative, diagnostic, and classificatory reports, 

(7) assisting in the development and implementation of institutional 

learning centers, (8) the offering of educat,ional, cultural, and 

recreational programs' and projects, (9) developing programs in 

remedial mathematics and reading, (10) developing several inn~vative 

and experimental projects, and (11) providing various assistance 

to the institutions' clinical and custodial personnel. These 

services and activities will be further described and evaluated 

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

project. 

1 

• 

III 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. Periodic on-site visits to the State Correotional In?ti-

tutions at Dallas, Grat~rford, Camp Hill, and Huntingdon throughout 

the year. 

4.' Periodic extensive interviewing with both structured and 

unstructured formats of institutional administrative personnel who 

were associated with or important to the functioning of the project. 

5. Periodic contacts with the fifteen Social Restoration 

Interns that included observation~ extensive structured and unstruc-

tured interviewing, and, when required, mailed questionnaires. 

6. The analysis of reports describing the Lehigh University 

Social Restoration Program; the analysis of written material 

-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 

monthl~ reports submitted to the staff of the Social Restoration 

Program 0uring the Practicum Phase. 

1 
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The on-site visits by the external evaluator and the inter~ 

viewing conducted during the Preservice Phase provided information 

about the Social Restoration Program, 'contact with the Social 

Restoration Interns, knowledge of the educational programs at 

the three correctional institutions who were to receive ~ team 

of Social Restoration Interns, the State Correctional Institution 

at 0 all as, the S tat e Cor r e c t ion a 1 I 111 s tit uti 0 nat G r a't e r for d, 'a n d 

the S~ate CorrectioncH Institution at Camp -Hill-, and knowledge of 

the educational program at the State Correctional Institution at 

Huntingdon, the correctional institution that was to be used for 

comparative purposes since it was not rec~iving an intern 'team. 

Furthermore, these yisits to these four correctional institutions, 

prior to the placement- of the intern te?mi, also provided the 

external evaluator with the opportunity to inte~view, if avai lable, 

the Superintendent, the Deputy Superintendent of Treatment, the 

Director of Treatment, the Director of Education, and the educa­

tional staff of each institution in regard to the Social Restar-

ation Program in general and the utilization of ,Social Restoration 

Intern~ in particular. At these times the external evaluator 

also fUnctioned as a resource person for-both corfections and 

social restoration. At the conclusion of the project, the ter­

mination of the Pr~cticum Phase, these institutional administ.rators 

and staff members were interviewed in regard to the Social, ~ea­

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

" 

I 
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Restoration Intern Team assigned to their institution, and in 

regaid to their evaluation of the program and the assigned intern 

team. The periodic interviewing of the fifteen Social Restoration 

Interns duri~g the one year time period df the project deal~ with 

their view of Social Restoration, their opinion and evaluation 
I 

of the Preserv'i,ce, Basic Training, and Practicum Pha~!es of the 

project, and their expectations and future plans as they r~lated 

to the project. 

All the structured interview schedules employed in inter~ 

viewing Bureau of Correction personnel and the fifteen Social 
, . 

Restoration ,Interns thr08ghout the year of the project are 

appended to this report. 

In the collection of the data for the external evaluatioh, 

it should be noted that the data obtained was dependent upon the 

goodwill and full cooperation o~ 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 data is ~upported by the 

consensus manifested by the data. Concerning the limitations of 

the external evaluation, the only recognized limitations are those 
. 

inherent in the employment of a research 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 externaf ' 
, , 

evaluator that these limitations do not in any serious way affect 

the findings and conclusio~s of t~is external evalucition. However, 

certain important limitations do exist in the overall evaluation, 

effort th~t relate to the two l'nternal 1 t' eva ua lon teams designated 

in the "Subgrant Application,1I the State Age,ncy Internal Evaluation 

Team and the Lehi~h University Internal Evaluation Team. The State 

Agency Internal Evaluation Team which was to be composed of one 

member from the Governor1s J st' C .. u lce omm,lSSlon, 'one r;nember from the 

Bureau of Correction, ,and one'member from the pennsy1va~ia D~partmenf' 

of Education was to undertake quarterly evaluations that would 

serve as a feasibi 1Hy study for long rangep planning concer:-ned 

with the teacher certification, recruitment, d' . an In-serVlce t!aining 

of correctional educators. The lehigh University Internal Evaluati~n 

Team was to undertake the preassessment and postassessment of the 

residents involved in institutional educational ~rograms and the 

development. of predi ctors for the achiever;~,ent of increased reading 

and mathematics levels (IISubgrant Application,11 p. 4;). Unfor­

tunately, neither one of these internal evalua~~on team!) became 

operational during the year of the proje~tion and their assigned 

areas of evalu~tion were never adequately accomplished even though 

parts of the'external evaluation related to these areas. Any 

futureevaiuation of projects similar to the Teacher Restoration 

Intern' Program should insure ,the' i\retesting or I" preassessment of 

'" 

. \ 
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. . 
the proje~tls target population prior to the initiation of the 

project. 

Additional services rendered by the external evaluator in 

association with his evaluative activities were the provlding of 

continual feedback and resource materi~l to the staff'of the Soci~l 

Restoration Program, to the Social Restoration Interns, and to the 

relevant staff members of the Bureau of Correction as well as 

Functioning as a sounding board and neutral liaison to all of these 

people: These activities of the external evaluator provided 

continual input For the project that was designed to increase the 

project1s po~ential f6r achieving its QbjeFtiVes. 1 

" 

, lIn certain asp~cts of this study the exter~al evaluator was 
assisted by Linda Makara and Mary Jane McKenna. 



(; , IV Project Results 

This section of the report will describe, discuss, and cri-

tically eva~uate the Preservice, Basic Training, and Practicum 

Phases of the Teacher Restoration Intern Program, the outcomes 

of the Program ,in relationship to the anticipated results and 

1 3 

the goals and the objectives stat~d in the IISubgrant Application.11 

One of the most important aspects of the Preservice Phase 

and the project in general was the recruitment or selection of. 

the project1s fifteen Social Restoration Interns. The IISubgrant 

Application ll states that the selection of the interns was to be. 

made by em IIIntern Selection Board ll which would choose the interns 

from those persons who applied 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 S~lection Board 

as designated in the IISUbgrant AiPplication ll , but instead depended 

mainly Upon the selectiondon~ by Dr. Ra.ymondBell of Lehigh ,Univer­

sity with the aSsistance of Norman Friend of the.Bureau of Correction. 

In this regard, s~veral members of the Correction who were interviewed 

during the Preservice Phase comment~d that greater information nn 

the Teacher Restoration Intern Program should have been provided 

. to all personnel OF the Bureau of Correctio~ io order that a wider 

I. 

I 
·1 
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solicitation and recruitment would have taken place. J.\lthough 

the ext~rnal evaluator concurs with this view ~nd 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 belief 

is based upon the following empirical referents: a review of the 

for Adnl,·ss,·onll indica'te that all the interns were IIApp I i cat ions 

properly selected according to the stated criteria for acceptance 

14 

as interns; all t e lnterns h · successfully comple.ted the three phas. es 

of the project and their graduate program of study; and data that 

show all the administrators interviewed at the correctional insti­

tutions which received interns reported at the completion of the 

project that the interns had strengthened their institutionls 

educational program and that the loss of'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 ~a~e 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 knowle~ge of ~h~ criminal Justice system, 

and the need to give the int:errl~, d r .... : :;;;'('-'.1\\..1, ; n ccr c.<.J in ... l r1".J t,.. (.A It", .. t..: ... , 

a more meaningful and relevant ex~erience with community agencies . 
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Furthermore, the responses of most of the institutional p~rsonnel 

interviewed ( 3 Superintendents, 3 Deputy Superintendents of Treat­

ment, 3 Director!,; of Treatment, 3 Directors of Education, ,C!nd one,' 
, , 

ins~itutional projec~ coordinator) concerning the intern pre~aration 

for working in a correctional institution tend to suppo~t the interns' 

views that the preparation was inadequate. Only three of the 

tHirteen administrative personnel interviewed considered the interns 

to have been adequately prepared during their Preservice Phase. 

The reasons given for this inadequacy by the institutional ~dminis­

trators who felt the preparation was inaaequate were similar ~o 

those of the interns. Moreover, these weaknesses and inadequacies 

are reflected in the ambivalent and, at times, negative responses 
. , 

g'iven by the interns and institutional staff me,mbers when they 
. 

were interviewed about the Preservice Phase of fhe training program. 

The majority of the interns felt that they had not been well pre­

pared for their placement in the participating correctional insti­

tutions as Social Restor~tion Interns. The reasons offered in 

support of this opinion were: the lack of personal confidente, 

th~ lack of adeqUate practice teaching experience, the lack of 

expos u re to an act ua 1 co r recto! ona 1 s ett i n.g, and the 1 ack of exposu re 

to the type of students who are found in the resident popUlation 

of a correctional instituion. 

In :recogn it i on of these weaknesses and i nadequac i es, 0 r.: ~e 11 

plans a major change for the Preservice Phase of fut~re training 

cycles. This change involves the beginning of the training cycle 

.\ 
J 
1\ 

I 
I 

in September in order that one full regular semester could be 

devoted to the Preservice Phase. This change would provi~e: 

more training opportunities during the regular school year, a 

greater period of time for visiting and planning With the staff 

1 6 

of comnunity agencies and institutions, a greater p.eriod of time, 

for rotating intern assignments to communiti agencies in order to 

provide fuller preparation for social restoration and teaching 

with,this preparation having a strong emphasis on practice teaching, 

and more time available for the Social Restoration Interns to 

become fami liar' with thr' educational programs of the correctional 

institutions to which they will be assigned. 

Even wi t h these weaknesses and i nadequaci es, eleven of 't he 

interns bel fev'ed that the Preservice Phase had prepared them in 

unique ways foj working with educationall~ 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 combining theory and practice and in being field-centered and 

competency based. In regard to the nineteen specific objectives 

associated with the Preservice Phase as anticipated results in the 

"Subgrant Application" (pp. 4c-4e), most of the interns agreed that 

twelve of these objectives had been adequately achieved. The four 

"KnO\vledge Objectives" achieved were: knowledge of 'the structures 

of the microsociety where the target populat'jon originates ( 15 
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interns responded positively), knowledge of" the structures of 

institutional society ( 11 interns respond~d 'positively), knov.,t­

ledge of the basic needs of the adult and adolescent in general 

and the socially deviant in particula~ ( 15 inte~ns responded' 

positively), and knowledge of the structures and objectives .. of 

social restoration and the thrust of this projeC:t ('10 interns 

responded positively). The three IIKnowledge Objectives ll not 

adequately achieved were: knowledge of individualized and team 

teaching approaches based upon the development of learnin~ modules 

( 9 interns responded negatively), knowledge of the arrest and 

juvenile court procedures ( 9 interns responded negatively), and 

kno\'Jledge of liT Groupll techniques ·for bl l' ( pro e'!l so v1ng 10 interns 

responded negatively). The five Competency Objectives adequately 

achieved Were: the· t 'd . compe ency to 1 entify social pressures and 

emotional patterns of both the individual and the group ( 14 interns 

responded positively), the competency to relate t6 low income~families 

and thei r individual fami ly members ( 14 ' lnterns responded positive1y), 

the competency to prepare individually prescribed lea~ning modules 

C 11 interns responded positively), the competency to identify 

reading levels and reading difficulties and to select suitable 

material for the different readl'ng levels ( 15 ' lnterns responded 

positively), and the competency to use a variety of" audiovisuaf 

approaches ( 10 interns responded p·.osl't,'ve·.·1y·) .. Th e·:two "Competency 

Objectives ll not adequately achiever! in rh,., P'·,.;. ... '.:f'.';;:::: ~<.:~:; V:CTC; 

. " , 
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the competency to evaluate ~sychological studies and case studies 

( 7 interns re~ponded negatively) and the competency to develop 

team teaching approaches ( 12 interns responded negatively). The 

three "Attit·udinal Objec'tives ll adequately achieved in the Preservice 

Phase were: t~e 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 

upon mut ua 1 e"xchanges and wo rk ( 1 3 intern s res ponded pos i t i ve 1 y ), 

and the development of a commitment to competency based teaching 

techniques ( 12 interns responded positively). The tvJO attitudinal 

objectives not adequately achieved du~ing this pha~e were the 

development of a commitment to liT GtolJpl1 problem solving techniques 

('12 interns responded negatively) .and the development of ~ commit-

ment to individualized instruction in team teaching ( 11 interns 

responded negati~ely). 

Concerning the seven specific objectives or anticipated results 

that were not adequately achieved in the Preservice Phase, it 

should be noted that five of them relate to 'h elt er team teaching 

or II T Group'l t echn i ques .. Fu rt hermo re, t hi s f ai 1 u re to adequat ely 

achieve these,objectives is the result of- t t h" d e~m eac 111g an lIT, Groupu 

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 v.Jritten proposal than a weakness or 'inadequacy in the 

training of the Preservice Phase, 

I 
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'Additional objectives achieved during the Preservice P~ase 

as reported by the interns were the following: 

1. Being qualified to work with alienated.peop1e ( 13 interns 

responded positively). 

2. Having the ability to use remedial teaching techniques 

and materials ( 13 interns responded positively). 

3. An understanding of the role of community agencies in 

achieving social restoration ( 13 interns responaed positively). 

4. The abi lity to counsel offenders ( 14 interns responded 

po sit i vel y ) . 

5. The abi lity to relate to incarcerated.offenders (15 interns 

responded positively). 

6. The ability to help an individual cope with life's chal­

lenges and problems ( 15 interns responded positively). 

Another aspect of the Preservice Phase was the formation of 
I 

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 placement 

in the correctional institutions and at the completion of the project 

in regard to their knowledge of the selection process involved 

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

·the teams were se1ected; their satisfaction with the composition 

of each team; their satisFaction with their assig~ment to a given 

team~ and their satisfaction with their team1s institutional 

placement. Thirteen interns responded that the selection process 

was based upon the consid~ration of geographical preferences, 
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that they were satisfied with the composition of each team, that 

the assignme~t of a given team to one of the correctional insti­

tutions was also a result of geographical preferences, and that 

they were satisfied with the way teams were assig~ed to specific 

institutions. Fourteen interns responded that they were satisfied 

with 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' 
I) 

about and attitude toward the Teacher Restoration Intern Program. 

The educational programs at these four correctional i~stitutions 

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 somevJhat surprising i,n 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 institutien had recently experienced a less ef two. full-t.ime 

teacheri, ene threugh death and the ether threugh resignatien. 

Moreever, the institutien at the time was witheut a Directer of 

Educatien. The State Cerrectienal Institutien at Graterferd had 

five full-time academic teachers, due to. the recent additien ef 

three new teachers, and a newly appeinted Directer ef Educatien. 

Resident teacher aides were also. ut'ilized by the teaching staff. 

Mest of the academic pregram effered at Graterferd teek place in 

their night scheel. At the time ef this en-site visit, the State 

Cerrectienal Institution at Camp Hill had a teaching staff which 

included five academic teachers and an experienced Directer ef 

Educatien. The staff was also. supplemerited by resident teacher 

aides. The external evaluater viewed the educatienal pregram at 

Camp Hill to. be the best develeped and erganized of the feur in-

stitutiens visited. The fUll-time academic staff at the State 

Cerrectiena1 Institutien at Huntingden censisted ef two. teachers 

Who. were assisted by resident teacher aides. The institutien's 

Directer ef Educatien cemmented that the educatiena1 pregram 

needed four Full-time teachers and an educatiena1 ceunseler. He 

also. remarked that there was a need to. expan~ the pregram's effer-

ings in adult educatien. 

A1theugh the feur cerrectienal institutiens had previeus 

experience with internships asseciated With placements "by v~rieus 
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ce11eges and agencies, the State Cerrectional Institution at Camp 

Hill was the only institutien whese experience with internshfps 

included participatien in the Secia1 Restoratien Pregram ef Lehigh 

University. This institutien had participated in the Secial ~~s­

teratien. Pregram the previeus year and. the Superintendent and ether 

stafF members ef the institution had played ~n active part in the 

planning and develeping ef the cerrectional. internships associated 

with the pregram. The attitudes expressed by a1 1 the administrative 

members interviewed at the feur cerrectional institutions supperted 

the need fer Secia1 Resteration Interns at their respective insti­

tutiens. The administraters at the three cerrectienal institutiens 

that were to. receive the interns also. commented en hew the ihterns 

would be used to. expand their regular educatienal pregrams. Alt~ough 

the external evaluater had infermed them t~at the training ef the 

Secial Resteratien Interns 'cembined ceunselling, sedal work, and 

teaching skills and suggested that the interns be utilized in a 

variety ef reles, the planned use ef the interns mainly involved the 

rele ef the traditienal classreem teacher. An exceptien to. this 

type ef planning existed at Camp Hill in that their planning called 

fer two. ef the interns to. divide their time between teaching and 

ceunselling since two. ef their aSSigned interns were members e~ 

~~eir ceunselling staff. Additional cemments ef these administraters 
\ 

expressed the beliefs that the ~nterns would be viewed most favorably' 

" 
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by the administrative, treatment, and educational staffs and that 

these staffs would accept the interns~ They also st~ted that this 

,WOUld be true of the custodial staff but to a lesser degree. 

Upon the completion of these on-site visits and interviews, 

the exte,rnaMl eva 1 uato r was impr'Bss ed wi t h the elTt hu s i ssm and ant i ~ 

cipatory acceptance that the institutional administrators had for 

.the placement of a team of Social Restoration Interns at their 

respective institutions. The external evaluator, however, also 

believed that there existed a strong need to have many of the insti-

tutional administraiors receive greater information on and an 

understanding of the Socia1 Restoration Program of Lehigh University 

and,the skills that Soci~l Restoration Interns could provide a cor-
. 

rectional institution. This need could have been avoided by the 

staff of the Social Restoration Program having made a greater effort 

to orient the institutional staffs and to prepare these staffs for 

the pla6ement of a Social Restoration Intern Team. 
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The second phase of the Social Restoration Program, the Basi~ 

Training Phase, took place in the last week of August and this phase 

was the least successful aspect of the protect. Nearly all of the 

Social Restoration Interns and several of the correctional adminis-

trators conSidered this phase to be a failure .. The periodic inter­

viewing by the external evaluator throughout the year of the project 

revealed that only one intern bel ieved that the Basic T.raining .Phase 
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had familiarized him with the institution1s routine; only one intern 

felt that this phase had prepared him for his on-the-job experiences; 

only one intern viewed the Basic Training Phase as making him well 

pr'epared to work effe.ctively with the correctiona" staff and residents 

of the institution; and only one, intern evaluated··this phase of his 

training as good. None of the interns believed that the Basic Training 

Phase provided for an exchange of ideas on 'how the institutionls 

routine could be changed in order to provide \."ide:r and more effective 

educational opportunities. Negative comments on the Basic Training 

Phase volunteered by the interns included the following: 

II I t was redundant and had no di rect ion. II 
III got very little from it.1I 
IIBasic Training proved to be discouraging and inadequate. 1I 
II It was very poor .11 

IIA sorrowful and haphazard experience." 
IITotally disorganized. 1I 

lilt lacked good communications ,II 
II I t \'1 as nob e t t e r t han a g u ide d to u r . II 
II A \'Ias te 0 f time. II 

Even with most of the interns being negative about their 

Basic Training, they did recognize that this training di~ have 

certain good points. Strong points that they singl~d out were the 

talks by several top-ranked correctional ofJicers, the informality 

which marked the experience, the time it made available for a personal 

orientation to take place, the opportunities it provi~ed to better 

know individual intern team members, to better know the members or 

the educational staff at the institution, and to become better ac-

quainted with the institution in general . 
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Many of correctional administr6~~ors interviewed,had views 

\\ 

on the Basic, Training that tended to r\~Flect those of the inter~s. 

T~e m~jor difference that exist between the inte~ns and the admin­

istrators was that a number of institutional admihistrators stated 

that they could not comment on the B . T '. as 1 c rc:n n 1 ng~ Phas.e, be,caus;e they 

had only limited knowledge of what it entailed: This lack of kno,w~' 

ledge on the Basic ,Training Phase \"as not true of the administrators 

at the State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill since they had' 

the advaritage of having had pre~ious experience with the Social 

Restoration 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 ,fo'ur 

adminfs~rators who viewed the Basic Training Phas~ as a failure 

cited the inability of this traini.lg to achieve its goals; the 

faj lure to have clinical experience made a part of this phase; and' 

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

eXP9sure to the total institution due to the shortness of the train-

. ing phase. These administratbr~ rec~mmended a three 'week Basic 

Training Phase b~ ... conducted in the future. Several administrators 

suggested that many of the deficiencies manifested by the Basic 

Training Phase"wouldhave been eliminated by betteGpreparation and 

i~'~"'-"'Lplahning in th.e Preservic"" Pr'~l;':'lse. TI 
v.... (i'e externa 1 eva luat ion concurs 

wi t ht his view. 

2, 
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The Practicum Phase, the third and last phase of the Tea~ner 

Restoration Program, was operational from September 2, 1973 to 
t 

May 27, 1974. This phase, based upon the data gather~d by the 

external evaluator, was the most meaningful and most successful of 

the phases. The 'primary function and, at times, exclusive function 

of nearly all of the Social Restoration Interns during most of this 

phase was teaching and th{~ function usually involved teaching in 

a traditional classroom role. This caused thirteen .interns to 

experience frustration with t.he limited opportunity to engage in 

formal counselling and to continua~ly.express the desire to do 

such ,counsel1ing,during the Practicum Phase: In the latter part 

of the pjacticum Phase, the Director of Education at Camp Hill 

provided the opportunity for the three interns at the institution 

who were not engaged in formal counsel1ing to gain some experience 
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in this area. It should be noted, however, that, even though formal 

counselling roles were great1y 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 counselJing functions 

of the three intern teams \<Jere the following: the preparation of 

educational profiles, educational testing, "rap" sessions, the 

supervision of teacher aides, the evaluation of r~ading, mathematical, 
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tutor,ng, the teaching of Spani~h, and general educational levels, , 

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 t d' ' earns eve loped special programs 

and activities for their respective institutions. At the State' 

certaln lntern members were Correctional Institution at Dallas" " 

respon~ible for the development f ' o special educational projects on 

Clence alr, and current events sCie.nce, environmental ecology, as' F ' , 

for the moderatorships of the Chess Club and the Photography Club, 

actlvities relating to "the Black Experience," for the development of ' 

~nd for the ~rovid~ng of a liaison between the Black,Muslims and the 

institution. Indiv';dual members of the Soc' ,'a1 Restoration Team 

at the State C . ' orrect,onal Institution at Graterford "'ere , w res pon sib 1 e 

for the development of projects deal ing with communicat.ion ski 11.5 

and core teaching and for assisting in." the act','v,'t,,'es of the pre-

release program,Alcoholics Anonymous, and RISE. At the State 

Correctional Institution at Camp Hi 11, ;individua1 team members were 

responsible for the development f ' o programs in social living and 

remedial education, 

Concerning their various functions and ac:;:tivities, the il)terns 

were unanimous in their agreement that all of their institutional 

tasks Were appropriate for Social Res torat i on Int erns, . They a 1 so 

.,1 
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, 1 that they had"met many of the needs of their 
agreed'unanimous y 

, 1 ,'nstl'tut,'ons that were related to Social 
respective correctlona 

Restorati6n, Moreover, all the interns opined that their intern 

team had strengthened the existing educational program at their 

assigned institution, had brought to these,programs new ideas and 

teaching techniques, had introduced flexibility into ,programs that 

traditionally manifested rigidity, had shown the ability to b~tter 
relate to the residents, and had made the institutional staff aware 

of the philosophy of Social Restoration. The three intern teams 

also identified their outstanding achievements when commenting on 

their experiences during the Practicum Phase. The intern team at 

Camp Yill considered their ability to reach the lowest educational 

achievers, the edu~ational rejects, as their outstanding achievement. 

The outstanding Bchievement of the intern team at Graterford was 

identiFied as their establishing and maintaining of a viable day 

The intern team at Dallas reported that their expansion, 
schoo 1 . 
of the institution's educ,tional program wfth an emphasis on innovative 

·f 

projects was their outstanding achievemen~. A general strength 

identified with all three intern teams was the ability for team 
,.. 

members to work together in spite of obstacles and occasional per-

sonality coriflicts. All the interns considered th~ir working rela-

tions with Fellow team members to be very good. 
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, The institutional administrators, when interviewed, echoed 

many of the views of the Social Restoration Interns who were ass~gned 

to their institution. All t~e administrators at th~ three parti-,' 

cipating'correctional institutions~were in full agreement that ,the 

interns had strengthened and improved their present educational stafF. 

The administrative personnel at the State Correctional Institution 

at Camp Hill remarked about the high quality teaching provided by 

the interns, the benefits gained from the injection of youth into 

their program and the exposing of the regular te~chers and other 

staFF members to newer and Freer ideas that were good. The adminis­

trators considered the strengths of their intern team to be in~tiative, 

sen~itivity, innovativeness, and togetherness. Th~ intern team at 

the State Correctional Institution at Graterford Was credited by 

the administrators of the institution with contributing much needed 

lnstltutlona crl~es and emergencies assih.'tance durl'ng the tl'mes when' . . 1 . 

took place and "'lith contributing to the development and the i'mprovement 

of the institutionls educational program: This institutionls 

administrators cited the strengths of th~ir intern' team to be the 

abi 1 ity to work under pressure, the abi 1 ity to establ'ish and operate 

a'viable day school, and the abi 1 ity to relate to resi dents on, a 

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

Institution at Dallas enthusiastically opined that the interns had 

" 
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dor1e we 11, that,' t hey' had' \.. d d ' rea c 11 e mo res t u en t s wit h ,a va r.5 e d cu r -

riculum, that they had provided much needed extracurricular activities , 

and that they contributed to the improvement of morale. The adminis­

trators also commented that interns had brought about certain cha~ges 

in the institution's educational programs through their fresh outlook 

and their challenging questions. T~e. strengths of this intern team 

cited by these institutional administrators included the innovativeness 

which ~rovided edu~ational alternatives to the residents, the ab{lity 

to make meaningFul, recommendations and referr'a1s to the clinics the 

general coop,erativeness that the team members' manifested, and,the 

camarad~rie that e~isted among the team members. 

Although the Practicum Phase is considered by the external 

evaluator to have been successful, there were a number of weaknesses 

and inadequacies that were observed by the external evaluator and 

others that were reported by the Social Restoration Interns and the 

institutional staff members. These weaknesses and inadequacies 

involved: certain project~ administrative and supervisofy respon-

sibi1ities identified with both ~he Bureau of Correction and Lehigh 

University, the communications and re1ation&hips between institutional 

personnel and the staFf of the Social Restoration Program, the com­

munications and relationships between the intern team and the personnel 

at their assigned correctional institution, and aspects inherent in 

, 
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the three intern teams. The most critical administrative weakness 

of ,t he P raet i cUm Phas e and perhaps' t he most ser i ous 'weakness .of the 

tota 1 project vJas the absence of the Project Di rector. The Proje~t ' 

Director designated in the "Subgrant Application," ~eonard Mack, 

Superintendent of the State Correctional Instit~tion at Dallas, 

retired from the Bureau of Correction ,at the beginning of the 

Practicum Phase, the time when the intern teams wereha~ing the~r 

first reaL contact with their assigned correctional institution. 

The external evaluator, in recognition that the lack ofa Project 

Director Was resulting in the ,project receiving no direction 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 I!Interim Report" of October 30, 1973 

and made the following comment: 

. : .Moreover, the f~ilure to subsequently appoint a new Project 
Dlrector has sustalned 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 offi~i~l capacity with the Bureau of Corre~tion, he 
ha~ ~ad very llmlted efFectiveness in this role. It is the 
0p1nlon of the external.evaluator that th~ role of Project 
~~rector should be carrled out by a highly placed administrator 
l~ the Bureau of Correction or by a highly placed administrator' 
at each of t~e three participating institutions, such as the 
Deputy SUperlntendent of Treatment. ' ' 

This report concluded with the recommendation that "a Project 

Director Who, can effectively function within the institutlonal setting 

should be appointed immediately.1I . 

I 
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At the January 22, 197~ meeting on the project held at the 

" Central Office of the Bureau of Correction with personnel repre-

senting the Bureau of Correction, the Social Restoration Program of 

Lehigh U~iversity, the Penns~lvania Department of Education and the 

Govern-or's Justice Commission, the external evaluator again described 

the problem that existed due to the lack of a Proje~t Director and 

he repeated the recommendations he had made in the Interim Report. 

'He also made the additiona1 suggestion that Glen Jeffes, the newly 

appointed Superintendent at the State Correttional Institution at 

Dallas,be considered for appointment as Project Directo~ ~ecause of 

his position with the Bureau of Correction and his background in 

education and educational. counselling. Yet no action was taken on 

any of the recommendations or suggestions made by the external eval-

uator and the administrative problems relating to the lack Qf a 

Project Director persisted to the end of the project . 

Another 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 ~ocial Restoration Program 

of Lehigh University. This weakness consisted of the failure 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 Edwcation) 
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to the procedures aMd goals of Social Restoration, to furnish ade­

q.uate information about the project to the appropriate inst,ituttona1 

personnel, and to establ ish and maintain functional communications 
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and working relationships with the appropriate institutional personnel. 

The correctional administrators of the St.at.e Co.rractiona1 Institutions 

at Graterfo~d and Dallas reported to the external evaluator that 

they had had little or no contact with the staff of the Social Res-

toration Program; that they had never really understood the purpose 

'of the project; that they had not received any reports or material 

f~om the staff of the Social Restoration Program prior to or during 

the Practicum Phase; that they were rarely given any advance notice 

of when staff members of the Social Resto~ation Program would yisit. 

the intern team assigned to their institution; and that they had no 

opportunity to provide input for a program that involved their insti-

tution. This weakness in the tommunications and workin~ relationships 

between the administrative staffs at the State Correctional Institu-

tions at Dallas and Graterford and the staff of the Social Restoration 

Program was also ,recognized by most of the Social Restoration Interns 

assigned to these two institutions. Four of the five interns at each 

institution stated that the communications and ,working relationships 

that the institutional staffs had with the staff of the Social Res-

toration Program were poor or non-existant. In contrast to this 

Finding, the admiriistrative personnel of the State Correctional 

Institutioh at Camp Hill and four of the five interns assigned to 

this i.i"l')titution evaluated the communications and workjng relations 

that existed between the institution1s administrative staff and 

the staff of the ~ocial Restoration Program as good to excellent. 

Thes·e· bette-r communications an-d vJorking relations may be due to 

the institution1s administrative staff having had previous exper-

ience with the program and to the fact that this institution was 
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the only participating institution that had an experienced Director 

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

interviewed at the State Correctional Inst~tution at Graterford, 

where the Director of Education was appoirited in September, 1973, 

and the staff members interviewed at the State Correctional I~sti-

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 functioning Director 

of Education at the on-set of the Practicum Phase had handicapped 

the project. The handicaps cited involved: initial confusion and 

misdirection, a lack of decision making, reduced effective placement, 

poor role definition; the failure to make tull use of the interns., 

and the increase in time required for the interns to take root. The 

interns at Graterford and Dallas held similar views concerning the 
i 

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

their placement. In contrast, the staff members interviewed at the 
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State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill, where an experienced 

Director of Education existed at the time of the intern placement,' 

commented that their Director of Education provided the project 

v.Ji than exper; enced person wh'o was ab 1 e to give cont i nu it y, pro ~ 

fessional supervision, and support to the interns. 

Other important differences that existed among the three 

institutions concerned the communications and working relations that 

the interns had wi~h the staff members of their respective in~ti-

tutions. While eleven adm,'n,'strators had responded that communi-

cations and working relations between the interns and lnstitut,ional 

sta~f members were good to excellent especially in regard to the 

regular teachers, two sta~f members at the St~te Correctional Insti-

tution at Graterford reported them to be poor. These two staff 
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members commented that the r.egular h' teac lng staff resented the interns 

because they Were makinq m h _ ore money t an they were and that a number 

of correctional officers resented the l'nterns b ecau?e the interns 

had assisted th ,jn t't ., ' e 1 s 1 utlon s administration when 'the correctional 

officers had staged a work stoppage. Th . . Ie lnterns at 'Graterfor.d also 

considered the working relatl'ons that h -t ey had with certain staff 

members to be poor and th d ey reporte that these staff members felt 

threatened by the interns and thatGthey resented the interns. In 

contrast.to these findings, the interns at the State Correctional 

Institutions at Dallas and Camp Hfll reported tha"t. tlle.l~r corrmun; ca t· i nn ~ 

and working relations w,'th h ' t e lnstitutions.l staffs were good. 

", 
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The supervision that the interns received from their immediate 

institutional supervisor and the staff of the Social Restoration 

Program is also associated ~ith some weaknesses as well as differences 

of opinion. The administrative personnel interviewed at the State 

Correctional Institutions at Dallas and Camp Hill reported that the 

interns' immediate supervisor, the D~rector of Education, at their 

respective institutions had prqvided good supervjsion. A11 the 

interns at these two institutions concurred with this evaluation in 

that they rated their immediate institutio~a1 supervisor good or 

,excellent. ,At the State Correctional Institution at Graterford, 

opinions were ~ixed concerning the quality of supervision that had 

been. provided the interns by their immediate institutional super-

visor, a regular teacher designated as Institutional Project Coor-

di.n,ator. Three of the administrators interv;ewe,d had no opinion 
I 

about the supervision, two considered it to have been poor, and one 

cons i dered it to have been good. Moreove·r, the des i gnated intern 

supervisor commented that he felt he cou1d have done a better job 

l
' f . 1 I he had had more he p and time .. The interns at Graterford were 

in full agreement that' this supe.rvision ha.d been poor and that thei r 

designated supervisor and the Director of Edu~ation were both in-

effective. 

Concerning the supervision .pr6vided the interns by the ~taff 

of the Social Restoration Program, many of the institutional adminis-
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trators ;nt~rviewed and all of the interns had a number of critical 

comments. The Director of Education at the State Correctional 

Institution at Graterford considered the supervision provided by 

the staPf of the Social Restoration Program to have. been inadequate 

and he suggested that it could have been improved by more frequent 

visits to the institution and by providing the,institutional staff 

. f . Wh,'le the D,'re' ctor of Education at the State with more 1n ormatlon. 

Correctional Institution opined that the supervision given by the 

Social Restoration Program was generally adequate he Goncurred with 

the other institutional administrators that it could have been 

improved. The administrators interviewed at the State Correctional 

Institution 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 interns v~ewed the supervision they had had by the staff of the 
... 

Social Restoration Program as being inadequate at times. Throughout 

the Practicum Phase~ they continually expressed the desire for more 

frequent and longer-visits in order to have more classroom observa­

tions, more critical evaluations, and more support. Jhe interns did, 

however, report that they had been visited by staff members iYf""the 

Social Restoration Program on the average o,f twice a m'onth, that the 

visits had become mor~ frequent during the last five month~ 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 l desire for increased visitations by the staff of 
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the Social Restoration Program Was caused to some extent by the anxiety 

and concern associated with being a new teacher and ~ving to teach 

in a non-traditional setting. It should also be recognized that the 

fai1u~e of two of the correctional institutions to have a functioning 

Director of Education during part of the Practicum Phase and the 

failure of the staff of the Social Restoration Program to have ,pro-

'per1y prepared 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 supervise the interns. The result 

was a supervisory burden that the staff of the Social Restoration 

Program was not initially prepared to handle. When the external 

evaluator reported 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 

institutional visits increased, and, where appropriate, the aide 

of educational specialists were furnished the interns. It is, there­

fore, the view of the external ev~luator that, although the super-

1 
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vision of the interns by th~ staff of the Social Reitoration Program 

was, at times, u~even, the supervision given the interns was respon-

, sive and responsible. 
, . 

When the interns assessed the project at the end of the 

R,ract i cum P-hasec t heyag-ai n ci ted ma-ny of the inadequacies and weak-' 

nesses tnat have been previously mentioned and a number of additional 

problem areas. These additional problems included their use mainly 

as traditional classroom teachers even though they had Social Res­

toration skills; the difficulty they experienced in obtaining 

educational mate~ials; and the obstacles presented by the pervasive 

bureaucratic red tape that existed at the institutions. The interns 

also 'described personal and team weaknesses and problems. These 

weaknesses and problems involved the inability to cope--wTtilC:er.fain 

institutional dynamics; the inability to handle their cooptation 

and assimilation by the institution; and the inability to fulfill 

elll the objectives of Social Restoration. These self-identified 

weaknesses on the part of the interns are reflected in and complemented 

by the. resp-onses of the institutional administrators when they 

evaluated the weaknesses of the intern tea~ assigned to their insti~ 

tution. The weaknesses they cited were:theinterns ' lack of pre­

paration for the frustrations associated w~ih correctional institutions; 

t he need fo r the interns to have a. great er' unders tand i ng of cor rect i on,a T 

institutions and a greater acceptance of security; the interns ' 

I 
I 

\ 
I 

.,. 

tendency to become toofami liar with the residents and, at times, 

emotionally involved with the resident; and the interns ' inability 

to better handle personality conflicts. 
,. 

Other evaluative comments were also elicited from the interns 

in their overa·11assessment of the project;. One such evaluation 

dealt with the graduate course 'work they had taken 'concurrent vdth 

the Practicum Phase. Thirteen of the interns coniidered the course 
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work to be generally good and well integrated with their institutional 

experiences. The ·courses cited as being exceptionaily good were 

the seminars and the courses that dealt with remedial reading, 

intervi'ewing, and counsel1ing. Another evaluation showed that 

tVJe.lve of the interns believed that most of the project1s objectives 

had bee~ attained. Furthermore, all the interns commented that they 

had personally and professiona~ly benefitted from their participation 

in the project. The interns also commented that an intern prog~am 

was the best way to prepare teachers for teaching in correctional 

ir titutions and that it was far superior to traditional teacher 

preparation. It"J evaluating themselves, all the interns belieVed 

that they had become competent teachers. Fjnally, full agreement 

existed among the interns on the point that the termination of the 

.project would have detrimental eff~cts on the ed~cational programs 

of the three participating correctional institutions. 

Many of the evaluations that the institutional administrators 

gave in their overall assessment of the project agreed with those 

I 
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of t,he interns. Tw 1 f h e ve 0 t e administrators agreed (one Director 

of Education disagreed), that an intern prog.(.tam was the b t 
I • es Way to 

prepare teachers for te.aching in correct,}~'nal .institu' tl'on's. 
Moreover, 

all the administrators made the evalua'{l:v 
. ' / e comment that the Social' 

Res torat ion Prog ram had prov; de'd qua,,:I/l' ty d' 
e ucat i o'n as we-ll as' e'duca.: 

/ 
tiona 1 manpower. Add"t" 11 i 

1 10na y, al~ but one administrator (a Director 
,I 

of Education) viewed th S . 1 / 
- e OCla R~storation Program as having value 

and effectivenes$. in th' I . 
at lt pro~.ided competent teachers for correctiohal 

institutions. Finally, all the 
<rdministrators expressed concern 

over I 

the negative impact that th~ 
~ termination of the project would 

have on their institu~ion's d . 
e ucatlonal program. The negative 

consequences associated with such a termination were: 
the loss of 

good teachers, the loss f 
o good correctional personnel, the loss 

of valuable professional help, a decrease in'morale, a harmful 

reduction in edUcational 
programs, and a reduction in the number of 

residents Who Were participating in 
educational programs. 
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V Conclusions and Recomm~ndations 

Based upon his find~ngs, the external evaluator offers the 

followfng cOhclusions and recommendations'related to the project's 

. objectives, ~oals, 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, 

arid Camp Hill, by providing supportive and remedial services as' 

well as quality educational services. This conclusion is ful1y 

supported by the comparison of the services, a.vailable at the parti-

cipating institutions with the services available at th~ State 

Gorrecti~nal Institution ~t Huntingdon during the same time period. 

At the participating institutions, the project brought about an in-

crease in educational programs and opportunities, an increase in 

resident participation in education, and ~n increase in the number of 

residents Who passed their GED test. The educational program at the 

State Correctional Institution at Huntingdon remained basically the 

same throughout the year in having the need to expand its adu)t basic 

education program, in having the need to pro-vide educationaJ coun-

selling, and in having the need to increase its teaching itaff. 

2. The project d'id develop competent correctio,nal educators 

who w~re sensitive to the needs of the disadvantaged 1earner who is, 

inca~cerated. This opinion is ~lso held by the correctional admin­

istr~tors at the three participati~g 1nstitutions and the Social 

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

by Michael V. Reagen, which found that one reason for the failure 

of correctional edwcation to improve is that professional educators 
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lack the skills to effectively teach prisoners w~o have severe 

educational problems, the abflity of this project to develop te,achers 

who can teach this type of learner has great import~nce. 
.. ' 

,- .. ~--
~-: Although the external evaluator has concluded that the 

Teacher Re~toration Intern Program has demonstrated its ability to 

develop competent and experienced personnel for assignment to train­

ingand educational activities within facilities of the,Bureau of 

Correction, he seriously questions whether such personnel will be 

retained by the Bureau of Correction. The need for such questioning 

is based.upon the net loss in personnel 'experience~ by the Bureau 

of Correction at the completion of the project. Of the fifteen 

interns \vho participated in the project, seven were employees of 

the Bureau of Correction and at the completion of the project, two 

of these employees resign~d. Moreover, only six of the fifteen 

interris wanted to work for the Bureau of Correcti6ri even though 

all their futur~ plans involved teaching or activities relevant to 

Social Restoration. This inability to retain correctional educators 

is further demonstrated by the failure of the State C6rrectional 
. . 

Institution at Dallas to hire more than one intern even though the 

institution wanted to retain all five i~ter~s and three of these' 

interns had applied for positions at the institution. Although many 

-------_._.''! 
~.~ 
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factors contributed to this failure to retain the interns as cor-

. I d t'he mal'n factors seem to. be budgetary restric-rect i ona e' ucato rs '. 

tions related to the area of correctional education and the expectation 

that the Intermediate Units of the Pennsylvania Department of Education 

wi 11 provide educational servic.e.s to.. cor:rect:..ior.:JaJ institution,s in 

f It also shoul d be noted ~hat ,the correctional the very near uture . 

administrators and the interns all opined that the project di~ 

develop correctional e ucators d but they doubted that the Bureau 

of Correction would be able to retain them. 

4. Although the project did make progress toward the 

development and the revision of civil service job specifications 

h "of correctional educator, th;'s and requirements for t e posltlon 

objective is no longer re evan. I t 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 Governor. This agreement corrmits the 

t f Ea'ucatl'on to the providing of educational Pennsylvania Departmen 0 

services to the state correctional institutions. The teachers 

assigned to the correctional in;titutions by the Pennsylvania 

Department of Education will meet this department's requirements 

and, they will no longer be governed by civil service. 

5. In view of the planned providing of educational services 

to the state correctional institutjons by the PennsylJania De~artment 

of Education and in view of the finding of Dr. Reagen on the Failure 

, •. 
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of correctional education that was previously mentioned, the ex'ternal 

evaluator strongly recommends that the Teacher Restoration Intern 

Program be continued through the cooperative effo~t of the Pennsylvania 

Department of Education, the Bureau of Correction, and the S06ia1 

Rest.o.rat50n Program of 'Lehigh University. 

6. If the project is continued, the external evaluator' 

makes the following recommendations in order that> an even higher 

degree of success might be achieved: 

a) The staff of the Social Restoration Program should fully 

orient the appropriate staff members of the correctional institutions 

to~the phi1osophYJ goals, and objectives of the proj~ct and a full 

working relationship should be maintained among the administrators 

of the Pennsylvania Department of Education, th~ participating 

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 correctional institutions. 

c) The Preservice Phase o.f t,he project should provide the 

inter~s with more practice teaching ex~erience that deals with 

learners who are comparable to those found in prison populations 

and it should provide the interns with frequent contact with and 

greater knowledge of the.~orrectional.jnstitution where they will ? 

be placed.· 

\ . L~6 

d) The Basic Training Phase should be expanded in order 

that it may provide a fuller and more realistic orientation to the 

interns on the operations of a correctional institution. 
. 

e) The Practicum Phase should provide for a wider use of 

the Social Restoration skills possessed by the interns in both 

teaching and formal counselling and it should provi~e for the interns 

receiving consisterit supervision by the staff members of the cor-

rectional institution and the Social Restoration Program throughout 

this phase. 

7. Finel1y, the high degree of success that the Teacher 

Restoration Intern Program experienced in the past year fully 

jus~ifies the cost of. the project. 

~ . 
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APPENDIX 

VILLANOVA UNIVERSITY 

Criminal Justice Program 
Social Restoration Intern Study 

I 

External Evaluation for the Governor's Justice Commission 
Project No. OS - 352 - 73A 

Interviewing Guide for Bureau of Correction 'Personnel at 
the PartiCipating Institutions Prior to 
Placement of Social Restoration Interns 

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? 

47 

D) Did these internships prove beneficial to this institution? 

2. Have you ,previously had "Social Restoration Interns" from 
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 fee1 that there exists a need for Social Restoration 
Interns at this institution? 

4. In what way will the Social Restoration Interns meet this need 
and benefit this institution? 

. . 

5. What specific assignments 'or duties do you e.xpect th"e ,Social. 
Restoration Interns to fulfill during their placement at this 
ins tit uti on ?, 

48 . 

6. Who will be the immediate supervisors of the Social Restoration Interns? 

. 7. Have any of the staff of the Social Restor~tion Teacher 
Program of Lehigh University Visited your iristitution ~ecently? 

8. 'What are your impressions or opinions on h~w the Social 
Restoration Interns ~ill be viewed and accepted: 

A) ay the administration of the institution? 

B) By the treatment staff of the institution? 

c) By the custodial staff of the institution? 

D) By the residents of the institution? 

9. Do you think ~he Social Restoration Interns should take 
the regular training program conducted by the Ea~tern 
Correctional Academy? 

. 10. What educational programs are presently available at this institution? 

A) Literary B) Elementary C) High School 
D) GED E) Co 11 ege 

I~ 
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11 . 

12. 

13. 

1 4. 

16. 

1 7 . 

18. 

1 9. 

20. 

How many pa(t-time teachers are presently (1972-73) involved 
tn 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 ma'ny? 

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

What 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 institutiun 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 reV1Slons 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 
teaching and training assignments within the Bureau of 
Correct ion? 

~ow ~any residents are presently (1972-73) involved in this 
lnstltution's educational programs? 

Do a high number of residents drop-out of these programs? 

Are the residents who are involved in these educational 
~rog~ams.1ess likely to be involved in incidents at this 
lnstltutlon than the residents Who are not involved in such 
programs? 

r 
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VILLANOVA 'UNIVERSITY 

Criminal Justice Program 

Social Restoration Intern Study 

Intern Interview 

1. Have you had any previous experience with a practicum or 
internshi p? 

A) What kind? 

B) What is your opinion about it? 

2. Have you had any previous experience with a correctional 
institution? 
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3. Have you ever worked previously in a correctional institution 
. of any kind? 

4. Were you ever a full-time employee of the Bureau of Correction 
prior to your internshi p? 

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

6. Has the Social Restoration Program helped you and has it 
improved you~ ski 11s and ability for ~orking with and for 
teaching the educationally deprived in an offender population? 

A) How? 

j. 

.... 7. Were you fami liar with the geographical area of this 
jnstitution prior to your placement here? (p. 4f) 

8 . Did y~u feel you Were weI I prepared for your placement 
at thls particular institution? (p. 4g) 

A) Why? 

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

10. Would you name the specific kinds of Institutional tasks 
you have been doing here? (p. 4a) 

1 1 • Do you consider these tasks to be appropriate tasks for a 
Social Restoration lntern? 

12. What specific kinds of supportive and remedial services have 
you been giving to the residents and to the staff at this 
institution? (p. 1) 

13. What specyfic problems have you encountered in your work at 
this institution, so far? 

14. What inadequacies have you felt since you began working at 
this institution? 
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15. Do any of these inadequacies relate to something that_was 
lac~ing in your preparation for working in this inst'ftrution? 

A) In What ::way? 

B) How might they have been remedied or prevented? 
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16. Since starting your internship at this instit~~~&h how would 
vou des'cribe or !Characterize the supervision you have been 
teceiving from,-;the staff of the Soci.al Restoration Intern Program? 

17. 

\1, 

How many times has the Social Restoration staff of Lehigh 
University visited you since your placement at this institution? 
(p.4i) 

18. Do you fe'el there showld have been more or less visits from 
the Lehigh University staff? (p. 4i) 

A). Why? 

19. How productive \.vere these visits for you? (p. 4;') 

20. 

A) In what way? 

" 

B) What did they specifically accomp.lish? 

vJhat kind of educational course work at tL'ehtgh University 
have "you been involved in since your in~,titutional placemeht? 
(p. 4a) , 7 

f 

I-
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21. Has this course work been integrated with your work at this 
institution? (p. 4a) 

22. What opinions do you have concerning the Basic Training 
you rece i ved? (p. 4a) 

A) What were its strengths? 

B) What Were its weaknesses? 

C) How could it be improved? 

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

24. Di9 the Basic Training you received, provide for an exchange 
. of ideas of how this routine can be changed,to provide 

. wid~r and mare effective educational opportunities? (p~ 4c) 
'-

/_'r.. ~ 
,~I . ..,(.. .. , 

25. In general, did the Basic Training you received prepare 
you for your on-the-job, experiences? (p. 4a) 

,'''', 

26; After you completed your Basic Training, did you ~eel well 
prepared to work effectively with the institutional correctional 
staff and resident population? 

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

! 
, 
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28. 

29. 

30. 

31 . 

32. 

33. . 

.~ .. ~,."""-.;u "s._ - .. 

- .. ".:..-

DQ you think that an intern program is an appropf'fate way to 
prepare teachers for teaching in correctional institutions? 

Plea s e ex pIa in! 

b l ' prepared in unique ways for work with Do you e leve you were 
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educationally disadvantaged students in an offender population? 
(p. 1) 

A) Would you describe what was unique a~out your preparation? 

h b ' d 'th pract,'ce ,'n the Pres~r~ice Phase How was t eory com lne Wl , 
of your program? (p. 4) 

How much"team teaching did you receive during the Preservice 
Phase? (p. 4b) 

What is your opinion about being team taught in association 
with ex.perience modules during the Preservice Phase? (p. L~a) 

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

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

c) How could it have been improved? 

Would you give your oplnlon on the team teaching in the 
Preservice Phase that involved Lehigh University faculty 
and the personnel of local community agencies? (p. 4b) 

34. 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? 
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Would you give specific examples? (Work in sociAl agencies, 
tutorial experiences with reluctant learners, service with 
police and parole officers?) (p. 4) 

B) Would you describe how your training is competency-based? 
Would you give specific examples? Do you believe y~ur 
training provided you with competency in the followlng: 
th'e psychology of the exceptional individual, educationC?l 
media, and offende~ population. (p. 4) 

35. What specific abilities do you feel you have acquired as a 
result of your participation in the Preserv;ce Phase? 

36. Do you have the ability to use remedial teaching techniques 
and ma t e ri a 1 s ? 

37. Do you unde~stand the roles of community agencies in assisting 
in Social Restoration? - . 

38, Are you familiar with the various phases of the criminal 
jus tic e s y stem? 

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

40. Do you have the ability to L\se the basic principles ,involved., 
in counseling offenders? 

. 41. Do you feel you have the abi 1 ity to relate to incarcerated 
offenders? 
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As you know, the Preservice Phase (Phase I, Jun~ 24 - Au~ust 25, 
1973) had three general objectives - (1) knowledge objectives, 
(2) competency objectives, (3) attitudinal objectives. 
I would like to ask you some questionsconcern'ing the specific 
objectives that are related to the general objectives. . 

The following questions deal with specific objectives. 

42. Did the Preservice Phase provide you with knowle~ge of the 
structures of the microsociety where the target population 
(disadvantaged learners) originates? (p. 4c) 

A) Through,what means did you achieve this knowledge? 

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

43. Did the Preservice Phase provide you with knowledge of th~ 
structures of institutional society?, (p. 4c) 

A) How did you achieve this knowledge? 

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

44. Did the Preservice Phase provide you with knowledge about the 
basic needs of the adult and adolescent in general and the 
socially deviant in particular?' (p.4c) 

, ' 
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A) How did you achieve this knowledge? 

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

45. Did the Pre$ervice Phase provide you with knowledge about 
individualized and team teaching approaches based upon 
development of learning modules? (p.4d) 

. A) How did you achieve this knowledge? 

B) By what means was this knowledge of yours ~valuated? 

46. 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? 

47. Did the Preservice Phase provide you with knowledge about 
arrest procedures a'nd juveni le court procedur.es? (p. 4d) . 

A) How did you achieve this knowledge? 

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

48. Did the Preservite Phase provide you with knowledge of 
liT Group" techniques for problem sO'}ving? (p.4d) 

A) How did you achi eve thi s knowl edge? , 

S)Sy what means was thi~ knowled~e of yQurs~evaluated? 
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The following questions deal with specific competency objectjves. 

49. Did the Preservice Phase provide you with the competency 
to identify social pressures and emotional 'patterns associated 
with both the individual and the group? (p. 4d) 

A) How did you achieve this competency? 

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

50. Did the Preservice Phase provide you with the competency 
to relate to low income families and theirindividual.me~bers? 
( p. 4d) 

A) How did you achieve this competency? 

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

51. Did the Preservice Phase provide you with th~ .:ornpetency 
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? 

52. Did· the Preservice Phase provide you \;Jith the' competency 
to prepare individually prescribed learning modules? (p. 4d) 

A) How did you achieve this competency? 

B) By wh'at means was this competency of yours evaluated? 

53. Did.the ~reservi~e Phase provide you with the compeiency 
to ldentlfy readlng levels and reading difficulties and to 
select suitable material for these levels and diBficulties? 

A) How did you achieve this competency? 

a}; By what means was t hi s competency of y.ours eval uat ed? 
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54. Did the 
various 
taping, 
p 1 aY,er? 

Preservice Phase provide you with the competency to use 
audio-visual approaches such as moviemaking, video 
overhead slide and strip projectors, tape and record 

(p. 4e) 

A) How did you achieve this competency? 

B) By ~hat means was this competency of you~s evaluated? 

55. Did the Preservice Phase provide you with the competency 
to develop team teaching approaches? (p. 4e) 

A) How did you achieve this competency? 

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

The fol100ing questions deal with specific attitude objectives. 

56. Did your exp.eriences during the Preservice Phase give yoya 
positive attitude toward the target :population? (p. 4e) 

. A) How did you achieve this attitude? 

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

57. Did your experiences during the Preservice ~hase result in 
your haying a commitment to positiv~ change in the correctional 
institution based upon mutual exchanges and work experiences? 

A) How did you achie~e this attitude? 

B) By w~'lat means was th is at t i tude of you r s eva 1 uated? 

58. Did your Preservice Phase experiences give you a commitment 
to liT GrOUp" problem solving techniques? (p. 4e) 

A) How did you achieve this attjtude? 

B) By what means was this attitude of yours evaluated? . 
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59. Did your expe~r.:,iences during the Preservice Phase give you 
a commitment to individualized instruction in team teaching? 
(p. 4e) 

A) How did you achieve this attitude? 

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

60. Did your experiences during the Preservice Phase give you a 
comnitment to competency-based teaching ~echniques? (p. 4e) 

A) How did you achieve this attitude? 

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

61. How were the members of each team selected? (p. 4c) 

62. Are you satisfied with the way the members of each team were 
selected? (p. 4c) 

63. What is your oplnlon on the make-up of.each of the three 
intern teams? (p. 4c) 

64. Are you satisfied with your team assignment? (p. 4c) 

65. How did the assignments of a team to a specific institution 
come about? (p. 4c) 

6. 
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66. Are you satisFied with the way teams were assigned to a 
specific institution? (p. 4c) 

67. Are you satisfied with your assignment to this institution? (p .. 4c) 

68. Do you think the Social Restoration Intern Program will develop 
and retain qualified correctional educators? (p. 4b) 

r 

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

70. Do you intend to obtain a Master's Degree in Education? (p. 4a) 

(This requires nine additional credits of graduate work in­
cluding a course in research methods.) 
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VILLANOVA UNIVERSITY 

Criminal Justice Program 
, " 

Social Restoration Intern Study 

Interviewing Gui"de for Administrative Personnel 

of the Pennsylvania Bureau of Correction 

May, 1974 

What input have you had in ,the Social Restoration Intern Program? 
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In your own words would you brieFly describe what Social Restoration 
is all about and how it relates to_a correctional institution? 

Do you think an intern program is an appropriate way to prepare 
teaoh'ers for teaching in a correctional instituticm? 

Do you believe the Social Restoration Program provides for the 
best po~sible selection of personnel of the Bureau of Correction 
for asslgnments to the areas of education and training? 

5. ~po you think the Social Restoration 
cjt~~lified correctional educators? 

It 
Program will develqp and retain 

6. 

7· 

i[ 
Whcl't is 
Soc i '8'1 

your op~nion concerning the value-and effectiv$ness of the 
Restoratlon Intern Program of Lehigh University?' 

Do you believe that the Social Re~toration' Interns have 
tl 

strengthened 
"le present educational stafF at this institution? 
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'8. Do you believe the Social Restoration Interns were adequately 
'prepared by Lehigh University for working in a correctional institution? 

Would you elaborate on your response? 

9. 00 you have any opinions about the basic training given the Socia1 
Restoration Interns by the institutional staff? 

Was it adequat e? 

Did, it achieve its desired goals? 

10. Did the Social Restoration Intern Program provide cO.mpetent teachers 
for'a correctional institution? 

1 1 . 

1 2 . 

E 
. , ? xpl81n, 

In what ways did the Social Restoration Interns meet the various 
~eeds of this institution? 

In what ways did the Social Restoration Interns ben~fit this institution? 

13. Have the Social Restoration Interns provided supportive and remedial 
services to the residents of this institution? 

Exp 1 a in? .. 

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

15. What are the weaknesses and evident failures of the Social Restoration 
Intern team at this institution? 

How could these be eliminated? 
Jr 

-- "' 

" \ , 
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16. Would you comment on the type and quality of communications and 
working relations that you a~d other institutional staff members 
have had with the staff of the Social Re.storation 'Program at Lehigh 
University? 

I 7 . 

18. 

, 9 . 
I • 

Do you believe tl1e Social 'Restoration Interns were adequately super­
vi. sed by the pe r son n e 1 ass 0 cia ted wit h L e h i g hUn i v e r sit y ? 

Would you comment on the type and quality of communications and 
working relatiqns 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 supervlslon the .Social 
Restoration Interns received from the Institutional staff member who 
was their immediate supervisor? 

20. 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 
't;he Social Restoration Intern Project? 

21. Have the number of residents uti lizing institutional, educational 
services increased or decreased during the time· period the Social 
Restoration lnterns have been working in the institution? 

Is this increase or decrease related in~ny way to the int~rn\ieam? 

22. What are your impressions concerning what affect education in general 
and Social Restoration in particular might have on the number and 
type of "institutional incidents?I' 

23· How wi11 the termination of this project and the removal of the 
Social Restoration Interns from the institution affect the institu~i~n? 

0 1 

_ :::au::::.._ .... 

·24. What results have been achieved toward the systematic development 
6f correctional education in Pennsylvan~a? 
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25. Do you have any views coricerning what should be involved in specif­
'ying the civil service requirements for teaching in a facility of 
the Bureau of Correction? 

26. Has.the Social Restoration Program had any affect on the ce~tification 
requirements for correctional education? 

27. Did a feasibility study of t~acher certification within the Bure~J 
of Correction ever take place? 

What are the results? 

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

. 29. Has there been any new appointments to the educational staff in the 
past nine months? 

30. How many interns have been hired as permanent staff m~mbers? 

31. Did an internal evaluation team visit the institution? 
'. 

32. Are there any further comments you \vould like to make? 

il 
\ 
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VILLANOVA UNIVERSITY 

Criminal Justlce Program 
I . 

Social Restoration Intern Study 
.I 

Intern Interv~ew 
May J 1 974 

In your oWn words would you briefly desc~ibe what Social 
~est~rat~on is all about and how it relates to a correct,'onal 
lnstltutlon? 

2.~~s the Social R~storation Program helped you an~ has. it 
lmpro~ed your Skll Is and ability for working with and f 
teachlng the educationally deprived in an.ofFender POPu~~tion? 
A) How? 

3. Oi~ you F~el you were well prepared for 
thlS partlcular institution? (p.4g) your placement at· 

A) Why? 

4. What kind of w k h since the com or . ave you been doing in the institution 
pletlon of your week of "Basic Training"? (p. '1) 

{-/'~r ~~\ 

5."\-i'b\.11d you name the specif,'c l<l'nds ·of 
h b 

institutional t k 
, ave een doi ng h.ere? (p. 4a) as s you 
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6. Do you consider these tasks to be appropriate tasks for a 
Social R~storation Intern? 

7. What specific kind~ of supportive and remedial services 
have you been givin~ to the residents .and to the staff 
at this institution? (p. 1) 

8. What specific problems have you encountered in your work at 
this institution? 

9. What inadequacies have you felt since you b~gan working at 
this institution? 

10. Do anY'of these inadequacies relate to something that was 
lacking in your pr~paration for working in this institution? 

A)' In what way? 

B) HovJ might they have been remedied or prevented? 
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1 1 • How many times has the Social Restoration staff of Lehigh 
University visited you since your placement at this instituticin? 

. (p. 41) Bi~e the average visits per month. 

12. Since starting your internship at this institution how would 
you describe or characterize the supervision you have'been 
receiving from th~ staff of the Social Restoration Intern 
Program? ~ 



,-

13. 

. ft·,,< 

A 't \\ \, 
, If 

Ii 

:' 

Do you feelJ'there should have been more or less visits fro'm 
the Lehign"University staff? (p.4i) 

A) Why? 

14. How productive were these visits for you? (p. 4i) 

A) In what way? 

b) What did they sp~cifically accomplish1 

15. What kind ,of educational course work at Lehigh University 
have ~ou been involved in since your institutional p1acemen~? 
(p. 4a) . 

16. Has this course work been 'integrated with your Work ~t this 
inst itution?(p. 4a) 

17. What opinions do you have concerning the Basic Training you 
received? (p. 4a) 

A) What were its' strengths? 

B) Wh~t were its weakne~3es? 

C) How cou 1 d it be improved? 

18. 

1 9. 

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

Did the Basic Training you received provide for an exch~nge 
of ideas of how this routine can be changed to provide 
wider and more effective educatibnal opportunities? (P. 4c) 

20. In general, did the Basic Training you received prepare 
you for you.r on-the-job experiences? (p. 4a) 
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21. After you completed your Basic Training, did you feel we.ll 
prepared to work effectively with the institutional correctional 
staff and resident populdtion? 

22; After completing your internship do you now' feel qualified 
to work with alienated people? 

23. Do you think that an intern program is an appropriate way to 
prepare teachers for teaching in correctional institutions? 
PIe a s'e ex p 1 a in! 

24. Do you believe you were prepared in unique ways for work vv;th 
educationally disadvantaged students in an offender population? 
(p. 1) 

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

25. What specific abili~ies do you feel you have acquired as a 
result of your participation in the Social Restoration Program? 



26. Do you have the abiljty to use remedial teaching techniques 
and ma t e r ; a 1, s ? 

27. Do you understand the roles of community agencies in assistin~ 
in Social,Restoration? 

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

29. Do you under.stand thf~ process whereby Social Res'toration is' 
accomplished in the law violator? 

30. Do you have the abi lity to use the basic principies involved 
in counseling oFfenders? 

31. Do YOLl Feel you have the abi l,ity to relate to incarcerated 
offenders? 

32. 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) 

33. ,00 you have the competency to identify ,social pressures and 
eMotional patterns associated with both the individual and 
the group? (p. 4d) 

,34. 00 you have the competency to evaluate psychological studies 
and case studies? (p. 4d) 

35. 
3"''iJ 

Do you have the competen~y to prepare individually ~rescribed 
learning modules? (p. 4d) 
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36. Do you have the competency t·o i dent; fy reading 1 eve 1 sand 
reading difFiculties and to select suitable material For 
these levels and difficulties? 

37 .. Have your educational and work experiences. given you a 
positive attitude tow~rd the target population? (p. 4e) 
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38. Do you have a commitment to positive change in the correctional 
institution based upon mutual exchanges and work experiences? 
(p. 4e) 

39. Have your experiences given you a commitment to competency­
based teaching techniques? (p. 4e) 

4.0. Are you sati.sfied with t~e ,way the members of each team were 
selected? (p. 4c) 

41. What is your opinion on the make-up of each of the three intern 
teams? Would you describe or characterize each intern team? 

42. Were you satisfied with your team assignment? (p. 4c) 

43. Are you sat i sf i ed wi t h t he way teams were ass i gned' to a 
specific institution? (p. 4c) 

44. Are you satisfied with your assignmerrt: to this institution? 
(p. 4c) 

4~. Do you think the Social Restora~ion Intern Program will develop 
and retain qualified correctional educators? (p. 4b) 

>. 

~ : 
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46. In what ways did the Social Restoration Interns meet the 
variQus needs of this institution? 

f 

47. In w~at ways did the Social Restoration Interns benefit this 
institution? 

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

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

50. What are the weaknesses and evident failures of the Social 
Restoration Team at this institution? How could these be 
el iminated? 

51. Would you comment on the type and quality of communications 
and working relations that the institutional staff had vdth 
the staff of'the Social Restora~ion Intern Program of Lehigh 
University? 

52. Would you comment on the type and quality of communications 
and working relations that you had with the institutional 
staff? 
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.53. Would you comment on the type and quality of the supervision ", 
you received from the institutional staff member who is your 
immedfate supervisor? 

54. Did the institution have a Di~ector of Education at the time 
of your placement ~s an intern? 

.' 

~-

How did the presence or absence of a Director of Edutation 
aFFect the Social Restoration Intern Project? 

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

56. Would you comment on the type and quality of communications 
and wo r king reI at ion s t hat you had wit h you r f ell 0 win t ern s ? 

I 

! 

57.' Have the numbers of residents utilizing educational services 
increased or decreased during the ti~e period the Social 
Restoration Interns have been working in the institution? 

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

58. Do,You have any impressions concerning what effect education 
in general and Social Restoration in particular might have 
of.'l the number and type of !linstitutional incidents"? 

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

60. Has there been any educational staff turn-over during the past, 
n i n e mo nth s '? 

61. Has there been any new appointments to the educational staff 
in the past nine mpnths? 

62. Do you believe the Social Restoration Program provides for the 
best possible selection of Bureau personnel for assignment to 
the areas of ecl~cation and training? 

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

" 



64, 00 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? 

65, Did an internal evaluation team visit the -institution? 

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

. 67. What are your plans for the immediate future? 

68. ·Are there any further comments you would 1 ike to make? 
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