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SECTION ONE 

PROJECT EVALUATION UPDATE 

The following information is an update of the interim 

and refunding evaluation reports. This first section deals 

with changes, or lack thereof, in the following aspects of 

the project: size and composition of staff as affected by 

E.E.O.C. guidelines l use of professional staff time, ef-

fects of staff shortages, use of information in classifica-

tion, and administrative changes effected by the evaluation. 

Personn31 Size and Composition. 

The prisons continue to have difficulty recruiting and 

holding staff in the social service units. Present staf~ 

complement includes: one (1) director, three (3) social 

work supervisors, twenty-two (22) social workers, four (4) 

clerk stenographers, four (4) clerk typists, and two (2) 

clerks. There are currently four (4) social worker I vacan-

cies (two (2)- of which are L.E.A.A. funded), two (2) clerk 

stenographer vacancies, one (1) records analyst vacancy, and 

one (1) psychologist will be lost this week (July 19, 1976). 

Further, with regard ,to staff composition and compli

ance with E.E.O.C. guidelines, we fir, that to meet full com-

pliance, approximately 59% of the staff should be minority 

members. As of July 8, 1976, 35% of the total staff was of 
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minority group membershipi with 27% of the professional 

staff and 60% of the clerical staff being minority members. 

While the social service unit is not in full compliance 

with E.E.C.C. guidelines, ~t should be noted that when giv-

en the opportunity they will hire according to E.E.C.C. 

guidelines. For example, where possible the prisons have 

transferred correctional officers to social work trainee 

positions in compliance with E.E.C.C. guidelines. , 
Ci~y civil service regulations also interfere with 

E.E.C.C. guideli~es being fulfilled. There is no guaran-

tee that those who place high on the city civil service 

test will b~ minority members, or if they are, that they 

will want to work at the prisons. The prison has requested 

that social worker I positions be listed in ci.vil service .. 
as correctional social work positions in an attempt to more 

easily recruit eligible candidates. While this change has 

been discussed for a lengthy period of time (over 1 year), 

the Civil Service Co~~ission has not yet effected any 

change. The evaluators suggest that there be more active 

attempts by those responsible for hiring to remedy the 

sta££ shortag~s and to recruit a full complement of staff. 

Use t' - Professional Staff: Time 

Sir~ce tb,e i::\'terim report there have been maj or changes 

in the S -.':1:-':';::-- ::g of staff time at, the Philadelphia Prisons. 

t 
r 
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As. of May 17, 1976, a central intake uni t has' been estab-

lished. This separate unit has a staf.·f complement of five 

(5) social workers (drawn from existing social work stafrs) 

and one (1) clerk. The central intake unit is designed to 

serve four functions: interview each new admission within 

48 hours of arrival i screen admissions for critical prob-· 

lems e.g., medical or psychiatric problems and refer to ap-

propriate testing or se,rvicei assign admissions to a hous-

ing uniti and compile a narrative social history on sen-

tenced inmates so as to facilitate appropriate classifica-

tion later. The unit has been set up although certain 

parts are not yet totally operational or operating at com-

plete efficiency. Because of staff shortages, the unit is 

only operating during the day shift and is not yet perfo~-

ing the full range of activities that were originally 

planned for this unit. 

Given the recent inception of the Central intake pro-

cedure, it is somewhat premature to evaluate the results. 

However, some comments about the operation would seem to· 

be in order. First, medical information is now obtained 

during the initial interview. This information is being 

used to give immediate attention to medical problems. This 

was not done previously. Further, psychiatric problems are 

now brought to the attention of appropriate psychiatric 

I 
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staff so that these problems might be more readily dealt 

with. With this centralized procedure, the treatment of 

these types of problems should occur on a routine basis. 

There are, however, a number of questions which can be 

addressed to this new unit, especially in terms of how the 

data collected in the social history intake is being used. 

At the present time the data is not forwarded to the Re-

search and Evaluation unit, nor is it placed in any compu-
I 

terized system. This means that none of these data are be-

ing used for program planning or monitoring. At the pres-

ent time, even if the data were sent to the Research and 

Evaluation'unit, there are no technical facilities to ade-

quately cope with this data. Further, while the informa-

tion is to be used later in the classification of inmate~ 

to programs, there is still sporadic use of such informa-

tion in the classification process. The lack of use of 

this information may be due partially to inadequate staff 

training in the Model Classification Program. The direc-

tor is trying to remedy this situation by having weekly 

staff training meetings to train workers in how to use the 

information collected at intake for the classification of 

inmates. Whether this pr?blem will be adequately solved 

so that programmatic classification will be possible re-

mains to be seen. 

.,;, 
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Effects of Staff Shortages 

In the refunding evaluation report, the outside-referral 

system was evaluated. As part of that evaluation, it was 

noted that the prisons were in the process of developing a 

system for determining the extent to which inmates actually 

show up at the outside agency upon release from the prison. 

This would require inmates having a letter of introduction 

which would be returned to the prison by the outside agency. 

The record analyst vacancy has resulted in this referral 

monitoring system becoming non-functional. Other tasks 

than those mentioned performed by the records analyst have 

either bee~ taken over by the director and his staff, or as

signed to other personnel. Thus, the director must perform 

certain tasks that should not be part of his formal responsi-
o 

bilities. 

Use of Information in Classification 

Since the evaluators last report, a number of changes 

have occurred to correct the piecemeal fashion with which 

information was used during the classification procedure. 

Incomplete team reviews are presently being conducted by so-

cial workers and psychologists for the assignment of ~

tenced inmates to the ski,lls centers. Because the number of 

sentenced inmates wanting to go to the skill centers greatly 

outnumbers the number of slots available, it has become 

i . 
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necessary to screen prospective inmates before putting them 

on the waiting list. Further, there is now more review of 

cases prior to classification for all inmates. An attempt 

to insure this has been made by requiring all information, 

including a narrative social history, to be recorded and 

available at the time of classification. 

Administrative Changes Effected by the Evaluation 
. \ . 

Past evaluat~ons have emphas~zed the need to consult 

the Director of the Model Classification Program concerning 

changes at the prisons which affect the program. Recent 

changes, especially with regard to the Central Intake Unit, 

suggest that the director is now more actively consultated 

with respect to planning for this program. Furthermore, it 
o 

has been reported that the Board of Trustees has become 

more supportive of the program and its needs and goals. 

Social Worker Role in Disciplinary Hearings 

In reviewing the role of social workers in disciplinary 

hearings since the refunding report, we find that the situa

tion has remained the same. The statement from that report 

follows: 

The rOLe of the Social Worker (with respect 
to disciplinari Hearings) places him in a 

difficult position with respect to Custody. 
They appear to be in adversary roles which 

, J 
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serves to accentuate the hostility between 

Social Service and Custody. In reviewing 

the total situation, it became apparent 

that the organization of the disciplinary 

hearings and the role of Custody and Social 

Service were never explained to new custody 

personnel during their training program. 

Second, it became clear that there was no 

feedback to the Custody individual writing 

up a particular case as to the outcome of 
\ 

the case and the reasons for the decision 

rendered. Third, it was generally assumed 

that the procedures originally designed 

were being followed, when, in actuality, 

the Administration wasn't sure this was a 
... 
correct assumption. Observations have 

shown that this was not a correct assump

tion and important violations have taken 

place, e.g., custody participating in de

termining punishment or voting on guilt 

or innocence of inmate. And last, the War

dens have not systematically participated 

in the interpretation of staff roles to the 

older line staff. 

Thus it has become clear that the Prison 

System needs to keep a closer look on the 

disciplinary hearings so that defined pro

cedures are followed. In addition, the 

curriculum for :the training of custody must 

include a more comprehensive explanation of 

the procedures including a clarification of 

the social worker's role in these hearings. 
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Third, information on the outcome of a giv

en case should be fed back to the relevant 

personnel. Lastly, wardens need to take a 

more supportive posture toward the roles of 

all participants in the disciplinary hear

ings. 

• 
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SECTION TWO 

PROJECT IMPROVEMENT AND ONGOING PROBLEMS 

The Model Classification Project ~t the Philadelphia 

Prisons has been in operation for four years. During each 

funding period the project has been evaluated. The evalu-

ators feel that it is appropriate at this time to re-examine 

these past evaluations >to determine the progress and prob-

lems that have occurred over these four years. What follow~ 

is a summary of project improvements and problems extending 

over this period. 

Project Improvements 

1) It has been reported to us that support has developed .. 
from the Board of Trustees for the program, its goals, 

objectives and problems which in the past had been 

lacking. 

2) A full-time director for the Model Classification Pro-

gram has been appointed. This has been particularly 

important in the area of program development where as-

sessment and formulation of goals of the program have 

become more realistic . 
. 

3) At the present time, "there are 960 program slots avail-

able at the prison. With the exception of the Prison 

-9-
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Industry shops institutional jobs, ABE, GED, there were 

few other program slots prior to the Model Classifica-

tion Program. 

4) A Central Intake unit has now been established and is 

in partial operation. This permits screening of medi-

cal and psychiatric problems and should permit more 

routine handling of these problems. For the month of 

June (1st month of ~IU operation) the number of psychi

atric referrals jumped from 27 in May to 37. 

5) Exit interview procedures have been established. This 

situation permits contact with: 

1 ••• The Philadelphia Prison Society 

2 ••• The Department of Public Assistance 

3 ..• State Employment Office 
'II> 

6) The Model Classification Program, is no longer respon-

sible for the routine telephone calls which previously 

paralysed the system. 

7) The prisons have finally completed an orientation and 

motivation film. Our initial reaction to the film was 

quite positive, however the film has not yet been shown 

to inmates or evaluated. 

8) Partial team reviews of information on inmates is occur-

ring for sentenced inmates prior to classificc::tion t ... ; 

skills centers. 
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Project Problems 

1) Staff shortages are and have been critical in the func-

tioning of the Model Classification Program. The prob-

lem of inappropriate City Civil Service regulations has 

been raised in every evaluation since 1973, yet remains 

unsolved. 

2) Attempts to study the effectiveness of the outside-

referral system hav,e had to be stopped because of staff 

shortages; namely, the vacant records analyst position. 

3) The provision of meaningful programs for detentioners, 

especially long term detentioners continues to be a ma-
~ 

jor problem. 

4) The prison system does not currently have a computer 

capability adequate for planning and program develop~ 

ment, or the evaluation of ongoing programs. 

5) Information is still :requently used in a piecemeal and 

sporadic fashion at classification. Further, counsel-

ing is done usually with information provided solely by 

the inmate at the time of the counseliLg session. And, 

with the exception of pre-sentence investigation data, 

no verified information on inmates is available. 

6) Program opportunities. continue to be under-utilized. 

At the present time, utilization is approximately 70%. 

This is an improvement over the past, but under-

utilization needs to be corrected. 
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7) There has been a lack of initiative on the part of many 

social service workers who hesitate to track down infor-

mation on iTh~ates. However, it should also be noted 

that those who have been aggressive in the past have of-

ten been involved in conflicts with Custody and other 

personnel which have resulted in their becoming alien-

ated and/or leaving the project. 

8) Conflicts between custody and social service components 

of the institution continues to interfere with the func-

tioning of the program. One continuing source of con-

flict is due to the lack of clarity as to the function 

and role of social service at disciplinary hearings. 

i 
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SECTION THREE 

THE SURVEY 

Introduction 

Previous reports have consistently referred to hostil-

ity between various personnel groups who work at the prison 

which, it was alleged, lead to reduced effectiveness of the 

Model Classification Program. A series of explanations had 

been offered for the conflicts between these segments in

cluding 1) differences in basic value orientations; 2) dif

fering views of what each group thought the jails could and 

should accomplish; 3) differing views on what each group de-

fined as appropri~te t~sks of the others to be performing 
o 

and the like. 

To evaluate these various explanations a questionnaire 

was constructed and administered to a sampling of all insti-

tu,tional segments of the prisons--trustees ,administration, 

correctional officers, social workers, and i~~ates, The 

qu~stionnaire consisted of a series of items including: 

1) demographic characteristics of respondents, e.g., age, 

education, length of time working at or incarcerated in 

the jails. : 

2) Conceptions of the functions that the jails should per-

form with emphasis on the relative ~leights given to cus-

todial and social service functions. 

-13-





i 
i.l 
U 

-15-

of inmates. In all cases, participants were assured of the 

confidentiality of their responses and that their particiDa-

tion was voluntary. Questionnaires were administered indi-

vidually to the trustees who agreed to participate, and to 

other segments of the institutions in small groups. In the 

sampling of correctional officers, there was a concerted at-

tempt to obtain responses from all ranks of correctional 

staff, from all three ~.lifts and from all three institutions. , 

A quota sampling procedure was used which involved establish-

ing a percentage of cases to be completed at each of the 

three institutions and from each of the three shifts. By and 

large, our~rojected quotas for each institution were real-

ized for each of the groups. The numbers projected for in-

elusion and the number actually completing questionnaire~ are 

presented in Table 1. 

The final sample consisted of three of the seven trustee 
.. , 

members; the entire 10 members of the admini.stration; 37 rank-

ing correctional officers; 99 additional correctional of-

ficers; 26 social service t,.;rorkers i and 135 inmates of. the in-

stitutions. For our purposes, the ~administration" component 

included the following personnel: the Superintendent of the 

Prisons; the Deputy Superintendent; the three Wardens; the 

Director of Administrative Services; the Director of Ir~ate 

Services; the Director of the Research and Evaluation unit; 
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the Director of Personnel and the Director of the Model Clas-

sification Program. Ranking correctional officers included 

sergeants, lieutenants, captains~~nd.majors. 

Findings 

A major purpose of this survey was to determine whether 

the different segments of the institutional population differ 

in their views concerning the purposes and goals with which 
, 

the Philadelphia Prisons should be concerned. In order to 

test for differences, respondents were· Eked two questions. 

Both of these questions presented the respondent with a list 

of ten (10) possible purposes or goals for the jails. The 

list of these ten possibilities is included in questions 9 

through 12 of the questionnaire (which is attached). This 

list was designed to cover as wide a range of purposes as 

possible, including those that we felt 'i'10uld be important to 

social wervice and' custody. In the first question, all re-

spondents were asked to rank the five purpos~s that the jails 

"should be most concerned with." In the secbndquestion, the 

respondents were asked to check the purposes that they felt 

should not be the purposes of the jails. The rankings of 

these ten purpo~es for each of the institutional groups are 
. 

presented in Tables· 2 and' 4. Spearman's Rho rank order cor-

relation coefficients between each pairing of the four groups 

are shown in tables 3 and 5. 

r 
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For the purpose of the present analysis, it is most 

instructive to observe the intercorrelation among the four 

group~. For the first question, (see Table 3) 2 of the 6 

correlations are not statistically significant which means 

that the particular institutional segments involved differ 

in their opinions of what the goals and purposes of the in-

stitution should be. More specifically, the "trustees and 

ar~:ninistrators" differ very markedly from the "inmates, 11 

and the·" correctional officers and their supervisorstl also 

differ considerably from the i~~ates in the opinions about 

the purposes of the jails. 

That differences exists between the institutional seg-

ments becomes more explicit when we look at the correla-

tions for the second question. (See Table 5.) In this ques-
co 

tion, respondents were asked to place a check next to any 

item that they fel~ should not be a purpose of the prisons. 

Since the respondents tended to check fewer than five items 

(the number of items ranked in the previous question) the 

question is more sensitive than the first to differences be-

tween the groups. The correlation matrix for this question 

shows that there are no statistically significant correla

tions between any two groups. In other words, all four 

groups are very different from each other in what they be-

lieve should not be the prisons purposes. 

..,. ~""'t'~ 
~ 
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As mentioned in the introduction, previous evaluation 

reports have referred to ass~~ed differences between the 

personnel groups that work at the prisons. Explanations 

of these differences have most frequently suggested that 

members of the four institutional segments have very dif-

ferent basic ~~lue orientations. In other words, they are 

"very different sorts of people." To test this assumption, 

all respondents were as~ed to complete the Rokeach Value 

System Scale (item 13 in the questionnaire). This instru-

ment is designed to assess the respondent's arrangement of 

18 independent values relating to preferred modes of con-

duct and preferred states of being. The median rankings 

for each of these 18 values by each of the four institu

tional segments are given in Table 6. The correlation TnrJ,

trix is provided in Table 7. Again what is most germane 

to this analysis are the intercorrelations for the four 

institutional groups. While these intercorrelations do not 

point up several interesting similarities and differences 

between the groups, with respect to specific values, they 

do show that the four groups are similar to each other with 

regard to their overall systems of value orientations. 

These findings suggest th~t differences in what the purposes 

and goals of the jails should or should not be are not the 

result of differences in value orientation. In other words, 
" , 



, 
U 

-19-

the "type of people ll explanation would appear to be incor-

rect, whereas a " s ituationally specific" explanation of 

differences between the four institutional groups seems ap

propriate. In other words, the differences between the 

four groups seems to be a function of their position and 

responsibilities in the Philadelphia Prison System. 

Thus far, we have been concerned with looking at the 

differences between th~ four groups from a global point of 

view. Given that there are differences that cannot be ex-

plained by a IItype of people ll theory, what then is the 

meaning of these differences, and are they important for 

under~tanding the functioning of the larger prison system 

in general, and the Model Classification Project in particu-

lar. Figure 1 shows a listing of the top three purposes v 

that the respective institutional segments feel the prisons 

should be concerned with. This figure suggests to us four 

different approaches to the role of the prisons. The first 

appears to be a IItraditional punitive" approach, in this 

case, characteristic of the correctional personnel and 

their supervisors. We call this approach "traditional pun i-

tive ll because of the emphasis :placed on punishment and the 

~~f protection of society. The second appears to be an "indi

vidualistic, reform or liberal ll approach, in this case, typ-

ical of the social service staff. This approach is charac-

terized by the view of a need for individual counseling, job 
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Figure 1 

THE THREE PURPOSES WITH WHICH THE JAILS SHOULD 

BE MOST CONCERNED AS JUDGED BY THE 

r.rrustee 

Administration 

FIRST Place f~r inmate 
to get himself 
together, to get 
counseling, help 
to solve person
al and family 
problems 

SECOND Hold for trial 

THIRD Protect society 
from law break
ers 

LJ 

INSTITUTIONAL GROUPS 

Correctional Officers 

and Supervisors 

, 
Punishment for 
breaking the law 

Protect society 
from law~reakers 

Place for inmate to 
get himself togeth-
.er, to get counsel
ing, help to solve 
personal and family 
problems 

Social 

Workers Inmates 

Place for inmate to 
get himself together, 
to get counseling, 
help to solve person
al and family prob
lems 

Job training and 
education 

Punishment 
for break
ing the 
law 

o 

Help to 
get legal 
aid and 
help in 
disciplin
ary prob
lems. 
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training and education. The third, adhered to by the in-

ma.tes I could be called the It self advancement and self-

~n~.:..cestlt approach. Inmates want the kinds of services 

that will get them out of the institution and will keep 

them out. And, the position of the Trustees and Adminis-

tration may be called the Itmediators lt approach. It should 

be noted that it is the inmates whose views concerning the 

jails' purposes corresRond most closely to the stated pur

poses and goals of the Model Classification Program. In 

sum, the data suggests that the four institutional groups 

studied are different not only with respect to the order-

ing of purposes but also with respect to the content of 

their preferred purposes .. 

Knowledge of the priorities held by these different. 

group·s can tell us little about the nature of the conflicts 

between these groups within the situational context of the 

prison, 'unless we also know who these groups see as per-

forming these important functions. Or, for that matter, 

whe~her they feel that they can be accomplished at all. In 

order to determine whether the groups were similar in views 

about who should be responsible for various functions with-

in the prisons, responden~s were asked to indicate whether 

custody, social service, job training or the psychologist 

should be responsible for each of the ten possible purposes 
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for a jail. The data for this question sho""s that the four 

groups agree as to who should be performing the various 
::':.,; 

functions at the prisons. This in itself does not appear 

to be an area of disagreement between the four groups. 

However, since the four groups differ in the goals 

they feel the prisons should be most concerned with, it is 

useful to look at who the four groups feel should be per-

forming the most impor~ant tasks (from each of their group's 

point of view) 0 Figure 2 provides this information. The 

data show that the trustees and administration do not see 

the responsibilities of the social service staffs to include 

performing 'any of the three most importz. •. t functions (to 

them) of the jails. Custody personnel see the social serv~ 

ice staffs as performing the lowe~t of the three importa~t 

functions (to them) with their own functions being the two 

most important ones. The members of social service see 

themsel ves as being centrally if important to helping the in-

mates lito get themselves toge-cher." They see the second 

and third most important functions (to them) as outside 

their responsibilities. These findings have important pro-

gram implications particularly since they do not see "job 

training and education" as part of their duties yet they 

are supposed to be part of the classification program. It 

is only the inmates, who apparently see social service as 
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Figure 2 

WHO SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MOST IMPORTANT 

FUNCTIONS OF JAILS AS SEEN BY EACH OF 

THE FOUR INSTITUTIONAL GROUPS 

Trustees Correctional Officers Social 

Administration and Supervisors Workers Inmates 

ctions 

FIRST Job Training Custody Social· Social 
Worker Worker 

ECOND Custody Custody Job Job 
Training Training 

THIRD Custody Social Worker Custody Sqcial 
Worker 

' .. 
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centrally important to fulfilling the purposes of the insti-

tution. They say that the social workers perform two of the 

three most important functions (to them) of the jails. 

Clearly, with the exception of inmates I social workers are 

not seen as important agents within the prisons. 

Each respondent was also asked if they thought it was 

possible for the prisons to accomplish each of the ten possi-

ble goals or purposes the way the prisons were currently op-

erating. The major differences between the four institutional 

groups can be summarized as follows: in comparison with the 

other three groups, the trustees and administration are more 

likely to teel that the goals are actually being accomplished; 

custody personnel, in comparison with the other three groups, 

tend to be the most pessimistic group, often feeling that it 
• 

is not possible for these purposes or goals to be accomplished 

at all; and finally, social workers and inmates see the need 

for changes in the way the jails are currently operating be-

fore the purposes can be accomplished. Figure 3 presents 

the modal responses to the question of "whether each purpose 

can really be carried out or accomplished in the way the 

jails ,operate at the present time," with respect to the four 

groups top ·three· choice.s of goals • 
. 

. The data provides a humber of interesting findings. 

First, the only functions that the four groups see as actually 
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being accomplished are custodial functions. Secondly, func-

tions that are not custodial in nature are seen as possible 

only if changes are made in the way the jails are operating. 

Even social workers feel they can't accomplish their own re-

sponsibilities in the current organization of the jails. 

Thirdly, correctional personnel, more so than any other 

group, see the social workers functions'o~ counseling and 

helping with personal apd family problems as impossible with

in the context of the prisons. 

One of the original purposes of this survey was to de-

termine the reasons for the hostility between personnel 

groups tha~ have apparently reduced the effectiveness of the 

Model Classification Program. In an attempt to determine the 

extent of perceived hostility at the prisons, all responqents 

were asked whether there was hostility between social service 

and custody. The results of this question are reported in 

Table 8. Clearly, the majority of all four groups perceived 

at least some hostility at the prisons. However, it is also 

important to note that trustees and administrators tend to 

perceive the least hostility of the four groups. The fact 

that they perceive little hostility is extremely important 

because they are the only ones in the prisons who can ad

dress this problem. If they don't see hostility in the in-

stitution when everyone else does, little will be done about 
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it. Further, they are the group held most accountable for 

internal hostility by outsiders. At the same time, it can 

be seen that as one moves from the correctional group to 

the social workers to the inmates, the percent seeing a 

"great deal of hostility" increases. 

Since there are differences in perceived hostility 

among the groups, to what might it be attributed? By com

paring Table 8 with Figure 3, it becomes apparent that the 

perception of hostility increases as one sees the major 

goals and purposes of the jails unobtainable. Put in more 

concrete terms, trustees and administrators see custody 

functions as important and being achieved, therefore they 

do not perceive hostility. At the other extreme, inmates, 

who value purposes which are unobtainable unless changes .. 
are made in the prisons, see a ~reat deal of hostility 

stemming from conflicting goals within the institution. 

The frustrations and conflicts experienced by the personnel 

of the Model Classification Program become especially mean-

ingful in light of this information. They are attempting 

to achieve goals which are not perceived as very important 

by certain segments of the institution, nor as being gener-

ally possible to accomplish at all by others. This climate 

of opinion creates in the social workers defeatism and pes-

simism, and the desire for changes in the institution that 

would make their goals realizable. 

T' 
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Suro~ary of Findings 

Our findings can be briefly sununarized as follows: the 

four institutional segments studied differ in the goals they 

see as being important for the prisons; these differences 

a:e not the result of basic value-system differences; the 

functions which are generally seen as important for the pris-

ons are not social worker functions; only custodial functions 

are seen as being acco~lished with other purposes and goals 

either ~equiring changes in the system or not obtainable at 

all; the level of perceived hostility between social service 

and custody increases with the ,realization that onels goals 

can not be~accomplished without changes in the prison system. 

Implications and Future Recommendations .. 
Ourfindings ~aise questions about th~ possibility for 

the success of the Model Classification Project. These 

findings do help to explain a number of problems that the 

project has experienced in the past (i.e., lack of support 

from the board of trustees, conflicts with correctional of-

ficers, internal lack of morale, etc.). To date, we have 

made the administration aware of our findings, and discussed 

their implications. They have expressed a basic agreement 

with our findings and will begin to map out strategies to 

deal with some of the problems that are made obvious by this 

report. This report includes the analysis of only a small 
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portion of the data available to us through the larger 

study we have completed. As further analysis is completed, 

appropriate prison personnel will be informed of the find-

ings and implications. Further, there are a number of spe-

cific recommendations that we are prepared to make relative 

to the day to day conflicts experienced by the Model Classi-

fication Project personnel. However, since these are only 

sy.mptomatic of the larg~r issues which are addressed in this 

report, 'we feel that it is necessary to begin to deal with 

these larger issues first. 

co 
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Proposed 

Completed 

a Trustees 

7 

3 

Table 1. Survey Completion Rate 

Administration 

10 

10 

Ranking 
Correctional 
Officers 

25 

25 

. lb Correctlona 
Officers 

150 

111 

Social C 
Service 

20 

26 

d Inmates TOTAL 

150 362 

135 310 

'~Nurnber completed is small because of unavailability of the other Board members 

bNumber completed is smaller due to small complement of available guards at the 

Detention Center. 

CN'umber is larger because detox social workers were also interviewed 

dNumber is smaller because of 15 unusable questionnaires 
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Table 2. opinions of What Should be the Main Porposes 

of the Philadelphia Prison System by Position 

and Status in the System* 

Trustees-.f..dmn. co Supv + co Social Wkrs Inmates 
(Ranking) (Ranking) (Ranking) (Ranking) 

punishment for 
Breaking the 
Law 5 1 3 5 

To Get It 
Together. , 3 , 1 

Hold for Trial 2 4 5 7 

Legal Aid and 
Disciplinary 
Problems 9 5 8 3 

Protect Society 3 2 4 6 

Recreation and 
Rest 10 9 10 .. 9 

Job Training and 
Education 4 6 2 2 

Control Hostility 6 7 6.5 8 

Get Job on Out-
side 7 8 6.5 4 

Dryout and 
Detox 8 10 9 10 

*The lower the number, the more the particular group feels 
the! specific purpose should be a main purpose of the jails. 

~ 
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• 1 
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,f, 
,t, 



-30-

Table 3. Extent to Which the Four study Samples Share 

the Same Opinions About the Main Purposes of 

the Jails* (using "rho" as the measure of 

agreement) 

Trustees-Acimn. fh.ipv Soci.~l WkY8 Inmates 

'1'rustees-Admn. .69 ,88 

CO Supv + CO .74 

Social Wkrs 

* The larger the number, the greater the agreement between 
the paired~groups on their evaluation of the jails' pur
poses. The symbol (NS) means ,that the correlation is 
"not statistically significant" indicating that the 
paired groups have very different opinions. 

. . 

.44 (NS) 

.50 (NS) 

.71 

• 
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Table 4. Opinion of what Should Not be the Main Purposes 
of the Philadelphia Prison System by position 

and Status in the Systern* 

Trustees-Admn. 
(Ranking) 

CO SUEv + CO 
(Ranking) 

Social Wkrs 
(Ranking) 

Inmates 
(Ranking) 

Punishment for 
Breaking the 
Law 

To Get It 
Together. 

Hold for Trial 

Legal Aid and 
Disciplinary 
Problems 

Protect Society 

2 

6 

8 

3 

9.5 

9 

4 

8 

5 

10.0 

7 

7 

4 

4 

10.0 

2 

7 

1 

4 

4 

Recreation and 
Rest 1 1 1 o 3 

Job Training and 
Education 9.5 

6 

7 

6 

7 

4 

9 

7 Control Hostility 

Get Job on Out
side 6 3 9 10 

Dryout and 
Dotox 4 2 2 

*The lower the number, the more strongly the specific group 
feels that the particular. upurpose" should not be a main 
purpose of the jails. 

5 
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Extent to Which the Four Study sample~ Share 

the Same Opinions About What Should Not be 
~~ the Main Purposes of the Jails* --(using "rho" as the measure of agreement) 

Trustees-A.CL'11n. CO Supv + CO Social ~'1krs Inmates 

Trustees-Admn. .59 (NS) .58 (NS) .36 (NS) 

co Supv + co .57 (NS) -.29 (NS) 

social Wkrs . 

* The larger the numbey= I t1-e- greater the agreement betv7een 
the paired'groups o~ ~~heir evaluation of the jails' pur
poses. The symbol (1S). ~eans tha~ the correlation is 
"not statisticall'! sl.gnJ.~:;-· cantil indicating that the 
paired groups hav~ vpry CU.;':::ferent opinions. 

/ 

. .-

.39 (NS) 
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. 
Table 6. Value Systems by Position and status in the 

Philadelphia Prison system* 

Trustees-Admn. CO Supv + CO Social Wkrs Inmates 

VALUES Mdn Rank/Mdn Mdn Rank/Hdn Mdn Rank/Mdn Mdn Rank/Mdn 

Comfortable life 12.0 13. 5 6.2 5.0 10.0 11. 0 6.8 4.0 

E}:ci ting life 11.0 11.5 13.8 16.0 11.5 13.0 12.7 14.5 

Sense of 
Accomplishment 3.5 1.0 6. 1 3.5 4.9 2.0 8.8 9.0 

World at Peace 7.5 7.0 11 .4 12.0 9.6 10.0 8.4 8.0 

World of Beauty '\ 2.0 13.5 14.3 17. 5 13.0 15.0 13.7 17.0 

Equality 4.5 2.0 6. 1 3.5 8.5 9.0 6.0 3.0 
, 

Family Security 6.5 5.0 2.5 1 .0 4.7 1.0 4.3 1.0 

Individual 
Freedom 5.0 3.0' 6.6 5.5 6.8 5.5 7.2 5.0 

Happiness 10.0 1 0 . 0 6.6 6.5 7.5 7.0 8. 1 7.0 

Inner Harmony 7.5 7.0 9.7 9.0 6.8 5.5 8.9 10.0 

Mature Love , 13.5 15.0 10.4 10.0 8.0 8.0 10.4 ~ i .0 

National 
Security 11. 0 11 .5 14.3 17.5 16.3 17.0 14.8 18.0 

Pleasure 14.5' 16.5 12.6 14.0 13.5 16.0 12 .. 3 13.0 

Salvation 16.5 18.0 13.7 'j 5.0 17.0 1 8 . 0 1 3 . 0 16.0 

Self-Respect 8.5 9.0 7.0 8.0 6.0 3.0 7.8 6.0 

Social 
Recogni tion 14.5 16.5 12.4 13.0 11 • 8 14.0 12.7 14.5 

True Friendship 7.5 7.0 11.1. 11 .0 11. 0 12.0 11. 0 12.0 

Wisdom 5.7 4.0 6.0 2.0 6.5 4.0 4.4 2.0 

*The lower the number, the more important the specific value. 

: 
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Table 7. Extent to Which the Four Study Samples Share 

Similar Value Systems* 

(using "rho" as the measure of agreement) 

Trustees-Admn. CO Supv + CO Social Wkrs Ir~ates 

Trustees-Admn. .69 .74 .66 

co Supv + co .85 

social Wkrs 

* The larger the number, the greater the agreement between 
the paired groups on their value systems. All of the 
figures are statistically significant which means that 
all the groups have similar systems • 

. . 

.93 

.79 
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Table 8. Perception of Hostility Between Social Service 

and Custody by position and Status in the 

Prison System 

Trustees-Admn CO Supv + CO Social Wkrs Inmates 

Yes, there is 
great deal of 
hostility 

Yes, there is 
some hostility 

a 

No, there is no 
hostility 

n = 

% 

83 

17 

12 

% % % 

11 22 33 

66 78 52 

24 15 

.. 
132 27 119 

i , .. 

... 
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INTV# ___ _ 
DATE 
TIME 
UNIT: DC 

HC----

HLG ----

CONFIDENTIAL 

Introduction 

The questionnaire that we are asking you to fill out is 

part of a study to determine the opinions and views of peo-

ple who administer the Philadelphia Prison System, work at 

the System, or are inmates at the prisons. We are particu-

larly interested in those opinions and attitudes that influ-

ence the way in which they see the prisons and the kinds of 

services that should be provided by the Model Classification 

or Social Services program. 

Your responses to this questionnaire will be completely 

confidential. That is, no one in the jails will know who 

answered this questionnaire. 

PLEASE NOTE: When the word "jail" is used herein, we are 

referring to your institution. 

.' 

'j 



1. How old are you? (in years) 

2. What racial group do you belong to? 
(Please circle the correct number) 

1 - White 
2 - Black 
3 - Other 
4 - None 

3. How much education have you had? 
(Please circle the highest grade 

Elementary School 1 2 3 4 
High School 9 10 11 
College 1 2 3 4 

Major interest 
Graduate School 1 2 3+ 

. Field 

or year completed) 

567 8 
12 

4. What is your position at the institution? 
1. Board of Trustees 

Number of years 
2. Administration 

Job Title 
3. Custody Officer 

Rank 
Shift 

4. Social Service 
Job Title 

5. Inmate 
Sentenced 
Detentioner 

5. What is your marital status at the present time? 
(Please circle the appropriate number) 

1 - Single 
2 - Married 
3 - Widowed 
4 - Divorced 
5 - Separated (not due to impriso~~ent) 

6. (If staff me~ber) How long have you been in your pres
ent position? (in yea~s) 

7. (If staff member) How long have you been at the insti
tution? (in years) 



\ ;' 
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B. (If staff member) What was your major reason for taking 
your position at the time you started working here? 
(Circle the number that applies) 

1 the work appealed to me 
2 - Only job available at the time 
3 Economic security and benefits 
4 Work similar to what I always wanted to do 
5 Chance for advancement 
6 Other (Please specify) 

9. We have listed below ten different purposes for a jail. 

10. 

Please rank the five that you think the jails should be 
most concerned with. For example, place a "111 next to 
the one that you think the jails should be most concerned 
with; a "?Ii next to the one which should be second most 
impqrtant a "3" next to the one that the jails should be 
third most concerned with, and so on . 

.. a Punishment for breaking the law 

.', 

b. Place for the ip~ate to get himself 
(o~ herself) together, to get coun
seling, help to solve personal and 
family problems 

c. Hold for trial 
d. Help to get legal aid and help in 

disciplinary problems 
e. Protect society from lawbreakers 
f. Recreation and rest for the inmate 

*g. Job training and education 
~h. Control hostility and aggression of 

inmates 
i. To help the inmate get a job on the 

outside 
j. Drying out and detoxification 

.k. Other (Piease specify) 

We haye listed below the same ten 
listed in the previous question. 
ever, put a check next to each of 
ally feel should not be a purpose 

purposes for a jail 
In this question, how
those that you person
for the jails at all. 

·a * 
.: b~ 

... 

Punishment for breaking the law 
Place for the inmate to get himself 
(or herself) together, to get coun
seling, help to solve personal and 
family problems 
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c. FIold for trial 
d. Help to get legal aid and help in 

disciplinary problems 
e. Protect society from lawbreakers 
f. Recreation and rest for the inmate 
g. Job training and education 
h. Control hostility and aggression of 

inmates 
i. Tohe'~p the inmate get a job on the 

outside 
j. Drying out and detoxification 

11. Again, we have listed ten different purposes for a jail. 
In this question, we would like you to consider whether 
each purpose can really be carried out or accomplished 
in the way the jail operates at the present time. 
Put a: 

II 1" if you don't think that it is possible at all· 

112" if you think that it could be done if certain 
changes were made in the way jails are operating 

113" if~ you think that it can be done the way jails 
are operating 

Be ~ to put a number next to each of the listed purposes. 

a. Punishment for breaking the law 
b. Place for inmate to get himself to

gether, to get counseling, help to 
solve personal and family problems 

c. Hold for trial 
d. Help to get legal aid and help in 

disciplinary problems 
e. Protect society from lawbreakers 
f. Recreation and rest for inmate 
g. Job training and education 
h. Control hostility and aggression of 

inmates 
i. To get a job on the outside 
j. Drying out and detoxification 



12. Lastly, for each of the ten purposes listed below, in
dicate whom you think should be most responsible for 
the purpose. Put a: 

11 1 II if you think it should be custody 

"2" if it should be social service 
IIJII if it should be under job training 

"4" if it should be the psychologist 

a. Punishment for breaking the law 
b. Place for inmate to get himself to

gether, to get counseling, help to 
solve personal and family problems. 

c. Hold for trial 
d. Help to get legal aid and help in 

disciplinary problems 
e. Protect society from lawbreakers 
f. Recreation and rest for inmates 
g. Job training and education 
h. Control hostility and aggression of 

iI1lJ1ates 
i. To get a job on the outside 
j. Dryi.ng out and detoxification 

· J ........ -.~ ,. ; 



13. INSTRUCTIONS 

Below are 18 values listed in alphabetical order. Your 
task is to arrange them in order of importance to YOU, as 
guiding principles of YOUR life. 

Study the list carefully and pick out the one value that 
is most important to YOU. Put a 11111 in the box to the left 
of this valu~. Then pick out the value which is second most 
important "to YOU. Again, put a "2" in tr.e box to the left of 
it. Do the same for each of the remaining values. The value 
which is least important to you should be numbered "18. 11 

Work slowly and think carefully. If you chi.r-.Je your 
mind, f~el free to change your answer. 

A COMFORTABLE LIFE 
a prosperous life 

AN EXCITING LIFE 
a stimul~ting, active. life 

f-------+-A-=---=S=E-:-:ON=S,.:::E,--:..,O,....,:F,:..:.:..;i.CCOMP LI S HHENT 
lasting contribution 

A WORLD AT PEACE 
free of war and conflict 

A WORLD OF BEAUTY 
beauty of nature and the arts 

EQUALITY 
brotherhood, equal opportunity for all 

FAMILY SECURITY 
taking care of loved one~ 

FREEDOM 
independence, free choice 

HAPPINESS 
contentedness 

INNER HARMONY 
freedom from inner conflict 

MATURE LOVE 
sexual and spiritual intimacy 

NATIONAL SECURITY 
protection from attack 

PLEASURE 
an enjoyable, leisurely life 

SALVATION 
saved, eternal life 

SELF-RESPECT 
self-esteem 

SOCIAL RECOGNITION 
respect, admiration 

TRUE FRIENDSHIP 
close companionship 

WISDOM 

~----------~----
a mature understanding of life 



14. Which of the following two statements do you agree with 
most? (Please circle the number before the statement 
you agree wi th. ) 

1 - Hard work is how to get ahead. 
2.- Luck and "pull" determines who gets ahead. 

15. In general, to what extent do you believe that the jails 
should be concerned with the rehabilitation of the in
mate? (circle your choice) 

1 - Should not be concerned at "all 
2 - Should be concerned wherever possible 
3 - Should be its main purpose 

16. In general, do you think that it is possible to rehabili-
tate an inmate in the jails? (circle your choice) 

1 - Yes 
2 - Yes, if there were more programs 
3 - No, rehabilitation is irrelevant to jails 
4 - No, basically people canlt change 
5 - Np, jails canlt perform this purpose 

17. (If employee of the jails) To what extent are you satis
fied with your job or position at the jails? 
(Circle appropriate choice) 

1 - Very satisfied 
2 - Somewhat satisfied 
3 - Not very satisfied 
4 Not satisfied at all 

18. In America, success is often measured in terms of eco
nomic or monetary worth. Why in America, do some ~eople 
have so much wealth or money? (circle your choice; 

1 - They are usually born wealthy or with money, and 
their position in society usually permits them 
to remain so. 

2 - They have a good education and ~ther kInds of 
preparation (training, etc.) necessary for ad
vancement. 

3 - They are ambitious, striving people who are suc
cessful because of their drive. 

Conversely, why are people poor, in America? 

1 - They are born poor, and do not have much influence. 

2 - They do not have the education or job training for 
advancement. 

"3 - They are not ambitious and do not try to become a 
success. 



NOW WE AFS GOING TO ASK YOU SOHE QUESTIONS ABOUT YOURSELF. 
Please indicate whether you agree or disagree by circling 
the appropriate number. 

19. I feel that I have a lot of good qualities. 

1 - Agree 2 - Disagree 3 - Don't know 

20. I feel that I am a failure. 

1 - Agree 2 - Disagree 3 - Don't know 

21- I can do things as good as anybody else. 

1 - Agree 2 - Disagree 3 - Don't know' 

22. I don't have much to be proud of. 

1 - Agree 2 - Disagree 3 - Don't know 

23. In general, I'm satis fied about myself. 

1 - Agree 2 - Disagree 3 - Don't know 

24. I need to respect myself more. 

1 - Agree 2 - Disagree 3 - Don't know 

WE WOULD L~KE TO ASK YOU TO CHOOSE BETWEEN A NUMBER OF 
ALTERNATIVES RELATIVE TO ACTIVITIES AT THE JAIL. PLEASE 
CIRCLE THE NUt-mER BEFORE THE STATEMENT WHICH YOU THINK 
IS MOST IMPORTANT. 

25. It is more important 
1 - To have tight requirements for work outside the 

institution so that fewer people might try to 
escape. 

2 - To have the social worker determine requirements 
for work outside the institution on an individ
ual basis. 

26. It is more important 
1 - To·have an accurate head count in the morning. 
2 - For inmates to be on time for G.E.D. classes. 

27. It is more important 
1 - For an inmate to see his lawyer or public de

fender to help prepare an appeal 
2 - For an inmate to see his social worker to get 

his time straightened out. 





,. 
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28. It is more important 
1 - For an inmate to be on time for G.E.D. classes. 
2 - For an inmate to!see his social worker on time. 

29. It is more important 
1 - For the inmate to be at his job (as a block 

worker) when he is supposed to be. 
2 - For the inmate to see his lawyer or public de

fender to help prepare an appeal. 

30. It is more important 
1 To have an accurate head count in the morning. 
2 - For an inmate to see his social worker on time. 

31. It is more important 
1 - To have tight requirements for work outside the 

institution so that fewer people might try to 
escape. 

2 - To loosen requirements for work outside the in
stitution so that many people can get job exper
ience. 

32. It is ~0re important 
~ - TO keep an inmate with a write-up in the hole 

. to protect himself and others. 
2 - To permit the inmate to discuss with his social 

worker why he got into trouble in the first 
place. 

33. It is more important 
1 - For an inmate to be at his job (as a block 

worker) when he is supposed to be. 
2 - For an inmate to see his social worker to get 

his time straightened out. 

34. It is more important 
1 - To keep an inmate with a write-up in the hole 

to protect himself and others. 
2 - To permit an inmate to go to previously sche

duled psychological testing. 

35. It is more important 
1 - To permit an inmate (with a write-up) to go to 

previously scheduled psychological testing. 
2 - To permit the inmate to discuss with his social 

worker why he got into trouble in the first 
place. 

'.--. .. _--_ .. _-- ..--, ... ~ 
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36. It is more important 
1 - To loosen requirements for work outside the in

stitution so that many people can get job exper
ience. 

2 - To have the social worker determine requirements 

" 

for work outside the institution on an individual basis. 

37. It has been said that in many jails, custody and social 
service do not get along with eac.h other. 

Do you think that this is the case here? 
choice) 

(Circle your 

1 Yes, there is a great deal of hostility here. 
2 Yes, there is some hostility here. 
3 - No, there is no hostility here. 

38. Why do you feel this way? Can you give one or two' 
examples? 

'. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Model Classification Project, which is part 

of a continuation grant, involves the whole social 

service component at the Philadelphia Detention Center, 

House of Correction and Holmesburg Prison. This re-

funding evaluation report is concerned with the period 

July 15, 1975 through Harch 1, 1976 during which time a 

set of observations and ext~nsive interviewing were con-

ductcd at the three facilities. In all instances, the 

institutions and their staffs have been very cooperative, 

candid, and helpful in providing access to information 

needed to carry out this evaluation effort. 

This report includes a description of project and 

evaluation goals, evaluation of conditions of grant set 

by the Governor's Justice Commission, activities and re-

sults of evaluation, and program recommendations. 

-1-



SECTION ONE 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MODEL CLASSIFICATION PROGRAM AT THE PHILADELPHIA PRISONS 

The Model Classification Project, which is part of a 
continuation grant, involves the whole social service compo
nent at the Philadelphia Detention Center, House of Correc
tion and Holmesburg Prison. This evaluation report is con
cerned with the period July 15, 1975 through March 1, 1976, 
during which time a set of observations and extensive inter
viewing were conducted at the three facilities. In all in
stances, the institutions and their staffs have been very 
cooperative, candid, and helpful in providing access to In
formation needed to carry out this evaluation effort. 

The major goals of the Model Classification Project 
that were analyzed included: the extent to which data col
lected by the Model Classification Project is analyzed and 
systematically utilized in counseling, classification and 
program development; and the functioning of the social serv
ice departments in terms of: A) recognizing the differential 
needs of short term vs. long term prisoners, B) the effec
tiveness of the referral system and C) the development of a 
system of exit interviews and follmq-up. In addition to 
these goals, we were also asked by the Governor's Justice 
Commission to evaluate steps taken by the Model Classifica
tion Program to comply with E.E.O.C. guidelines; to insure 
appropriate use of professional staff time; and to institute 
and use voluntary consent forms for inmates. 

Evaluation Activities and Data Base for Findings 

To evaluate the above mentioned goals and conditions, 
the following data were used: monthly statistical referral 
reports which summarize information on caseworkers' activity; 
on-going interviews with the Superintendent, the Director of 
In.Tnate Services, the Director of Model Classif ication, Direc
tor of Research and Evaluation, Social Work supervisors, so
cial workers and inmates at each of the three institutions. 
In addition, observations were made of orientation; classifi
cation, disciplinary hearings and exit interviews. To deter
mine compliance of the project with conditions set for the 
grant, sep~rate studies were done incl~ding analysis of the 
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consent form signing procedure, and collection of the data 
on number of phone calls made by social workers at each of 
the three institutions. Extent of compliance with E.E.O.C. 
guidelines was determined through interviews with tho above 
mentioned individuals. Lastly, preparation was completed 
for the conduct of the survey of values perspectives of var
ious institutional groups. Results of this survey will be 
incl~~p~ in the final report. 

Findings and Recommendations 

At the present time, the E.E.O.C. guidelines, based on 
the affirma~ivc action program, have not been met by the 
Model Classification Program. The breakdown of the profes
sionals and non-professionals is as follows: professional-
eleven blacks and twenty-two 'Ylhi tes; non-professional--seven 
blacks and six whites. There are also two social work open
ings that have been vacant for some time. Investigation of 
the situation indicated that city civil service procedures 
impose regulations that interfere with B.E.O.C. guidelines 
being fulfilled. For example, the applicants on the top of 
the list, which the prisons must use, are usually ineligible 
according to E.B.O.C. guidelines or do not desire to work in 
the prisons. These procedures might be changed by creating 
job titles and correspondent exams appropriate to the neods 
of the correctional institution. It should be added that the 
prison system has shown that when they have the opportunity 
they will hire according to the E.E.O.C. guidelines. 

RegarCing use of professional social workers time, es
pecially in making non-social work related calls for inmates, 
an assessment was made of a number of calls made by social 
workers in the three institutions. Data revealed that the 
number of such calls has dropped substantially, especially at 
the Detention Center. The Project has essentially solved the 
"telephone problem. 1I 

Review of inmate signing consent forms shows that proce
dures have been instituted. At the present time all inmates 
are signing such forms. Periodic review of voluntary consent 
form procedures are necessary to insure continued success. 

Analysis of data collected by the Mouel Classification 
Project for use in program development, counseling and classi
fication revealed a number of problems. One, with regard to 
program development and evaluation, it is clear that the in
stitution docs not have computer and data facilities adapted 
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to meet the requirements of good social service program devel
opment. In particular, the Philadelphia Prisons do not, at 
the present time, have a computer capability capable-of meet
ing the following needs: 

a. evaluation of the utilization of Social Service 
and other inmate programs 

b. evaluation of inmate needs and planning appropri
ate new programs 

c. prediction and identification of short and long
term detentioners. 

It is an absolute must that the prison system develop this ca
pability. One way of the prison system developing this capa
bility might be by developing a small data processing system 
within the institution. 

In attempting to assess the efficiency of the data pro
cessing system, it became evident that data gathering proce
dures, which are not the responsibility of social service, 
are inefficient. For example, data thought to be routinely 
collected was not so collected. Furthermore, the data col
lected was not routinely keypunched; therefore, inaccessible 
to use. These gaps in the data need to be eliminated. 

With regard to use of information in counseling and 
classification, our observations are that the classification 
procedure still seems to be. operating without the use of in
formation, or with information used in a piecemeal manner. 
Although more information is currently reviewed prior to 
classification, team reviews of a total profile prior to 
classification need to be initiated. Also, there needs to be 
closer communication and coordination between the work re
lease program and the classification board so that more in
mates are readily and quickly assigned to work release. 

In counseling, social workers indicate that the percent
age of cases seen for in-depth counseling is a relatively 
small part of their caseload. The extent to which information 
collected on the inmates is used, or useful, in these sessions 
is relatively minimal. At times information collected by 
other parts of the criminal justice system, e.g., presentence 
investigation reports, could be of benefit. They are not al
ways available, however, sometimes because of lack of coordi
nation and cooperation from relevant parts of the System. At
tempts at incre~sed coordination would" seem helpful. 

"-""-~""~~"""~"l--__ .... ""''''' 
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Data on program t'ltilization and the provision of exil;, inte:c'V:tm.Js 
and referrals vIera also examined. Pl'elimins.ry data indicate that on a.ny 
given day a. large munbsr ot available program slots are unfilled. Da:\:.n 
are sketchy a.nd since there is no systema.tic computer capability to provide 
totally accurat.e and complete information, the following inforn:ltion is 
primarily estimated. It is estimnted that if all programs \.fera operating 
at one time, p:I."Ograms could a.ccommodate 960 different indivi.duals. As 
of February 24, 1976 t 669 slots wal'O being used, or they ware functioning 
at 70'% capacityo Thera a.re many rua.sons for this 9 including luck of coop
oration from custodial services$ It is important that the institution 
determine reasons for this und~r utilization and \.,ork toward correct,ing 
the situatiuno 

Fina.lly~ exit intewle-'1l" procedures have been institutedo The exit 
into:rvie'\i usually i.nvolves group info:ro.ation dissemination sessions, and 
a1"3 limi.tsd to sentoi.'lced in."lates for "Thom a mini:aum d-'lte is availa.ble .. 
Exit intorvim'l's, than, s'l"a only conducted -yrith a sma.ll proportion 01' indivi
duals t-Tho might benefit fr-om such service.. The referral system operatos 
inde~ndently of the exit intervi~ns~ The absolute number of refe~a.'1s 
made is slllr:lll., For the p3riod from July 1, 1975 to December 31, 197.51' a. 
tota.l of 525 referrals were mado& Of these 525, 208 or 39.6% were refarl~ls 
in ~hich 0. socia.l worker secured accepta.nce into a. program of the inwAte 
abou't to bo released fronl tho prison.. Relative to tho size of the popU.latiOl'l 
being se~cd~ the percentage of i~~ates for whom referrals are made is 
small. If all i~"lt,GS in the system a.re included 5% of the population 
ar'd 7.'~jfe:t":c-:ede If the hl.l:rooel" of released sentenced imp.,,'ltes is used as the 
be.o\31ine figure, however, tho porcentago of' inmat.es serrsd by referral 
j1.l.mps to 57 .. 5':;'.. Since the w.a.jOl." f)mohasis of tho cuY'l'Ont raf~frl'al system 
is for sentenced inmates. about to be released, use of this basolino figul"9 
seel.TlS mol';'.) <:l.ppropriate" Extention of ~:fe:rr:1 .. 1 serlicf) "to other p~n'ts of 
the popultd:;ion would seeM indicated.. 'fnez'S is currently no systamatic 
fol.low-up of these l"OfOI'ra,1s although such a. procedure is beini6 considol"e<i. 

In SUlll, the Hodel Clo.ssific~tion Project hl.tS only mat H.s objectives 
in a vel"'!! J.im..-tted way, Additiona.l suppol"t in tho :rom of raleva.nt data 
processing ca-pacility and ovoparaticm from oth'Jr sergment.s of t.he systmu 
Z'61llain erucial if their objecti"J'es are to ba obtai,ned in any tl:!a.xi.mal way .. 

Addnndmn. t Computation of the E"EoO.C. disp;lrity ratio indicates tha.t 
the prograM is out of compliance by 22%. 
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SECTION TWO 

PROJECT AND EVALUATION GOALS 

The goals of this evaluation were to analyze specific 

selected objectives of the Model Classification Project. 

In particular the goals included: analysis of 'the varying 

value perspectives within the prison setting, the extent to 

which data collected by the Model Classification Project is 

analyzed and systematically utilized in counseling, classi-

fication and program development; and the functioning of the 

social service departments in terms of: A) recognizing the 

differential needs of short term vs. long term prisoners, 

B) the effectiveness of the referral system and C) the de-

velopment of a system of exit interviews and follow-up. In 

addition to these goals, we were also asked by the Governor's 

Justice conunission to eval'uate steps taken by the Model 

Classification Program to comply with E.E.O.C. guidelines; 

to insure appropriate use of professional staff time; and 

to institute and use ~oluntary consent forms ~or inmates . 

. The evaluation activity has proceeded according to 

the original evaluatio~ plan without any substantial modifi-

cation. Results of the evaluation included in this report 

addresses each of the project and evaluation goals listed 

above. 

-6-
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SECTION THREE 

EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 

I. Evaluation of Conditions of Grant Set by the Governor's Jus-

tice Conunission. 

A. Assessment of compliance to E.E.O.C. guidelines. 

Data concerning compliance to E.E.O.C. guidelines 

was collected through interviews with the Superintend-

ent, Director of Inmate Services, Director of Social 

Services, and Director of Research and Evaluation. In 

addition data has been collected on actual personnel 

breakdown. The issue of E.E.O.C. compliance has been 

previously addressed during this granting period (see 

letter to Governor's Justice Commission dated 10/14/75 

and Interim Evaluation Report dated 1/1/76). There 

have been no changes in the personnel disparity which 

was previously reported. Furthermore, it was reported 

that city civil s~rvice procedures impose regulations 

which interfere with E.E.O.C. guidelines being fulfilled. 

To date, new job titles and corresponding exams have 

not been created to help alleviate this situation. 

B. l\ss~_ssmcn t. o~~propri() te usc of 'stu (f_timc. 

After discussion with all levels of administrative 

personnel and review of telephone usase data it W()s 

-7-
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reported (see letter to Governor's Justice Commission 

dated 10/14/75) that the social service departments 

were out of the "telephone business." This situation 

has not regressed. 

c. Examination of status of voluntary consent forms. 

Data has been collected concerning the status of 

voluntary consent forms by reviewing random samples 

of existing files. During our initial investigation 

we found a great deal of "slippage" in the signing of 

consent forms. A major source of slippage was iden

tified, namely, the lack of consent forms for persons 

in certain drug programs. Once this problem was iden

tified procedures were instituted to solve it. subse

quent investigation showed that the problem has been 

solved. At the present time, forms are being signed 

by 100% of the population. 

II. Study of varying Value perspectives within "'r.ison Setting 

In preparation for this phase of the evaluation, it 

was indicated in the "Interim Evaluation Report" that we had 

obtained institutional approval and had agreed on the groups 

from the institutional personnel and resident population to 

be sampled. Since that date, plans have advanced cor.sider

ably. More specifically, the total procedure for collecting 

the data from the various groupS has been defined. This 
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procedure includes the precise specifications for the samp-

ling design. The groups to be sampled include: Trustees, 

Administration, Custody, social Service, sentenced inmates 

and detentioners. The data gathering instrument has been 

constructed; completion of the form will be voluntary. All 

the data will be confidential. The projected date for com-

pletion of the data gathering is April 15, 1976. 

The questionnaire deals with the following kinds of 

data. Demographic characteristics of respondents including 

such items as age, education, length of time working at or 

incarcerated in the institution; differential conceptions 
, 

of functions that the jails should perform, with emphasis 

on the relative weight given to custodial and social serv-

ice functions. Basic value perspectives of each surveyed 

group will be determined by the Rokeach Value system Scale; 

general attitudes toward rehabilitation and descriptions of 

relations between custody and social service workers. Par-

enthetically, the Rokeach Value Scale is an instrument de-

signed to assess a respondent's arrangement of 18 different 

values relating to preferred modes of conduct and preferred 

states of being. It has been used previously on a variety 

of populations which allows us to compare our groupS to 

more general populations. 

, I 

l. II 
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III. Program utilization 

In this aspect of the evaluation, we were interested 

in determining the extent of program utilization and the de

gree t.o which a given inmate participat.es in more than one 

program, that is multiple utilization. To carry nut the 

first part of this task, ",.Je used tho followilHj programs as 

a basis for considoration: 

Psychodrama 
Drama. Workshop 

Library Services 

Art Classes 
vlork Release 
D:r.y Cleaning 

c.c. - TV 

pcnnypack School 

Nusic 

Ski 11 C(~n tor: 

Auto Hcpair 

Welding 
SInall Household Appliances 

Small Hators 
Tutorial Services 

A.B.E. 

G.E.D. 

comn1unit.y college 

'1'ho main problem with making accurate estimates is 

that the prison sys·tcm docsn I t have any systematic comput.er 

capability to provide such information. Thus, the estimates 

provided can only be taken to be rough at this time. If all 

programs were operating a t one time, these pl:ograms could 

accommodate 960 different individuals. As of February 24, 1976, 

669 slots were being used, or they were functioning at 70% 

capacity. It should be clear that t.he figure 669 doesn't 

mean different individuals b~cause we know that a good num-
~ 

ber of individuals participate in more than one program. If 
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we use the total census on that day (i.e., 2217) and assume 

for the moment that the 669 includes different individuals, 

then 30% of "the inmates might be involved in programs but 

we know this is a high figure. This is why greater compu-

ter capabilities are crucial for the prison system. 

We also sought to estimate the utilization of pro-

grams that met every day. Such programs have a capacity 

for 620 individuals, of which only 285 slots are usnd, or 

functioning at a 46% level of utilization. Again; ~e can't 

determine how many different individuals use these slots. 

Lastly, we wanted to determine the extent to which 

sentenced inmates are making use of these programs. Using 

January 31, 1976 as a typical day, it was determined that ... 
there were 502 men and 9 women in the sentenced population. 

-
~ut again it was not possible to determine the extent to 

which this population makes use ~f existing ~rograms. On 

the other hand, we were able to estimate with some confi-

dence the extent to which sentenced inmates making use of 

at least one program also make use of others. Fifty-one 

individuals in selected programs were interviewed. The 

following table summarizes 

# of Programs # of 
Utilized Respondents 

1 29 
2 1 1 
3 7 
4 4 

the data: 

% of # of 
Sampling Slots Used 

57 29 
22 22 
13 21 

8 16 

Sum 
Mean utilization/inmate 

88 
1.6 

.. 
< 
',; 
:, 
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The problems with such figures is twofold. First they do 

not consider the effects on program utilization of pro-

grams that differ in the time and intensity demands they 

- make on the inmate. And second, it is assumed that the 

sample we interviewed is representative of all inmates us-

ing the programs offered by the prisons. Clearly, increased 

computer capabilities would allow us to carry analyses to 

more definitive and reliable conclusions. 

Finally, in reviewing these figures, we are impressed 

with the proportion of program opportunities that are not 

being utilized, and with the need to determine why this 

situation exists. In a previous evaluation report, the 

question r,.,as raised as to vvhether or not the prerequisites 

for rules for participation in 8uch programs are too de-

manding, having the effect of excluding a very large num-

ber of inmat.es from ava:ilable pro-grams. In addition, the,. 

problems ~ith the procedures by which inmates are famil

iarized with the programs and motivated to participate 

have been discussed as well. Lastly, these figures impress 

us with the tremendous amount of "dead .time" there is for 

the inmates, that is, the number of inmates that are inac-

tive or have nothing to do with the time they spend in the 

prisons. 

", 
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IV. Programs for Long-Term and Short-Term Detentioners 

Although the figure for those that are released from 

the prison system within one or two weeks are impressive, 

we are impressed with the large number of long term de ten-

tioners (i.e., those wbo are detained for more than one 

month and unsentenced) for whom there are almost no avail-

able special programs. These are the residents for whom 

Hdead time" is a major problem. In the "Interim Evaluation 

Report," it was mentioned that we had met with key staff to 

sharpen their awareness of the needs of long-term deten-

tioners. A central issue in separating out the long-term 

and short-term detentioners is defining what characteristics 

of the resident, at the time of incarceration, would predict 

time of detent jon. The Social service supervisors proposed 

a number of possible "predictors If but there \vas little sys~ 

tema·tic e\Tidence to support these judgments. One reason 

for this gap in information was that the issue was never 

raised. It was irrelevant to the operation of the Model 

Classification Program. 

The "Administration" and "Research and D~velopment" unit 

sought to determine if the data routinely processed by th~ 

computer would allow for such a study. It has been deter-

mined that the data routinely pro~essed does not allow for 

answering the question at all. It was· also shown that the 
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data presumably processed routinely was not fully collected 

on all those incarcerated. There were enormous gaps in the 

information·collected. In addition, it was found that there 

was no clear way of identifying individuals and evaluating 

the individual's cummulative experience in the prison sys-

tem. It became clear that adding new information to the 

computer capability would have to wait until the' procedures, 
• 

for guaranteeing that all required data is in fact gathered, 

are developed. This requires a retraining of institutional 

staff responsible for collecting the information at intake. 

The institution has begun to deal with this task. An as-

sessment of its effectiveness will be made about 

!1arch 15, 1 976. 

If a system for separating the long-term and short-

term detentioners could be developed, it would also be pos-

sible to determine the kinds of programs that need tp be 

developed for the long-term detentioner, and the effective-

ness of such programs. The information that is routinelY 

collected relates to charges, disposition, dates of commit-

ment, minimum and maximum terms, etc. It seems highly prob-

lematic to the evaluators that such data is relevant to the 

problems being discussed. 

In discussing the problem of programs for long-term 

detentioners, one suggestion proposed ~or consideration was 
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using the production facilities for training programs dur-

ing the hours after such facilities have been used for pro-

duction. This seems to be a very constructive proposal if 

feasible. 

v. Use of Information in Classification and Counseling 
" 

One of the objectives of the evaluation plan was to 

determine the extent to which data collected is used in 

classification, counseling and,program development. The 

use of data in counseling and classification was determined 

by observations of classification, by interviews with the 

Director of Model Classification, and with a large percent-

age of social work staff. In the interviews we asked Vwhore 

do you get the information you use in counseling, what kinds 

of information do you find most useful in counseling and the 

like." These interviews revealed ':.hat most of the informa-

tion used is secured from the inmate during the actual coun-

seling session. Further, there is little use of medical, 

psychiatric or pre-sentence investigation reports. The rea-

sons for the lack of use of these information sources are 

variable. First, pre-sentence reports are obviously not al-

ways done. When they are done it is the responsibility of 

the judge to see that the reports arc sene to the jail. 

This isn't ulways done. Further, when the report is sent to 

the jail, it is received by the registrar's office. This 



, 

Ii 
~ , 
11 

< ._._----------,------,....- .. -

-16-

office does not always cooperate in making the data avail-

able to the social work staff. These reports would be, 

we're told, 'useful primarily because they represent one of 

the few sources which contains independently verified in-

formation. In terms of psychiatric and medical information, 

there are somewhat contradictory reports about the availa-

bility of such information to the workers. On the one hand, 

the Director of Model Classification has sent memos to his 

entire social work staff indicating that medical and psychi-

atric information is available to them upon request. Yet 

some workers report that when they actually request data, 

they are told it is confidential. While we cannot be defin-

itive on this point, there seem to be two reasons such d~ta 

is not passed on: 1) lack of cooperation from relevant 

parts of the system; and, 2) lack of initiative on the part 

of some social workers in requesting data. It should be add-

ed here that no one sees this as a major (or even minor) 

problem for, by in large, the social workers do not consider 

such information as particularly necessary or useful to their 

counseling activities. The data they find most useful is 

that secured directly from the inmate at the time they are 

working with him/her, as well as data which must be secur.ed 
.~ 

from other sources on available programs, eligibility re

quirements for programs, and the like: 
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It should be added here that social workers indicate 

that the percentage of cases seen for in-depth counseling 

is a relatively small part of their caseload. And the ex

tent to which information collected on the inmate is used 

(or useful) is also minimal. 

Theuse of information in classification has some of 

the same problems as that in counseling. The problems 

specific to classification have been dealt with in the in-

terim report and other previous materials. Reader should 

refer to these earlier materials. 

VI. Evaluation of outside--Referral System and Exit Interviews 

Data concerning the evaluation of the current out-

side referral system has been obtained by examining the 

monthly social Service Referral Reports and interviews con-

ducted with the Director of the Model Classification Pro-

gram. An examination of the statistical reports suggests 

the follovling: 

1. the absolute number of referrals made is small. 

For the period from July 1, 1975 to December 

31, 1975, a total of 525 referrals were made. 

Of these 525, 208 or 39.6% were referrals in 

which the social worker secured acceptance 

into a program of the inmate about to be re

leased from the prison. Relative to the 

size,of the population being served, the per

centQge of inmates for whom icferrals are 

made is small. The ratio of referrals to all 
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inmates released for the July 1, 1975 to 

December 31, 1975 period shows that referrals 

are made for only 5% of the population. This 

percentage is deflated by the fact that the 

baseline figure includes all individuals re

leased; including, detentioners and sentenced 

men. If the number of released sentenced in

mates is used as a baseline figure, the per

centage of inmates served by referral jumps 

to 57.5%. Since the major emphasis of the 

current referral system is for sentenced in

mates, use of this baseline figure seems more 

appropriate. The 57.5% figure is inflated 

however, by the fact that referrals are also 

made for long-term detentioners. 

2. there is little spread in the nature and types 

of ~eferrals. Most referrals are to agencies 

such as; D.P.A., Legal Aid Society,Philadel

phia Prison Society, Salvation Army,. etc . 

These agencies usually provide emergency serv-. . 
ices for the inmate. These services include; 

providing emergency reli~f checks, providing 

home addresses so inmates can be released, 

etc. 

3. presently, there is no systematic follow-uP of 

referrals. The statistical reports give fig

ures on the number of released inmates en

rolled in programs external to the prison. 

These figures only mean that the particular 

agency has agreed to accept the inmate into 

their program after release. They are not an 
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indication of an inmate's actual participation 

in the agencies' programs. 

The prison is currently attempting to de

velop a system for following-up referrals by 

providing inmates with a letter of introduc

tion which would be returned to the prison by 

the outside agency. Such a procedure is prob

lematic however, since the prison, in most 

cases, does not know ahead of time when an in

mate will be leaving their custody. For exam

ple, the bulk of the population are detention

ers for whom date of release is unknown. 

Data concerning exit interviews was collected by ob-

serving interview sessions as well as through interviews 

with the Director of the Model Classification Program and 

the social workers responsible· for the operation of this 

activity. 

At presertt, the exit interview and referral proce-

dures operate independently of one another: Referrals are 

being made by the individual social worker and not occur-

ring as a result of th~ exit interview. Furthermore, exit 

interviews are conducted only for those inmates who aTU 

sentenced and for whom a minimum date is i;l.vailablo. Henco, 

exit interviews can only be conducted wi th a srn .. ~1.L p\:·opot"~ 

tion of those individuals who might benefit from such s~~v-

icc. 
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Presently, the exit interview consists of a group 

information dissemination session. Information is pro-

vided by representatives of the following organizations: 

1. the Philadelphia Prison Society--who provides 

information as to services available thJough 

the society. 

2. the Department of Public Assistance--who makes 

3 • 

sure that everyone who is leaving the next 

month has made arrangements for an emergency 

check. 

the state Employment Office--who informs the 

inmates as to what offices they can go to for 

service, as well as provide information con

cerning the completion of skill center train~ 

ing programs on outside the institution. 

While not part of the exit intervie\v process, the 

representatives of the Philadelphia Prison Society and the 

Department of Public Assistance do s~e inmates individually 

before they leave the institution~ However, no data is 

kept as to referrals that may result from these contacts. 

VIr. Role of, Social Service in Disciplinary 

In the "In'terim Evalu.ation Report," it was pointed 

out in meetinga with Administration and Social Service thnt 

the role of· the Social t'lorker places him in a difficult 

.' .. 
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position with respect to Custory. They appear to be in 

adversary roles which serves to accentuate the hostility 

between Social Service and Custody. In reviewing the to-

tal situation, it became apparent that the organization 

of the disciplinary hearings and the role of Custody and 

Social Service were never explained to new custody per-

sonnel during their training program. Second, it became 

clear that there was no feedback to the Custody individ-

ual writing up a parti~ular case as to the outcome of the 

case and the reasons for the decision rende~ed. Third, 

it was generally assumed that the procedures originally 

designed were being followed, when, in actuality, the 

Administration wasn1t sure this was a correct assumption. 

Observations have shown that this was not a correct as-

smnption and important violations have taken place, e.g., 

custody participating in determining punishment or voting 

on guilt or innocence of inmate. And last, the Wardens 

have not systematically participated in the interpreta-

tion of staff roles to the older line staff. 

Thus it has become clear that the Prison System 

needs to keep a closer look on the disciplinary hearings 

so that defined procedures are followed. In addition, 

the curriculum for the training of custody must include a 

more comprehensive explanation of the ~rocedures including 
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a clarification of the social worker's role in these hear

ings. Third, information on the outcome of a given case 

should be fed back to the relevant personnel. Lastly, 

wardens need to take a more supportive posture toward the 

roles ~f all participants in the disciplinary hearings. 

VIII. Feedback and the on-going effects of the evaluation 

During the evaluation period the evaluators have 

brought about the following changes: 

1. in the process of meeting regularly with the 

administration, social work supervisors in the 

three institutions were included in such meet

ings to obtain their views on issues relating 

to their departments. 

2. short-comings and weaknesses in the computer 

capability of the prisons were demonstrated. 

This has led to a more critical examination 

of this capability by the prison administra-

tion. 

3. the evaluation activities have sharpened the 

awareness of the administration of gaps in 

relevant data gathering procedures. At pres

ent, the administration is working on elimi-

nating these gaps. 
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4. the evaluation activities have sharpened the 

awareness of the administration of the need 

for programs for long-term detentioners. 

5. observation of disciplinary hearings showed 

that these hearings were not operating ac

cording to prescribed procedures. The dd

ministration was made aware of discrepancies. 

It was further discovered that these proce

dures were never incorporated into custodial 

staff training procedures. At present, the 

administration is meeting with the wardens 

to insure that hearing procedures are fol

lowed. Consideration is also being given to 

adding information concerni~g disciplinary 

hearings to custodial staff training sessions. 
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II. 

SECtrION FOUR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

At the present time, the Philadelphia Prisons do not 

have a computer capability capable of meeting the following 

needs: 

1. evaluation of the utilization of Social Service 

and other programs, 

2. evaluation of inmate needs and for planning ap

propriate new programs to satisfy these needs, 

3. prediction and identification of short and 10ng-

term detentioners. 

It is an absolute must that the prison system develop this 

capability. One way of developing this capability might 

be by setting up a small data processing system within the 

institution. 

In attempting to assess the efficiency of the data 

processing system, it became evident that data gathering 

procedures, which are not the responsibility of social 

service, are inefficient. For example, data thought to be 

routinely collected was not so collected. Furthermore, 

the data collected was not routinely keypunched; thereby 

making it inaccessible to use. These gaps in the data 

need to be eliminated. 

-24-
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III. Attempts to investigate the exit interview, referral, 

and follow-up systems were frustrated because information 

was sparse, or not kept at all. For example, currently 

there is no follow-up system. This data needs to be col-

lected. 

IV. Preliminary figures on Social Service and other pro-

gram utilization suggest that a large number of available 

program slots are unfilled. It is important that the in-

stitution determine why this is so. 

V. City civil service procedures impose regulations 

-that interfere with E.E.O.C. guidelines being fulfilled. 

These procedures might be changed by creating job titles 

and correspondent exams appropriate to the needs of the 

correctional institution. 

VI. It seems that the institutions have introduced 
... . 

changes in the telephone system that have reduced pres-

sures on social service, freeing them for more appropri-

ate responsibilities .. The institutions should not regress. 

VII. Periodic review of voluntary cqnsent form signing 

procedures are necessary to insure continued elimination 

of "slippage." 

VIII. The classification procedure still seems to be oper-

ating without the use of information, or information used 

in a piecemeal manner. Although more information is 
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currently being reviewed prior to classification, team re-

views of a total profile are needed prior to classification. 

Programs for long-term detentioners need to be devel-

oped. 

The structure and function of disciplinary hearings 

and the role of the social worker in these needs to be in-' 

eluded in the training and on-going supervision of custodi-

al staff. In addition, the decisions and reasons for these 

decisions, need to be communicated to the custodial staff 

involved in each disciplinary hearing. These measures 

should affect the development of adverserial roles that 

have existed in this situation in the past. A more consist-

erit monitoring of disciplinary hearings is necessary to in-

sure that appropriate procedures are being followed. 

There needs to be closer communication and coordina

tion between the w~rk release'pi6gram and the'classifica-' 

tion board so that more inmates are readily and quicklY as-

signed to work release . 



I , ' 

~:' 

'> 




