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I. INTRODUCTION

Background

Evolutien of College Programs in Pricons

Since the early 1950's, a number of priscns in the United States have
introduced college classes for inmates. Initially, these college programs
were viewed primarily as rehabilitative measures in the sense of being a
means by which offendere would c~ to understand the underlying causes
for their socially deviant behavior and, through understanding, be able
to change themselves and become more responsible citizens (Morris, 1966),
During the late 1960's this concepticn changed somewhat. The emphasis
shifted from the presumed psychopathology of the offender to a recogni=~
tion that mars vriminal offenders were frow socially disadvantaged groups
who, because of denial of access to opportunities for mobility within
gociety, were ill-prepared to assume positions of responsibility or even

to advance beyond the lowest levels of employment.

Historically, one of the principal factors blocking upward wobility has

been lack of education. Increasingly, access to higher education has come

to be sarn as a right rather than a privilege, and as a practical necesslty

for sec.aring many types of employment, The emphasis on developing programs

to help overcome deficiencies in preparation and open up legitimate access
to the reward distributing systems of the gociety had earlier formed the
basis for suth widespread social movements as the civil rights movement

and the OEO War on Poverty.

Coming out of this tradition, program developers in OFO concluded that

prisoners should be given the opportunity to obtain a college education,
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Moreover, they felt tha* if prisun inmates were to ever benefit from
their college experiences in prison, the college programs would have to
make a srecial effort to accommodate the needs aqd deficiencles of low-
income and minority students by instituting specilal outreach activities
inside the prison, by providiny remedial and other support activities
outeide the classruom and parhaps most importantly by providing financial
and other assistance, to students to continue on outside college cuw;uses
aft-r releasz from prigon. Without these progrem dimensions, OEO program
developers, believed, low income and minoricy.inmates would not be provided

a “meaningful" opportunity to advance themselves.

Programs Selected for Study

The current study, funded by the federal Department cf H-alth, Education,
and Welfare, is a supplemeatary analysis of data that had been generated
by an earlier study of the lmpact of prison college education programs on

the post-prison expericnces of ex~felons.

From January, 1572 to Mavrch, 1373, the firm of Marshall Kaplan, Gens, and
Kahn wao contracted by the Office of Economic Opportunity to conduct a
conpreliensive study of nine college education programs in federal and state
prisons ard a nationwide follow-up study of previous program participants.
The priucipal focuy was to be on the NewGate college program which had been
fv ded by OEO and operated in a seles” number of state and federal prisons.
Five programs, known collectively as Froject NewGate, were studied at:

the Pederal Youth Center in Ashland, Kentucky (Ashland); the Minnesota State
Reformatory in St. Cloud, Minnesota (Minnesota); the New Mexico State Prison

in Santy Pe, New Mexico (New Mexico); the Oregon State Prison in Salem,
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Oregon (Orc(gon); and the Rockview State Correctional Tnstitution in
Bellefonte, Pennsylvania (Pennsylvania). Iy 1972, these programs had

been in operation for periods of three to five years. By then, a con-
siderable number ~f students who had participated in the prison college
programs hud been released from prison and were attempting to re-establish
themaelves in the cormunity. There had been a sixth NewGzte program at
the Federal Youth Center in Englewcod, Colorado. However, it was too new
to have a large enough group of released participants at the time the OEQ

study began; 1t, therefore, was not included.

In addition to t! five NewGate programs, four other prison college pro-
grama, which varied significantly from the Newdlate model, were included

in the earlier study for purposes of cauparison. These programs were
located at: (1) the Illinois State Penitentiary-Menard Branch (Illinols);
(2) the Texas Department of Corrections, Eastham Unit (Texas); (3) the
Federal Correctional Iastitution, Lompoc, California (Lompoc); and (4) the

California Ctate University at San Jiego (San Diego).

The San Diego Trogram was dropped from the comparative analysis because
it lacked certaln dimensions, primarily a college program Inside a
prison, which were esgential to making use./ul and valid cross~program

comparisons,

Very generally, each of the remaining eight programs studied offered a

standard, if limited, undergraduate iiberal arts curriculum including courses

in such traditional areas os English, History, Economics end Psychology.
Thesge were all aceredited courses taught by regular ingtructors from
neighboring calleges or universitiee, The courses which were provided

both imparted bauic knowledge useful in itself and served as a basis for
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further study should the participant continue his education after

release from prison.

There were two major areas in which the programs differed: (1) the
provision of supportive services such as academic and psy~hological
counseling and facilities for educational involvement beyond the clase~
room, and (2) the existence of an outside program for continuing college
after release from prisoa, These differences were principally due to
differences in the perceived nature and purpose of college education for

prison inmates.

Within the study sample, the programs in Illinois and Texas were the most
limited in scope. They were restricted to offering college courses inside
the priéon with essentially no academic activities or services outside

the classroom., Most students in these programs participated only part-time
in addition to holding regular prison assignments. There were no formal
outside programs after release, although there weve informal arrangemc ts
with individuals at Southern Illinois Univerciiy (SIU), the sponsoring

educational institution in the Illinois program. These benefitted some

students after their release. On the whole, however, the 1960's perspective

did not mould these programs. Rather they were maintained largely within
the prison's administrative structure and reflected these institutionr
primafy concerns. The clasges were offered to inmates who took the
initiative to seek them out., No special incentives or accommodations in

the normal prisen routine were made.

The Lompcc program was more comprehensive than those in Iilinois and Texas.

In addition to offering courses, there was an attempt to create a
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college atmosphere with lounge areas available for informal contact among
students and opportunities for developing clubs and special interest
classes, e.g., poetry, transcendental meditat{on, ete. Informal contacts
with persons on the Unilversity of Californis campuses at Santa Barpara
and Irvine made admission to zollege after release easier than it would
have been otherwise in Lompoc, but again there was little provision for
formal transitional services which would support ex-prisoners through the

re-entry process.,

It should be noted that the greater comprehensiveness of the Lompoc pro-
gram, compared to the Texas and Illinoils programs, was not motivated by

a belief that such a structure was necessary to enkance and facilitate the
continuved education of low-income and minority students. The Lompoc pro-
gram was unique in that it was the only program which was dominated by a
large group of middle-class inmates, many of whom had previous college
education. This group of individuals was instrumental in influencing

the prison administration to provide additional services, most of which
were arranged by the inmates themselves through their own contacts on the

university campus.

The Ashland program stood somewhere in between the NewGate and the non-
NewGate programs in terms of comprehensiveness. It provided outreach,
remediation in the basic educational skills, and supportive and extra-
curricular services outside the classroom. It also provided support for
students enrolling in college after release, The program was committed to
providing financial support and personal counseling to their former stu~
dent: on college campuses after release, However, this proved to be

unpredictable and unsatisfactory., A major deficiency ir the Ashland
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program was a lack of a central university for students continuing after
release, In contrast to state prisons, the federal youth center confines
persons frow a lavger geographical area than the host state. Ashland

students usually returned to tneir homes which were dispersed among some

20 eastern states.

The NewGate programs in Minnesota, New Mexico, Oregon and Pennsylvania
offered t'wx w~ ot extensive supportive services. Each of these programs
provided psycihwlogical ani academic counseling for its students both
before and after releagse. Students whose participation in the inside
program had been satisfactory were eligible for post-release support in
obtaining c¢ollege admission, job plac:iment and financial assistance upon
release{ As part of thedr programs, Oregon and Pennsylvania maintained
study release centers where students lived and attended classes on campus
prior to formal release from prison. The Minnesota program had a residence
at the University of Minnesota in which students coutinuing in college
after formal release were housed for the first twu quarters after release.
The Minnesota program differed from the other NewGate programs at the time
that the study was conducted in that participation in group counseling
activities, both while in prison and while iiving at the residence house,
were mandatory for all program participants. Although counseling services
were available in New Mexico, Oregon and Pennsylvania, participation was

opticnal,

Approach and Methodology of Criginal Study

As stated in the final 1973 report, the study was designed to deatermine the
nature and extent of the college programs' impact on their participants

and the host institutions. The reneral topics addressed by the report were:
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1. Evaluation of Program Process. What 1s the structure and function
of college programs which operate inside prisons? How do they
achieve thelr educational goals? What impact do they have on their
host institutions, i.e., the prison and the college? What impact
do these inatitutions have on the program? How do these programs

survive?

2. Evaluation of Post-Prison Performance. How does the career of an
ex-felon who has participated in a college program differ from the
career of an ex-felon who has not? What 1is the differential impact

of the nine programs in the sample?

3. Analysis of Cost and Benefits. What are the financial costs and
benefits of college programs provided to prison inmates? What are

the social costs and benefits?

4. Description of a Model Program. What are the basic igsues facing
the plannevs ans. administrators of prison college programg? What
are the .lternative strategies and their implications? On the

basis of the stuay's findings, how are these issues best resolved?

Data about the programs and participants were collected using a variety
of methods including on-site observationc, background data on partici-
pants available in prison and program records, questlonnaires adminis-
tered to all the participanta currently enrolled in the inside programn,
and interviews with prison and program staff members and with released
participants. A random sample of fifty persons at each site was chosen
from the total list of participants released from 1968 through 1971 who

had completed a minimum of twelve s:mester units or their equivalent
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(15 quarter units) in the inside college program and/or had partici-

pated in both the pre- and post-release educational programs. Back-

ground data on each group of fifty were gathered from prison and program
tccords, Forty persens out of each group of fifty were selected for
personal interviews regarding their experlences in the program and since
release. Severail departures from this design occurred in the actual
execution of tue study. The participsnt sample in Oregon was expanded

to seventy-five persons (sixty of whom were interviewed) because of the
greater size and longevity of this program. An add.il~rrl six persons were
included in Pennsylvania which resulted in the inclusion of all eligible
participants in the study sample. The samples in Lompoc, Illinois and
iexas were gualler because there were fewer than 50 persons who met the
inclusion criteria and fever than 40 persons who could be located for
personal jaterviews. The study also included coutrol and comparison groups
of ﬁcn—participants at Ashland and Minnesota, and comparison groups at

New Mexico, Oregon and Pennsylvania.

Focus of the Current Study

At the termination of the OEO study, the questionnalre data that had been
collected could not be fully analyzed given the existing time and financial
constraints. This was primarily attributed to the surprising success of
the data collection effort. The evaluation team's success at finding and
interviewing ex-co:victs exceeded everyone's expectations, thus providing

an unugually extensive data base.

It was recognized by the researsh staff and the govermment that additional
time and funds should be allocated t¢ finish the analysis of the available

data, Five areas were designated as requiring more thorough study:
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What was the comparative quality of the educational services provided
by the programs in the sample. In particular, how were the programs
and program components rated by the inside participant and released
participant questionnaires. Did the respinsges reveal that certain
types of prison college programs and individual components are more

appropriate and beneficial than others?

What was the nature of the post-prison experiences of members of

the experimental and control groups. Did the participants have lower
rates of recidivism than non-participants? How well did those
ex-prisoners do on dimensions of success other than on recidivism
measures? During early transition to life back in the community,

to what extent did they "achleve stability" and over the longer run

"realize life goalsg"?

Perhaps most relevant to a study of educational programs in prisoms,
to what extent could inmate students be seen to achieve academically?
How did inmates' academlc success correlate with their background

characteristics?

What impact did the various prison college programs have on the

former participants' post-prison success. Did the life aspirations,
goalg, and circumstances of participants improve as a result of their
experiences in the programs. Were there differences between the post-
prison expuexiences of NewGate participants, non-NewGate program
participants, and non-participants? TFinally, were theve discernable
differences in the contribution to post-prison success of sarious

program compolents, e.g., the quality of instruction, academlc
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differences in the contribution to post-prison success of various

program components, e.g., the quality of imstruction, academic
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counseling, therapeutic counseling, pre-release preparation, post-
release support, quality of the outslde sponsoring university, the

pregrau'e relationship to the prison, etc.?

5. Given the supplementary study's additional findings, should the
description of the model prisoner college education program contained
in the 1973 report be modified in substance or emphasis? Were there
some types of prisoners or certain program components which correlated

with success more than others?

The following chapters of thils report are arranged toplcally in the order

of the five main categories of questicns presented above:

Chapter II -~ Evaluations of Programs

@ Chapter III - Success of Participants After Release

Chapter IV - Academic Achievement

®

& Chapter V - Post-Release Success and Program Quality

Chapter VI ~ Surmmcry of Findings and Implications For a Model Prison
College Program
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I1. EVALUATIONS OF PROGRAMS

In the 1973 report, the eightl college programs were compared and ranked
according to the evaluator's judgments of the quality of the programs amnd also
by the inside and outside participants' evaluations of their own programs.
Ingide and outside participants' evaluations of their programs were presented
in the case study narratives in Chapter VIL on a selected basis where
appropriate. In addition, Appendix C contained participants' evaluations of
their programs in response to ten statements describing various aspects of éhe

inside program.

In the course of the supplementary analysis, we have been able to undertske
a much more comprehensive and systematic study of the data from the participant
questionnaires. We have analyzed responses to 27 questions on the Follow-Up
Interview Questionnaire and to 32 questions on the Inside Participant Question-
naire. These data are summarized below and compared with our evaluation of

each program.

A. Dimensions on Which Each Program Was Evaluated

In the initial study, the prison college education programs were evaluated
and compared on three dimensions - challenge, surportive framework and
personal soclal space - which were considered essential components of any
educational program. These dimensions were described in the following

manner in the 1973 report:

I

lThe reader will recall that the '"College As A Parole Plan" program in San
Diego was dropped from the comparative analysis,
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Challenge

There must ve some feature(s) in the learning comtext which gtimulate
and challenge the student to apply his cnergiea and to take advantage
of the pregram and services offered, Before an individual will be
motivated to change his pvesent values, perspectives, ideas and goals,
he must be convinced that there 18 something better. His interests
must be aroused, his imagination must be stirred. He must experience
a feeling that there is something he does not have, e.g., knowledge,
skills, etc., that he feels he wants or should have. Finally, he must
be made to feel that these things are possibly within his reach with

the expenditure of some reasonasble effort.

Supportive Framework

The learning program must provide a supportive framework which permits

the participants to achieve thelrs goals. In contrast to the variable,
personal social space, which measureg the degree of choice available

to the participant, this variable measures the means which are previded
to the students in their efforts to obtain an edu-ation. There are two
aspects to supportive framework., First, the gtudents must be cffered
the numerous resources and facilities which constitute the gubstance

of the instructlonal enterprise, e.g., academic courses, special
enrichment or remedial classes, tutoring, inmstructors, materials,
counseling, therapy, operating funds, student stipends, library
facilities, office and classroom space, etc. These must be of
sufficient quality, number and diversity to accommodate the partici-
pants® needs and interests. In addition, the students must be provided
a program structure which arranges and coordinates the program's

constituent elements into a coherent and intelligent order. A new

e e M e i W o A TR i g S A
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student who lacks experience in the school setting, especially
college, will only have a vague idea of what he wants, what is
available or pogsible, and what is realistic given his own needs

end abilities., The program must be structured to assist the student
to formulate his objectives and goals and to pursue a program which
has a focus. The student must be introduced into a learning process
which is broken down into discrete understandable parts, arranged in
a sequence in which one part leads logically to the next, and the
experience at one level develops the information and skills needed
to function at each succeeding level. Graduation from one level to
the next must be based on standard educational requirements and
performance criteria which are adhered to by accredited institutions.

Only in this kind of program will the students have the satisfaction

that their accomplishments are not only intrinsicslly but extrinsically

valugble in that they qualify them for a higher step and are widely
respected and, therefore, transferable to other settings. The
supportive structure must include the development of linkages wiso
other iInstitutional networks to facilitate meanfngful transition

to areas where ncwly acquired skills are relevozt =i in dee-lui,

Pergonal Social Space

Once the student has defined the goals he is interested in attaining
and has elected to participate in a program which 1s designed to move
him cleser to his goal, he must have the freedom to maneuver, f.e.,

personal sccial space, to pursue his interests and to make choices

which will tzilor his program and schedule so that {t 1s designed and
paced to fit his individual needs and resources. In sny learning

situation, there is some sense of personal inadequacy and a fear of

oY
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faflure. It is & venture into the unknown with high personal stakes.
BeZore « peraon will take a risk, he will want to know that he is
participating on his own volition, and Chat he has some control over
thke direction he 1s going and over t'.e amount of time and effort he

ig allocating. In participating in the new activity, he will also
want to know that he is somewhat frece from outside commitments and
expectations. A person who lg given the liberty to make choices and
follow his own direction nct only 1s in an optimum position to realize
his full potential, but will learn how te mold his own destiny and

take regponsibility for his own acta.

From the perspective of (oclety as a whole, optimal utilization of
available human resources depends ultimately on individuals realizing
their full potentisl. Soclety must recruit on the basis of individuals'
strongest interests, talents and motivations. Since they ultimately
know best what these are, they should be allowed sowme weasure of

independence, 1,e., personal social gpace, to find + eir own way.

Method of Analysis

Questions relating to participants' evaluations of the inside program were
classified into three categories (see Tables I and II) and responses
aggregated for each program. Responses to questions measuring challenge,
support amd space were first sggregated within each category and then
coubined for a composite scere for the inside program. The aggregation
procedure vonsisted of summing across quegtions within response categories
of (1) very positive; (2) positive; {3) negative; and (4) very negative.
Median scores for each program were then computed from the summated

ratings. Because of the different numbers of questions included in each
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grez yeu had enough nformatica about cutaide . .

college education prograns {1-%), 1.4 1.9 2.1 2.7 2.2

Cocbiodd fespensest Challeage Inside 1.5 1.6 1.9 2.1 1.6

Support Zn irnide Propren
1. The inside pro,ren wes &0t op o0 tdar 1t ect

the ceeds of the partscipants (1-4). 1.9 2.3 1.8 2.3 2.2
2. Izstructoss wore e2ngitive to the prodlems and

capabilities ¢f tha coovict s & student (1-4). 1.8 1.4 1.5 1.7 1.5
3. 7The {pstructors showsd & personsl dotersst li

the sarticipencs (1-4), 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.7 .4
4. The prosvan stalf provided cacugh information

to tha participants in ragard te tha accopsi~ -

sbilicy of thelr periormance (1-4). 1.8 1.7 1.9 2.2 2.0

L R AN MO R

Laxxnoe
Rw 33

1.5

2.7
2.3

2.6

3.0
2.4

2.4

2.7

Illinols
w3l

2.4

2.7
2.1

3.0

2.3

2.4

2,1

2.7

Tarss
Ne» 28

1.‘

2.5
10‘

2.8

z.l

2.4

3.4

1.6

2.2
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Sopport iu Irotde Progrem (Cout'd)

S.

‘63

7.

9.

10.

The propres staff provided clear recsons for
their dectasions Lo advance or not to advance
students in the progrom (1-4),

The progran materials, e.g., Looks, pager,
ete., were alvays in sufficient supply (1~4).

The progzen staff was generally straight with
you, in othar vords not hypoeritical (l-4).

The progees end/or prison staff provided
enough eseistgnee with housing when you
were relezsed (1~4).

The program and/cr prison staff provided
enough assistence {n getting admitted to
school vhen you weze released (2-3),

The prograx andfor prisou staff providad
enough a&ssistanca on getting & Job when
you werz relecsed (2-1).

The preogran and/or prison staff provided
encugh £inancial assistancs vhen you ware
raleased (2-3).

.

The prograx mndfox prison staff providad
enough essistance in preparing you psycho-
logically for release (2-3),

Combined responsest Support {ngide

.

YeuCats Proprems

Other Propramz

Ashlsnd  Minnesota New Mexics Oregen  Poansylvania
N =41

1.9

1.4

1.0

2.2

2.1

2.7

2.2

2.3

z.0

H = 40

1.9

1.4

1.8

2.1

2.1

2.3

2.2

2.3

1.9

N =39

2.0

1.8

L7

2.3

2.2

2.5

2.6

2.3

2,0

N = €0

2,2

2.2

2.2

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.2

2.2

K = 40

1.4

2,0

2.2

2.4

2.2

2.7

2,2

2,3

2.2

Lompue  Illinods Texas
Rw 33 N=231 He 26
2.8 2.9 2.5
2.6 1.9 2.3
2.6 2.7 2.1
3.0 1.0 3.0
2.8 2.8 2.9
3.0 3.0 2.9
3.0 3.0 3.0
3.0 2.9 2.8
2.9 2.3 2.6

-~ 9f
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Space {5 the T-side Propren

1. Progren participaats could volce criticlem tmd

woke guggeations for improving the progrea (1-4).

2, The suggestions andfor criticivms of ths progren
participants vere implezented by the progren
steff (1~4).

3, The progran facilitice were spacious and
alequate {1-3).

Cozbined reuponses: Spacs

Cemposite scoret Inside orogram V

Suppost 1a the Outaide Program

1. Finsacial resistance vas provided by tha,
program {1-4),

2. Ao orientation was given once yiu wers om
cempus (2-3).

3, There are staff werbers in ths vutsida progrom
tc whom you feel you ezn g6 for held on eny
problen (1-3),

4, Progrzm staff sgeist you in making decloeions
sbout your aczdeaie or futurs amployment
progrea (2-3)¢ .

3, The counsslors om the cutaide progres staff
are ;:uigh: vith yout, f.e., not hypocritical
(2-3).

RewGats Progress i
Orggon

s L

Other Progrees 2y

Ashlend Minnesota New Mexico
N = 4L HeiD =39
1.6 1.2 1.6
1.9 2.1 2.0
1.8 2.4 2.0
1.3 2.0 1.9
1.8 1.8 1.9
1.3 1.4 1.4
2.8 2.2 2.3
2.7 1.9 2.1
2.6 2.4 2.2
2.2 2.2 2.1

He 80

2.0

2.4

2.8

2.4
2.2

1.2

2.7

2.1

2,6

2.4

Pepnsylvenia
N w 40

1.8

2.1
2.0

1.1

2.5

2.1

lompoe  Illincds  Texas

Be= 33 Ho= 21 H= 26

2.8

2.6

5.0
2.8

3.7

2.8

2.8

2.0

3.4 2.9
3.5 3.6
2.4 3.1
3.4 3.2
2.8 2.6
3.8 3.8
2.9 3.0
3.0 2.9
LN 2.0

- T -
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Support inm tha Outside Proprem (Cont'd)

s,

7.

8.

The therzpiste on the cutelde program staff
are straight with you, {.¢., not hypocritical
(2"3) .

The outside program staff (othsr then coumselors
and therapists) sre sirslight with you, 4.e., not
hypocritical (2-3).
Were you releesed to atiend & college affiliated
with the prograa? (2-3)

Corbined response: Support ocutside

Composite scora: Inside and outside
progrem

HovGsts Proprars

Othar Progrees

Ashlend
U » 41

2.2

2.9
2.8
2.7

2.2

Minnepota

=40

2,1

2.4

2.0

2.2

2.0

Yew Maxico
R=239

2.0

2.3
2.7
2.2

2.1

Orejon  Penneylvamia

® - 60

2.3

300

2.1

2.3

2.2

.

tompoe  Illinois Tenas

R = 40

2.4

2‘°

2.2

2.1

Hw33 ¥=3l x=326

2.0 - -

3.0 3.0 3.0
2.8 2.6 2.8
3.5 3.0 3.0
3.3 2.9 2.8

&

- QT -
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" TABLE IY
MEDIAM RISPONSES TO EVALUATION QUESTIONS—=INSIDE PARTICIPANTS

Rewlate Prosrers . Other Programs -
Ashland Minnesota Mew Mexico Orepon Peonoylvania Lompoe Illinois  Toxae
H w27 R w 2§ Hw» 43 H =57 Rw3l =35 He 35 NRel1l33

Overall .
1. 1In geseval, how would yeuw rete thils college

educationsal progreal 2.6 2.4 2.0 2.2 2.5 3.1 3.6 2.3

: * *

Chzllenpe (Inside Program)
1. Do ycu see the progren a9 & prosrme ouly to *

4aprove tha iImaga of the fnstitution 4n the

eyes of the pudblic or as ona which sericusly s 1

sttempts to provide & quality education ’ : 4o i

progran (1-2). 1.1 . 1.1 1.1 . 1.1 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3 by ‘
2. The fnstructors do n good job of tesching (1wA). 1.8 1.5 1.8 2.1 . L.8 1.9 2.0 1.7 .
3. The progrom courses stisulate xy intersat in )

educstion (1-4). 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.9 2.0 1.6 i
4. The rducational progrem iz designed mostly for ‘ ‘

people who plen o eontinva g college :

educacion (1-4). 2.0 1.3 2,2 2,0 2.0 . X 2.8 2.7 ;
5. 7The educotion progrom wmeisa a epacial effoxt !

to sttract peopls 4nto the progrea (1-4). 2.3 2.5 2,2 2.5 a7 2.2 3.6 2.7
6. Do you feel yeu heve Bees provided enough : ‘

informaticn sbcut outside college educatiom o,

progrens to plan your future #ducation? (1-2) 2,1 2.3 2.2 2.4 2.4 " 2.8 2.7 2.8

Conbined Tesponesa: Challenge 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.2

MoealaT SR T Eep

tE © e esees e L




Support {Inatde Progrem)

1.

2.

3

LN
6.
7.
8.
9.

. 10.

Instructora do not Mook dovn™ on those
participeats who do not intend to cantinue
a college education (1-4).

Tre progrem is gct up eo that it wmasts the
needs of participants (1-3). ’

The {nstructors show a8 psrsonsl interest in
the participants (1-4).

The instructors sre gensitivs to the opecizl
problexs and cspabilitics of tha convict g9 a
studeat (1-4),

The progran sxaff sre availzbla for help vhen
an individual needs it (1.4).

The program otaff srs fair mmd kaep their
word to the participonts (1-4).

Cenerally, the program etaff iz straight ¢o
you, in other words, not hypocritical (1-4).

The selection process uszs clear stenderds ia
adniscion to the progrem (1-4),.

The progran staff provides epough infcrmation
to participants in regarde to the scceptability
of their performance (i-A}.

Rating of educationsl counseling in edvcational
program (1~4).

Rating of vocational counseling 4n educatlony”
program (1-4).

NevGate Progrems

L)

Other Prosyams

-Ashland
N = 27

2.3

2.0

zez

2.6

2.0

2.9

2.6

Hnnesota

He 26

1.9

2.3

2.0

.9

2.0

1.9

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.5

Kow Hexico Oregon  Pennsylvania Lozpoc  Illinoia
= 43 Hw 57 H =31 N~ 33 N = 55
2.0 2.0 1.9 2.0 2.0
2.2 2.2 2.3 2,7 3.0
2.0 2.0 2.0 232 2.6
2.1 2.1 2.1 2,2 2.5
2.0 2.0 ‘1.8 2.5 2.9
2.1 2.0 2.0 2,3 2.8
2.0 2.0 2.1 2.3 2.3
2.0 2.7 3,0 2.2 2.3
2.1 2,2 2.1 2.4 2.3
1.9 2.2 2.0 2.7 2,8
2.9 2.3 2.0 2,2 2.8

Texes

He 133

1.9

2.4

2.0

201

2.2

2.1
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Support (Ivaide Program) Cone’d)

2.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

Retéing of group counseling in educaticnal
progran (1-4). i

Rating of individuel counseling in educational
progran (1-4),

Pating or pre~releane ctounseling 4n educationsl
progran. (1-4),

The pre-release planning sarvices after suffi-
cient savistance in f4ndiag housing before
release (1-4).

The pre~-rclesse planning services offer euffi-
cient assistance in £inding post-relesss
employrent befors relesse (1-4).

The pre-releass planning sexvices offers

aufffctent asaistance in helping you plan
to "taks care of business"” when relessed (1-4).

Cosbined rospomses; Support

Spaca (Inside Program)

1‘

2.

The prograz ccaff here eare geasrallyuvot vory
gtrict in enforcing the progrez and dustitu-
tional rulas (1-4),.

Tho progran staff 4s censitive to your nseds
to bs left slone vhen you went to be laft
slooe {1-4).

RewGate Programs

Other Progrecms

Ashland

s

=27

2.4

2‘0

2.4

2.6

3.0

2.9

2,3

2.2

Hinnegota
=26

2.0

2.4

1.7

1.8

2.8

2.1

2.1

2,4

:O‘

Nev Mexico
N o= 43

2.5

1.6

2.2

2.3

2.2

203

2.6

2.0

Oregon  Pennsylvanis lempoc  Xllinois  Texas
X =57 Nw=31 H e~ 35 Nw55 Nw=133
1.9 1.8 2.4 2.9 2.3
2.1 1.9 2.8 2.9 2.3
2.2 2.2 2.8 2.8 2.2
2.2 2,2 3.3 2.9 2.9
]
a4
2.5 2.7 3.3 3.1 2.6 1
2,7 2.6 3.2 31 2.5
2.1 2.2 2.3 2.8 2.3
2.4 2.3 2.8 31 2.8
2.0 2.0 2.8 3.1 2.3



Sprsce (Insida Frogrim) Cont'd

3

4,

3.

7.

The progren steff trects the participmmts
with dignity and respect {1-4),

The prograx partic’peats sre permitted to naka
supgeations for the improvement ¢f tha progranm
(1'4)-

The suggestions 2nd/or criticisns of the progres
participants are ixplezented by the program
ataff (1-4).

In the school satting, would you gay that the
pupervision {s casusl, nediua or close? (1~3)

In the school setting, vould you say that the
rules zre relaxed, mediua or strict? (1-3)

Conbined rxesponses: Space

g“\
NRewGatea Proprens Othar Progrie
Ashiand Minnesota New Mexlco Cregon Pennsylvania Lowpoe Illinolas  Texas
N =27 R~ 26 N e 43 H = 57 N= 3] K« 35 Nao55 ¥Hwlld3
1.8 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.9 2,3 2.6 2,0
2.1 2.0 2,0 2.0 2.1 2.7 3.2 2.8
2.4 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.2 3.0 2.3
1.8 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.8 2.1 1.7
- 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.7 2.0 , 2.1 2.5 1.9
2,0 2.0 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.% 2,8 2,2

e
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category, the composite score for the inside program combining all three
categories was derived by taking the mean of the median scores for each
category. For the released participants, responses to questions pertaining
to support in the outside program were aggregated into & fourth composite
gcore and then combined with the composite score for the inside program
te derive an overall score. Space and challenge in the outside program
were not neasured since the main purpcse of tke outside programs was the
provision of support. The overall rating by the released participants '
wag computed by adding the comPosite score for the inside program to

the median score for the outside program and dividing by two. Implicit
in this procedure 1s the assumption that the outside program is at least

as important as the inside program in determining overall quality.

Released Participants' Evaluations of Programs

As ghowyn in Table IIT below, the ingide programs in Ashland, Minnesgota

and New Mexlco were generally evaluated more favorably than those at other
sites. BEach of the NewGate programs is eraluated more favorably than the
other programs except for the Oregon program which received the same
evaluation as the Texas program on the dimension of challenge. The
superlority of the NewGate programs as evaluated by the released

participants is also shown in the data contained in Table I.

The evaluations for the NewGate programs were consistently higher than
those for the programs in Lompoc and I1linois on each of the indfividual
questions as well as on the summary variables. 7The Texas program was also
generally evaluated less favorably than the NewCate programs but did
receive favorable cvaluations on questions relating to the perfeormance

of the instructors (questions 1 and 3 under Challenge and questions 2

and 3 under Support), on the information given regarding the acceptability
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of their performance (question 4 undicr Support), and on the program being
straight vith them (question 7 under Support). Evaluations of support in

the outside program were alaso more favorable for the NewGate programs thun

for other programs.

programs had a formal outside program.

TABLE IIX

But this is to be expected since only the NewGate

RANKING OF INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS ON SELECTED MEASURES OF PROGRAM QUALITY
BASED ON RESPONSES OF INTERVIEWED RELEASED PARTICIPANTS

: Ingide Program Program
4 Rank | Challenge] Support Space Composiltel  Support Overall
Blligh~1i Ashland Minnesotal Ashland Ashland (Minnesotal] Minnesota
(1.5)1 (1.9) (1.8) (1.8) (2.2) (2.0) S
£
2| {Minnegotaj [ Ashland N. Mexicoll {Minnesota <¥. Mexicoll |N. Mexico
(L.6) (2.0) (1.9) (1.8) (2.2) 2.1 :
3| |Penn. N. Mexico| Minnesotaj N. Mexicoj {Penn. <Perm.
(1.6) (2.0) (2.0) (1.9) ¥(2.2) éz.l)
4 N. Mexico} [Oregon Penn. Penn, Oregon (Ashland
(1.9) (2.2) (2.1) (2.0) (2.3) (2,2)
5} [Oregon Jn, Oregon Oregon Ashland <Oregon
(2.1) (2.2) (2.4) (2.2) (2.7) 52.2)
6! {Texas I1linois | Lompoc Texas Illinois }j Texas
(2.1) (2.5) (3.0) (2.6) (3.0} (2.8)

Illinois
(2.5)

Y.ompoc

Texas
(2.6)

Lompoc
(2.9)

Texas
(3.2)

Illinois
(3.4)

Lompoce
(2.8)

Illinois
(2.8)

Texas
(3.0)

Lompoc

Illinoie
(2.9)

Lompoc
(3.1)

luedinn score based on responses ranging from 1 (high) to 4 (low).

The composite rankings of the inside and outside programs are similar except
for the Ashland program in which the inside program is evaluated more highly

than the outside program. The discrepancy between the quality of the inside
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and outside programs as evaluated by the participants 18 consigtent with
observations by the evaluation staff. The Ashland program's strength
rested clearly with the inside components, the outside components being

very inadequate to the needs of the particlpants,

The inside Ashland program was reputed to be one of the most exeiting
bonafide'college experiences inside an institution. This was partilcularly
true In the earlier periods cf the program's operation., The students had
tremendous trust and confidence in the staff membersg, who provided a dramatic
contrast to the institutional personnel with whom the prisoners came into

daily contact.

Although the Ashland program made some attempt to provide fimancial and
vother forms of aftercare assistance to released participants, it was faced
with almost insuperable logistical problems in maintaining contact with
stuaeuts who were disperged over 20 eastern states. In retrospect, it
appears that the Ashland program might have been more successful in
providing the necessary assistance and support if it had developed one
or two programs on specific university campuses, In the early years of
the program's experience, this was attempted at both the Morehead and
University of Kentucky campuses. This venture failed, however, in part
because most of the released particiéants were young and still living
with their families and wanted to return to their home states. Moreover,
the communities in and around these two university sites were not very
tolerant of ex-convicts living in their midst. An additional problem

may have been insufficient supervision by the program staff,
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Released Participants' Lvaluations Compared to Those of Evaluation Staff

TABLE 1V
RELEASED PARTICIPANTS' EVALUATIONS
COMPARED WITH THOSE OF THE EVALUATION STAFF

(Overal]) Ratingv of RaLings of
Released Participantsl Evaluation Staff?

Minnesota (2.0) Pennsylvania (2.2)}

New Mexico (2.1) Hinnesota (2.6)
Pennsylvania (2.1) " New Mexico (2.8)
Ashland (2.2) Oregun £3.2)
Oregon (2.2) Ashland (5.5,
Texas (2.8) - Lompoc (7.3)
Illinois (2.9) Illinois (8.2)

Lompoc (3.1) Texas (9.2)

1Median scores on overall evaluation of inside and outside
programs on a four~point scale.

zMean score over eighteen selected variables of incide and

outside programs on a ten-poiat scale. These variables

and how they were computed are described in a following

chapter, "Post-Release Success and Program Quality."
(v, jsaring the evaluations of the released participants with those of the
evaluation staff presents some problems in that the two sets of evaluations
are based on somewhat different individuasl measures. The evaluation staff
also could compare programs whereas tle participants were familjar oniy with
their own. 3oth the released participants and the evaluation staff rated
the NewGate programs more favorably than the other programs. Within each

category, however, there are some inconsistencies. Pennsylvania, although

gmong the top-ranked programs in the participants' evaluations, 1is not

B I e
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. rated ag highly relative to other programs as it 1s by the evaluators.

One possible explanation for this discrepancy is the participants'
negative feelings about the lack of independence of the educational
program from the correctional program. During the period in which the
released participants had been involved in the inside program, there was
congiderable friction between the NewGate college program which had ite
adminiatrative base at Penn State and the prison administration. The
prison warden f£inally took the program over and became the director of.
the college program. Although the evaluation staff considered the
decreasing independence of the college program as potentially detrimentsl
to the program, they did not feel that there was evidence yet that the

program quality had suffered significantly. Judging from the rescponoes

on the guestionnaire, thiy fac.or had z greater influence on the participants'

evaluaticng of the program then it had on those of the evalustion staff.

Although the relative rank of the Ashlend program {3 similar in both sets

of evaluations, the difference in absolute scores between Ashland and the
other programs is greater in the ratings by the evaluation staff than in
thase by the released participants, even taking into account the differences
in the scales used. As noted earlier, the Ashland participants developed
great loyalty to the program and particularly the program agteff. The

major factors in the lower evaluation given by the eveluation staff was

the lack of a cohagive outside prograz,

The progran in Lompoc was among the least favorably evaluated by both the
xeleased porticipaats and the evaluation gteff. However, the evaluation
ataff differed from the participants in evaluating the Lompoc program morae

favorably than those in Illinoils and Texas. Thege differences in evaluation

B
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may be due, ut least in part, to differences between the participauts from
Lompoc and these from other programs. Compared to other programsg, a higher
percentage of Lompoc participants ~ame from middle class homes and had
attended college before entering prison. Thus, the Lompoc participants
could compare the prison college propram with college e¢ducauwion outside

prison which would undoubtedly make them more critical than persons with

no basis for comparison.

Inaide Participants' Evaluations of Frcgrams

The questions asked of inside participants were gimilar to those asgked of
the released participants except, of .curse, that Inside participants were
asked only about the inside progrzm. One question asked of inside partici-
pants was "How do you rate the college program?” The responges to this
qﬁestion rrovide additional data on the inside participants' evaluations

of thc prograas.

As with the evaluastions of released participants, the New(late programny are
the top-ranked programs, using the summary scores. The vank order of all
programs on the overall cozbined score, however, differs frcm that for the
surmary question. The Texas program participants rank their program higher
on the gingle quastiovn than they do shen their evaluations of the other 31
questions are combined in an overall scere. It seems clear that the
discrepancy between the ranking results from the participants interpreting
the question narrowly to refer t. the college classes and the college
instructors. On these two dimensions, Texas respondents ranked thedr
program very high. On other dimensizns, which, though outgide the classroon,
are important ingredients in p.oviding a quality college program, Texas

participants ranked their program relatively lower (see Table II),

seris
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TABLE V

RANKING OF INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS ON SELECTED MFASURES OF PROGRAM QUALITY

PR

Challenge

Support

Space

BASED ON RESPONSEE OF IWSIDE PARTICIPANTS

EPABRB dow. - a

Composite

BT P £
ummary ,
Questions” |

(2.0
L('.&.O)

(2.1

LSZ.l)

(2.2)

Texas
(2.2)

i
Oregon

Lompoc

@shland
2.0

New Hexico

Hinnesgota

ﬁPennsylvania

Illinoin

'ﬁeu Mexico
2.1)

Hiunesota
(2.1)

Oregun
éz.l)

Pennsylvaniyg
(2.2)

Texas
(2.3)

Ashland
(2.3)

~—

Lompoc
(2.5)

Tllincis

New Mexico
(1.9)

E%Lnnesota
(2.0)

Oregon
(2.0)

Arhland
(2.0)

Pennaylvania

éZ.O)

Texas
(2.2)

Lonpoc
(2.3)

Illinois
(2.8)

New Mexico

(2.0)

Minnes~2ta

(2.0)

6regon
(2.1)

Pennsyivanial
(2.1)

Ashlani
62.1)

Texas
(2.2}

Lonmpoc
(2.4)

Illinois
2.7

*rame da you rate “he college program?® (Four-point scale.)

Hinnegata
(2.4)

Pennsylvaniai
(2.5)

Ashland
(2.6)

Lompoc
3.0

Illinocis

ZHedinn score based on responses ranging from 1 (high) to 4 (low).

The other programs which reverse their velative positions in the rauking

are Minnesota and Oregon.

This is uot seen as a significant reverssi given

the JMght diffcrence between the wedisn scores (2.054 for Minnesota versus

2,06 for Oregou) whirh earved as the basis for ranking.

The Iuside Program as Scen by Inslde ano Released Participants

Xt is Iinteresting to compare the ranking of the inside programs by inside

(1.e., currernt) participants with tle ranki.g by released (L{.e., former)

participants,

The changes in the ranking reveal, for the most part, the
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changes in program quality from the time released participants experienced

these programs to the time the evaluation was conducted and the insidne

program pariticipant questlionnaires were administered.

TABLE VI

COMPARISON OF EVALUATIONS BY INSIDE AND RELEASED PARTICIPANTS

Rank P Re]eased Participantsn ‘ ’IAsidemParricipantsd
1 Ashland (1.8) New Mexico (2.0)
2 {*iinneso ta (1.8) {Minnesota (2. 0)
3 New Mexico (1.9 Oregon (2.1)¢
4 Pennsylvania (2.0) Pennsylvania (2,1)#
5 Oregon (2.2) Ashland (2.1);
6 Texas (2.6) Texas (2.3)¢
7 Lompoc (2.8) Lompoc {2.4)0
{ I1linois @.nf

The Ashland program detariorated significantly. At the time of the evalua-
tion, the Federal Bureau of Prisons had announced their intention to take
over the NewGate program. There was discussion of discarding many of the
NewGate componeunts, including most importantly, the previous separation
from the prison's regular educaticnal enterprisz. Most of the NewGate
staff were looking for new jobs. This meant not only that jarticipants
were pessimistic but that less attention by staff and students alike was

being concentrated on normal program operations.

New Mexico and Minnesota reversed position in the rank as did Oregon and
Penngylvania. In each case, however, the differences in scores are too
slight to be of much significance. Nonetheless, as reported in the case
atudles, the New Mexico project had made positive improvements in program

quality whereas no such evidence was recorded for the Minnesota project.
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Also noted in the case studies was the deterjoration of the inside program
in Pennsylvania, particularly in the quality »f the staff and in their
narrowing scope of independent initiative which resulted from the prison
administration's takeover of the NewGate program. Although the Oregon
program had also experienced some deterioration in the inside program, this
might have been offset by significant improvements in the outside program
which through the study-release component would affect the evaluations by
inside participants. Oregon's inside participants had regular contact with
the outside gtaff and were abreast of the activities of outside participants.
The study-release component was regarded as a quick way out of prison and

as a good opportunity to become immersed in the student's 1ife on campus.

gggluations by Inside Participants and 1973 Report

TABLE VII

COMPARISORS OF EVALUATIONS BY INSIDE PARTICIPANTS
AND THE EVALUATOR'S RANKING IN THE 1973 REPORT

Minnesota (2.0) New Mexico (3.5}
-bregon (2.1) Minnesota 4.0)
Tennsylvania (2..) Oregon (5.0)}
Ashland (2.1) | Ashland (5.5)k
Texas (2.3) Lompoc (8.0)
Lompoc (2.4) (Illinois (9.0)
I1linois (9.0)

{New Mexico 2.0) Pennsylvania (3.0)

lIn our previous research, we had classified the
programs into high, medium, or low groups on the
three broad program dimensions of supportive
framework, personal social space and challenge.

" Here, for purposes of comparison, we have assigned
point scrres to each program in each of the three
areas: 3 for high; 2 for medium; and 1 for low.
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It should be recalled that the inside participant questionnaire.éoses
questions which relate only to the inside program, whereas the evaluator's
1973 ranking is concerned with both the inside and outside program compo-
nents. Nonetheless, there is conslderable similarity in the two rank
orderings. Pennsylvania and Texas are the two exceptions. As pointed
out above, Texas had no outside program and an inside program which was
very strong in some respects and very weak in others. The combination

of these characteristics accounts for the discrepancy in rankings.
Although Illinoils and Lompoc had generally weaker inside programs than
did Texas, they did have informal agreements with unlversities which
facilitated college entrance a-l continuation for scme former prisoners.
As noted earlier, the released participants as well as the inside
participants ranked the Texas inside program above Lompoc and Illinois.
But in the rankings by the r:=leased participants, the outside component

and overall, Texas was rankei below tha2se two others (see above Table VII).

The position of Pennsylvaria in the overall ranking by the evaluation
staff 1s also a function of the strength of its outside program. The
Pennsylvania program had what the evaluation staff considered an ideal
aftercare setup. While the future quality of the overall program was
somewhat uncertain, the cutside program more than compensated for what
appeared to be 3 slowly deteriorating inside program. It should be
emphasized as well that the Minnesota and Oregon cutside components were
also judged to be of high quality., The differeuces in overall quality
among these top prograws should not be rejarded as major. Despite the
weakness in the outside program component in New Mexico, the superlative

inside program resulted in a high ranking by the evaluatiou staff,
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ITI. SUCCESS OF PARTICIPANTS AFTER RELEASE

From the outset, the evaluation staff approached the issue of post-prison

careers from a considerably broader perspective than most studies of ex-prisoner

success. Generally, recidivism, which iiterally means return to criminal

actlvity, has been measured by a single criterlon - return to prisom or

Jlock-up. This measure is inadequate and misleading for a variety of reasons

which were discussed in our 1973 report.

A,

Recidivisn

The crimes for which persons can be returned to prison vary in terms

of their serlousness. Distinctions must be made at least among crimes

against statute, property and person which represent obvious differences
in the extent to which the safety of the community is threatened. Some
persons in prison never have committed acts which most people in thelr.
social milieu would consider to be serious or criminal even though in

a technical sense they have committed a felony. An example would be the
occaslonal user of marijuana in some jurilsdictions. Similarly, juveniles
can be placed in lock-up for status offenses such as truancy, running
away, disobeving parents and curfew violations; all of which are offenses
not considered criminal where adults are concemed.l These distinctions
are important to make desgpite the fact that they make the analysis more

complex.

lThie accounts for at least 40 percent of the children committed to juvenile
hall in California. See George Saleeby, Hidden Closets, a report to the
California Youth Authority, Sacramento, California, March, 1975.
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Persons being supervised on parole, when compared to those who are not,

are more likely to return to lock-up because conditions imposnd on them

while in the community are more exacting. Many persons returned to prison

have not committed a new crime. Parovle agencies can return persons under
their supervision to jail or prison for having committed technical violations
of their parole agreement: e.g., assoclation with other e¢x-convicts,
drinking, cohabitation, borrowing money without permission, leaving the
county without permission, not attending school, et2. A parolee can be
returned vo the institution for these minor violations without being

a "failure" or a "criminal" by any conventional standards. In add:tionm,
with the introduction of many new procedures such as "ary-outs,” the
parolee can be returned to prison for a short time with no technical
violations charged. Iersons on work or1school release also can be
returned to prison without a technical violation because in this status

the prisoners are not corsidered officially released.

When comparing the post-prison careers of ex-offenders, one must distinguish
between those who have been under close supervisfon and othaers who have

not. Otherwise, 1t is unclear whether differences in experience are
attributable to the individual in question or to envirommental factors

such as agency supervision,

Within the category of those on parole or work/study release, there is

wide variation in how persons, rule viclations, or new crimes are treated,

Rules and practices of parole authorities vary from state to state, region
to reglon, city te city and agent to agent. First, there is no agreement
about what constitutes a violation or about the degree of seriousuess or
urgency of various rule infractions. An agent may be aware that the

parolee is not strictly adhering to all his parole conditions, but will
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not violate him so long ag everything else appears normal., But the mere
auspicion that the parolee 1s involved iﬁ 1llegal activity may induce

the agent to write him up for previously ignored rule infractions to

"get him off the street." Secondly, evidence that the parolee has
actnally committed new crimes may algo be dealt with very differently.
Some states are harsh on certain offenses and systematically lenient on
others. Moreover, certaln states have more intense crime surveillance
operations so the same degree or seriousness of criminality will have a
different likelihood of being apprehended. Also, within states it has
been well documented that certain districts are more sensitive to certain
types of offenders, or have different intensities of policing operations.
In the case of parole - the type of policing operation most relevant to
Y"recidivism" ~ a study in California revealed a great deal of variation
between parole districts in violation ratesg and expressed willingness

to reincarcerate for the same offenge. These vuriations were related
not caly to different locations in the state, but to different district

administrative structures.l

It 48 clear that the variations in the practices of parole authorities,
from state to state down to the individual parole sgzent, make 1t
extremely difficult to know whether observed diffevences in post-prison
experience eamong a sample of parolees are not significantly a function

of differences in parole intetvention.

lPaul Takagi, "Evaluation and Adaptatioas in a Formal Organization"
(unpublished manusgcript, School of Criminology, University of
California).
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There 1s still another problem with relying on recidivism data as a

measure of success or failure. "Return to_lock-up' can only provide

2 verv incomplete picture of the ex~feloan experiences and the impact

of the independent variable being measured. An ex—offender might be

maintaining himself (or herself) in the community very well (in terms

of a job, pocket money, a place to live, clothes to wear, friends to
7igit and depend on, etc.) and he even may be achieving long-range goals
(e.g., career advancement, ralsing a family, etc.). These experiences
of "success" may be directly a result of participation in the program
being studied, yet a return to lock-up would obfuscate these results.

On the other band, an ex~offender may have slipped into complete
dereliction or even committed suicide, but becauge he has not been
returned to prison, he would be considered a ''success" if recidivisnm

operationally defined were used as an exelusive measure of program impact.

A Broader Measure of Success

In view of these weaknesses of recidivism measures, a number of items,
intended to measure a wide array of other facets of post-prison experience,
vere built into the data-gathering Instruments. The aim of many of these
items was to measure success as it is conceived by former Inmates und by
soclety in general when measuring the success of members of the society

vwho are not ex-convicts. Clearly, a person who is considered "successful
in our society has accomplished more than staying out of prison. Conversely,
a person may be considered unsuccessful or a faillure even 1f he has not

been gent to prison. In order to assess success of participants in a

broader sense, two measures were developed to represent progressive areas

of achievement: "achieving stability" and "realizing life goals,” or in

the inmates' own parlance. '"making it" and "doing good."
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Achieving stability as conceived in this study measures the person's

ability to maintain at least minimal levels of stability and self-
sufficiency while refraining from behavior likely to lead to conflict
with law enforcement and supervigory agencies. Each person in the study
pample was rated on a scale from (1) very unstable to (5) very stable

based on the following items of information:

Achieving Stability

1. Percentage of time employed or in school.
2, Abjility to perform on the job or in school.

3. Self~-gufficiency and acceptance of responsibility in
maintaining a stable residence,

4, Keeping up with financial obligations,

5. Driving only with a vslid driver's license; paying
traffic and parking fines.

6. Involvement with druge or excessive alcohol.
7. Admitted involvement in 1llegal activities.

The dimension of realiziag life poals was designed to measure the extant

to which a person had established a life style which was both relatively
secure and personally satisfying. Again, each person was rated on a Yive-
point scale with five representing high success, As indicated below,

this razting was based oun both relatively objective measures such as
percentage of time employed and prestige and income associated with the
job, and on the participant's expressed satisfaction with what he was
doing, The following information was used to arrive at the summary
rating:

Realizing Life Guals

1., Level of educational and occupational achievement, taking
into account the percentage of time employed or in school
and the stabllity of eumployment.

2. Extent of savings accunulated.
3. Development of strong friendships.

4. Achievement of personal goals.



-

- 38 -

The post~prison problems related to thaese two conceptions of success
were defined in the final report in the following manner, He (the
relcased prisoner) has extreme difficulty in achieving equilibrium on
the outside, Even 1f he recovers from the initial impact of re-entry,
he may not be able to meet the basic exigencies of coping with outside
life, That is, he may not be able to supply himself with an adequate
or personally acceptable residence, acquire a job -~ any job ~ obtain

the necegsary clothing or feed himgelf adequately.

If he does succeed in "making 1t," he is often unable to enter a life
style which supplies him with some of his desired satisfactions and with
some degree of self-respect. He may have difficulty finding a circle of
friends with whom he can interact in a "meaningful’ and satisfying manner
and with whom he shares areas of meaning and interests, This can be very
difficult for an ex-convict who has become immersed in criminal or prison

neaning worlds and who has limited acecess to other worlds,

He may also have great difficulty finding a "good" job, one which not
only supplizs the basic needs, but which earns him some feeling of self-

worth and respect,

Finally, achieving gratifying relationships with sexual partners may
be a diffi¢ult problem. As In other areas, he has lost his skill at
meeting and intzracting with members of the opposite sesx. Typically,
he experiences cxtreme difficulty in both meeting women and later in

establishing more permanent relaticnships.
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Regults of Previous Analyses (Summary)

Our findings relsting to the three measures of success were described in

detatl in the 1973 report. These findings are briefly gummarized below.

1.

Recidivism

The prqjected percentage of persons in each group with favorable
legal outcomes eighteen months after release varied froam 60 percent
to 86 percent. Although the Pennsylvania NewGate participants tended
to have moze favorable legal outcomes than uther groups, there were
no consistent differences among NewGate participants, participanta

in other programs or comparison groups in actual or projected

rates of recidivism., NMorecover, no consistent relationship between
background characteristics and recidivism were found. Thus.
differences in recidivism between groups could not be accounted

for by differences in characterisgtics of the samples.

Achieving Stability

The Pennsylvania NewGate participant group was by far the most
successful of any group using the summary measure. Using individual

measures of stability we found that:

a, More participants in NewGate programs and in the programs
at Lompoc had been fully employed (or in school) since
release than had persors in the control and comparison

groups;

b. A higher percentage of persons in the control groups in
Ashland and Minnesota who had not been returned to prison
or jail admitted to being involved in major illegal activities

than in any of the participant groups except Illinois;
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c. All participant groups were remarkably successful in
decreasing the extent of drug use and excessive uge of

alcohol from past patterns,

The success of programs in reducing the use of drugs and the excessive

use of alcchol was referred to in our 1973 report but was only partiqlly“/v
documented. The data in Table VIII provide further evidence of changes

ia these areas. Clearly, the percentage of persons in each partic.pe=nt
group with drinking or drug problems following release was lower than

the corregponding perzentages with EEEQE drinking ov drug probleme.
Horeover, there was a greater drop in the percentage of persons with

such problems for each NewGate participant group than for the compari-

gorn group at the same site.

Realiziup Life Gosla

Comparison between groups Indicated a slight superiority of HewGate i
participants compared to others in realizing lite goals., 7 .. NewGare

participants in Minnesota were clearly more successful on chig measure

than were the controls from Minnesota. The only cother clear difference

which emerged was that more participants in NewGate programs continued

in college after release than did participants in other programs.

Subsequent analyses of achievement in this area are discugsed later

in this chapter, and in Chapters IV and V,

Exterding the fuccegs Meagures

These findings were neither conclusive nor satisfactory. One problem was

that we lacked enough time to complete the analysis., One c¢o3k left undone

was combining achieving stability ("making 1t"), realizing life goals

("doing good"), and recidivism (legal status) into one cverall success

s
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reasure in a manner which reflected their interrelationship and which
took into account the length of time a person had been out of prison.
The development of an overall success measure is ona of the primary

accomplishments in this subsequent phase of the analysis,

Poyr the original =nalysis, each participant and wember of the contrel or
comparigon groups had baen given a score from one to five on each component
of succesg: recidivism, schieving stability, and realizing life goals.

In developing aun gverall measure of success, these three items were
weighted and combined, The velative weight or importance assigned to

each of the three components for g givean person was a function of how long
he had remained ocutside prison since release. The reason for differential
weighting according to length of time out is that these dimensions vary

in relative importance over the different stages of tha releasee's life,
The changes in the reiative weight of each measure over time are presented
in Figure 1 and the accompanying Table IX., For instance, when a person

is first released, achievement of stability and progrers towards life

goals ore difficulr to assess. Initial steps can be evaluated, but thege
do not mecan too much in themgelves. Recldivism - that is, re-arrest -

hag to be considered as the most important indilcator. There are conceptual
difficulties in doing this, since arrest at this stage often reflects
intense supervision by parole authorities rather than differential criminal
activity, but initially this is the most reasonable measure to uge - if g
person is re~arrested soon after release, his chances for success on

other measuree are greatly diminished. Hence, for persons cut for only

six wmonths, the recidiviswm score was weighted rpore than either achieving

stability or realizing 1life goals.

e 5 ltaiis. WSt S e Vikidd

o mom
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During these first six months, the degree to which the person achieves
some stability becomes an important predictor of continued progress toward
life goals, and reduced susceptibility to return to criminality. Hence,
the weight givea to achieving stability increases steadily until it

exceeds recidivism's weight after the sixth month.

Realizing life goals 15 initislly given little weight because these
accomplishments require time. This compunent steadily increases in
importance, and after a year of freedom becomes a more important indizator
of success than eirher achieving stability of recidiviam. There are two
reasons for chis, First, i{f a person continues to accowplish his goals in
spite of indicators of instability, then it seems 1likely that he has
achieved a lifestyle which will allow him to continue toe progress in

spite of the appearance of instability. Second, if he 1is re-arxrested,
even for sowething serious, it may again be due ta hrmavy survelllance

by his parole officer and/or because of a momentary lapse inte ¢rime.

Ve assume that after he has done well for a relatively long period, it

will be easier for him to re-achieve success when releaged again,

Length of time cutside prison was computed by summing every month which
was part of a period of freedom lusting st least threec sonsecutive months.
This allowed the counting of months after a return and gubgequent release
from jail or prison. When a period cutside last.d fewer than threc
consecutive months, these months were not counted as time outgide. The
three month criterion was based on the cssumption that 4t takes approxi-
mately three months for an ex-inmate to establish a pattern efther of
staying out ~ desplte brief subsequent raturns ~ or of chronic recidivisn,

In the case of persons who absconded but who later returned, we counted

the months outside In the same wmanner as for persons who had not abgconded,
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¥ , since measures of thelr ability to achieve gtability and realize goals
were based on total months out including periods when they were classified
as abscerders. Those persons in the sample who were still absconders at
large or had charges pending were excluded from the summary analysis

becaugse of the uncertalnty of their current status,

-

On the following page is a chart showing the weigﬁt; as a function of

time, and following that is a list of the actual w. zhts. The weights
are such that the sum of the weights for the three component scores always

exceeds ten,

Comparisons using thece weighteu scores indicate only slight diff. . -: ces
between groups., The NewGate participants in Pennsylvania and Oregon and
the comparison group in Pennsylvania are the most successful, This is

Z shown in the percentage distribution by category in Table I and in the
T mean scores in Table XI. Clearly shown in Table XI is the lack of consistent
differentiation between groups on relative success when comparing legal
status, achieving stability, realizing life goals, or thz ccmbined success
measure. The one exception 1s the Pennsylivenia participant group which

1s among the most successful on cach measure, Although the new combined
succesy score is a more refined measure than the component scores, the
relative success of each group on the combined neasure shows no greater

o

differentiation than did the scores taken individually.

E. Extended Aralysis of Pealizing Life Goals

In addition to the development and analyses of the summary success measure,
further comparisons of success in realizing life goals were made using

analyses completed subsequent to the 1973 report. These analyaes focused

1 d on four components of realizing life goals: self-assessment of goal
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TABLE_IX

WEIGHTS APPLIED TO COMPONENT SOURCES OF TIME OUTSIDE

NUMBER OF MONTHS ‘ REALIZING
QUTSIDE RECIDIVISH ACHIEVING STABILITY LIFE_GOAL
0 10.0 0.0 0.0
1 9.0 0.75 0.25
2 8.0 1.5 0.5
3 7.0 2.25 0.75
5 6.0 3.0 1.0
5 5.0 3.5 1.5
6 4.0 4.0 2.0
7 3.5 4.0 2.5
8 3.125 3,875 3.0
9. 2.95 3.75 3.5

10 2.5 3.5 4.0
11 2,375 3.25 4.375
12 2.25 3.0 4,75
13 2.125 2,75 5.125
14 2.0 2.50 5.5
15 2.0 2,25 5,75
16 2.0 2.0 6.0
17 2.0 1.875 6,125
18 2.0 1.75 6.25
19 2.0 1.625 6.375
20 2.0 1.50 6.5
21 2.0 1.375 6.625
22 2.0 1.25 6.75
23 2.0 1.125 6.875

24 (or more) 2.0 1.0 7.0
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achievement to date, confidence in future goal achievement, occupational

achievement, and academic achievement. Discussion of the first three

components is included in this chapter. The area of academic achievement

18 discussed in detail in the following chapter.

1.

Goal Achievement

Interviewed released participantsg and controls completed a questionnaire
on current and projected goal achievement. Each person wac asked to
indicate how important each of fifteen goals was to him, how much
progress he felt he had made on each and how well he thought he would
do ia achieving each in the near future (see Toble XII). In order to
arrive at summary measures of perceived goal accomplisghment and
confidence in future goal achlevement, responses were weighted and
multiplied by weighted scores on importance of the item éo the
individual. A goal which was identified as 'very" important was

given a weight of "2"; one which was "fairly" importsnt was given

a weight of "1". Goals which were not important were excluded from
the computations. If a person felt that he had made a "great deal"

of progress, his response wa given a weight of “2", “quite a bit"

was given a welght of "1", "not very much" a weight of “0", and

"none at all” a welght of "-1", For each goal named as very or fairly
important, the weight assipned to the goal was multiplied by the weight
assigned to the accomplishment category. The resulting numbers were
then summed and divided by the number of goals named as elther very
or fairly important. The resulting mean scores had a possible range
of "~2" (equivalent to no progresa at all on very important goals)

to "#4" (equivalent to a great deal of progress on very important

goals).
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TABLE XII

ITEMS INCLUDED IN GOAL ACHIEVEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Hold down a good job
Get along well with other people
Succeed at whatever I set out to do

Tace situations of uncertainty with
confidence

Develop strong friendships

Make a good life for myself

Stay on top of things

Have dignity in the eyes of others

Make enough money to get by without
having to work too hard

Stay out of prison
Have gelf respect
Get a lot of money

Develop a way of living which has
meaning for me

Achieve gratifying relationships with
a sexual partner

Have relationships with many sexual
partners
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The mean scores for each group on perceived poal accomplishment are

presented in Table XIII along with the correlations of perceived goal
achievement and the summaxry success score., The released participants
in Oregon, Pennsylvania and Lompoc perceived themselves as more
successful in sttaining their goals than did other groups, although
these differences are not statistically significant. Perceived goal
achiévement correlated significantly with the summary success measure
for all groups except the Ashland controls (P<<:05 using Spearman’s

rank-order correlation coefficient).

With respect to confidence in future goal accomplishment, the Lompoc

and Illinois participant groups are the most confident, the Texas
participants and Ashland and Minnesota controls the least confident.
While this reveals a difference in level of confidence between

released felons who participated in a priscn college program and those
who 4id not have this opportunity, the evidence that this is attributable
to program ;mpact is only suggestive. It will be recalled that the
Lompoc and Illincis projects were ranked among the least substantial
and would not be expected to "build" confidence as much as the

NewGate programs. On the other hand, Lompoc and Illinois participants
may have had self-confidence in spite of the program. Whereas no

pre~ and post- data were collected to reveal change in self-confidence
over time, there is evidence that the participants in these two
programs were comparatively well situated when they entered the program
thus providing a basis for high self-confidence., Thirty-two percent

of the Illinois participants and 23 percant of the Lompoc participants

had some previous education beyond high school (Table XXI).






TABLE XIII

MEAN SCORES ON GOAL ACHIEVEMENT AND CORRELATION:

WITH SUMMARY SUCCESS SCORE

NEWGATE PROGRAM SITES
Ashland Minnesota N. Mex. Qregon Penn,
Part. Cont. Part. Cont. Part. Part. Part.
Goal Achievement
to date
Ko 1.9 1.8 1.6 1.9 1.6 2.1 2.1
* * * % * *
bl .37 .29 A48 .49 52 .33 31

Confidence in
Future Geoal
2.6

Achievement
Xe 2.6 2.3 2.7 2.2 2.4 2.6
- .10 .36 -.08 43" .23 09 -1

Using Spearman rank~order correlation.

*
p< .05

OTHER PROGRAM SITES

Lompoe Illinois Texas

Part. Part. Part.
2.1 1.9 1.6
*
570 61t .49
2.8 2.8 2.8
* *
.27 43 43

-zs—
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Lozpoc had the highest median tested grade level (11,5). The
Tllinois sample also had the highest percent previously employed

in white collar jobs (Table XVI).

Persons in all groups predict higher levels of accomplishment in

the future than they have presently attained. Note that scores on
this measure correlate with rthe gummary success scores only for the
1llinecis and Texas participants and Minnesota controls. The resasons
for this are not ¢lear. The data suggest that NewGate participants
are less tiled to their curre.t level of accomplishment in predicting
future accomplishments than are persons in other groups. To the extent
that this is true, it carries both positive and negative implications.
On the one hand, self-confidence may be instrumental to continued
and/or future achievement. On the other hand, over-confidence may
signify self~-delusion or unrealistic expectations and may increase
dissappointment and perceilved failure in the future., Without knowing
the subsequent progress of participants, 1t 1s impossible to choose

tetween these two alternative explanations or predictions.

In addition to cumparing the summary scores for each group, we
compared respansges for each individual goal. There were no consistent

patverns of differences betwcen groups on these measures.

Occupational Geals and Achievement

One specific area of goal achievement which was of major importance
to particlpants and which is instrumental to ultimate successg is
ovccupational achievement. We obtaflied inforxmation from participants
oun their previous occupation, their osccupatfonal goals before and

after entering the program and their occupation after release.



Although a college education may be valued in itself, it also
provides access to new and higher occupational levels. As shown

in Table XIV, participants in 31ll programs raised thcir occupational
aspirations after entering the program. Although this information
1s retrospective and thus subject to some bias, the magnitude of

the shift in aspirations toward higher level white collar jobs
suggests that the programs do have considerable impact in thig

area., The data show that there 18 a larger increase in ocecupationsl
aspirations among NewGate than non-NewGate participants, It 1in 4alse
interesting to note that the program rank order on this dimeneion
follows closely the order in which the programs were ranked on

"Challenge," Chapter II, Table III,

It 48 not clear what are the ultimate consequences of this obvious
increase in oczupationsl aspiration. It is commonly observed that
ex-convicts pften have very low expectations of themselves which are
self-defeating, It has also been said that ex-convicts have very
narrow life experiences and meaning vorlds, and it is the lack of
recognized alternatives which helps to perpetuate criminal carezers.
An increage in aspiration may well lead ex-offenders to take
advantage of a wvider range of opportunities., On the other hand,
increased aspirations may easily lead to incregsed frustration and
bitterness. This is particularly true when dealing with a population
such as prison inmates, given the liability of their convinted felon
srtatus in finding employment after release. This is not to suggest
that thedr asplirations should not be raised, but guch a rise will
only be effective in proportion to the extent that high aspirations
are coabined with adequate training and with a clhangs in the existing

attitudes of the public toward employing ex-convicts.
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Data on occupational achlevement relative to goals are presented

{n Table XV for thage persons who were employed after releage
{excluding students and those who were unemployed). The data on
nccupational gehlevenment must be interpreted cauciously because of
the limited nature of the samples on which these data are based.
Students were not included in measures of occupational achievement
because 1¢ ig not clear what their relative occupational level 1g or
1#ill be at the completion of thelr studies. Persong vho were
unemployed were not included in the tables because of the nature of
the data gathered, Some pergons Lad not been esployed for the three
monthy necessary for occupation to be classified., Some had not

been veleased long enough to fulfill this requirement; others had
Leen returnad to prison or had attended school but dropped out and
bad not yet teen otherwine ewployed for three monthg, A further
conplication is the inclusion of pergons in the Oregon gnd Pennsylvanis
samples who were on study release and therefore not eligible for

employrent,

Within the liritaticns inposcd by the data, some trends are clezr.
From 46 to 61 percent of the employed participants in the Oregon,
Pennsylvarls, Illincis and Texas sarples were able to find (and hold
down) 5 job whicli met or surpassed thelir aspirations. For the NewCate
participants in particular, these data probably underestimate goal
achievement because of the sizeable porcentage of pergons still
attending coliege after releage. In the future, these studeats should
be in a better position to achfeve thelr occupational goals than the
persong fncluded in these analyses. Op the other hand, the higher

the percentage of eligihkle persons unempleved fn the sacpleg, the

S s i i
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IABLE XV

LCCTPATICHAL LETEL AYTIR EXLPASE OOTARID T0 OCCTUPATIONAL OOALY

FESGATE PROCI2M SITES

e +

OTRIR PROCEIN STTES

Aakland LHiaresota Nev Moxicn Qrepen Pavoayivania lompoc 11linsls Texan
Pare, Farcs Part, Pare, Part. Pare, Part. Pare.
Occvpaticnal Lovel Met Coele 363 172 [ 34 462 SE2 233 612 30X
Ceawrpaticnsl laval Lowar
Thes Rzla 84 23 94 54 42 " b ] 0
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Changes in occupational level by group are included in Table XVI.

From these data, it 4i: clear that the actual occupational level as
well as aspirations increaged after participation in the program.

Again, the NewGate programs show a greater increase than the npn-

NewGate programs. The direction of changes in occupational level

are gummarized in Table XVII, again excluding those persons who

vere unempleoyed or students.

Background Characterlgtics and Success

One issue which was not fully addressed in the 1973 report is the influence
6f bachkground characteristics on success after release, Further analysis
of the data using multiple regression analyses support our earliest
tentative conclusions that differences in success canrnot be adequately
accounted for by difforences in background end prior criminal involvement.
A series of multiple regsression analyses were performed on the data using
each of the four sum.iry measures as dependent variables (l.e., recidivism,
achieving stability, realizing life goals, the combined success measure).
The independent varlables are identified in Table XVIII, These variables
were selected on the basis of prior studies and preliminary anulyses which
indicated that they and not other background variables bore some relation
to success. Although the results of these analyses were not fruitful in
Yexplaining" differences in success, a yummary of the results ie imdicative
of the problems involved with this common approach to analyzing &nd

predicting success.






s

IABLE XVE |

PERCEXTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR QCCUPATIONAL YEVEL BEFORE AND AVTER PRISOY

NEWOATE PROGRAM SITES

OTHER PRCCRAM SITES

New Pennsyl-
Ashland Minnesota Hoxito Oregon venia Leupoe I1l4inoss Texss
Pare, cont. Pare., Cont. Part, Part, Part, Part, Part. Part.
g u 4 o) I " 2 u 5 t - u o 4 [ u ) 5 u [ e
- & g 8 & ] - ] - ] ] S g 3 & b - ) S ]
] < 4 £ £ 2 & g & 2 s 4 & 2 s 2 £ X2 A <
Bigh ¥hite Coller [$2.4 3z ox 9% 131 0z 4% 92 0z 0z 12%x 35k 11z 222 4% 4% 13T 228 12x 24X
Low White Coller 3 17 5 14 13 20 9 9 3 22 19 8 § 17 8 2% 30 22 16 ]
Skilled Yabor 14 28 5 23 Q 13 13 13 13 26 i2 8 11 22 2 33 [ [ 12 15
Unskilled Labor 62 41 64 45 47 33 61 43 61 30 as 135 56 11 29 21 43 43 48 44
Hendal 3 ) 5 0 13 0 [ o] 13 9 4 0 6 0 & A 0 4 0 [+
Unemployed 17 10 23 9 13 13 9 25 4 13 19 33 11 28 33 8 13 9 12 8
. He 29 22 15 23 23 26 18 24 23 23
Student ’ 102 252 4%, 02 122 €2% 02 8z 8X 18X 4% 53X 103 55% 6% 24X 33 26X [+}4 [+74
A0 3 n 23

L 41 23 0 25 39 35
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TABLY IVIL

POST~RZLPASE OCCUPATION LEVEL COMPARED TG PRION OCCUPATIONAL LEVEL

HEWCATE PROGRAM SITES

»
e .

OTHER PROCRAM SIS

Ashland Minnesota New ¥exico Cregon
Parc. Cont. Part. Cont. Part, Pare,
54% 532 332 29% 23 7%
27 40 5G 59 k)j 27
18 7 17 12 21 27
2 113 12 17 19 15

xb:lndiaz stadmes end unanploysd,

Pennsylvanie
Part.

62%

31

lempoe  Iilimote  Texss

Part, Pare. Part.
332 1z 243
47 83 67
20 6 10
13 18 2
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Sradilicy of amployosnt
fiuzber of prior arrcete
It since zelacss
Father'e occupation

TABLE XVIIL
REGRESSION ANALYSIS

-

Yot imprisoned Zor suto theft, theft, chocks, forgery or burglary 3.01

Huzber of prior prison tarxus
Not ethnfe ainority
Salary leval

Age 20 of 1/72

Ciize £t related to drinkiog or drugs
Age at fligt Znstitutional ccesitseat
Wo prior parcla violaticas :

Ho sliey

Former occupatica

Group Hzshership Ashlend Pactfcipent
Hianegota Participent

How Maxico Participant
Oregon Participant
Fannoylvania Parclcipant
lampoe Participant

Y11{node Participant
Taxas Participant
Ashland Confirel
Hivampota Control

Hewv Moxico Cocparisen
Gregon Comparison
Yeanaylvania Comparison

H = 548
* p<.03
& p<.023
c AR p 0L

ek b, 001

Dagrees of Freadom =
X Variszce Accounted for

X Rasiising Achlaving
Sumzary Succegs 14f45 Couls Stabsiity M&u_a___
¥-Velua ¥ F-~Valua T F-Vrlua 3 Y-¥slue T
13.76%k%ks .28 13.554n0a 27 10,320¢4 +26 8.53n%8 «22
5.168 -, 24 3.73 -.19 5,04% .25 4,51% -o2h
3.89 -0 <1 .02 - .00 16,474nka .15
3.81 »12 3.28 W12 4,420 »11 2.3% «11
.13 1.76 Jd <1 .08 5.20%% 14
6.03%2 ~.19 h.38% .15 3.82 -.18 4.52¢ -.20
<1 .05 <1 04 <1 +4 1.54 .05
3.63 17 6.11%n 20 <1 12 1,39 .09
1,43 .02 1.60 .06 1.20 01 <1 -.05
L.77% .08 3.9 05 5.04% .08 2.2 .06
<3 .20 - 19 <1 «19 <1 «16
<1 Jdh <3 «12 1.20 «15 <1l «15
1.22 13 <1 .09 4,77¢ 16 2,30 .15
<3 40 <2 15 <1 «14 2.32 .06
<i -.03 - -sQ3 - O <1 ~.01
<1 ~.03 1.12 -,01 - - 06 - ~.02
<} -,06 <1 -01 1,03 -.07 3.54% -.08
14,9740 .06 11,31~ "2t .09 4,000 .03 5. 4980 -.01
<1 -0 <3 eyl 2,37 a3 <1 .08
- .00 - .00 L7 -, 0h - .04
<1 L0 <1 -0l <1 -0} <1 .04
4.80% ~.01 3.3 ~.02 2,47 .00 1,76 ~-.02
<1 -01 <1 -.01 - -, 0L 1.57 01
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In the first set of analyses, all participants and comparisons were
combined, These analyses were helpful in identifying those characteristics
most strongly related to success for the total sample: regularity of
employment pattern before priscn, number of prior arrests, number of
prison terms served, and, to a legser extent, imprisonment for a crime
involving drugs or alcohol. In thece analyses, being a participant in

the Oregon NewGate precgram was positively related to success. Beyond

this relationship, group membership showed no significant effect on
success, Despite the fact that a feﬁ variables emerged as significantly
correlated with success, only 16 to 15 percent of the variability in

success was accounted for by all these variables combined.

A second step involved applying multiple regression analysis to the data
for personsg from each NewGate site individually, cqmbining participants
and comparlsons at each site, In these anzlyses, being an Oregon partici~
pant was again shown to be related to success: when controlling for
differences in background, Cregon participants were more succesaful than
persons in the Oregon comparison group. The only other finding was that

a somewhat higher percentage of the total variance was accounted for than
in the analysis including all groups (rangiung from 20 to 30 percent),
There were, however, no consistently strong relationships between

background variables and success evidenced in these analyses.

A still finer analysis involved using multiple regression analysis within
each individual group (treating participants snd comparisons as different
groups at each site). 1In these analyses, the relationships between
background charucteristics and success were further diminished, aven

when taking into account the reduced degrees of freedom resulting from
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the smaller sample size. Generally speaking, however, the coméined
characteristics accounted for a subatantially higher percentage of the
variance in success (averaging close to 50 percent). ’

Dividing the total gample into participants from strong NewGate programs,
those from weaker NewGate programs, thuse from other (non-NewGate) programs,
and those from control-comparigon groups did not contribute further to
explaining success. Differences in background again accounted for a
relatively small percentage of the variance (from 12 to 35 percent)., The
only clear result of these regression analyses is the inadequacy of

predicting success based on past performance.






o e A ST | LR e o T




'

¥

- 64 -

IV, ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF RELEASED PRISONERS

Three major issues are addressed in the following analysis of academic

achievement based on data obtained from the subsample of interviewed released

participants:

Educational achievement of pcrticipants in the college program while

in prison: How much education do participants complete?

How well do they pexrforn using standard measures of academic

performance?

The impact of the program on the long range educational achievement of

participants: Does the program provide educational opportunities for
persons who would not otherwise pursue a college education and/or does
it provide courses for persons who might be expected to find opportun~
ities for enrolling in college after release even if they did not

participate in the prison college program?

The relationship between program structure and the impact of the program

on participants: Does the educational achievement of participants vary

with the comprehensiveness of program services?

Background of Participants Included In This Analysis

As way be seen in Tables XIX through XXI participants varied consider-
ably with respect to prior experiences and background, both within and

between programg.

1. Social Background

Participants were generally in their early or mid-twenties, but
ranged 1in age from 17 to 49 at the time they entered the college

program. Since the sites included in the study were all institutions
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. TABLE X

SOCIAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS

NEWGATE PROGRAM SITES OTBER PROGRAM SITES
Ashland Mirn, N.Mex. Oregon Penn, Lompoc Illinois Texas
(N=51) (M=50) (N=508) (N=75) {N=56) (N=49) (N=41) (N=646)
Ape When Entered Inaide Program
Median: 19 22 25 28 23 22 26 26
Range? 17-25 19-29 19-43 20-45 18-39 18-27 18~46 18-49
Sex
Male 1co% 100% S42% 92% 100z 1003 100% 100%
Femaila 0% 0% 6% az O% o 0z 0%
{
Ethnic Background . a
White 80% 862 56% 832 S0% 762 465 85z !
(682)1  (7sm)1  (372)1  (8a®)1  (&epl A3k2 (63%)1  (427)1
Black 167 8% 6% 15% 502 20% 492 92
Hispano Nz 0% 34% 32 0% 0% 2% 6%
(Cther) 4% 6% 4% 0z 3 4% 2% 0%
Social Class
Lower 10% &7 367% 25% 25% 10% 447 46%
Horking ' 53% 58% 38% 55% 463 31% 32% 6%
Lower Middle 262 28% 20% 19% 23% 39% 12% 42
Upper Middle 12% v 6% 1% 5% 20% 12% 6%

lPercentage of whites in general inmate population
Information not available {Percentage of whites in general immate populatiea)
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for male offencers, very few females were included among the parti-
cipants. The only programs having any female participants were New
Mexico and Oregon, each of which is located in a prison which is in
cloge pryzimity to a rorractional f.cility for women., The few female
participants (six percent in the New Mexico sample and eight p-rcent
in Oregen) did not attend college clagsser within the program while in
prison but received support to continue thelr college education

following release.

Hinority group members were undes-represented compared to their pro-
portional representation in the general prison population in Ashland,
Minnegota, New Mexico, and puvticularly Texas. Although proportion~
atsly under-represented in New Mexico, minority group members never-
theless formed a substantial portion of the participant group (abott
44 percent). In contrast, Pennsylvania and Illinois each had a
larger proportion of minorities in the college program than im the
géneral prison population. Regardliess of ethnicity, participants
came primarily from either lower or working class hackgrounds as 1is
typical of prison inmate populations. New Mexico, Illinois, and
Texas had the highest proportions of persons from lower class back-

grounds (from 36 to 46 percent).

Crimiaal Record

The majority of participants in all programs had had more than one
prior arrest, althcugi in Ashland, HMinnesota, New Mexico, Pennsyl-
vania, and Lompoc fewer than 50 percent had had zay prior felony

convictions (see Table XX). Only in Oregon, Illinois, and Texas,

had a subgtantial percentage of persons had more than one prior
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felony conviction. Note that persons in these three progy. ms also
tended to be somewhat older than those in other programs (Table XIX)

and to serve more time before release from prison.

Educational Background

In order to enroll in eay of the college level programs, participants
must 1irst have received a high school diploma or equivalent certifi-
cate. A8 may be seen in Table XXI, a substartial number of partici-
pauts completed this requirement only after participation in lower
level educational programs offered by the prison. The percentage of
persons who had not yet completed high school at the begifuning of
their sentences varied from lows of 22-26 npercent in Illinois,
Minnesota, and Lompoc to highs of 58-66 percent in Texas, Ashland,
and New Mexico. Lven with the high school requirement satisfied,
special collepe preparatory clesses were necessary for a number of
students, particularly in the Ashland and New Mexico programs, before
e rollirg 1n college level clagses, These classes weve provided as
a part of the cellege prugram at NewG:te sites, although students

did not receive college credit for their participation.

Although the minimum requirement for entrance was completion of high
school, some participants at each site had attended college before
entering prison, a few having previously completed two or more years
nf college. Overall about 20 percent of the participante had pre-
vicusly had some education bevond high school, ranging from ten
percent in Ashland to 32 perccnt in Illinois. Illinois had pro-
portivnstely the mast persons (12 percent) with two or more years of

college completed before entering the prison college program.
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Prior Arrescs
None
One
Motre than one

Prior Felony Convictions

Hone
One

More than one

Tine Served This Sentence

Median (years):

Range:

TABLE XX

CRIMINAL RECORDS OF PARTICIPANTS

NEWGATE PROGRAM SITES OTHER PROGRAM SITES

Ashland Minn. X.Mex. Oregon Penn, Lempoc  Illinois Texas

TRSBIY (RS0 T(RSS0Y . T (we75)  (n=56) (N=49) (N=41)  (h=46)

24% 10z 224 8% 38% 33% 4% 174
4% 127 47 3% 18% 16% 5% 37
62% 8% T4% 892 45% 51% 61% 97%
8U% 56% 66% 24% 70z 82% 49% 133
18 324 26% 15% 14% 16% 17% 38%
27 12% 8% 61% 16% 8z 343 407
1.4 1. . 2.4 1.8 . 3.2
0.7- 1.0~ 0,3~ 0.4~ 0.7 0.9~ 0.7- 1.6~
2.9 5.8 20.8 13,0 7.5 4,5 10.9 13,2

—89—
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TABLE ZXI

EDUCATIONAL FREPARATION OF PARTICIPANTS WAEN ENTERING PRISON

NERGATE FROGRAM SITES OTHER PROGRAM SITES
Ashland Minn. _N.Mex. _Oresmon Penn, Lompoc 1llinois Tenas
(8=51) (N=50)  (§=50)  (N=73)  (N=36) (N=46) (N=41)  (N=4f)
Education Completed Prior to
This Commitment
Less than high school graduatien 63% 26% 66% 377 32% 26% 22% 58%
High school graduate 28% 52% 18% 467 55% 45% 467 20%
Seme rollege ( 2 years) 10% 18% 10% 112 9% 252 20% 16%
Two or more years of college 0% 4% 6% 6% 4% &% 1z 7%
Te.ted Grade Level
Median: 9.5 10.8 9.2  10.6  10.6 11.5 1 9.6
v 504" 806'— 6.2_ 5-5- 5-1"' 5-3" * 5'6'°
Range: 12.4  13.0 12,6  15.4  13.0 12.9 12.0

llnformntion not available

—69—
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The range in level of preparedness at the time of entry into prison
is also indicated by the tested grade level of program participants
which ranged from as low as 3.4 to ao high as 15.. vesaging
hetween ninth and eleventh prede. Although vested ability s cne
measure of level of preparation, it should be xept Iin mind that
thepe teste were aduministered during the streasful perlod following
cenviction, sentencing and fnizial entry into the pricon setting

and way therefore underestimate actusl level of acnievemont.

One point which should be otressed is the comparability of the prier
educaticnal achievement of the pregram participants upen encering
pricon with that of the general Inmate population when compariug
averages fovr each group. Although many inmates may not be interested
in pursuing @ college education, 1t {5 not the case that cnly a small
number are, or can becore, educationally propared to take adventage

of such a pregram. At vach gite the mean educational level ard

tegted prade level for the Inmate population in gereral was comparable

to that for program participsints.

Educaticnal Achieverent While In Prisen

As may be seen in Table XXII participants included in the study corpleted
anyvhere frowm three unite (one course) te the cquivalent of over two
years of full-time study vhile in prison with 15 to 25 units being
typical in meat programs. These figures are somewhat higher than would
be found 4f all percons nho had participated in the progrem had been
included in analysis. This i3 particularly true in the non- HeuGate
prograzs because of the nature of participation 1ia thege vrogramsg and

the criteria used for inclusion in the gtudy sazple. As indicated above,
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TABLE XXIT

COLLEGE LEVEL ENMCATIONAL PRODRESS OF PARTICIPANTS WHILE IN PRISON

humber of Uniets Comaleted

Modian:
Fange:
¥

Yumber of Years in Innide Progran

NEWGATE PROGRAM SITES

OTHER PROGRAM SITES

Mina,

Median:

Gride Pofnt Average (Callege ¢lasren)

Hedlen:
janget

N

1

Ashlant N.Moex,  Oregon Penn., Lomnoc  Illinols  Texag
19 iz 10 29 17 18 24 2
6-40  11-0 1-32 5-75 4-56 7-54  11-76  32-p4
3t 50 22* 59t 52 49 41 45
0»\’ 09 0-6 1-0 1-3 lol 1.5 :
0.2 3~ 0.2~ 0.3~ 0.3 0.6~ 0.8~ 0.6~
1.2 1.5 1.6 3.8 2.8 2.4 6.0 3.0

L1 1 1 1

A 50 45 62 51 49 41 46
2,44 2.88 2.99 3.18 3.00 3.32 2.52 2.32
0.50-  1.51-  0,50-  0.50-  2.15- 1.00-  1.33-  1.c0
4,00 4.00 4.00 4,30 4,00 4,09 4,00 4.00
Tk 50 1t 56t g2t a3t 41 46

inforamntion not avarlable fer gsexme participants

o
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the siudy sample was restricted to those persons ~who had completed the
equivclent of 12 semester units or who had participated in both the

inside and outside programs. The majority.of NewGate program y .cticlpants
wat both eriteria because the programs were designated for full-tinme
particlpation. Since the non-NewGate programg did not have formal outside
programs, participants wers only included if they had completed 12 units,
except for a few excepticnal cas:s. Most gtudents in these prorrams,
however, took only one or two classec altcgetier and thus did not meet

Qhe criteria for inclusion 1+ the study sample. Note that, because they
participated part-time, students in non-NewGate programs progressed =t a
alower rate and participated in a less intensive college-type experilence
than NWewGate students even when considering only the extent of on-going

class participation.

In the Newdate programs some participants who were included in the
sample had not actually attended collejge classes in the inside program.
In New Mexico, for example, 44 percent of those included in the sample
participated only in college preparatory classes offered by the program
but were released t3 attend college under the ausplces of th:s outside
program. Several persons in the NewGate programs in Yew Mexico (14
percent), Oregon (12 percent), and Pennsylvania (2 percent) were sup-
portrd in the outsicde program, although they had not participated in any
classes in the inside program. These persons had either had gome college
prior to entering prison or had taken college classes outside of the
NewGate program while in prison and had been in coutact with NewGate

staff membere prior to release.
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The variability in the number of college level sgemester units completed
while inside prison is due primarily to the differing lengths of time
spent In the program which 1s in turn determined to a considerable
extent by the length of a participant's sentence. For students whe
remain in the program more than one year or have had prior college
classes, the number of units completed is somewhat dependent upon the
range of classes offered by the program, although few participants in

the study had actually been restricted by this potential limitation.

One standard measure of academic performance is a student's grade point
average, Grades earned by program participants averaged in the C+ (2.25)
to B+ (3,25) range (see Table XXII). Although students who did very poorly
are likely to have dropped out before completing 12 units and thus not be
included in these figures, it is cleér that the majority of participants
are able to perform well at the college level. This is no guarantee that
instructors used the same standards in grading these students as they
would those on a conventional college campus, but there 1s no evidence to
indicate that the grading policies inside were any nore or less lenient,
In fact, instructors in Pennsylvania are explicitly directed to apply

the same standards they use on campus so that student-inmates have an
accurate assessment of how they can expect to perform when released.

One item of indirect évidence as to the comparability of grading pro-
cedures inslde and out is that the grades of persons continuing in
college #iter relzase correlated significantly (p < .05) with the grades
they had received while in prison at all of the NewGate sites. The
correlation coefficients were of the szme magnitude (Kendall's tau = ,34)

in Lompoc and Texas, b.t were not statistically significant tecause of
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the small sample sizes. Illinois was the only site where there was no

such correlation.

All indications from observing the programs and looking at the records of
participants as well as talking to instructors and persons who have been
through the program are that the quality of college education received
inside is generally averagze or above average in so far ag both level of

instruction and student performance are concerned.

Although the focus of this report is college education, we ghould keep
in mind that many of rhe students wht¢ had completed college classes at
the time of release had progressed from the status of high school drop-
out to successful college student during imprisomment. The progress of
participants is remarkable given their backgrounds and level of prepara-

tion at the time they entered prisop.

Post-Release Educational Achievement

A variety of measures were used in evaluating post-release academic
achievement including achievement of participants' goals, college enroll-
ment, number of semesters completed since release, grades achieved after
release, and the total number of semesters completed before and after
release. One difficulty in evaluating post-release performance was the
number of factors influencing the extent of progress at the time of data
collection. These factors include length of time since release, the
timing of release relative to the scheduling of the acadamic year, and

the number of units needed to complete a degree after release,

1. Educational Goals e

Some students had entered the inside college program primarily as a

-

S~
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way of making use of their time in prison-~an end in itself with no
plans to continue in college after release. For otherg, participa-
tion represented entry into a system in whlich they would be able to
find a better job after relase and/or continue on to a college

degree after release.

Earning a college degree was identified as being a very important
reason for getting into the program by over 40 percent of the inter-
viewed participants in Minnesota, New Mexico, and Pennsylvania, and
by over 30 percent in Ashland, Oregon, and Texas, On the other
hand, 42 percent of the participants in Ashland, Illinois, and Texas
irdicated that for them getting a college degree had not been an
impo;tant reason for entering the college program. As would be
expected, the same patterns of responses were given in indicating
the importance of getting into college a®ter releasz as a reason for

entering the program.

The extent of post-release progress toward a degree for those

rergons indicating that getting a college degree was very important
varizs considerably between sites (see Table XXII). Amoug Texas
partiripanté 62 percent of those whe had considered earning & degree
very important did not sttend college &t all after release. This
figure was less than 15 percent at all other sites except Lompoc
where 25 percent did not attend. Comparing the percentages complet—
ing at least one semester after release, the participants in Illingis,
Oregon, and Pennsylvania were most successful in progressing toward
their goal of eventually obtaining a degree., The extent of progress

was not measured beyond one semester in this particular enelysis



am—— ¥

C e, -

TABLE XXIIX

POST-RELEASE EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS OF THOSE PARTICIPANTS

Post-release Education

Did not attend

Dropped out before

completing 15 units
(one full semester)

Completed at least

15 units (one semester)

FOR WHOM EARNING A COLLEGE DEGREE WAS VERY IMPORTANT

NEWGATE PROGRAM SITES OTHER PROGRAM SITES
Ashland Minn, N.Mex. ~Oregon Penn. Lompoc 11linols Texas
8% 6% 12% 9% 0% 25% 0% 62%
L6% 29% L7% 72 24% 25% % 12%
L6% 65% L1% 87% 76% 50% 100% 26%
17 17 22 17 8 S 8

Includes only those persons for whom earning a degree was very Important

-9L—
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becaugse of the biles introduced by differing lengths of time since
release and hence differential opportunities for post-release achieve-
mant at the time data were collected. Time since release could not

be adequately controlled for, given the small sample sizes.

The extent to which college education had become an important value
to participants regardless of initial motivation for entering the
program can be measured by whether or not they plamnned to continue
in collzge after releese. Thelr plems and actual behavicr following
release clearly differentiate between programs with respect to
acadenic achievement following release., At the time of release from
prison a majority of the participarts in each program except Texas
planned to attend college, most of them on a full-time basis (see
Table XXIV), The percentage of persons planning to attend college
wag much higher among the NewGate participants (at least 90 percent)
than among partiéipanta in other programs. One reason for the
difference betweev NewGate and other participanta is that the NewGate
programs had clear channels for continuing education after releace in

terms of counseling, affiliations with outside universities, and

provisions for fimancial support.

Col;ege Enrollment

Virtually ail of those planning to attend college after release did
actually enrell, Texas program participants were the only group in
which & number of persons planning to attend college never enrolled
(a drop from 44 percent planning to attend to 27 percent actually

enroliing). This is undoubtedly in part because the Texas program

provided the fewest channels for entering ccllege after release, As
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an example of the type of obstacles faced by Texas participants,
least one college located in Huntsville, the central location of the
Texas Department of Corrections, will not admit an ex-convict to the
school although the school has a heavy emphasis on perology and

makes use of the facilities at Huntsvills for purposes of on-the-job
training and research in corrections. Another factor which differ-
entiates the Texas participants from these at other sites 1s the high
percentage of persons who are discharged directly from prison rachef
than being paroled to a supervising agency. Only 42 percent of the
Texas participants left prison on parole compared to 80-90 percent

in other programs. Thus the majority of the Texas participantsg did
not have to answer to & parole agent if they did not follow through
on plans to attend college, nor weie they required to have feormal

plans formulated before release.

College Units Completed Since Release

Although most students planning to attend college did enroll, many
dropped out during the first semester without completing any courses.
This was particularly true in Ashland and New Mexico and, to a

lesser extent, in Minnesota (see Table XXIV). Each of these programs
had facilities for transition to an outside program but did not have
the extensive study release program found in Oregon and Peunsylvania.
The study release programs appear to affect the drop-out rates in

two ways. On the one hand participants on study releadse usually com-
pleted at least one semester while on study release before being
paroled. If dropping out were merely postponed until formal release,

however, the drop-out rates in Oregon and Peansylveunia should catch
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up wizh those of the other programs after completion of a semester.
Since this wag not the case (see Table XXIV), study release appears to
be an effective means of easing the transition into an outside

college program and reducing the post~release drop-out rate.

The rate of dropping out without completing any courses outside was
loir2r in the non-NewGate programs than in any of the NewGate programs.
This was in large measure due to the high drop-out rate in those pro-
grams prior to enrolling. Since the burden of gaining aduission and
enrolling was on the participants wifh little essistarce from the pro-
gram at the ncen-NewGate sites, thosn persons who were not strongly
comnittad to continuing in college did not bother to enroll in the
first place. T. differcnces in drop-out rates between programs
raises an interesting {ssue which will be digcussed further in eval-
vating the relationship between program structure and post-rzlease
performance: particularly with reference t: the cost-effectiveness
of a program, is a little support better thun none or is extensive
support necessary in order to have a sign:*fzant impact con perform-

ance and return on investment?

Compazing‘programs, the percentages of persong completing at least
one gemester or one year of college following release follow the same
trend as for those completing one course, although the percentages
decreage over time for each group. On the average those participants
who enrolled in college from the Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Illinode
programs completed more units aince release than participants in
other programs, The medizn numbers of units complered since release

as presented in Table XX1V do not, however, take into account






TABLE XX1v

PLANNED AND ACTUAL CONTIRUATION OF COLLEGE EDUCATION FOLLOWING RELEASEl

NEVIGATE PROGRAM SiTES OTHER PROGRAM SITES
Ashland Minn, N, Mex, - Oregon Penn, Lompoc 1llinpls Texas
Planned to Attend Colleae Upcn Release (=BT) T(Nho) T (A9) (R0} T (ReE) (h=33) (h=3:) (h=20)
Full-time 85% 90%  92%  90%  98% 39 seh Wk
Fart-time 5% 0% 0% 5% 0% 21% 3% 0%
percentage of srudents actually enroliing
88% 92% 90% 95% £8% L8% 58% 27% .
Parceatage completing at least ore course 3
siter relcase. 5hes 70% 51% 85% 88% 42% 52% 27% 1
Percentage cemoleting at least one semester
arter release (15 units)% 29% 50% 33% 72% 76% 3% 6% 12%
Percentage completing at least one year
after release (30 unlts)? 15% 24, 24%, 63% 549 21% 26% 12%

1lnformatlon avallabie enly for Interviewcd sample at each site
Zgase number for percentage excludes those stlll in school who had not yet reachad this stage
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PLANNED AND ACTUAL CUNTINUATION OF COLLEGE EDUCATION FOLLOWING RELEASE

TABLE XXIV (Continued)

Nu~bor of ccitegs unlts completed by thase

VEWGATE PROGRAM SITES

OTHER PRIGRAM SITES

wha enrolled after release

Hedlan:

Range:

Grade point averace of those campleting

sort callegs work {on a Li=point scalc)2

Median:

Range:

Me3

2
For classes completed since release

Number of Interviewed particlpants frem ecach site who had completed some college work since release

Ashland Minn, _N.Mex. = Oregon Penn, Lompoc  I1linois Tex:s
10 14 6 30 24 18 52 12
0-65 0-99 0-95  0-138  0-99 0-90  O-74  3-70
2,48 2,96 2,78 3,00  2.75 3.07 2.8  2.90
2,48 2,96 2,78  3.00  2.75 3.07 2.88 2,30
1,06 2,00~ 1,00 2,00 1,25~ 2.00 2,00~  },20-
3,92 3.74 L,co 3.80 3.83 4,00 3.84 4.0C
36 37 35 57 45 16 18 7
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differences in length of time since release. Iu order to give some
further idea of rhe progress of participants in each program since

release, data are presented separatcly for those who were still

enrolled at the time of contact (Table XXV} and those who had

dropped out of school by that time (Table XXVi). The percentage of
persons still enrolled at the time of contact varled frem lows of
eight percent in Texas and ten percent in Asnland to a high of 54
percent in Pennsylvania., At least one-third of the participants
interviewed vere still enrelled in Minnesota, Oregon, and Lompoc.
Although sore students still enrolled had yet to complete a full
gemester, the majority had completed at least one year of college
since release except in Minnesota., In Minnesota the drep-out rate

was much Ligher for the first group of participants enrolled in the
program and has since leveled off. After the data had been callected
it was distuvered that 2 disproportionate number of the early partici-
pants had by chiance been included n the randomly selected sample from
Minnesota., As a vesdlt, the post-release achievement of Minnesota
participants is probably greater than the data from this study

indicate,

Level of Performance Following Release

Inaluding all participants who completed at least one courge follow-
ing relewse, the median grade point average ranged from 2.48 (C+) for
Ashland pavticipants to 3,07 (Bt) fo- Lompoc participants. Most
released participants who had completed some college had maintalned
grade point averages of at least 2,00, with the median for those

still enrolled beding 3,00, and that for those having left school

e Rk e ek e b 96T e b ik A s T B S I T e Ve .Am‘..:m.u.ﬂa-'u.w,,u;n@w
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TABLE XXV

POST-RELEASE EDUCATIOMAL PROGRESS OF PARTICIPANTS STILL ENROLLED IN COLLEGE

MEVGATE PROGRAM SITES OTHER PROGRAM SITES
Lshiand Hinn, N.Mox QOregon Penn, Lompac 1llinois Texas
Samesters,comp!&tcdt
Lass than one {C~14 units) t74 10% G4 13% 74 3% 10% 0%
One semester (15-29 units) y'A 18% 5% 3 1% 12% 3% 0%
Two or more sgmasters
{ 30 units)® T 2% 13% 3% 35% 18% 23% 8%
Semestor units comploted
Hedian: 3% 20 40 38 40 48 62 3
Range: 21-65 5-99 17-95 0-113  10-939 12-90  29-74 52-70
M: Y 16 7 6 26 1 8 2

1Pcrcentagcs based on total interviewed particlpaht sample size at each site

zinciuding those who have completed B.A, degreas
3!"ied!an not computed due to small sample size (N=2)

_£8~
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TABLE xxvI
POST-RELEASE EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS OF PARTICIPANTS ROT (STILL) IN COLLEGE

HEWGATE PROGRAM SITES OTHER PROGRAM SITES
Ashland Minn, _H.Mex Oregon Penn, Lomonc 1ilinois Texas
Semesters complc:cd‘
None - di1d not attend 12% 8% V0% 5% 2% 52% L2 73%
Lass than one (0~ih unlts) 594 8% 56% 207 20% 15% 16% 15%
Qe serester {15-29 units) 125 10% 5% 74 15% (1 yA 0%
Two or mure sensstécs
{ 20 units)? 7% 5% 10% 18% 4% 0% 0% W% "
.
Soraster units camalcted3
Modlar: 6 8 0 22 14 4 16 12
Range: e-56 0-57 o-bs 0-138 0-53 o-1 0-57 3-31
HH 32 21 28 3} 18 5 ' 3

. .
‘Fercentages based on total intarvicwed particlipant so-ple size at each site
, .

“hHor inciuding those who loft after completing B.A, degrees

3laclud§$ caly thesa who enrolled in school after release
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TARLE XXVII

PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING HOHORS AMD DEGREES SINCE RELEASE’

NEWGATE PROGRAM SITES

OTHER PROGRAM SITES

Ashland thn.‘ N, Mex,.  Oreqon Papn,

Lempor illinols Texas

Parcantaaga of pearsons

oo

atrending school after
raieasa who have received

SHOrS 11 27% 1% 182 16%

Pereunt 3 of all participants

wno Nawe recalvad degrees
since W oliasa
aines s eliasy

A A, degroe 14 0% % % %
B.A degres % &4 74 % 1%
M.A. dcgrea 0% 154 74 Gé 154

iln?arﬂm:‘m available only for iaterviewsd sample st each cite

L
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3% 0% 0%
o% 16% by
114 0% 0%
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bedng 2.50. In most colleges a C grade (2.00) is considered average
performance. Considering the fact that the medlan grades were com-
puted including participants who dropped out of college because of
poor performance, the grades earned by participants as a group indi-
cate that they were well prepared at the time of release to continue
successful academic progress. As a further indication of accomplish-
ment, from 11 to 20 percent of the participants in these programs who
attended college after release made the honor roll at their respec-.

tive colleges for thelr post-release performance (see Table XXVIT).

Although mout participants had not yet been released long enough to
complete the number of units required for a degree, this is clearly
a realistic goal for some. In Oregon, where ﬁarticipants had been
released for the longest periods of time, 15 percent had received a
Bachelor's Degree since release, five percent a Master's Degree., An
additional 33 percent ot the released particivsant sample in Oregon
were still enrolled, some of whom will undoubtedly also complete a

degree.

Overall Academic Achievement

Most important in terms of the impact on the individual's future career
is the total progress toward a degree. Based on thc past records of
participants, the projected percentage of students completing a given
number of semesters was computed. These percentages are graphed for all
sites In Figures 2 and 3, and presented numerically in Table XXVIII.
The projected achievement rates for each site individually compared to
the mean projected percentage fer all programs combined are presented in

Figures 4a through 4h. These graphs and the percentages in Table XXVIII






TABLE XXVIII

]

PROJECTED ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF PARTICIPANTS

Corresponding
Number of Semesters Number of Units

1 15
2 30
3 hs
L (A.A)) 60
5 75
6 30
7 105
8 (B.A,) 120

NEWGATE PROGRAM SITES

OTHER PROGRAM SITES

Ashland Minn, N.Mex, _Oregon Penn. Lompoc 1llinois Texas

71 (68)% 98 (97) 56 (48) 95 {94) 89 (92) 79 (68) 94 (91) 96 (95)
34 (27) 78 (74) 41 (30) 85 (86) 80 (81) 58 (36) 71 (59) 50 (32)
24 (16) 56 (48) 33 (21) 80 (79) 63 (60) 37 (26) 58 (50) 27 (10}
11 (8) 43 (36) 30 (18) 70 (67) 60 (57) 28 (i13) 48 (34) 15 ( 0)
7 (L) 36 (2b) 20 (9) 56 (50) 52 (46) 28 (--) AHB (34) 15 ( 0)
7 {~=) 25 (~=) 14 (5) 56 (50) 47 (37) 28 (~~) 35(26) 8 (0)
7 (==) 17 (==) 1k (=~) 45 (43) 47 (37) 28 (~-) 26 (17) 8 (0)
-3(==) 17 (==) 1k (==) U5 (43) 47 (37) 28 (-~} 26 (17) 8 (0)

]Fercentage of participants projected to complete given numbers of semesters based on data from interview

sample (pre- and post-release)

zNumber in parentheses is projected pe:centage excluding those who had attended college prior to enfering

prison

3insufficient data available to compute a projected percentage

-..Lg..
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Fig. 2: Projected scademic achievement of released participants at each site
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take into account college classes completed befors, during, and after
imprisonment. Also included in Table XXVIII are the projected completion
rates excluding those persons who had attended college prior to imprison-
ment., This second set of percentages is included ia order te control

for the advantage gained by gome programs which admit a relatively high
percentage of persons who have already had some college before entering

prison.

It is clear from these prciections that Oregon and Pennsylvania had the
highest guccess rates in terms of long range academic achievement of
participants r.gardless of whether or not they had had pfevious college
experience. If students continue their education at the same rate as

in the past, about 45 percent of Oregon and Pennaylvania participants
will receive Bachelor's Degrees. Twenty-gix to 28 percent of the parti-
cipants in Lompoc and Illinois are likely to complete degrees, with

lesser percentages continuing to completion at other sites.

Regardless of the post-release measure ugsed to determine academic achieve-
ment, the most successful programs clearly were Penrsylvania and Oregon,
followed by Illinois, The least successfvl were Achland, New Mexico, and
Texas, The achievement rates were undoubtedly somewhat higher for the
participants dncluded in the sample thun for all persons whe had paxti-
cipated in the programs. As indicated earlier this was in part due to
the selection criteria used in drawing the original samples. Since post-
release information was obtained for only a sub-sample at each site (by
design) an additional element of bilas was introduced. Those participanis
from each site who were attending college were generally among the

easiest to locste at all sites because they were most lik:ly to have
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maintained contact with persons in the inside program and to have
remained visible in the community. The possible bias thereby introduced
was undoubtedly greater for the non-Ne./[Gate programs where it was impos~
sible to locate the full complement of 40 released perticipants for

personal interviews called for in the study design.

Program Impact on Educational Achievement df Participants

An in-prison college program may be set up to attract persons who would
not otherwise attend college as a means of increasing their chances for
success after release and/or it may be set up to provide classes for
persons who might be expected to pursue opportunities for college enroll-
ment after release even if the program did not exist. The NewGate and
non-NewGate programs clearly differed in this area in terms of both intent
and results., Although none of the programs would exclude a person from
the program because he had had previous college experience, the NewGate
programs made more effort to attract participants firom a varlety of back-
grounds and to provide compensatory programs for those who were less pre-
pared to pursue a college education than did the non-NewGate programs
which depended on the inmate taking the initiative in seeking out informa-

tion about the program.

One measure of the extent to which the college program serves the more
soclally disadvantaged participant is the relationship of social class
background to academic achievement in each of the programs. One of the
consistent findings in research in higher education 1s that persons

from lower and working class famllies are less likely to attend college
and more likely to drop out (particularly during the first semester) if

they do attend than these from middle and upper class families (Sewell,
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1964; Tinto and Cullen, 1973). Interestingly enough the correlations
between both soclal class and father's education and number of units
completed for those who enrolled in college were not significant in this
study at any site except Texas, If, however, we consider not only the
length of time a person remains in scheol but also whether or net an
individual enrolls after release in the first place, some clear dif-
ferences emerge as indicated in Table XXIX. Social class bachkground
made little difference in the NewGate programs, particularly in Oregon
and Pennsylvania. This is clearly not the case, however, in the non-
NewGate programs. In these programs the students from middle and upper-
middle class backgrounds are the most likely to conti.de in college after
release. This i1s the group who would have been most likely to go on to

college in any case.

There are a number of characteristics differentiating the NewGate pro-
grams from the other programs which might account for this: the greater
stimulation and support in the inside programs, assigtance in academic
counseling, both before end after release, and assistance in cutting
through the red tape involved in both gaining admission to an unfamilier
college or university and securing financlal assilstance to attend college.
The non~NewGate program which had a relativeiy high rate of post-release
acadenic achievement was Illinois which, relative to the other noo~
NewGate programs, 1.a? the most exteusive provisions for admission and
financial ald, although they were not a formalized part of the prison
educational program. Although participation in college classes while in
prison may prepare a person academlcally for continuing in college, this
alone is not enough for many students, particularly for those from more

disadvantaged backgrounds.,






TABLE XXIX
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SINCE RELEASE
BY SOCIAL CLASS BACKGROUND AND LEVEL OF EDUCATION BEFORE ENTERING PR!SON1

NEWGATE PROGRAM SITES OTHER PROGRAM SITES

Asirland Minn, N.Mex, Oregon Penn. Lompoc 11linois Texas
By Social Class
Social Class® Low High Low High Low Hish Low High Low High  Low High Low High Low High
None- did not enroll 12% V2% 7% 8% 7% 20% A% 7% 0% 7% 79% 32% L8% 25% 75% 50%
Less than one semester 58% 59% 41% 31% 62% LO0% 24% 14%  19% 21% 0% 26% 17% 12% 17% 0%

One ur more semesters 29% 29% 5274 61% 31% LOY%  72% 79% B1% 71% 21% bL2% 35% 62% 8% 50%

N = 2417 27 13 23 10 be 1k 32 14 19 23 8 24 2

- 10T -

By Level of Education

Prior Education:® Low High Low High Low High Low High Low High  Low High Low High Low High
None -~ did not enroll 4% 0% 9% 0% 12% 0% L% 9% 3% 0% 59% 36% 50% 22% 78% 574
Less than one semester  62% 25% k2% 22% 61% 33% 22% 18% 20% 14% 18% 9% 9% 33% 22% 0%
One or more semesters 24% 75% L48% 78% 27% 67% 73% 73% 71%h 86% 23% Sh%  WI% LAY 0% 43%

N = 37 4 31 9 33 6 49 11 39 7 22- 11 22 9 18 7
]lnformation available only for interviewed participant samples

2Social class breakdown: "low' = lower or working class; "high'" = lower m¥ddle or upper middie class

3Prior education breakdown: '‘low' = high school education or less; 'high"” = some college classes
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Generally speaking, those students who had had some college prior to
entering the inside program progressed further after release than dld
those who had only a high school education or less., The only programs
in which participants' post-release performance wag not strongly related
to the extent of pre-prison education are Oregon, Pennsylvanila, and
Iliinois. As with social class, the reasons fer this differentlation

would appear to be the extent of post-release support provided.
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V. POST-RELFASE SUCCESS AND PROGRAM QUALITY

The preceding discussions of program quality and of post-release performance
of particirants leaves unanswered the question of the relationship between
the various program components and success of participants. In the 1973
report, the eight college programs were rated on the variables of challenge,
gupport and space. These ratings were based primarily on the quality of the
programs at the time of the evaluation, Several programs, most notably those
in Pennsylvania, Oregon and Ashland, had changed significantly over time, in
analyzing the post-prison careers of released participants, it became clear
that analysis of the relationship between program quality and outcome for
participants necessitated compiling evaluations of the programs as they
existed when the released participants had been in the programs. In this
subs;quent analysis, we have specified a more detailed set of variables and
then evaluated the programs on each cof them for the time period covered by

the experiences of the released participants.

A, Measures of Quality of Progrém Characteristics

Based on our experience with the programs, the following variables were

identified as important measures of program quality:

1. Quality of entering students: This measures the preparedness, academic

ability, motivation and other qualities which are related to the

academic achlevement potential of the students when they entered the

program,

2. Quality of instruction in the inside propram: This variable is related

to those aspects of the iInstruction, such as capabilities of the

instructors, teaching techniques and facilities, which increase the
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quality of the educational experience.

Qu:iity of inside pregram staff: This dimension is a weasure of the

gtaff's ability to coordinate activities in the program, and between
the program and the prison, and to lead, counsel and motivate the

participants.

Quality of therapy available to the Inside program participants: This

item measures the availability, intensity, regularity, aad appropriate-

negs of the therapy routines in which the participants were enpaped,

The adaptability of the inside program to students' academic needs:

This measures the degree to which the college programs could administer
to the range of academic needs, interests, and capabilities of the

studants,

Quality of academic counseling :n the inside progpra—* This variable is

intended to indicate the quality of all forms of counseling other than
"psychological’ counseling. This inc' des career, academic and

vocational counseling.

The degree to which a collepe atmosphere was approximated in the inside

program: This measures the complex of routines, characteristics and
resources — such as availability of books, outside speakers, academic
journals, library resources, free time, and comfortable lounging areas--

which typically exist in the outside college context.

The degree to which the students learned from each other: This measures

the amount of classrorm participation, seminars and peer touring which

the students themselves initiated and practiced.
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The degree of integration of the program into the prigson: This refers

to the absence of conflict between program staff and participants on

one side and the prison staff and administration on the other.

Amount of positive impact of the program on the prison: This variable

measures the degree to which the existence of the program improved the
prison routine, the attitudes and motivation of the general prisoner
population, and the quality of service delivery in the prison as a

whole.,

Amount and quality of feedback from outside to the inside program: This

variable indicates how much valid information about the outside program
and the progress of released participants regularly flowed from persons

attached to the outside program to participants on the inside,

Quality of pre-release orlentation: This measure is directed at the

adequacy of the total range of activities and resources desgigned to

prepare the participant for the transition to the outside program,

Strength of affiliation Jetween the outside sponsoring university and

the inside program: This is intended to measure the extent of interest,

resources, advocacy and help that the outside sponsoring institution

provided to the inside programs.

Quality of the outside gponsoring university: This measure is aimed

at the quality of the sponsoring university as a university. This
includes the quality of its academic offerings, its professors, its
1library, its physical facilities, its location and its prestige in the

academic world., For those progrems which did not have a sponsoring
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university, the university to which most participants were released

was evaluated.

Quality of outside program staff: As in the case of the quality of

the inside staff, this mecasures the staff's ability to coordinate
the activities and to lead, counsel, and motivate the released

participants,

Strength of the affiliation between the outside sponsoring university

and the outside program: This is intended to measure the university's

support for, and concrete involvement with, the outside program.

Quality of financial supportive gervices available to outside partici-
pants: This measures the amount of financial support provided through

the program and the efficiency, ease and convenience of its delivery.

Quality of other outgide supportive services: This measure includes

all supportive services other than financial aid - e.g., tutorial,
medical, counseling services - available to released program participants

and provided by the outside program or the university.

Programs wexe rated on a scale from 1 (high) to 10 {(low) for each variable

by the three members of our staff who hed had the most contact with, and

knowledge about, the programs. Initilally the programs were rated indepen-

dently by each of the three persons. The three persons then met as a

group and arvived at consensus ratings for ezch program and variable,

refining categories as necessary.

This procedure served both to clarify the variables, resulting in the

additior of several new variables, and to correct for differences in ratirgzs
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attributable to differential knowledge of the programs. The differences
in knowledge were due to the variability among the staff members in the
type and extent of their experiences with each program. A summary of the

consensus ra!.igs is presented in Table XXX.

A sammary rating based on the mean scores received by each program across

all 18 individual varlables is as follows:

Program Mean Score
Pennsylvania 2.17
Minnesota 2,56
New Mexico 2.77
Oregon 3.17
Ashland 5.49
Lompoc 7.30
I1linody 8.18
Texas 9.17

In our previous research, we had classified the programs into high, medium
or low groups on the three broad program dimensions of supportive framework,
personal soclal space and challenge. To compare this pruvious classifica-~
tion with our new rankings, we assigned point scores to each program in each
of the three areas: 3 for high; 2 for medium; and 1 for low., When a program
fell between categories, it received rhe average point score of the two.

Swiming these three scores results in the following ordering:

Program Mean Score
Pennsylvania 3.0
New Mexico 3.5
Minnesota 4.0
Oregon 5.0
Ashland 5.5
Lompoc 8.0
Illinols 9.0
Texas 9.0

At 8 G
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The Spearman rank correlation coefficient between these two ratings
is .90, indicating that despite changes in some of the programs, the
quality of the programs relative to each other changed very little.

The New Mexico program represents the only shift in relative position,.

Program Che acteristics and Success of Released Participants

In Chapter III, we deps:ribed the manner in which we assigned overall

success scores to former participants. After derlving scores

for ind{vidu. », we determined the mean success score for all the
perticipante in each program. Below is a ranking of programs by these

means:

Mean Score on Success of
Program Released Participants

Pennsylvania
Oregon
Illinois
Lompoe
Minnesota
Ashland

New Mexico
Texas
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The Pearson correlation coefficients between mean score on success and
scores on the 18 program variables are displayed in Table XXXI.

Few of these cuefficlents are large enough to imply a strong relation-

ship between the program variables and success. Most striking is that,
with the exception of quality of entering studeats, the higher correlations
involve aspects of the outside programs. Even variable 1l - the amount

of quality and feedback from the outside program ~ relates to the outside,
although it was designed as a measure of quality of the Inside program.

The clear implication is that a high quality outside program, providing
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TABLE XXXI

RZJATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROGRAM VARTABLES
AND SUCCESS OF RELEASED PARTICTIPANTS

Correlation with
Success Scores

10.
11.
12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

Quality of entering students

Quality of instruction in the inside program
Quality of ingide program staff

Quality of therapy avallable to inside program
participants

The adaptability of the iuside program to students'
academic needs

Quality of academic counseling in the inside program

The degree to which a college atmosphere was approximated
in the inside program

The degree to which students learned from each other

The degree of integration of the program inte the prison
Amount of pogitive impact of the program on the prison
Amount and quality of feedback from outside program
Quality of pre~-release orientation

Strength of affiliation between the outside sponsoring
university and the inside program

Quality of the outside sponsoring university
Quality of outside program staff

Strength of the affiliation between the spounsoring
university and the outside program

Quality of finsncial supportive services available to
outside participants

Quality of other outside supportive services

1Pearson correlation coefficients.

»02

.07

.08

.16
.18
-, 36

.12

.24

.19
.62

.43
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opportunity, encouragement and help to formevr inmates, is crucial if

the penefits of the inside propgram are to have a lasgting effect.

-and less the atmosphere of a prison., The prison atwosphere ¢ nded to

One other result which deserves mention is the negative correlation
between program varisble 9 ~ integration of the program into the prison
and success, An explanation of this is that programs suchk as those in
Illinoisz and Texas, which were well integrated into the rest of the
prisen, and had little conflict with it, tended also to be overwhelmed
by it. Consequently, the prison administration's concern with security

and routine tended to dominate, and to an extent stifle, concerns for

edncating the inmates. Moreover, participants' interest in education

was aroused when the program had more of the atmosphere of a real college,

prevail in those programs which were more integrated into the rest of

the correctional Jnstitution.

One factor which may mitigate this tendency of Integration with the rest
of the pvisor to stifle a college program is wvariable 10 - the amount of
positive idmpact of the program on the prison. A program which works
closely with the prison sdministration may be a good one, if it manages
to Influence the rest of the prison to move in its direction, rather thaa
vice versa. The New Mexico progrrm is the most notable example of

combining integration into the prison with positive impact.

Program Characteristics and Recidivisgm

Recidivism is a negative meagure of guccess, i.e., the higher the

recidivism rate the less successful the participante. In oxrder to

maintain consistency, hiph scores were given £ r non-recidivism. The ;

(Y
g ke
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programs are listed below from most to least successful ag measured by

mean scores on recidivism (the higher the score, the lower the recidivism).

Program Mean Score on Hon-Recidivism
Pennsylvania 4.3
I1linois 4.2
Lempoc 4,1
Oregon 3.8
Ashland 3.7
Texas d 3.7
{Minnesota 3.7
New Mexico 3.5

The Pearson correlation coefficients between the scores on the 18 program

variables and mean non-recidivism scores are presented in Table XXXII.

At first glance, these relationships are disturbing. Most of the variables
which were positively, if weakly, correlated with success as measured by
the combined success measure are negatively correlated with success ar
measured by non-recidivism., Onlv the quality of students shows a strong
positive relationship to non-recidivism. As with the overall success
scores, the quality of the outside sponsoring university and the strength
of the affiliation between the university and the outside program are

the principal program varlables related to su. ess as measured by non-
recidivism, although these correlations are low. This suggests that persons
participating in a high quality outside program are more sguccessful than
others 1n achieving general goals, but not necessarily less likely to

recidivate.

Two factors must be considered in interpreting these relationships. The
first is that scores uvn the summary success measure, but not scores on
recidivism, také into account the length of time a person has been released.
Using non~recidivism as a measure, a person who has been released for three
wonths without detected illegal activity receives the same score as someone
wiro has been out for two vears with po detected illegal activity.

Conversely, for persons returned to prison, the scores on recidivism do
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TABLE XXXIIL

RELATIONSHTP DETWEEN PROGRAM VARIABLES
AND NON-RECIDIVISM OF RELEASED PARTICIPANTS

Corrc:lation wity

Program Variables Non~Recidivism
1, Quality of entering students 73
2., Quality of imstruction in the inside program ~.46
3. Quality of inside program staff ~.34
4, Quality of therapy available for the inside program

participants -.51
5. The adaptability of the inside program to students'

academic needs ~,28
6. Quality of academic counseling in the inside program ~.33
7. The degree to which a college atmosphere was

approximated in the inside program —:24
8. The degree to which students learned from each other ~-.18

9. The degree of integration of the program into the prison -.08

10. Amount of positive impact of the program on the prison ~.27
11, Amount and quality of feedback from outside program ~.06
12. Quality of pre-release orientation -.24
13. Strength of affiliation between the outside sponsoring
university and the inside program -.06
14. Quality of the outside sponsoring university .27
15. Quality of outsilde program staff -.13

16, Strength of the affiliation between the sponsoring
university and the outside program .16

17. Quality of financial supportive services available
to outslde participants -.21

dn gy TR

18. Quality of other outside supportive services -.12

lPearson correlation coefficients.
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not differentiate between those who return in the first month from those
whn return after two years of relative success. As may be recalled, the
protlem of controlling for time was one of the considerations in develop~

ing ¢ summary :uccess Leasure.

The second important consideration in interpreting the relationship
between program quality and recidivism ig vhat although recidiviem ig
generally equated with return to criminal activity, a principal determi-
nant of recidiviem is the closeness of surveillance by the parole
authorities and other social control agents. Recall that although when
compared with the NewGate participants, members of the c atrol groups
admitted to more involvement 3in serious criminal activities, they had a
lower overall recidivism rate than did particiwants. Using individual
scores, the correlation between self-admitted criminal activity and
recidivisp for all interviewad participants was .38. Although this
correlation indicates that persons who, by their own admission, were
involved in criminal activity were more likely than others to recelve
legal sanction, recidivism is not a very accurate measure of criminal
involvement. This coarlusion has been reached in many studies prior to

the NewGate eval!.mn:ion.:L

We earlier concluded that the closer svrvelllance of the program parti-
cipants could, in part, account for thelr higher recidivism rate. The
higher pe.centage of NewGate participants describing the‘parole agent &s

supervising them closely 1s comsistent with this conclusion, although

1For instance, see Paul Takagl, "“Evaluation and Adaptations in a Formal

Orgauization'" (unpublished manuscript, School of Criminology, University
of California), and "Werk Unit Evaluation," Califernia Department of
Corrections Report, (December 27, 1965).
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the correlation between closeness of the agent's supervision as reported
by the participants and recidivism is only .16, Participants in the out-
side program were also more visible to local law enforcement officlals
and the outside program staff. Those students in Oregon and Pennsylvania
vho were on study release were closely supervised by the prison and/or
program staff but, pot having been formally released, would nnt be under
the supervision of a parole agent. For these persons closeness of super-
vision by the parole agent is a very lnaccurate measure cf intensity of
surveillance, Pursuing this line of reasoning, the programs were rated
by the evaluation staff on iIntensity of surveillance by program staff
members as well as pezole agent.l The programs scored as follows:

Score on Intensity
Program of Surveillance

Minnesota
Pennsylvania
Oregon

New Mexico
I1linois
Ashland
Lompcc

Texas

O\DG)\)U)?)NH
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Using the evaluation staff's ratings, the correlation between overall
quality (using the mean scores across all 18 variables) and intensity
of survelllance is .93.2 Consequently, we suspect a built-in gelf-

defeating process in the programs. The highest quality programs also

happened to be characterized by the closest surveillance, These

lAa a check on these rankings, the programs were ranked ¢n the basis of

the percentage of participants who answered that the parcle agent
supervised them clcsely. Tlhe correlation between these two rankings
is .86.

zPearson correlation coefficient.
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relationships suggest that program participants were more likely to be
returned to the prisom, even when their criminal activity is held con-
stant or reduced. This would lower the overall success scores of parti-~
clpants from the highly ranked programs, not only because recidivism is

one of the thrae components of the success measure, but also because return
to prison makes it difficult, if not impogsible, for a person to score well

on achieving stability and realizing life goals.

The posgsibility that the programs had thig self-defeating process built
inte them leade us to speculate on how highly some of the programs would
have scored on succegs if this process were not operating. Partlicipants
in the Pennsylvania prugram, for instaunce, who reported the second most
intense surveillance and still had the second lowest recidivist rate,
probably would have had a still lower recidivist rzate and Seen even more
successful overall, compared to other programg, had surveillance been

less intense,

The implications for future research using recidivism as a measure of
program effectiveness gre clear. Vaild comparisons of recidivism rates
between differuont programs or between program participants and control
groups of non-participaats must rcake into account the intensity of
surveillance by all control agents, the parole agernts exercise of discre-
tionary powers in returning parsons for parole vioclatlons and, when

possible, the individuzl's admission of 1llegal activity.
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VI, SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS
FOR A MODEL PRISON COLLEGE PROGRAM i

Stummary of Findings

The supplementary study of Project NewGate and other prison college
programs attempted to determine through additional analysis the nature
and extent of the impact of program participation on post-prison experi-
ence, Some of the analytical operations did not produce findings that
were any more definitive than the findings in the earlier study. The
lack of decisiveness was both a result of the great complexity of the
phenomena that were being studied and some methhdological problems inher-
ent 4in the original research design, Despite these difficulties and the
faet thatr many questions must remain unanswered, the ccudy reveals some
very clear and positive relaticrships between prison college programs .
and success among partlcipants after releas~ from prison. Also revealed

are very definite conclugions about what type of prison college pro-

grams are most appropriate to the needs of prison inmates and have the

greatest impact on participants' post-prison success. Not surprisingly,

these clearer relationships are discernible where it is possible to mini-~

mize the complexity of the relationships being tested, l.e., by reducing

the influcence of intervening variables, and where comparable data are

avallable at successive time intervals allowing for measurement of change.

Below the findings and their implications for a model prison college pro-

gram are briefly summarized.

While the study began with a conception of post-prison succesa brecader
than recidivism, operationally defined as return to lock-up, there was
nevertheless an attempt to measure the ex-prisgoners in the study sawples

on this aimension, The results of this part of the analysis are



- 118 -~

unsatisfying, however., No coneiétent differentiations between groups
on relative scores appear which would suggest relationships either to
the participants' program experiences or their baclground character~
istics. At first glance some may interpret these data as indicating
that participation in a prison college program has no bearing on
whether a participant will recidivate. However, this would be a hasty
conclusion and one too often made in studies of this kind. Although it
may be valid to say that no relationship has been demonstrated, one way
or another, one must keep in mind that participation in prison college
programs may have an impact on itsg participants' behavior and attitudes
which 1s either not measured or is being offget or obascured by the impact

of other yet unidentified variables.

Clearly one problem in the analysis of orogram impact on recidivism is

a lack of sufficieat methodological sophistication. This 1is a problen
this study has in common with other studies of human behavior, bhrought

on by the obvicus Intricacies of human respunse and the enormous diffi-
culties of identifying ard controlling for intervening environmental
variables, However, there iz an additional problem inherent in the
current analytical tag™”. The causal links which must be hypothesized
between college program participation and the ultimate decision to

return or not to return an ex-prigsoner to lock-up are very numerous,

As a general pcoposition, the longer this sequence of causal links is,
which must be studied, the more difficult it is to make a strong caugal
argument, This was demonstrated by the finding that the Minnesota NewGate
participants had a higher recidiviem rate than the Minnesota control group

despite the fact that the former had reported a lower rate of involvement
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in eriminal activity, The suggested importance of the presence and
variable nature of parole supervision was not intended to imply that

parole supervision is the primary casusal factor, but rather to dramatize
the complexity of the instrumental felaticnships. Neither are ex-prisoners
hapless victimg of the vagaries of circumstance, nor are they exslusively
repponaible for the differences in thelr experiences, What defies the
rnsearcher 1lg to identify and assign the relative role to all the

important variables impinging on the outcome of the ex-prisoners’ experi=

encen.

Two wdditional outcome measures, o*her than recidivism, were defined in
this study in the attempt to measure the impact of the prison college pro-
grams, "Achieving stability" and "reallzing 1ife goals" were defined in
hopes that possible gcins made in other aspects of the ex-prisoner’s life
could be lmplated. However, again & comparison of programg did not reveal
a consistent differentiation among participants on relative success. Of
course, there was no way of separating and cortrolling for recidivism in
conducting the analysis of these two additional dimunsions. An zx-pris-
oner's abiliéy to score well depended on his life not being interrupted

by a return to lock-up. In addition, the analysis was encumbered by the
fact that persons in the sample had been out of prison for different
lengths of time when they were interviewed. Parsens out just a matter

of months could not be realistically compared with persons who had been
out for years on hew successful they were in "achleving stability" and
“realizing life goals". In the recidivism analysis the different times
out also presented a gimilar methodological problem. No distinctions

were made about participants' "relativ success”™! between a person who
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was returned to lock-up, for example, after three months out and a

person who was returned after three years of not being locked up.

One of the accomplishments of the current supplementary analysis was to
combine the three separate dimensions -- recidivism, achieving stability,
and realizing life goals ~- into one composite score which was weighted
to veflect the differences in time out of prison. Recildivism was defined
as a greater failure, i.e,, assigned a higher score, the sooner after
release a man was returaned to lock-up. In contrast, a man was scored
higher on realizing life goals the longer the period he had remained in
the community, However, despite the fact that this was a more refined
measure than the component scores, the relative success of each group

on the combined measure showed no greater differentiation than did the
scores taken individually. If relationships exist, they were obscured
by the complexity of the methodological enterprise. ' It ghould be racalled
that the new composite score still contained recidivism data and all the

protlems that they imply.

In an effort to reduce the methodological complexities we began to look

at hypothetical relaticnships which implied shorter causal sequences and
for which we had good pre- and post-data, Note that the data we used

to weasure recidivism, achleving stability, anu realizing 1life goals

vere outcome data and no accouut was taken of comparable information for
time periods prior to contact with the prison college program. Actually
our ability to measure change over tive was always limited by theﬁyriginal
structure of the study. Instead of implementing a longitudinal sfuéy

which would have permitted measurement of student performance at regular
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intervals, we had to form a snapshot at a fixed point in time.* 1In a
few instances, useful historical data could be retrieved from past
records, but for the most part, such data had to be gathered from parti-~

¢ipants, retrospectively.

Certain aspects of the participants' experiences which had been computed

as part of the different success dimensions were separated out and analyzed
digeretely. Here we were able to take advantage of some of the few areas
in which we had geod pre- and post-data. The results of these analytical
operations reveanled consistent relationships between program participants

and post-prisgon experience,

One area in which there was a significant change among participants which
can logically be attributed to program impact 18 in the decreasing use of
druge and alcohol., The percentage of persons in each participant group
with drinking or drug problems following releace was lower than the cor=-
responding percentages with prior drinking or drug problems. And, there
vas a greater drop for each NewGate participant group than for the compari-

son group at the same site.

Another area in which we obtained pre- and pest-information was in regard
to changes in occupational goals. Participants in all programs railsed
their occupational aspirations after entering the program, and there was
a larger luncrease in cccupaticnal aspirations among RewGate than among

non~-NeuGate participants.

144

Recall that even the inside participant and follow~up samplea wera
compnsed of entirely different persons iInetcad of studying ene group
at two different points in time.
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Data on occupational achievement were also analyzed by comparing jobs
prior to priason to those persons had after prison. Peraons who were
students or unemployed at the time of the interview were excluded from
the analysis. The data showed an increase in occupational level after
participation in the college program. Again, the NewGate programs
showed a greater increase than the non-NewGate programs, demonstrating

& greater fmpact.

The analyais of the prison college programs on the dimension of academic
achievemznt revealed perhsps the most dramatic findings. Academic
achievement was measured on five different dimensions: (1) change in
educational goals, (2) college enrollment, (3) number of semesters
completed since release from prison, (4) grades achieved since release,
and (5) overall academic achievement. The data showed that the NewGate
programg especizlly made an Impact on their barticipants, demonstrating
their value as an effective vehicle for facilitating academic achieve~
ment among high school drop-outs from socially and economically disadvan~
taged backgrounds. The NewGate program participants at the time they
entered the program were not the “cream" of the prison population., Few
had previous involvement in college, and the mean educational level and
teated grade level for the general population was cowmparable to that
for program participants. This average group went on to attend college
and obtain past-secondary degrees at & rate comparable to that of an

average segment of the population in civil society.

Implications for a Model Prison Collepe Program

The data are remarkably clear about what constitutes the best and wost

effective prison college program. The additional analyses included
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here reinforce the conclusions in the 1973 v .port. Im the first place

thie program participants themselves indicated consistently the superiority
of the NewGate model ‘n their evaluations of their own college programs.
Secondly, the data which measure impact clearly revealed that NewGate
programs have the greatest potential to change the program participants.
Even though the Lompoc and Illinois participant groups ranked high on
certain aspects of success, 1t appears that these outcomes were often not
attributable to progrom participation. These programg were more passi@e
and there is reapon to believe that the participants would have achieved
gimilar outcomes with or without the benefif of the prison college pro-

grams of which they were a parce.

The results of the current analysis suggest a revision of the relative
emphasis placed on the importance of the outaide program in the origincl
model. Clearly, two features of a prison college program must be imple-~
mented in order to meke an impact on prison inmates: (1) an active out—
reach compounent which will attract persons who would not otherwise attend
college, and (2) a sequence of transitional components which continue to
provide support, financial and other, to particlpants after they leave
prison. These two features clearly differentiate between more and less
effrctive programs. (See especially the Pennsylvania and Oregen programs.)
Their importance in providing prison inmates a real opportunity to choose
an alternative life style cannot be overplayed. - The data show that once
inmates receive this initial agsistance, they are more likely to continue

with their higher education and achleve s greater return on the finan-

"¢ial investment made in them.

SN I S,



124

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Irwin, J.; Haberfeld, S.; Seahore, M.; and Leonard, D., "An Evaluation of
NewGate and Other Priscner Education Programs': Final Report, OEO Contract
#B2C5322, Marshall Kaplan, Gans, and Kahn, San Francisco, 1973.

Morris, D., "The University's Role in Prison Education," Nebraska Law Review,
1966, Vol. 45.

Saleeby, G., Hidden Closets, a report to the California Youth Authority,
Sacramento, California, March, 1975.

Sewell, W., "Community of Residence and College Plans," American Sociolopical
Review, 1964, Vol.29, p.p. 24-28.

Takagi, P., "Evaluation and Adaptations in a Formal Organization,” (Unpublished
Manuscript), School of Criminology, University of California.

Tinto, V., and Cullen, J., “"Dropout in Higher Education: A Review and Theoreti~
cal Synthesis of Recent Research," Report for the Office of Planning, Budgeting
and Evaluation of the U.S. Office of Education, 1973,

gkt

R A

R

St
'

AT B " A2 W

o











