
r 

... \'>( " 

PB-241 467 

ADDITIONA,L DATA ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION OF 'PROJECT 

NEWGATE' AND OTHER PRISON COLLEGE PROGRAMS 

MARSHALL KAPLAN, GANS AND KAHN 

PHEPARED FOR 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE 

MARCH 1975 

DISTRIBUTED BY: 

National Technical Information Service 
U. S. DEPARU1ENT OF COMMERCE 

----,---------------------------------------~ 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



L .• 
• 

MAR3HALL KAPLAN t GANS, AND KAHN 

ADDITIONAL DATA 
ANALYSIS AND 
EVALUATION 0:
IIPROJECT NEWGATE" 
AND OTHER PRISON 
COLLEGE PROGRAMS 

MARCH 1975 

The work upon which this publication is based was performed pursuant 
to Contract HEW.OS.74-l68 with the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare: Office of the Secretary. 

10./ 



• J 

Marshall Kaplan, Cans, and Kahn 

March 15, 1975 

Dr. Keith Baker 
Social Science Analyst 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and 

Evaluation 
Department of Health, Educaticn, and Helfare 
33) Independence Avenue, S.W. 
HEH North Building, Room 3427C 
Washington, D.C.20201 

Dear Dr. Baker: 

P,tt"("I, 
M.~ .... 't31! ~oIpl.n 
')h{'!donP c.."tl, 
1+J:w~tdM ..:~~,. 

l~t.,"'ITlJ,molO) 

AiiOCfalt1 
tJ'ootHO..Ird 

lt11u:1 WtUi 
Stn'f'n f1 .. ~rl~ld 

We are pleased to submit the final report "Additional Data Analysis and 
Evaluation of ·Project Ne~.;GatlJ I and Other Prison Collage Programs." We feel 
that this supplementary study of the dnta, lIThich were left unanalyzed Ilt the 
time the earlier "NewGate Evaluation" WIlS cl)mpleted in March 1973, haa beml 
ultimately rewarding. 

Despite some methodological problems inherent in the original research design. 
i.e •• the absence of a longitudinal perspective, and in Bome of the hypotheses 
to be tested, this study has produced some very claar conclUSions which have 
far-reaching implications. The study d~onetrateo that prison college ~r~grams 
can ha~e significant impact on theiL participants, namely, in significantly 
reducing alcohol and drug use, in raiSing participant ul3piratiotls and occupa
tion;?J. goals, M,~, ;" increaSing occupational achievement and academic achieve
ment. 

Having b1u U:''''1t ;;r~rnat~t: im?act ,I': 5.11 were the NelOGate programs which were 
geared to ;;erv'e lo'~-inrome and :l>1:writy high school student dropout.s, By 
adopting 1'l.'). :',:4.es ~.[ Ot>I!U i!cm:b.'siC'ns and deli(lI;'rate outreach and recruitment 
inside the :,r'\t~.\s, by of"et"~ng Lemedial coli-egc prep courses and counseling 
to students Lo t," I;: m~~,~ t.:p d.eir skill deficiencies. and by providing financial 
and other suppotl: tv ~xprisoners on college campuses during a transitiC'nal period 
after release, NewGate programs proved to be effe~tive vehicles for overcoming 
social and economic disadvantages. These average groups of prisoners went Oll to 
attend college and obtain post-secondary degrees at a rate comparable to that of 
an average segment of the population in civil society. The NewGatQ programs 
although more expensive to o~erate than the uon-NewGate programs. provided the 
critical amount of initial assistance to stimulate their inmate students· 
interests, enable them to continue their higher education and, ultimately, t!;l 
achieve a greater return on the financial investment made in them, 

Sincerely, 

tJ)wQ#.. ~Iw.~{d 
Steven Ha.berfeld 
Project Dire~tor Partnes:-

SH:js:74-22 

560 Pacific Ave'1ue S,!n Francisco, CalifornIa 94133 Te1rphrJrlO (4 15) 433-4814 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Baltksround 

Since the early 1950's, a number of priscJns in tlK United States have 

lntroduced college classes for inmate:s. Initially, these college programs 

were viewed primarily as rehabilitative measures in the sense of being a 

means by which offenders would c~ co understand the underlying causes 

for their socially dp.vinnt behavior and, throur.h understanding, b~ able 

to change themselves and become more responsible citizens (Morris. 1966). 

During the late 1960's this conception changed somewhat. The emphasis 

shifted from the presumed psychopathology of the offender to a recogni-

tion that ma~1 ~riminal offenders were from socially disadvantaged groups 

who, because of denial of access to oppottunities for mobility within 

society. were ill-prepared to assume positions of responsibility or evel,l 

to ~dvattce beyond the lowest levels of employrr.ent. 

Historically, one of the principal factors blocking upward oobility has 

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

to be b2rm as a right rather than a privilege, and as a practical n~cesslty 

for sef' . .n::ing many types of E:.mployment. Th~ emphasis on developing programs 

to help overcome deficiencies in prp.paration and opan up legitimate access 

to the reward distributin~ aystems of the SOCiety had earlier formed the 

basia for su:-h widespread social movements aa the civil rights movement 

and the OEO War on Pov~rty. 

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

prisoners should be given the opportunity to obtain a college education. 

l 
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Moreover, they felt tha~ if prison inmates were to ever benefit from 

their college experiencp.G in priDon, the colle6e programs would have to 

make a srecial effort to accommodate the needs and deficiencies of low-

lncomp ~nd minority students by instituting special outr~ach activities 

inside th~ prl8~m. by provldillZ rerneclial and other support ll\!tivitics 

out~ide the claBstuom nnG ??rhaps lOOSt importantly by providing financial 

and other aaai Eltance. to atudento to continue on outside coll ege c ...... i- 'tReS 

aft:.r releas~ from prison. Without t!lese program dImensions, OEO program 

develoPflJ:'f. believed, low income and minority inmates wotlld not be provided 

n "meaningful" opportunity to advance themselves. 

~rams Selected fo'r Study 

The current study. funded by the federal Department of H'llth, Education, 

and Welfare, is a su:,plemE'otary analysis of data that had been generatei .. 

by an e.lrl1er study of the impact of prison college ctiuc:ation progra.:ns on 

the post-prison expericnc~s of ex-felons. 

From January, 1972 to }1arch, 1973, the firm of Hllrshall Kaplan. Gens, and 

Kahn Wll,O contr':H~I:~d by the Office of Ecc.nomic Opportunity to conduct It 

comprehensive study of. nine college education p::ogrruns in federal .:lOd state 

prisons a~d a nation'lide follow-up study of previous program p~rticipllnts. 

The principal focus tolas to be on the NewGate college program which had been 

" 

f~ dcd by OEO and operated in a 3elcr:~ number of state and federal prisons • 

Five programs, knol."1l collectively as f~oject Ne\.o{;ate, were studied at: 

the Peder:.l Youth Center in Ashland, Kentucky (Ashland); the Minnes"ta State 

Refottltltory in St. Cloud t Minx;.csota (Minnesota); the New Mexico State l'rison 

in Sant."! Pe, New Mexico (New Mexico); the Oregon State Prison in Salem, 
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Oregon (Orlgon); and the Rockview State Correctional Institution in 

Bellefonte, Pennsylvania (Pennsylv!mia). lIy 1972 t these progl'ama had 

been in operation for periods of three to five years. By thert. a con-

siderab1e n~ber rf students who had participated in the prison college 

programs had been released from prison and were Btl "'.mpting to re-establil>h 

themselves in the cOYTQ1mity. There had been a sixth NelllGate program at 

the Federal Youth Center irt Englewood, Colorado~ However, it was too new 

to have a large enough group of released participants at the time the OEO 

study began; it, thcz-ef9re, was not included. 

In addition to tl five NewGate prograos, four other prison college pro-

grams, which varied significantly from t!le NewGate model, were included 

in the earlier study for purpofies of co~parison. These programs were 

located at~ (1) the Illinois State P~rtitentiary-Menard Branch (IllinoIs); 

(2) the Texas Department of Corrections, Eastham Unit (Teltas); (3) the. 

Federal Correctional Institution, Lon.poc, California (Lomp.)c); and (4) the 

California Ctate University at San :liego (San Diego). 

Th~ San Diego frogram was dropped from the comparative analY6is because 

it lacked certain dimension';, primarily a college program ink:lide a 

prison, which were essential to making use.:u1 and valid cross-program 

comparisons. 

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

standard, if limited, undergraduate iibetal drts curriculum including courses 

in SUl'h traditional areas ':9 Englieh, History, Economics end Psychology. 

These were ~lll accredited courses taught by regular instructors from 

neighboring colleges or unjversitiee. The courses \lhich were provided 

both imparted ba~ic knowledg~ useful in itself end served as a bas~B for 
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further study should the participant continue his education after 

release from prison. 

There were tuo 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 class

room, and (2) the e,dstence of an outside program for continuing college 

after release from prison. These differences were principally due to 

differences in the perceived nature and purpose of college education for 

prison inmates. 

tVithin the study sample, the programs in Illinois and To,ms were the most 

limited in scope. They were restricted to offering college courses inside 

the prison 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 '\I.'e'.e intormal arrangemc ta 

with individuals at Southern Illinois Univer~i~y (SIU), the sponsoring 

educational institution in the Illinois program. These benefitted some 

students after their releas~. On the t~hole, ho\\ever, the 1960' s perspective 

did not mould these programs. Rather they were "laintained largely within 

the prison I s administrative structure and reflected these institutiOnl' 

primary concerns. The clasees lolere offered to inmates lolho took the 

iuitiative to seek them out. No special incentives or accommodations in 

the normal prison routine were made. 

The Lompec program was more comprehenr.live than those in Illinois and Texas. 

In addi.tion to offering courses~ there war. an attempt to create a 
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college atmosphere with lounge areas available for informal contact among 

students and opportunities for developing clu~s and special interest 

classes, e.g., poetry, transcende~ttal meditation, etc. Informal contacts 

with persons on the University of Califo:tnio campuses at Santa Barbara 

and Irvine made admi$sion to ~ollege after release easier than it would 

have been other~ise 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 ot the Lompoc pro-

gram, compared to the Texas and Illinois programs, was not motivated by 

a belief that such a structure was necessary to encance and facilitate the 

continued 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 admini~tration to provide additional services, roost of which 

were arranged by the inmates themselves throug~ their own contacts on the 

university campus. 

The Ashland program stood somewhere in between the NE\vGate and the oon-

NewGate programs in tarms 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 

p~~viding financial support and personal counseling to their former stu-

del1t~, on college campuses after release. However, this proved to be 

un?redictable and unsatisfactory. A major deficiency ir. the Ashland 
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program was a lacx of a central university for students continuing after 

release. In con~rast to state prisons, the fed~ral youth center confines 

perSOfi& fro~ a l~rger geographical area than the host state. Ashland 

students usual::'y rt'turned to tneir homes which were dispersed among some 

20 eastern states. 

The NewGate programs in Minnesota, New Mexico, Oregon and Pennsylvania 

offered L'~~ .. ~:lt extensive supportive services. Each of these programs 

provided psychulogical an·1 academic counseling for its students both 

before and after release. Students whose participation in the inside 

program had been satisfactory were eligible for post-release support in 

obtaining college admission, job placument and financial assistance upon 

release. As part of their programs, Oregon and Pennsylvania maintained 

study release centers where students lived and attended classes on campus 

prior to formal release from prison. The 11innesota program had a residence 

at the University of l1innesota in which students cOlltinuing in college 

af~ formal release were housed for the first twv 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 

activ:l.ties, both while in prison and while living at the residence house, 

~ere mandatory for all program participants. Although counseling services 

were available in New Mexico, Oregon and Pennsylvania, participati?n was 

optional. 

B. Approach and Methodology of Griginal Study 

As stated in the final 1973 report, the study was designed to datermina the 

nature and extent of the college programs' impact on their participants 

and the host institutions. The ~eneral topics addressed by the report were: 
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1. Evaluation of Program Process. What is the structure and function 

of college programs which operate inside prisons? How do they 

achieve the~.r educdtiona1 goals'! What impact do they have on their 

host institutions, i.e., the prison and the college? What impect 

do these institutions have on the program? How do these programs 

2. Evaluation of Post-Prison Performance. How does the career of a.n . 

ex-felon who has participated in a college program differ from the 

ca.reer of an ex-felon who has not? What is 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 issues facing 

t.he planne't"s anl. ;:t.dministrators of prison college programs? What 

are the ~lternative strategies and their implications? On the 

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

Data about the programs and participants were collected using a variel~y' 

of methods including on-site observatiol.~, background data on partici-

panta available in prison and program records, questionnaires adminis-

tered to all the participants currently enrolled in the inside program, 

and interviews with prison and program staff members and with relea.sed 

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-

growld d~ta on each group of fifty vere gathered from prison and program 

~~cords. Forty persons out of each group of fifty were selected for 

personal interviews regarding their experiences in the program and since 

r\~lease. Sever.i1 departures from this design occurred in the actual 

execution of tile study. The participant sample in Oregon vas expanded 

to seventy-five persons (sixty of whot:! were intervie\-led) because of the 

greater size and longevity of this program. An add_~:~~:\ six persons were 

included in Pennsylvania ''1hich resl!lted in the in·elusion of all eligible 

participants in the study sample. The samples in Lompoc. Illinois and 

Texas were smaller because there were fewer than 50 persons who met the 

inclusion ctiteria and fe- .. er than 40 persons \.,ho could be located for 

personal 1:aterviews. The study also included cOI1trol. and comparison groups 

of non-participants at Ashland and Minnesota, and comparison groups at 

New Hexico, Oregon and Pennsylvania. 

C. Focus of the Curr~nt Study 

At the termination of the OEO study, the questionnaire data that had been 

collected could not be fully analyzed given the existing time and financial 

constraints. This was primarily attributed to the Durprising 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 unusually extensive data base. 

It was recognized by the research Btaff and the government that additional 

time and funds should be allocated to finish the analysis of the available 

data. Five areas were dasignated as requiring more thorough study: 
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1. What was the compa!ative quality of the educational services provided 

by the programs in !:he sample. In particula:-, how were the programs 

and program components rated by the inside participant and released 

participant questionnaires. Did the resp, 'nses reveal that certain 

types of prison college programs and individual corllponents are more 

appropriate and beneficial than others? 

2. 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 "achieve stability" and over the longer run 

"rea7.ize life goals"? 

3. Perhaps most relevant to a study of educational programs in prisons, 

to what extent could inmate students be seen to achieve academically? 

How did inmates I academic success correlate with their background 

characteristics? 

4. What impact did the various prison college programs have on the 

former parti~ipants' post-prison success. Did the life aspirations, 

goals, and circumstances of participants improve as a result of their 

experiences in the programs. Were there differences between the post-

prison expl!'tiences of NeuGate participants, non-NewGate program 

participants, and non-participants? Finally, were theTe discernable 

differences in the contribution to post-prison SUCCess of -larious 

ptogram components, e.g., the quality of instruction, academic 

I , 
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1. What was the comparative quality of the educational services prQvided 

by the ~rograms in the sample. In particular, how were the programs 

and program components rated by the inside participant and released 

participant questionnaires. Did the responses reveal that certain 

types of prison college programs and individual components are more 

appropriate and beneficial than others? 

2. 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 w~ll 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 "achieve stability" and over the longer run 

"realize life ~oals"? 

3. Perhaps most relevant to a study of educational programs in prisons, 

to what extent could inmRte students be seen to achieve academically? 

How did inma tes' academic success correIa te with their background 

characte~istics? 

4. What lmpact did the various prison college programs have on tile 

former participants t post-prison success. Did the life aspiratic.ns • 

goals, and circumstances of participants improve as a result of their 

expcri~nces in the programs. Were there differences between the post-

prison experiences of Ne~~ate participants, non-NewGate program 

participant~. ~nd non-participants? Finally, were there discernable 

differences in the contribution to post-prison success of various 

program components, e.g., the quality of instruction, academic 
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counseling, therapeutic counseling, pre-release preparation, post-

release support, quality of the outside sponsoring university, the 

prcgraw'€ relationship to~e prison, etc.? 

Given the supplementary study's additional findings, should the 

description of the model prisoner college education program contained 

in the 19i3 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 this report are at ranged topically in the order 

of the five main categories of questions presented above: 

• Chapter II - Evaluations of Programs 

• Chapter III - Success of Participants After Release 

• Chapter IV - Academic Achi~vemcnt 

• Chapter V Post-Release Success and Program Quality 

• Chapter VI - Summery of Findings anc Implicationr. For a Model Prison 
College Program 
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g. EVALUATIONS OF PROGR.A~S 

1 In the 1973 report, the. eight college. programs we.re compared and ranked 

according to the evaluator's judgments of the quality of the programs and also 

by the inside and outside participants' evaluations of their own programs. 

Inside and outside participants' evaluations of their programs were presented 

in the case study narretives in Chapter VII on a selected basis where 

appropriate, In addition. Appendix C contained participants' evaluations of 

their programs in response to ten statements describing varioua aspects of the 

inside program. 

In the course of the supplementary analysis, we have been able to undertake 

a much more compreh1~nsive and systematic study of the data from the participant 

qUE'stionnaires. We have analyzed responses to 27 questions on the Follow-Up 

Interview <;:ltestionnaire and to 32 questions on the Inside Participant Question-

naire. These data are summarized below and compared with our evaluation of 

each program. 

A. Dimen'iions on Which Each Program },'as Evaluated 

In the initial study, the prison college education programs were evaluated 

and compared on three dimensions - challen~e, suyportive framework and 

personal social space - which were considered essential components of any 

educational program. These dimensions were described ill the following 

manner in the 1973 report: 

IThe. reader will recall that the I1College As A Parole Flanl1 program in San 
Diego was dropped from the comparative analysis. 
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1. Challenae 

There must ~e some feature(s) in the learning context which 6t~ulate 

and challenge the student to apply his anergies and to take advantage 

of the program and serVices offered. Before an individual will be 

motivated to change his F7esent values, perspectives, ideas and go~ls, ( 

he must be convinced that there 18 somethiug better. Eis 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., tha~ he feelo he wants or should have. Finally, he must 

be made to feel that these things nre possibly within his reach with 

the expenditure of some reasonable effort. 

2. Supportive Framework 

The learning program must provide a supportive framework which permits 

the participants to achieve the1c goals. In contrast to the variable, 

personal social space, i_hlch measures the degree of choice available 

to the participant, this variable measures the means which &re pr~vlded 

to the students in their efforts to obtain an edu,ation. There are two 

aspects to supportive framework. First, the students must be offered 

the numerous resources and facilities which constitute the substance 

of the instructional enterprise. e.g., academic courses, special 

enrichment or remedial classes, tutoring, instructors, materials. 

counseling, therapy~ operating funds, student stipends, library 

facilities. office and classroom s~acet etc. These must be of 

sufficient quality, number and diversity to accommodate the particl-

panta! needs and interests. In addition, the students must be provided 

a program structure i.Jh!ch arranges and coordinates the program t s 

constituent elements into a coherent and intelligent order. A new 
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student ~ho lacks experience in the school setting, especially 

college, will only have a vague idea of what he ,mnts, what ia 

available or possible, and what is realistic &LVen his own needs 

and abilities. The program must be structured to assist the student 

to formulate his objectives end goals and to pursue a prorram which 

baa a focus. The student must be introduced into a learninb process 

which is broken down into discrete understandable parts, arranged in 

a sequence in which one part leads logically to the ncr-t, and the 

experience at one level develops the information and sk~lls needed 

to function at each 8ucceedins level. Graduation from one level to 

the next must be based on atandard educational requirements and 

performance criteria which are adhered to by accredited institutiClna. 

Only in this kind of program 'IIil~. the students have the satisfaction 

that their accomplishments are not only intrinsically but extrinsically 

valuable In that they qualify th~ for a higher Bt~p and are widely 

respected and, therefore, transferable to other settings. The 

supportive structure must include the development of linkages wj~o 

other institution2l net~orks to facilitate meaningful transition 

to areas whet'c newly acquired skills are relev.:.::t ~~, i in ,t", ... - .~;. 

Once the student has defined the goals he is interested in attaining 

and has elected to participate in 4 program ~hich is designed to move 

. him closer to his soal, he must have the freedom to maneuver, i.e •• 

2eroonal social sence. to pursue his interests and to make choices 

which will tailor his program and schedule so that it 1s designed end 

paced to fit his individual needs and resources. In any learning 

situation. there is some sense of personal inadequacy and a fear of 
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failure. It is e. venture into the unknown with high pe>:s(lnal stakes. 

Be:':ore ... peraon will take a risk, he will want to know that he is 

participating on his own volition, and that he has some control over 

tr.e direction he iR going and over t'.e amount of titne and effort he 

is allocating. In participating in the ncw activity, he will also 

want to know that he ia somewhat free fro~ outside commi~enta and 

expectatio:ls. A person who 10 t.1ven the liberty to make choices and 

follow his o,m direction net only is in an optimum position to realize 

his full potential, but vill learn how t~ ~old his own destiny and 

take responsibility for his own acta. 

From the perspect.f.vc of .,oeiety as II whole, optimal utilization of 

available human resourcoo depends ultimately on jndividuals realizing 

their full potential. Society oust recruit on the basis of individuals' 

strongest interests, talents and motivations. Since they ultimately 

know best 'What these are, they' should be «llowed /iOllle measure of 

independence, i. e., perscit111l ,>ocial apace, to find ',' eir O'Wtl way. 

B. Hethod of Analysis 

Questions relating to participants' evaluations of the inside program ~ere 

classified into three categories (sec Tableu I and II) and responses 

aggregated for each program. Responses to ~uestions measuring challenge, 

support and space 'Were first liggregated 'Within each category and then 

combined for a composite accra for the inside program. The aggregation 

procedure ~onsisted of summing across queationa vithin reaponse categories 

of (l) very positive; (2) positive. (3) negative; and (4) very negative. 

Hedinn scores for each program vere then computed from the summated 

ratings. Because of the different numbers of questions included in each 
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category, the composite sCore for the inside program combining all three 

categoric~ was derived by taking the mean of the median scores for each 

catego~y. For the released participants, responses to questions pertaining 

to support in the outside program were aggregated into e fourth composite 

score and then combined lyUh the composite score for the inside program 

to derive an overall score. Space o.nd challenge in the outside program 

were not tleasured since tlle main purpose of t!:e outside programs waa the 

provision of support. The overall rating by the released participants 

was computed by adding the composite Bcore for the inside program to 

the median acore for the outJlde program and dividing by two. Implicit 

in this procedure is the assumption that the outside program is at least 

8S important as the inside program in determining overall quality. 

C. ~eaaed Participants' Evaluations of Programs 

As sllown in Table III beloty, the :i.naide programs in Ashland, Minnesota 

and New Mexico were generally evaluated more favorably than those at other 

sites. Each of the NewGate programs is eJaluated 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 

superiority 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 w'ere consistently higher than 

those for the program9 in Lompoc and Illinois on each of the individual 

questions as well as on the summary variables. lha Texas program was also 

generally evaluated less favorably than the Net.zCate programs. !Jut did 

receive fa.vorable evaluations on questions t'elating to the perf(,,1:'U1ance 

of the instructors (questions 1 and 3 under Challenge and questio~s 2 

and 3 under Support), on the information given regarding the acceptability 
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of their performance (question 4 uuJct" Support) f and on the program bei:l& 

straight .. -ith them (question 7 under Support). Evaluations of aupport in 

the outside program were also more favorable for the NewGate programs tr_n 

for other programs. But this is to be expected since only the NewGate 

programs had a formal outside program. 

TABLE III 

RANKING OF INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS ON SELECTED UE!\SURES OF PROGRAH, QUALITY 
BASED ON RESPONSES OF INTERVIEWED REI.EASED PARTICIPANTS 

Outside 

I Inside Program Program 
Rank Cha11enJ~e Support Space Compos:tte Support Overall 

lIigh-l Ashland Minnesota Ashland f"hlMd rinnesot, Minnesota 
(1.5)1 (1.9) (1.8) (1.8) (2.2) (2.0) 

2 rMinnesota fhisnd N. Mexico Minnesota r Mexico {. Hexico 
(1.6) (2.0) (1.9) (1.8) (2.2) (2.1) 

3 reno. N. Mexico Hinnesotn N. Hc,dco Penn. Penn. 
(1.6) (2.0) (2.0) (1.9) (2.2) (2.1) 

4 N. Mexico frogon Penn. Penn. Oregon fhlsnd (1.9) (2.2) (2.1) (2.0) (2.3) (2.2) 

5 regon ~". Oregon Oregon Ashland Oregon 
(2.1) (2.2) (2.4) (2.2) (2.7) (2.2) 

6 Texas Illinois Lompoc Texas ~llinOi. Texas 
(2.1) (2.5) (3.0) (2.6) (3.0) (2.8) 

7 Illinois Texas Texas ~o~oc Teltas Illinois 
(2.5) (2.6) (3.2) (2.8) (3.0) (2.9) 

Low-8 !.ompoc Lompoc Illinois Illinois Lompoc Lompoc 
(2.6) (2.9) (3.4) (2.8) (3.5) (3.1) 

~"II:iOQ_.I:IIdI~ 

~edinn 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 is consistent with 

observations by the evaluation staff. The Ashland program's strength 

~ested clearly with the inside ~omponents, the outside components being 

very inadequate to the needs of the participants. 

The inside Ashland program was reputed to be one of the roost '~citing 

bonafide college experiences inside an institution. This was particularly 

true in the earlier periods ci the prngram's operation. The students had 

tremendous trust and confidence in the staff membp.ra. 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 financial and 

other forms of aftercare assistance to released participants. it was faced 

with almost insuperable logistical problems in ~aintaining conta~t with 

stuatuts who were dispersed 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 on~ 

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 

b~cause most of the released participants were young and gtill 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 insuffic~ent supervision by the program staff. 
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D. Released ~articipants' r.valuationo Co~~nred to Those of Evaluation Staff 

Rank 

Uigh-l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

TABLE IV 

RELEASED PARTICIPANTS' EVALUATlONS 
COMPARED WITH THOSE OF THE EVALtTATION STAFF 

(Overall) Ratings of 
Released Psrticipantsl 

Minnesota (2.0) 

{

New Mexico (2.1) 

Pennsylvania (2.1) 

{

Ashl,md (2.2) 

Oregon (2.2) 

TE:xas (2.8) 

RaCings of 
Evaluation Staff2 

Pennsyv/snia (2.2) , 

Minnesota (2.6) 

New Hexi.:o (2.8) 

Ashland (5.51 

Lompoc (7.3) 

Illinoia (2.9) IlUnoi!; (8.2) 

b:m::~::E<:;!raiiliOii!.'iL:=omt!.lp~0:lilC~(li33r;:ror:'1.~~=:'lII6'lIiJU:~ 
~edian scc-res on overall evaluation of inside Hnd outside 

7 

Low-8 

". 

programs on a four-point SCdle. 

2 
Mean score over eighteen selected variables of invide and 
outside p.rograms on a ten-poi~t scale. These variables 
and how they vere comput~d are described in a follo ... ing 
chapter, "Post-Release Success and Proe!'l:am Quality, II 

(.,\... ,Jaring the evaluations ot the rele.."1sed partici~ants with those of the 

evaluation staff presents some problems in that the two acts of evaluations 

&rc based on somewhat different indi~idual measures. The evaluation staff 

also could C01.'lpare progra.ms whereas t~-e participants ~lere frunil1.ar only with 

their own. Soth the relenaed participants and the eval~ltion stnff rated 

the NewGate programs more favorably than the other p:.-ogra.!lls. \Uthin each 

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

among the top-ranked programs in the participants' evalUations, is not 

1 
! 
1 

1 
I 
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. rnted as 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 llad been involved in the inside program. thare was 

considerable friction between the Ue1o.tGI1te college progrrun which had its 

~dministrative base at Penn Stnte and the prison administration. The 

prison warden finally took the program over and became the director of 

the college prog~am. Although the evaluation staff considered the 

decreasing independence of the college program as potentially detr~ental 

to the program, they did not feel that there was evidence yet that the 

progr~ quality had suffered ai~lificantly. Judging from t~~ reoponoea 

on the questionnaire, thin fac~~r had a greater influence on the participants' 

evaluations of th~ program than it had on thone of the evaluation st~ff. 

Although the relative ranl~ of the Ashland program j.; similar in both acta 

of evaluations, the difference in absolute scores between Ashland and the 

other programs is greater. in the ratings by the evaluation staff than in 

thOBe 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 progro3:n ataff. Tne 

major factors in the louer evaluation given by the evaluation stoff was 

the lack of a eohaaive outside program. 

The program in Lompoc was among tha least favorably evaluated by both the 

released participants end the evaluation Gtaff. Ho~ever, the evaluation 

staff differed from the participants in evaluating the Lompoc program mor~ 

favorably than those in Illinois and Texas. These differences in evaluation 

" 
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may be due. ~t least in port, to differences between the pstticipeuts from 

Lompoc and those fror:: other programs. Compared to other programs, a higher 

percentage of Lompoc p.'lrticip:lnts ~al:le from middle class homes 8:ld had 

~ttended coll~Be before ~ntering pI ison. T~ug. tho Lompoc participants 

('ould compare the pri!.ion college program with college b:.lucndon outside 

prison which would undoubtedly make them more criticnl than persons with 

no basis for comparison. 

?:. rnsid'? Partic!,Eants' EvalUations (If f'rcgrama 

The questions asked of inside participants were sirnilnr to those askt:d of 

the released participants except. ot ~C(lr&e. that inside participants were 

asked only about the inside progfam. One question <lsked of inside partici-

pants Was "How do you rate tr....! college program?" The rcsponoell l<> thill 

questio~ provide additional data on the in6ide partiCipants' evaluations 

of the progr~s. 

As with the evalu;"tions of rpl(!(l6ed participants, the l'iewG4i:C prograflllJ are 

the top-ranked pro~rrun6. using the Blltlntlry scores. Tl'c 1'Imk order of all 

programs on the overall coc:bin<!d score, however, differs frc.t:I that for the 

sutnQary question. The Te>~s pro&ram participants rank their program higher 

on the single question than they do ..rh(>n their ('valuations of the otner 31 

~ucstions are combined in an overall score. It seems clear that the 

discrepancy betlo'een tlla rnnking results from the l-/articipant;s interpreting 

the question narroul.,. to refer t.. the college clasfles and the college 

instructors. On these tva dimensions, Texas respondents ranked their 

program very high. On other djmcnp~=ns •• ~i~h. though outside the classroom. 

are important ingredients in p~oviding a quality college program, Texas 

participants ranked the!>: progr.'ltl relatively lo .... er (sc€' Table II). 
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'tABLE V 

RANKING OF Ih'DIVlDUAL PROGRAMS ON SELECTED MLASURES OF PROGRAM QtfALITY 
BASED ON RESPONSES OF lHSIDE PARTICIPANTS 

- :lummary-, tJ 
Ouestion5~ U Rank Support Space Composit:e Challenge 

f": ". 
NClot Hexico ~ aigh-l Ashland new Mexico New Mexico ~ew Mexie. (2.0)2 (2.1) (1.9) (2.0) (2.0) 

,.. 
2 ~~'II Mexico Ie; Minnesota. Minnesota M1nneB~t:;. Oregon 

'< (2.0) (2.1) (Z.O) (2.0) (2.2) 

3 H1nnesota Oregon Oregon ~reg •• 'l'exas 
,$2.0) (2.1) (2.0) (2.1) (2.3) .... ~ 

< 
4 te.oo Pe.nnsylvl1nill Aehland k'P ennsyl vania Minnesota 

(2.1) (2.2) (2.0) (2.1) (2.4) 

5 P~nnsylvaniil }ex .. Pennsylvania Ashlatd Pennsylvania 
li2•1) (2.3) (2.0) (2.1) (2.5) .... "-

6 ~.mp •• )AShland Texas Tcxas Ashland 
(2.2) (2.3) (2.2) (2.2) (2.6) 

7 Teus Lompoc Lompoc Lompoc Lompoc 
(2.2) (2.5) (2.3) (2.4) (3.1 ) 

1.010'-8 Illiooill 'Ulinois Illinois Illinois Illinois 
(2.5) (2.8) (2.8) (2.7) (3.6) 

:'t!l!Bl. 

4,,2."V rio you rate ~hc collf:gc program?u (Four-point scale.) 

~editlIl score i>aacd on responses ranging from 1 (high) to 4 (101'). 

The other progrnms which reverse their relative positions in the tLUik1ng 

~.,,,,.J 

are Minncaota and Oregon. This 1s 1Iot Been as II significant rcverM~ givl!'l 

tt~ ;.Hght difference between the u.edian .scores (2.04 for M1.nne!fota verSU£l 

2.06 tor Orego1.l) ~hi"" o"tved as the basis for ranking. 

F. The Inside Program as Seen by Inside Ilt\(). Releaocd Participants 

It is intercsting to compare the ranking of the inside prograI!IS by inside 

(i.e., c.urre!:t) participJlntB vith tIle ranki •. g by relc<1scd (1. e.. forner) 

par"icipants. The ch,mges in the ranking. revf!.'ll. for tIt(· n.ost part. the 

J 
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changes in program quality from the time reJeased participants experienced 

these programs to the lilne the evaluation was conducted and the insic~ 

program participant questionnaires were administered • 

TABLE VI 

COMPARISON OF EVALUATIONS BY INSIDE A..lID RELEASED PARTICIPANTS 

I 

Inside participantst' ;~ 
I 

Released Participants 

1 bShland (1.8) {New Mexico (2.0) 

2 Minnesota (1.8) Minnesota (2.0) 

3 New Mexico (1.9) regon (2.1) , 

4 Pennsylvania (2.0) Pennsylvania (2.1) i 

5 Oregon (2.2) Ashland (2.l)j 
6 Texas (2.6) T~,as (2.3), 

7 {Lompoc (2.8) Lompoc (2.4) 
8 Illinois (2.8) Illinois (2.7) 

"""- -, , , 

The Ashland program detzriorated significantly. At the time of the evalua-

tion, the Federal Bureau o~ Pr:l.sons had announced their intention to take 

over the NewGate program, There was discussion of discarding many of t~e 

NewGate components, including most importantly, the pr-avious separation 

fr0m the p~ison's regular educatic1al enterprise. Most of the NewG2te 

staff were looking io~: ne~l jobs. Th::.:; meant not only that )articipants 

were pessimistic but that less attention by staff and students alike was 

being concentrated on normal program operations • 

New Mexico and Hinnesota reversed position in the rank as did Oregon and 

Pennsylvania. In each case, however, the differences in scores are too 

slight to be of much significance. Nonetheless, as reported in the case 

studies, the New Mexico project hac made positive improvements in program 

quality whereas no such evidence was rCt~orded for the Hinnesota project. 
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Also noted in the case studies was the deterioration of the inside program 

in Pennsylvania, particularly in the quality '>f the staff a.nd 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 staff 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 life on campus. 

G. ~'J.,uations by Inside Participants and 1973 Report 

TABLE VII 

CO}~ARISONS OF EVALUATIONS BY INSIDE PARTICIPANTS 
AND THE EVALUATOR'S RANKING IN THE 1973 REPORT 

., 
< 

·.Rank Inside Participants 1973 Report1 

1 

1 ~ew ».,o1co (2.0) Pennsylvania (3.0) 

2 ~finnesota (2.0) New Mexico (3.5) 

3 reson (2.1) Minnesota (4.0) 

4 ?ennsy1vania (2.: ) Oregon (5.0) 

(5.5) 
i 

5 Ashla.nd (2.1) Ashland 

6 Texas (2.3) Lompoc (s.a) 

7 Lompoc (2.4) rllinOis (9.0) 

8 Illinois (2.7) t..Texas (9.0) 

In our previous resea~ch. we had classified the 
programs 1nto high. medium, or 10l" groups on the 
three broad program dimensions of supportive 
flamework, personal social space and challenge. 
Here, for purposes of comparison, we have assigned 
point: sc.r .. res to each program in each of the three 
areas: 3 for high; 2 for DI£'dium; and 1 for low. 
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It shouLd be recalled that the inside participant ~uesti0nnaire poses 

questions which relate only to the inside program. whereas the evaluator's 

1973 ranking is concerned with both the insid~ and outs!de program compo

nents. Nonetheless, there is considerable 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 Illinois and Lompoc had generally weaker instde programs than 

did Texas, they did have informal agreements with universities which 

facilitated college entrance a,·j continuation for st.'me former prisoners_ 

As noted earlier, the released participants as well as the inside 

participants ranked the Texas inside program above Lompoc and Illjnois. 

But in the rankings by the r:lp.ased participants, the outside component 

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

The pOSition of Pennsylvacia in the overall ranking by the evaluation 

staff is 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 ~he overall program was 

somewhat uncertain, the outside program more than compensated for what 

appennd to be a slowly deterior~.ting inside program. It should be 

emphasized as well that the Minnesota and Oregon outside components were 

also judged to be of high quality_ The differ~nces in overall quality 

among these top programs should not be re3arded as major. Despite the 

weakness in the outside prog;:-am component 1.n New Mexico, the superlative 

inside program resulted in a high ranking by the evaluation staff. 
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III. SUCCESS OF PARTICIPANTS AFTER RELEASE 

From the outset, the evaluation staff approa~hed the issue of poat-prison 

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

success. Generally, recidivism, which liter~lly means return to criminal 

activity, has been measured by a single criterion - return to prison or 

loc~-up. This measure is inadequate and misleading for a variety or reasons 

which were discussed in our 1973 report. 

A. !!!ddivism 

The c~imes for which perso~s can be returned to prinon vary in terms 

~their seriousness. Distinctions must be made at least among crimea 

against statute, property and person which represent obvious differences 

~n the extent to which the safety of the community is threatened. Some 

persons in prison never have committed acts which most people in their. 

social milieu w01l1d consider to be serious or criminal even though in 

a technical sense they have committed a felony. An example would be the 

occasional user of marijuana in some jurisdictions. Similarly, juveniles 

can be placed in lock-up for status offenses such as truancy, running 

away. di~obeying parents and curfew violations; all of which are offenses 

not considered criminal where adults are concerned.l These distinctions 

are important to make despite the fact that they make the analysis more 

complex • 

~hiS accounts for at least 40 percent of the children committed to juvenile 
hall in California. See George Saleeby. Hidden Closets, a repo~t 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 impos~!d on them 

while in the community are more exacting. Many persons retur'.led to prison 

have not committed a new crime. Parole agencies can return persons under 

their supe'cvision to jail or prison for having committed technical violations 

of their parole agreement.: e.g., association with other ~x-convicts, 

drinking, cohabitation, borrowing money without permission, leaving the 

county without permission, not attending school, et~. A parolee can be 

returned ~o the institution for these minor violations without being 

a "failure" or a "criminal" by any conventional standards. In add:.tion, 

with the introduction of many new procedures such as "ary-outs," the 

parolee can be returned to prison for a shert time with no technical 

violations charged. Persons on work or school release also can be 

returned to prison without a technical violation because in this status 

the prisoners are not cor.~idered officially relcas~d. 

When comparing the post-prison careers of ex-offenders, one must distinguish 

between those who have been under clos(~ supcrvis!.on and othars who hnve 

not. Otherwise. it is unclear whether d1fferences in experience are 

attributable to the individual in question or to environmental factors 

such as agency supervision. 

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

wide variatio~how person~, rulp. Violations, or new crimes are tre'te~. 

Rules and practices of parole authorities vary from state to state, region 

to region, city to city and agent to agent. First, there is no dgreement 

about what constitutes a violation or about the degree of seriousuess or 

urgency of various Lule infractions. An agent may be aware that the 

parolee is ~ strictly adhering to all his parole conditions. but will 
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not violate him so long as everythjng else appears normal. But the mere 

duspicion that the parolee is involved in illegal activity may induce 

the agent to ~ite him up for previously ignored rule infractions to 

IIget him off the street." Secondly, evidence that the parolee haSi 

act1lnlly committed new crimes may also be dealt with very differently. 

Some states are harsh on certain offenses and systematically lenient on 

others. Moreover, certain states have more intense crime surveillance 

operations 80 the srume degree or seriousness of criminality will hava a 

different likelihood of being apprehended. Also, within states it has 

been well documented that certain dintricts are more 6ensitive to certain 

types o~ offenders, or have different intensities of policing operations. 

In the case of parole - the type of policing operation most relevant to 

"recidivism" - a study in Californ:::'a revealed a great deal of variation 

between parole districts in violation rates and e~pressed willingn~as 

to retnc~rcerate for the same offense. Thcse v~riations were rela~ed 

n~t cnly to different locations in the statc, but to diffcrent district 

1 Lldministrative struc tures. 

It is clear that the variations in the practices of parole authorities, 

from state to state down to the individual parole ~gcnt. make it 

e~trcmely difficult to know whether observed differences in post-prison 

experience among a sample of parolees are not significantly a function 

of differences in parole intervention. 

I 
Paul Takagi. "EvalUation and Adaptatio~8 in a Formal Organization" 
(unpubli6hed manuscript, School of CrSminology, University of 
California) • 
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lbere is still another problem with relying on recidivism data as a 

measure of success or failure. "Return~o lock-up" can only provide 

II verv incomplete picture of the ex-felolll:> experiences Iln~ 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 

'1iait and depend on, etc.) and he even may be achieving long-range goals 

(e.g., career advancement, raising a family, etc.). lbese experiences 

of IIsuccess" may be directly a result of participation in the program 

being stud:l.ed~ yet a return to lock-up would obfuscate these results. 

On the other hand, an ex-offender may have slipped into complete 

dereliction or even committed suicide, but because he has not been 

returned to prison, he would be considered a "success" if recidivism 

operat:i.onally defined ~7ere used as an exclusive measure of program impact. 

B. A Broader Measure of Success 

In view of these weaknesses of recidivism measures, a number of items, 

intended to measure a wide array of oth~r facets of post-prison experience, 

were built into the data-gathering instruments. The aim of many of these 

items was to measure success as it is conceived by former inmated ~fid by 

society in generQl when measuring the success of members of the soc:Lety 

who 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 failure even if he has not 

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

broader sense, two measures were developed to represent progressive areas 

of achievement: I'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 or stability and self-

sufficiency while refraining from behavior likely to lead to conflict 

with law enforcement and supervisory agencies. Each person in the study 

arunple Willi rated on a scale from (1) very unstable to (5) very stable 

baaed on the following items of information: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
S. 

6. 

7. 

Achieving Stability 

Percentage of time employed Or in Rcho01. 

Ability to perform on the job or in school. 

Self-sufficiency and acceptance of responsibility in 
maintaining a stable residence. 

Keeping up with firumcial obligations. 

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

Involvement with drugs or excessive alcohol • 

Admitted involvement in illegal activities. 

The dimension of realizi;1S life goals was designed to measure the extent 

to which a person had established a life style which was both relatively 

secure and personally satisfying. Again, each person was rated on a itvc-

point scale with five representing high success. As indicated below, 

this ra.ting was based on both rela::ively objective measures such as 

percentage of time employed and preatige and income associated with the 

job, and on the participant's exp~esBed satisfaction with what he Was 

doing. The following information was used to arrive at the summary 

rating: 

Fealizing Life Goals 

1. Level of educational and occupational achievement, takulg 
into account the percentage of time employed or 1n school 
and the stability of employment~ 

2. Extent of savings accU!Ilulated. 

3, Development of strong friendships. 

4. Achievement of personal goals. 
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The post-prison p~oblems related to those two conceptions of success 

were defined in the final report in the following manner. He (the 

released prisoner) has elttrcme difficulty in achieving equilibriU!ll on 

~he outside. Even if he recovers from the initial impact of re-ent~y • 

he mar not be able to meet the basiC exigencies of coping with outside 

life. That is, he may not be able to supply himaelf l-lith an adequate 

or person.d.ly acceptable residence, acquire a job - any job - obtain 

the necessary clothing or feed himself adequately. 

If he does succeed in ''making it," 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 :mteract in a "menningful ll and satisfying manner 

ami Yith whom he shares areas of meaning and intereats. This can be very 

difficult for an ex-convict who bas become immeraed in criminal or prison 

meaning worlds and who haa limited acceOG to ot~er worlds. 

He may also have great difficulty finding a "good" job, one which not 

only supplies the basic needs, but whi,eh earns him some feeling ('If self-

worth anc respect. 

Finally, achieving gratifying relationships with sexual partners may 

be a diffi(~ult p!toblem. As in otner areas, he bas lost his skill nt 

meeting an<!( int~raeting ,nth members of the opposite se.::, TypicallYt 

he experiences ~xtreme difficulty in both meeting women and later in 

establishL~g morc permanent relationships. 
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C. Results of Previous Analys~s (Summary) 

Our findings rel~ting to the three measures of success were described in 

detail in the 1973 report. These findings are briefly summarized below • 

1. Recidivism 

: The projected percentage of persons in each group with favorable 

legal outcomes eighteen months after release varied fr~~ 60 percent 

to 86 perc~nt. Althougl1 the Pennsylvania NewGate participants tended 

to have more favorable legal outcomes than ~ther groups~ there were 

no consistent differences among NewGate partlcipauts. paLticipants 

in other programs or comparison groups in actual or projected 

rates of r~cidivism. l!or~over, no consistent relationship between 

background characteristics and recidivi~m were found. Thus; 

differences in recidivism between groups could not be accountEd 

for by differences in characteristics of the samples. 

2. Achieving Stabilitl 

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 Ne"~ate programs nnd in the programs 

at Lompoc had been fully employed (or in school) since 

release Lhan had perGo~s in the control and comparison 

groups; 

b. A higher percentage of persons in the con~rol groups in 

Ashland and Minnesota who had ~ been returned to prison 

or jail admitted to being involved in major illegal activities 

than in any of the participant groups except I~linois; 
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c. All participant groups were rt"lllllrkably Iluccessf'll in 

decreani.ng thE' I!xtent of drug use nnd excessive use of 

alcohol from {.ast patterns. 

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

usc of alcohol was referred to in our 1973 report but was only p~rti'\l1Y./ 

documented. The data in Table VIII provide furthur evidence of changes 

1.1 these areaa. Clearly, thEI percentage of persons in each partic ... p!!nt 

group with drink~1g or drug problema following release was lower tl~n 

the corresponding p>'!reentagea with prior drinking Ot' drug problCl.'ls. 

Moreover, there was II greater drop in the percentage of persons with 

such problems fo~' each Ne~~ate participant group than for the compari~ 

son group at the same site. 

2. ,Realizitlg Life Goala 

CompariaoD. between groups indicated a aUght Guperiority of Hm.rGate 

participants comp~red to others in realizing lite goals. NewGa\..e 

participants in Minnesota were clearly more successful on this oeasure 

than were the controls from Hinnesota. The only other clear difference 

which emerged was that more participants in Ne_~ate proerams ~ontinued 

in college after release than did participants in other programs. 

Subsequent analyses of achievement in this area are discussed later 

in thia chapter, and in Chapters IV and V. 

D. ~din8 the ~uccess Measure!> 

These findingo were neither conclusive nor satisfactory. One probl~~ was 

that we lacked enough time to complete the analysis. One (;t..::;k left undone 

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

('tdoing good"), and recidivism (lega.l status) into one cverall succeSa 
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t:.CllsUre in II TIUlnncr which reflected their interrelationship and ...,Tlich 

took into account the length of time a p£'rson had been out of prison. 

The. development of an over.lll success measure is ona of the pr:lr:lIiry 

accompliohments in this subsequent phase of the analysis. 

For the original ~naly9ia. each participant Bnd member of the control or 

comparison groups had baen given a score from one to five on each component 

of success: recidivium. achieving stability, and realizing life goala. 

In developing all overall measure of fluccess, these three items vere 

weighted an.! combined. The rolative weight Clr importance 8.osigned ttl 

each of the three components for 0. giveu person was a function of how long 

he had remained outside 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 th~ releasee's life. 

The changes in the relative weight of each measure over time nre presented 

1n Figure 1 nnd the accompanying Table IX. For instsnce. when a pers~n 

1s first releaaed, achievement of stability and progre~3 t~~drd8 life 

goals nrc difficult to aBsess. Initial steps can be evaluated, but these 

do not mean too much in th~mselves. Recidivism - that is, re-arrest -

has to be considered as the moat important indicator. 7here are conceptual 

difficulties in doing this; since arrest at this stage often reflects 

int£'nsc 6upet-v.1.sion by parole <luthoritiea rathet than differential crilllinal 

activity. but initially this i~ the cost reasonable ceasure to use !fn 

person is rc-nrrcsted 800n after release, his chances for success on 

othe~ measuree are greatly diminished. Hence. for persons cut for only 

six months, the recidivism BCore wns veightcd more than either acbicving 

stability or realiting life goala. 
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During thcse first six mofiths. the degree to which the ppruon achieves 

some stability becomes an important pr£dictor of continued progress t~ward 

life goals. and reduced susceptibility to return to c=iminality. i~nc~. 

the weight give., to achieving stability increases steadily until it 

exceeds recidivism's weight after the sixth month • 

Realizing life g~nls ia initially given little weight because these 

accomplir.hmentlJ require time. This comp.ment steadily incre.lsna in 

importance, and after a year of freedom becomes a more important indicator 

of succcss chan ei~her achlev1~g stability or recidivi~. There are two 

reasons fo,: .:'11s. Firat. if D person continues to accoltpU ah hia i)(lIJls in 

spite of indicators of instability. then it seems likely tl~~t he hds 

achjevcd n lif~style which will allow him to continue to progress in 

spite of the appearance of instability. Second, if he is re-ar.r~sted. 

even for sOlJ:ething serious. it may again be due to h"'a.vy surveillanc'! 

by his parole officer and/or because of a momentary lapse InLo cri~~. 

We assume that after he has done well for a relativc;y long period. it 

will be easier for him to re-achievu success when released again. 

Length of time outside prison was computed by s~ing every conth which 

was part of a period of freedom lnsting at lenst three ~onsecutivc months. 

This allowed the counting of months after a return and subsequent release 

frotll jail or prison. ""hen 4 period outaldc last"d fewer than t:nreC' 

consecutive ~nths, these oonths uere not counted all time outside. TIle 

three month criterion was baset! on the .c:.asumption that it takes approxi-

~tely three months for an ex-inmate t~ eetnbllsh a pattern either of 

staying out - despite brief sub.sequcnt returns - or oe chronic recidiviSJ:I. 

In tlle CaGe of persolls \lho absconded but who l:;.ter returned. we counted 

the r.onths outdde in the sac:e ruanner 3S for persons ... :he r..:.d not abacl)nde-:i. 
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since measures of the.lr ability to achieve stability and ~ealize goals 

were based on total months out including periods when they were classified 

as abscc~:c.lera. Those persons in the sample who were still absconders at. 

large or had charges pending wpre excluded from the summary analysis 

because of the uncertainty of their current status. 

On the follo~nng page is a chart showing the weight~ as a function of 

tiIue, and following that is a list of the actua.l w_ 1hta. The weights 

are such that the sum of the tveights for the three component scores always 

exceeds ten. 

Comparisons using thece weighteu scores indicate only slight diff.';:· ~es 

between groups. The NewGate participants in Pennsylvania and Oregon and 

the comparison group in Pennsylvania are the most succesa~ul. This is 

shotvn in the percentage distribution by category in 'fable ~. and in the 

mean scores in Table XI. Clearly shown in 7able XI is the lack of consistent 

differentiation between groups on relative success when comparing legal 

status, achieving stabIlity, realizing life goals, or th~ combined success 

m~asure. The one exception is the Pennsylvenia participant group which 

is among the most successful on ~ach ~easure. Although the new combined 

succes~ score is a more refjned measure than the component scores, the 

relative success of each group on the combined ~easure shows no greater 

differentiation than did the scores taken individually. 

~ended .~alysi& of ?eal~zing 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 

anal~ses com?leted subsequent to the 1973 report. These analyaes focused 

on four ccmponents of realizing life goals: self-assessment of goal 
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TABLE IX 

WEIGHTS APPUED TO COMPONENT SOURCES OF TIME OUTSIDE 

NUMBER OF MONTHS REALIZING • RECIDIYl§tl ACHIEVING STABILL!! g]'E GOAL • --.-QU1.§1.DE 

, -. • 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 

4 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 7 .• 5 

8 3.125 3.875 3.0 

9, 2.15 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.S 
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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achievemtlnt to date, confidence in future gonl achievement, occupation&l 

achievement, and academic achievement. Discussion of the first three 

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

is discussed in detail in the following chapter • 

1. Goal Achievement 
.. 
f Interviewed released particIpants and controls completeu a questionnaire 

I 
I 

1,._ 

.t , 

'. 

on current and projected goal achievement. Each person was asked to 

indicate how important each of fifteen goals was to M.m, how much 

progress he felt he had made on each and how well he thought he would 

do in achieving each in the near future (see T~ble XII). In order to 

arrive at summary measures of perceived goal accomplishment and 

confidence in future goal achievement, responses were weighted and 

multiplied by ~p~ghted scores on importance of the item to the 

individual. A goal which was identified as "very" important 'WaS 

given a weight of "2"; one which was "fairly" import&nt 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 3iven a weight of 1l2", "quite a bit" 

was given a weight of "I". "not very much" a weight of "0", and 

"nCine at all" a 'Weight of "-1". For each goal named as very or fairly 

important, the weight assign~d to the. goal ...-ao multiplied by the weight 

assigned to the accomplishment category. The resulting numbers were 

then summed and divided by the number of goals named 8S either very 

or fairly important. The resulting mean scores had a possible range 

of "-2" (equivalent to no progresd at all on very important g"a1s) 

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

goals) • 

'-. 
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TABLE XII 

ITEMS INCLUDED nl GOAL ACBIlWEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

Hold down a good job 

Get along well with other people 

Succeed at whatever I s,et out to do 

face situations of unce'rtainty with 
confidence 

Develop strong friendships 

Make a good life for myself 

Stay on top of things 

Have dignity in the eyes of others 

}~ke enough money to get by without 
having to work too hard 

Stay out of prison 

Have self 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 goal accomplishment nre 

presented in Table XIII along with the correlations of perceived goal 

achievement and the summary success score. Th~ released participants 

1n Oregon, Pennsylvania and Lompoc perceived themselves as more 

successful in tlttaining their goals than did other groups, although 

these differences are not statistically significant. Perceived goal 

achievement correlated significantly with the summary success measure 

for all groups except the Ashland controls (p~.05 using Spearman's 

rank-order correlat1.on cl\efficient). 

With respect to confidence in future goal accomplishme~. the Lompoc 

and Illinois participant groups are the most confident, the Texas 

partiCipants and Ashland and liinnesota controls the least confident. 

While this reveals a difference in level of confidence between 

released felons uno participated in a prisco college program and those 

who -lid not have this opportunity, the evidence that this is attributable 

to program impact is only suggestive. It yill be recalled timt the 

Lompoc and Illinois 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. ~~ereas 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 perr.ent of the Lompoc participants 

had some previous education beyond high school (Table XXI). 
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Goal Achievement 
to date 

x-
r" 

Confidence in 
Future Goal 
Ac:hievetnent 

j{ .. 

r'" 

" 

Ashland 

Part. Cont. 

TABLE XUI 

MEAN SCORES ON GOAL ACH!EVEMENT .AND CORRELATIONl 

WITH SUH}~RY SUCCESS SCORE 

NEHGATE PROGRAM SITES 

Hinnesota N. Mex. Ore!5on ~ 
Part • Cont. Part. Part. Part. - -- -- -

1.9 1.8 1.6 1.9 1.6 2.1 2.1 
to * * 1; * 11 

.37 .29 .48 .49 .52 .33 .31 

2.6 2.3 2.7 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.5 

.10 .36 -.08 .43 * .23 .09 -.11 

1 Using Spe~rman rank-ordar correlation. 

* 1><. .05 

'. 

OTHER PROCRAM SITES 

Lo!!!Eoc Illinois ~ 

Part. Fart. ~ 

2.1 1.9 1.6 VI 
N 

'* 'It * .57 .61 .49 

2.8 2.8 2.8 

* * .27 .49 .43 
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LOlLPOC had the :lir,hest tJ.(!dian tested grade level (11.5). The 

lllinol.B s'llIlple. also h~d the highest percent previously employed 

.tn white collar jobs (T:1ble XVI). 

Pernons in all groups predict higher levels of accom?list~ent in 

the future than they have presently attained. Note that scores on 

th:l.8 measure correlate with the $UlllIIlIlry success ucores only for the 

l1l1nols and Texas participnrtts and Minnesota controlo. The reasons 

for this are not clear. The data suggest that NewGate participants 

are less tied 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 poait:!.ve and negative implications. 

On the one hand, self-confidence may be inatrumental to continued 

and/or future achievement. On the other hand, over-confidence may 

si~nify self-delusion or unrealistic expectations and may increase 

dissappointlilent and perceived failure in the future. Without knowing 

the subsequent progress of participants, it is impossible to choose 

betwe~n these two alternativc explanations or predictions. 

In addition to cumparing the sUt:'J:lary scor<>s for clich group, we 

compared responscs fol." c:Ich individual goal. There ..-ore no consistent 

pat~erns of differences between groups on these measures. 

2. Occup<!tioonl Genis ,md AdlievE'oent 

Ono specific urea ot goat achievement Which was of major importanc~ 

to participants and which is inst'Cumet.tal to ultitM.tc success is 

occupational achievement. We obtai-ted :lnforlNl.tion from pat:ticipants 

on their ?revious occupation, their <Jccupationlll goals before and 

after entering the program and their ¢ccupation after release. 
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Although a college ~ducation may b~ valued in ttaelf. it aleo 

provides acceS1> to ncw and higher occupational lcveld. As vhoW'll 

in Table XIV. p~rticipants in III programs raised their occupational 

IlspiratioTls after entering the p);"ogram. Although thio information 

is retrospective nne thus subject to sOJlle bias, the nmgnitude of 

the shift in aspirations toward higher level white collar jobs 

suggests that the programs do have considerable impact 1n this 

area. The data ahow that there is a larger inr.rease in occupational 

aspirations among Ne~~ate than non-NewGate participants. It ts dlso 

interesting to note that the program rank order on tlds ditleneion 

follows closely the order 1n which thp. programs were ranked on 

IIChallcngc.1\ Chapter II, rable III. 

It is not clear what are t~e ultimate consequences of this obvious 

increaae in occupationsl aspiration. It 1s commonly ob~urved thnt 

ex-convicts often hav~ very low expectations of thcmselves which are 

aclf-defeating. It has also been said that ex-convicts have very 

narrow life~'xpcr1cnccs and t:lcaning \.Iorlda. nnd it if) the lack of 

recognized alternatives which helps to pcrp~tuate crtoinnl careero. 

An Increane in aspiration pay well :end cx-offcndero to take 

advantage of a vider range of opportunities. On the other hand. 

increased aspirations may easily lead to incre&sed frustration and 

bitterness. This is particularly true when d,jaling with a population 

such as prison inmates, given the liability of their conv!r.tcd felon 

~tatus in ftndi~g emplo>~ent uiter releuue. This in not to suggest 

that thair aspirations should not be r~ised. but such a rise ~~ll 

only be effective in proportion to the extent that high aspirations 

are cO'!1bined \"ith adequate training. and with l1 clJar.g~ in the existing 

Attitudes of the public to~ard employing ex-convicts. 
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Data 011 occllpational achi('ve:::~nt rclnt!vt> to gonla are pre&el1t~d 

in Tahle XV for thoae personh t~ho \-Icre \.'c:ploycd after rdelloe 

(excluding studentl1 and thost' who W(,fC uneMployed). 'l'he datil on 

occupational B~hiuvc~~nt \!lUbe be int~rpr~t~d cautloualy because of 

the lil!l1tc~ nature of the n,uapl(~fl <In which tlwlic data nrc bast'd. 

Studenta WI!rc not included in measure a I,)f occupational llc.hic"JenlC'nt 

bpcauGc it Sa not clear what their relativo occupational level is or 

will be ilt. the completion of their at\ldies. Peraonn .... ho \lure 

unCr.lploYI!d wHe not inclu(:cd in the tabh'<; because of the nature of 

the dntn gnthered. SO::lC pamena 1..:1IJ not been cr.-played for the three 

~ontha necessary for orcupation co be classified. So~e had not 

lleli'll relenGcd long enough co fulfill this t('quir<'l"lE:!nt i otherll hnd 

been rctur~ad tD rri£on or had atten~cd school bur dropped out and 

lind not yC't l:e(.'n or:hen'hic cw.plo,ed for three months. A further 

cot:lplication is the inch:!iion of lWl'(Jom; in thl' Oregon and PennBylvllnicl 

aa."'lplca who "'{'n' on !ltutiy re!l'M,c nnd thcn~forc not ('UHiblc for 

From 46 to 61 pcccenc of tl:e ('r;ploYl!d particip.:mts in the Oregon. 

Pcnnsylwu.': ... Ill1noin m.d :(').':19 lia:-plc5 were able to Hnd (and hold 

do'iton) II job .'hie:i met or turp,:wlled tf;('ir asplrations. For the Nc'I.'Gate 

participnnt3 in part!culn~. the~e datA prO~ilbly ur.derer.ti~te gOBl 

Acniev('t;!'llt bCCbU:Jf: of th~ tJi2:el!blp. perccntnge of peroono ntHl 

nttunding college after rcleaoe. In the futurc. tiacs(' otudcnts should 

be in i1 better fasition to llchfevC! tht~r oc('u~at1or.1ll gOllls than the 

peraons included in thC5C analyses. Oil tll.:> other hnnJ. the higher 

!( 
:1 
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g ... ~atel' the extent to which these da.ta Qvercstimute gC31 3ccomplish-

men\ • 

Changes in occupational level by group are included in 'fable XVI. 

From these data, it i~ clear that the actual occupational level as 

well as aspirations increased aft~r participation in the program. 

Again, the Ne~-tGn.te programs show a greater increa6e than the non-

He\'1Gate programs. The direction of changes in occupational level 

are summarized in Table XVII. again excluding those persons who 

,.ere unemployed 01: students. 

F. Background Characteristics and Success 

One issue which was not fully addressed in the 1973 report is the influence 

of background ch~rac.teristics on success after release. Further analysis 

of the data using multiple regression analyses support our earliest 

tentative condusions that differences i.n success cr.nr.ot be adequately 

accounted for by diff~rences in back~round ~nd prior criminal involvement. 

A series ox mUltiple relression analyses were performed on the data using 

each of the four sum::".ry measures as det'enden t variables (i. e., recidivism~ 

achievin~ stabjlity, realizing life goals. the combined success measure). 

The independent vil!"1.abl.eS are ident.tfied in Table 1."VIII. These variables 

....ere selected on the basis of prior studies and prelimj,nary an~lyses which 

indicated that they and not other background variables bore some relation 

to success. Although the results of these analyses were not fruitful in 

"explaining" differences in suc~ ess, a l;:'JIlllnary of the results is indic<?tiv(! 

of the probler.1:' involved with this common approach to analyzing and 

predicting success. 
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Nr .. "GhTE l'ru:>GRAli SIns O'tl!n ?1I0C';v.lt SITES 

Nell PenIlSy1-
Ashland MiMe.ata J{""ieo Ore~n vnnia !:2s!oe Ill1no1. Te:r;u 

Pare. Cont. Part. Cant. PlIrt:. l'"rt. Part. Part. Part. Part. 

e .. .. .. .. e .. .. • $.I !'! " ... .. ... " .. .. $.I " $.I " $.I .. " .. .. 
0 ., 0 .. a CJ 0 • 0 ., 

~ .. 0 S 0 .. 0 .. 0 .. 
ow .. ... .. ... .. ... .. .... u .. ow ... .. .... ... ~ .. .. ~ ~ ~ :t. ~ .. ~ II ~ .. ~ :t. .... 

~ :c! :t. ~ .:l ~ fQ 1<1 1<1 '" -< 

J11.&h "'hi te CQll&r 0% 3% 0% 9% 132: 0% 4% 9% 0% 0% 12% 35% 11% 22% 4X 4% 13% 22% 12% 24% 

tow Yhite Collar 3 17 5 14 13 20 9 9 9 22 19 8 6 17 a 29 30 22 16 a 
Skilled t..ahot 14 2(\ 5 23 0 13 13 13 13 26 12 8 11 n U 33 0 0 12 16 ..-
O!l.5kiUed Labor 62 41 64 45 47 53 61 43 61 30 35 15 56 11 29 21 43 43 48 44 

.., 
I 

&nial 3 0 5 0 13 0 4 P 13 9 4 0 6 0 4 4 0 4 0 0 

Ullet:!plO1ec! 17 10 23 9 U 13 11 26 4 13 19 35 11 28 33 8 13 11 12 8 

,. 29 22 15 23 23 26 18 24 23 2' 
Stcdent 10% 25% 4%. 0% 12% G2% 0% 8% 8% 161 4% 531 101 55% 6% 24% 31 261 0% 0% 

" 

Jr- Itl 23 40 25 39 55 40 33 31 25 
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TABU! XVII 

l'OST~!ZU!ASE OCCUPATIOII' Ltv!L COMPAlUm "ro PRI~ OCCUPJ.TIOt'AL UV!L 

KEWCAT! PROGRA!( srrns 
Aahland I'U.nne.otA liN Mexico Cr"gon l'enn'Ilvw& 

~ ~ !!rt:. £9.:ll.:. E.!!E.!. !.!!S.:.. !!!!!. 
Olen!!, :l.I1 CeSl:!l!&t:1mal Level1 

j-
U;Nmrl 54% 53% 33% 29% 421 47% 61% 

SU)tI 27 40 50 59 37 27 31 

D:M:vilrd 18 7 17 12 21 27 8 

I- 21 U U 11 19 15 13 

" 

I 
I 
/ 

.'. 

0TRtlt l'ltOCltAK SIttS 

~e tl11l1;)t. ~ 
!!ll:.. !!!!:.. !!!l:.. 

33% lU 24% 

47 33 67 

20 6 10 

18 21 
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TAllLE XVIU 

~mu:sqto!l Al!ALYSrs 

llullr.1aa }'chll1V1ll, 
S='AEt; 6<Jceece Lit;; Co .. le Stob111t:t: • Lelltl! StllttUI 

Y-Vt.lua -L r-\'sluQ -.!.. ..!::!~ -!.. Y-VIl1ulI -.!.. 
5ta.>Uity ot ~IIIPI01O*llt 13.16**'" .28 13.55"" .2'1 10.32"· .%6 8.53·" .22 
Nu:obcr of l'dor arrclltll 5.16"* -.24 3.73 -.19 5.04· --.25 4.91· -.211 
f1J:>t .inca ~dQ"-'. 3.69 -.0.5 <1 .02 .00 16.47·II"*ar -.1.5 
;nther', occupct1~~ 3.63 .12 3.28 .12 4 • .102" .11 2.3? .11 

~ot 1cprlaollcd lor auto theft, tbeft, chocka. !oraery or bur,1ary 3.01 .13 1.76 ,11 <1 .08 5.20'" .14 
Nc=her ot prior prl.on t~~ 6.03 u -.19 4.3Bi -.15 Z.U -.111 4.62'* -.20 
!lot ethoic c.1aorLt)' <1 .05 <1 .04 <1 .04 1 • .54 .05 
SalAry 14vCll 3.63 .17 6.11"· .20 <1 .12 1.39 .09 

IIl1" ..., of 1/72 1.41 .02 1.60 .06 1.20 .01 <1 -.0.5 
'110. c~t related to dr1nk11l1 or dru,a 4.n· .oa 3.91 .06 5.04· .011 2.21 .06 
Ase .t lilot in.titut1ono1 ccmmit:Qnt <1 .20 .19 <1 .19 <1 .16 
110 prior ptllo1. violclHO'la <1 .14 <1 .12 1.30 .15 <1 .15 

lio alill. 1.22 .13 <1 .09 4.n· .16 2.1i) .16 co 
Forcer occupation <1 .14 <1 .U <1 .14 2.32 .06 ... 
Craup &.obcro:l1p ~hlllod rarttcip.nt <1 -.Ol •• Ol .01 <:1 -.01 

Hlaneaoca 'Qrt1elp~t <1 -.03 1.12 -.01 -.(i4 -.02 

N~ ~~~1c~ Participant <1 -.06 <1 -.01 1.05 -.01 3.i4 -.08 
Oregon Participant 14.97""~ .06 11.31·' j. .09 4.00· .0' 5.-'9-- -.01 
1_nnoilvon1a Por<lc1pant <1 -.07 <1 .M 2.31 .13 <1 .00 
Lo~oc P4rt~clpartt .00 .00 1.17 -.04 .04 

HUnQh l'utic19ant <1 .00 <1 -.01 <1 -.03 <1 .04 
T~xft. Part1cipan~ 4.80· -.u1 3.31 -.02 2.41 .00 1.76 -.02 
Mhland Cont-rel <1 -.01 <1 -.01 -.01 1.S7 .01 
Miunelota r~ntrol 1.04 -.03 -.06 <1 -.O:!. 2.83 .05 

~~ ~~xtco CocForl.cn <1 -.02 <1 .00 1.25 -.04 -.03 
Ora,on CoopArison -.06 <1 -.05 <1 -.03 <1 -.08 
Yccnoy1vcnla Cocpar11011 3.03 .08 1.91 .08 <.1 .08 1.30 .07 -

i R • 5411 Deanc.s of lTeedOCl • 25/$22 23/S24 23/S~4 24/.5%3 

I % Vance. Accounted for 191 16: 17% 18% 

. • p<.05 
•• 1'<.02S 

• tlfr* p<.01 .... ,. p<.OOl 
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In the first sct of analyses, all participants and com)arisons were 

combined, These analyses were helpful in identifying those characteristics 

most strongly related to success for the total sample: regularity of 

employnu;:nt pattern before priscn, number of prior arrests, number of 

prison terms served. and. to a lesser extent~ imprisonment for a crime 

involving drugs or alcohol. In thece analysp.s, being a participant in 

the Oregon NewGate prcgram was positively related to success. Beyond 

this relationship, gr~up membership showed no significant effect on 

success. Despite the fact that a few variables emerged as significantly 

correlated with success, only 16 to 19 percent of the variability in 

success was accounted for by all these variables combined. 

A second step involved applying multiple regression analY9is to the data 

for persona from each NewGate site individually, combining participants 

and comparisons at each site, In these 8'l1alyses, being an Oregon partici-

pant was again shown to be related to suc~ess: when controlling for 

differences in background. Cregon participants were more succesaful than 

persons in the Oregon comparison group. The only other finding was that 

11 somewhat higher percentage of the total. variance WI'S accounted for than 

in the analysi!:! i"cluding all groups (ranging 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 una comparisons as different 

groups at each site). In these analyse~ .• thl: relationships between 

background characteristics nnd success were further diminish~d, ~ven 

when taking into account the reduced degrees of freedom resulting from 
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the smaller sample size. Generally speaking, however. the combined 

characteristics accounted for a substantially higher percentage of the 

variance in success (averaging close to 50 percent)~ 

Dividing the total sample into participants from strong NewGate programs. 

those from weaker NewGate programs, thuse from other (non-NewGate) program3. 

and those from control-comparison groups did not contribute further to 

explaining auccess. Differences in background again accounted for a 

relatively emaIl 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 • 
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IV. ACADEM1C ACHIEVEHElIT OF RELEASED PRISONERS 

TIlr.ee major issues are addressed in the following analysis of academic 

achievement based on data obtained from the subtuunple ot lnterviewed released 

participants: 

• Educational achievement of p~t"tic1pants in the college p!,ogram while 

in prison: How much education ct,") participants complete? 

How ~ell do they pe~form usir~ standard measures of academic 

perfol"mance? 

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

participants: Does the program provide educational opportul,!ties for 

persona 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 afte~ release even if they did not 

participate in the prison college program? 

• The relationship bet~een program structure and the impact of the program 

E.!L.2.1\rticipa~: Does the educational achievement of participa.nts vary 

with the com?rehensiveness of program services? 

A. Background of Participants Included In This Analysis 

As may be seen in Tables XIX through XXI pa"ticipants varied consider

ably with tespect to prior experiences and background, both within and 

between programs. 

1. ~~ Backgroun~ 

Participants ~ere generally in their early or mid-twenties, ~ut 

ranged in age from 17 to 49 at the time they entered the college 

program. Since the sites included in the study were SAl institutions 
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TABLE' Tf:! 

SOCIAL BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS 

~TE PRO~RAM SITES OTHER PROGRAM SITES 
Ashland M!tm. N.Mex. Oregon Penn. Lompoc Illinois Texas ... 

(N=56) (N"'46) (N"'51) (Nm50) (N-75) (t;=S6) (Na 49) (N-41) 
Age When _Entered Inside Program 

Median: 19 22 25 28 23 22 7,6 26 

Range: 17-25 19-29 J.9-43 20-45 18-39 18-27 18-46 18-49 

Sex 

Male 100~ 100~ 94% 92% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Female! 07- 0'( 6% 81. 0% 06 0% 0% 

Ethnic Background 0\ 
1,., 

White 80% 86% 56% 83% SOI 767- 46Z 85% 
(68%)1 (76%)1 (37:4)1 (84~)1 (69%)1 "*2 {63%)l (42%)1 

Black 167- 8:t. 6% 15% ~Cl% 10% 49% 9% 

Hispano 1')% 0% 34% 3% 0% 0% 2% 6~ 

(Other) 4% 6.~ 4% 0% ot 4% 2% 0% 

Social ClaRs 

Lower 10% S% 36:t 25% 25% 10% 44% 46% 

"'orking 53!. Sl:l% 38~ 5S:t 46% 31% 32% 44~ 

Lower Middle 267- 2fl~· 201 19% 23% 397- 12% 4% 

Upper Middle 12% \';% 6~ l~ 5!t 20% 12% 6~ 

lpercentage of wh~tes in general incate population 
2Information not available (Percentage of whites in ge~eral inmate popul~.tign) 
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for male offen~~rs. very few females were included among the parti-

cipt.nts. The only programs having any female participants were New 

Mexico anel Oregon. each of which is located in a prison which is in 

clol?<I pr'/.dr-Iity to a "'orr~ct;onal f~cility for women. The fC"..1 fcroal.:! 

participants (six percent in the New Mexico sample and eight p"rcent 

in Or~g~n) did not atten~ college classer. within the program while in 

prison but received support to continue their college education 

following release. 

Minority group members were under-represented compared to their pro-

portional representation in the general prison population in Ashland, 

Minnesota, New 11exico. and p~~ticularly Texas. Although proportion-

at~ly under-repreB~nted in New Mexico, minority group members never-

thelesa formed a substantial portion of the pat ticipant group (abol"t 

44 percent). In contrast. Pennsylvania and Illinois each had a 

larger proportion of minorities in the college program than in the 

general prison population, Regardless of ethnicity. participants 

came primstily from either layer or yorking class hackgrounds as is 

typical of prison inmate ?opulations, New Mexico, IllinOiS, and 

Texas had the highest proportions of persons from lower class back-

grounds (from 36 to 46 percent). 

2. Criminal Record 

The majority of participants in all programs had had more than one 

prior arrest. althcu~l in Ashland. Minnesota, New ~wxico, Pennsyl-

vania, and Lompoc fewer than 50 percent had had C.ly prior felony 

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

had a substantial percentage of persons had more than one prior 



- 67 -

felony conviction. N~tc that persons in these three ~rog~ ron nIno 

t~ndcd to be somewhat older t~an those in other programs (Table XIX) 

and to serve more time before releaae from priaon. 

3, EducatIonal Background 

In order to enroll in any of the ,college level progrtUtls, participants 

: must lirst have received a high school diploma or equiva!cnt certifi

cate. M may be seen in Table XXI, a substar..tial number of partici

pads completed this requirement only after partic.lpatiol. in lower 

level educational proSrama offered by the prjaon. The percentage of 

pcr6C1nS \o1ho had not yet cr..mpleted hi~h school at the begi •• ning of 

their sentences varied from lo\/s of 22-26 ?ercent in 1111001:;, 

Minnesota, and Lompoc to highs of 58-66 percen~ in Te~as, Ashland_ 

and New Mexico. Lven with the high school requirement s8tisfie<':, 

special college preparatory classes were necess81Y for a o~ber of 

students, particularly in the Ashland and New Mexico progr;~s, before 

e~ rollir.g in college level ~lasBes. These classes we~c provided ao 

a p4rt of the cellc·ge prugram at: New(; -:te sites, although students 

did not rp.cdve college credit for their participation. 

Although the minioum requirecent for entrance was completion of high 

school, some part1cipants at each site had Jttended college before 

entering prison, a few having previously completed two or more yesrs 

f)~ college. Overall about 20 percent of the p<lrticipants had pre

v$c'J8ly had sOlte education ht'vond t.iBh ochool, ranging from ten 

p~rcent in Ashland to 32 perc~nt in Illinois. Illinoi~ had pro

portiunutely the m~st pers~ns (12 percent) with two or more years of 

college ~ompleted before entering the prison college prograo. 
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TABLE XX 

CRUnNAL RECQRQS Of PARTICIPANTS 

NE~~ATE PRrNR}~ SITES OTHER PROGRA~ SITES 

Ashland MJnn. t:.Mex, Oreson Penn. L01!lpoC Illinois Te)(ss 
~(t,"5l) . ~N'"~ "1t~ .. .sO) 0....,75) (~;-=56 ) (N .. 49) (N0 41) (1;.46 ) 

Prior Arrests 

None 24~ 10Z 22% 8~ 387- 331 347- ot 
Onu 14i. 12k 4:: 37. 18% 16~ 5% 3% 
Hot,!! than one 62% 73:t 74% 89% 457- .')1% 61% 97% c-

O) 

Prior Felonz Convictions 

t~one 8CJ~ 56% 66% 24% 70% 82% 49)'; 13: 
One 18% 322 26% 15% 14% 1CX In.: 38r. 

Hore than one .,., -I. 122; 8% 61% 16Z 8:;'; 34:;: 4!l?: 

Time Se~ed This S£n~encc 

Median (years): 1.4 2.0 1.8 2.8 2.4 ],8 2.6 3.2 

R<1nge: 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 
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TABLE Y.XI 

~CATIONAL PREPAr~TION Of PARTICIPAllTS ~dEN ENTERING PRISON 

N~riGATE PROGRAM SITES OTHER PROGRAM SITES 

.bl!hland Minn. N.Mex.. Ore~on • Penn. Lo:nEoC nlinois . Te:t3s 
, V;"'51) (NaSO) (No SO) (~"75) (N .. 56) (N.,46) (NaU) (t\c4~) 

t Education Co~21etcd Prior to 
I This <:C>U"J'li tmcnt I 
I 
~ LeGs tha.o high school graduation 63% 261. 66% 37% 32% 26% 22% 58% 
I 

High school &rndutlt~ 28% 52Z 18% 46% 55% 45% 46~ Z(lr. t 
~ 

t a-
S~~e ~olle3e ( 2 years) 10% 18% 10% 11% 9% 25~ 20% 16% \Q 

f 
~ 

~~ or e~rc YCQra of college • Or. 4% t 6i' 6% 4: 4% n::: n. 
t 

T~_ted Grade Level 

Hedian: 9.S 10.8 9.2 10.6 10.6 11.5 :1\1 9.6 

Rnng.!! 
5.4 ... 8.6- 6.2- 5.5- 5.1- 5.3- 1\' 5.6-

12.4 13.0 12.6 15.4 13,0 12.9 12.0 

1 Informntion not available 
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is 3100 indicated by the tented grade level of program participnr.tG 

which i:"ans«d frot} 30 1('w as 5.4 to an high ('S 15 •• veL'llging 

hct"W('cn ninth <Inti eleventh gr3c('. "lthou~~h l.eoted ability 10 (·ne 

r;;cnnurc of lcvC'l ('If preparation, it oho'Jld be kc'pt 1n mind that 

theae tcoto \tere od~'inlIHercd during the ntreaoful period follow1ng 

ccnv1c.t!on. sentencing and inHial entry into tl'e pdeon seltcing 

nnd eny therefore underestimate ~ctual level of nchlcvcm2nt. 

One. point which ohould be otreaocd io th£' cor.:parnbility of the prier 

educatiOl1lal achievement of the prceratl participants I1pcn entering 

pr.1.aon vith thilt of the general 1n~nte population when compuritlg 

uveragea fet' each group. Although r.:olny in.~atefl rn.oy not be intcrctltcd 

in pur£luing 11 college education, it :I.s not the Ctl.ne that ('n1y a !leal! 

nur-.Der are, or can beco:o:c, educationally prepared to take lldvo.nt£lse 

of such a prcgrarn. At t'ilch site tile r:;1!a1l educational lc\'f.>! ord 

tea ted r.;r.ldc level for the lr.nllte population in ~:cnernl was cot'>para.blc 

to that for progr~J particip;nta. 

D. Educaticnal Ach!cv~~ent ~lile In PriscI' 

As l:<1y be st!\'n in Table XXII partlcipantfJ included in tr.e 5tUrly co~pletcd 

ll,,>'Vhere froc: thret· uni';s (one courn!?) to th(! equlv.llcnt of over tvo 

year!) of full~til;!1.! atudy while in prison vlth 15 to 25 units being 

t},pica.l in llJC'lt ptogra::o. ThC:1C figures nre so:::m.that hl~e'C than would 

be found if all pC:/lono .. !.o had purtic1patcd in the progra::: had been 

included in annlysis. This is particularly true in the non· UClo-cate 

progra'::<.t beCilUCp. "f the nilt"re of Fllrticipation in thcoe 1:'rl')gra::.q and 

the criteria us(:d for inc1uninn 1n the otudy va::::pl~. An it.dicated a!;ovc. 

« 
• >..- _ ...... 11"', ." .... ~._ •• , ____ ~_.~~~~~~~~ .... '" tM-,-n1hCv iJ 
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.!.tE,rct_of toteo Co:-:pl(>tc-d 

.. lcdlnn: 

Nt 

~;·.:-:t\l!r of YC·.'H'!;J _in Innid~ Progfi'ln 

Hcdt'lr.: 

£::'~Jnt A\1'{'t:18.<l' (C.,llcgc dOI\l"N~) 

~h:': il'l'I: 

O.S 
0.2-
1.2 
,.1 .. ~) 

2.44 

0.$0-
".ot 

lSl 

11-;0 

SO 

0.9 

0.3-
1.5 

SO 

2.81:$ 

1.51-
... 00 

50 

10 

3-32 
1 

?"~ 
... 4 

0.6 

0.2-
1.6 

451 

2.99 

0.50-
4.00 

11.1 

29 

5-75 
591 

1.0 

0.3-
3.8 

621 . 

1.18 

0.50-
4.00 

)61 

' . 

OTHER PROGRA.li SItFS 

Penn • 

18 24 JJ 

1-54 11-76 12-&4 

49 41 4(, 

...., .... 
1.3 1.1 1.5 1.:; 

0.3- 0.6 ... 0.8- 0.6-
2.8 ... , ....... 6.0 3.0 

511 49 41 4f. 

3.00 3.31 2.52 2.3Z 

:'.15- I.CO- 1.33- LCO 
4.00 4.0? 4.00 4.00 

521 4ll 41 t.fi 
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the s:.udy sample was reBtt:icted to those persons "-1ho had completed the 

equiv:'lent of 12 semest€lr units or who had participated in both the 

inside and outside pJ:ogr<:llns. The majority of NewGate program v:.L'ticipants 

tw=:t 1~ criteria because the programs were designated for full-twe 

participation. Since th(~ non-NewGate programs did not have fomal outeid~ 

programs, participants ~~~e only included if they had completed 12 units, 

except felr a few excepticnal cas,;;s. Host r:tudents in these prc:rrams, 

however. took only one or two classeG altcget~er and tilUb did not meet 

(!l,C cr'l.tcria for inc1:.tsio'J. i the study sample. Note that, because they 

participated part-time, students in non-NewGate programs progressed ::.t a 

il:::'O\;:~~r rate and P" rticipated in a less intensivE' college-type experience 

than HewGate students even ~lhen considering only the extent of on-gOing 

class participation. 

In the NetolGate programs so:nc participants who \olere included in the 

sample had not actually att:ended colletje classes in the inside program. 

In New Mexico., for eXdmple t 44 pe=cent of those included in the s~~ple 

jlarticip~ted cnly in college' prt'paratory classf's cffered by the program 

but were released t:J attend college under the auspicE'S of th~ outside 

program. Several persons in the NewG~te programs in ~'ew Mexico (14 

percent). Oregon (12 percent). and Penm;ylvania (2 percent) were sup-

portr.d in the cutsice program, although they had not participated in any 

cla~~es in the inside pr0gram. These persons had either had some college 

prior to enterir.g priso.n or had taken college classes outside of the 

NewGatr: program , .. hile :fn pr:Lson and had been in cOhtact with NewGate 

staff members prior to r£:lease. 

t 
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The variability in the number of college level semester units completed 

while inside prison is due primarily to the differing lengths of time 

spent in the program which is in turn determined to a considerable 

extent by the length of a participnllt's sentence. For students who 

rem:lin in the program more than one year or have han prior college. 

classes, th~ number of units completed is somewhat de.pendent 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 

avg:;:-age. 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 clear that the majority of participants 

are able to perform well at the college level. This is no guarantee that 

instructor~ used the same standards in grading thes~ students as they 

would those on n conventional college campus. but there is no evidence to 

indicate that the grading policies inside were any [lOre or less lenient. 

In fact, ins~ructors in Pennsylvania are ~xplicitly directed to apply 

the same standa>:ds they use on C.:lmpus so that student-inmates have an 

ac~~rate assessment of how they can expect to perform when released. 

One item of indirect eVidence as to the compara~ility of grading pro

cedures inside ane out is that the grades of persons continuing in 

college ufter rel~ase correlated significantly (p < .05) with the grades 

they h~d received while in prison at all of the NewGate sites. The 

correlation COefficients were of the same magnitude (Kendall's tau • .34) 

in Lompoc and Texas, b:..':: were not statistically significant because of 
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the small sample size.s. Illinois ~as 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 talk.(.ng to instructors and persons who have been 

through the program are that the quality of college education received 

inside is generally average or above average in so far as both level of 

instruction and student performan~e are concerned • 

Although the focus of this report is college education, we should keep 

in mind that many of the students who. had completed college classes at 

the time of release had progressed from the status of high school drop-

out to successful college student during imprisonment. The progress of 

participants is remarkable given their backgrounds and level of prep8;:-a-

tion at the time they entered prisop. 

C. Post-Release Educational Achievement 

A variety of measures were used in evaluating post-rele"lse 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 semest~rs 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 acac2lI1ic year, and 

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

1. Educational Goals 

Some students had entered the inside college program primarily as a 

'. .... 
" 
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\ 



- ~. 

• . 
.. ~.-

----
, 

. ~. 

---

--...:--

.... -

-

! 
./ 

. ---::..,. ! -

- 75 -

'Way of making use of their time in prison--llIl end in itself with no 

plans to continue in college after release. For others, participa-

tion represented entry into a system in which 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 ~tlnnesota, New Mexico, and Pennsylvania, and 

by over 30 percent in .\Shland, ore5~' and Texas. On the other 

hand, 42 percent of the participants in Ashland, Illinois, and Te~as 

irdicated that for them getting a college degree had ~ been an 

important reason for entering the college program. As would be 

expe.;:ted, the same patterns of responses were given in indicating 

the importance of getting into college a:ter releas~ as a reason for 

~ntering the program. 

:be extent of post-release progress toward a degree for those 

Feraons indicating that getting a college degree was very important 

vad::s conSiderably between sites (see Table XXII). AmOllg Texas 

partidpants 62 percent of those whc had considered earning a degree 

very important did not attend collegf at all after release. This 

figure waS less than 15 percent at all othe~ sites except Lompoc 

where 25 percent did not attend. Comparing the percentages co~plet-

ing at least one semester aftp.r release. the participants in IllinoiS, 

Oregon, and Pennsylvania were most successful in progressing toward 

their goal of eventually obtaining a degree. The extent of progress 

was not m~asured beyond one Semester in this particular analysis 
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TABLE XXU! 

POST-RELEASE EDIJCATIONAL PROGRESS OF THOSE PART) Cl PANTS 

\ FOR WHOM EARNING A COLLEGE DeGREE WAS VERY IMPORTANT 

NEWGATE PROGRAM SITES OTHER PROGRAM S,ITES 

Ashland Minn. N.Mex . . _Orego"_ Penn. Lomeoc I J 1 inol s Texas 

( 
~elease Education 

Did not attend 8% 6% 12% 9% 0% 25% 0% 62% -.J 
0\ 

Dropped nut before 
completing IS units 
(one full semester) 46% 29% 4rlo 4% 24% 25% 0% 12% 

Completed at least 
15 units (one semester) 46% 65"10 41% 87% 76% 50% 100% 2.6% 

N1= 13 17 17 22 17 8 5 8 

I Includes only those persons for whom earnln9 a degree waS very lmportant 

, 
I 
j 

I 
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because of the bias introduced by differing lengths of time since 

release ane! hence differential :)pportunities for post-release achieve-

mant at the time data were coll~ctcd. Time since release could not 

be adequately controlled for, given the small sample sizes • 

The extent to which college education had become nn important value 

to participants regardless of initial motivation for entering the 

p-.:ogram can be measured by tJhether or not they planned to continue 

in coll~ge after release. Their plens and actual behavior following 

release clearly differentiate between programs with respect to 

academic achievement following release. At the time of release: from 

priS~l a majority of the part1cipucts in each program except Texas 

planned to attend college. mose of them on a full-time basis (see 

Table XXD0. The percentage of persons planning to attend college 

was much higher among the NewGate participants (at least 90 percent) 

than among participants in other programs. One reason for the 

difference between NewGate and other participanta is that the NcwGate 

programs had clear channels for continuing education ufter releace in 

te~~ of counseling, affiliations with outside universities, and 

provisions for financi&l support. 

2. College Enrollment 

Virtually all of those planning to attend college after release did 

actually enroll. Texas program participants t .. ere the only grOu:> in 

which a number of persons planning to attend college never enrolled 

(a drop from 44 percent planning to attend to 27 percent actually 

enrolling). This 1s undoubtedlv in part bec~use the Texas program 

provided the fewest channels for entering college after release. As 
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an example of the type of obstac1~a faced by Texns participants. at 

least one college located in Huntsville, the central location of the 

Texas Department of Corrections. will not admit an ex-convict to the 

school lilt hough the school hali a heavy emphasis on penology Bnd 

makes use of the facili tics at Uuntsv:l.lJ o! for purposes :>f on-tr.c-job 

training and research in corrections. Another factor which differ

entiates the Texas participants from thC5~ at other sites is the high 

percent&ge of pereons who ure discharged directly from p~ison rather 

than being paroled to a supervising agency. Only 42 percent of the 

Texa!l participants left prison on parole compared to 80-90 percent 

~n other programs. Thus the maj ori ty of the Texas parti..:!!,ants di.d 

not have to answer to a parole agent if they did not follow through 

on plans to at:end college, nor wele they requir~d to have fc~al 

plans formulated before release. 

3. College Units Completed Since Rel~ase 

Although most students planning to attend college did enroll, many 

dropped out during the first spmester without cOIhpleting any courses. 

This ~as particularly true in Ashl.:md an.d New Mexico and t to a 

lesser extent, in }!innesota (see Table XXIV). Each of these programs 

had facilities for transition to an outside program but did not have 

the extensive study release progrcun found in Oregon and Pennsylvania. 

The study release programs appear to affect the drop-out rates in 

two ways. On the one hand participantR on study release usually com

pleted at least one semester while on study release before being 

paroled. If dropping out were merely post?oned until formal release, 

ho-wever. the drop-out rates in Oregon and Pennsylv,>nia should catch 
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up w1-:h thoue of the. other programs after completion of a semester. 

Since t'his W!;\"l not the case. (see Table XXIV). fltUdy re.ll'.a.se appears to 

be nn effective means of easing the transition into an outside 

college program and r~ducing the post-release drop-out rllte. 

TIle rate of dropping out without completing nny courses ou~side was 

10\,'2r ill the n,ln-NewGate programa thlltl in any of the Ni'wGsce program$. 

This vas in lnrge Iil~asure due to tho high drop-out .:atf! in those pro-

grams prior to enrolling. Since the burden of gaining admiuaion and 

enrolling was on the participants with little assistacce from the pro-

gram at the ncn-NewGate sites, thoen persona who were not strongly 

committ~d to c~ntinuing in college did not bother to enroll in the 

first pbc€=. T. .. differonces in drop-out rates be~~een programs 

raisea an interesting issue which will be discussed further in eval-

uating the relationship between pro~ram ~tructure and post-rzlesse 

performance: particularly with reference t~ the cost-effectiveneOB 

of a program, is a little support better thun non~ or is extensive 

support necessary in order to have a sigll:'!.t:llnt impact "n perform-

ance and return on investment? 

Comparing programs, the percentages of ~ErF,OnS completing nt least 

one semester or one year rf college following release follow the BPme 

trend as for those completing one course, although the p~rcentages 

decrease over time for each group. On the average those particirants 

who enrolled in college from the Oregon, Pennsylvania. and 1111no1.e 

programs completed more units since release than participants in 

other programs. The median nUlllbers of UI.:!.tS completed sjnce release 

as presented in Table XXiV do not, h~_ever, take into account 
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TABLE XXIV 

PLANNED AND ACTUAL CONTINUATION OF COt.LEG~ EDUCATION FOLLOWrNG RELEASE' 

P!Jnncd to Attend CnllcQe UR~n Rclcasq 
Full-time 

r,lrt-t I me 

Percentage of st~dcnt5 actual1X enrolling 

Percentage cornpAotlnq at le~st o~e COu~S! 
.!l.!.l:.' r rei 0., S c," 

Pcrcentag~ co~plotlng at least ono year 
Dtt~r release (30 unlt;)2 

Ashland 
(N=4Tr-

85% 
5% 

88% 

54% 

29% 

15% 

NEHGATE ?ROGfW'.!.....~iTES 

Hlnn. N.l~ex. ~on 
(N:::ztO) (N:.39)· (N= or 

90% 92% 90% 
0% 0% 5% 

92% 90% 95"10 

70% 51% 85% 

50% 33% 72% 

24% 24% 63% 

llnformatlon 8v~11abie only for IntervIewed sample at each stte 

OTHER PROGRfI.:'\ 5 I T(:'<; _. _ ...... ,--
Penn. Lompoc_ IllinoIs T~xa~ 

(Ndf6) (N=-33) {~;:3T (t'''',(;j 

98% 39% 52% Lt4% 

0% 21% 3% 0% 

$0% 48% 58% 27% 

CD 
0 

88% 42% 52.% 2710 , 

76% 31% 36% J 2.% 

54% 21% 26% 12% 

2Ba~e number for percentage excludes those stIll In school who had not yet reach~d thIs stage 
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TABLE XXIV (C0ntinucd) 

PU\NNED A'~O ACTUAL ClJNTI N~l!\TI ON OF COLLEGE EDUCATI ON FOLLO\~I NG RE~ 

~-£L~~ga units cor-ploted by those 
v.b,J enf'C'IIt~d <~fter rele .. se 

:-Iadlen: 

Rung':!: 

I':cdl.:m: 

Range: 

N: 3 

2 

~'E'r/GATE .PROGRAM SITES 

Ashland -1iL.f1Jl.:.... N.Mex._. Otegon 

2.48 

2.48 
1.0C-
3.92 

36 

14 

0-99 

2.96 

2.96 
2.00-
3.74 

37 

6 
0-95 

2.78 

2.78 
1.00 
4.00 

35 

)0 

0-138 

3.00 

3.00 

2.00 
3.80 

57 

Penn. 

24 
1)-99 

2.75 

2.75 
1.25-
3.83 

45 

-l-o"':ooc 

18 
0-90 

3.07 

3.07 
2.00 
4.00 

16 

II1in:)is TCX~,i 

J2 
0-74 

2.88 

2.88 
2.00-
3.SLI 

18 

---

12 

3-70 

2.90 

2.90 

1.20-
4.00 

1 

trl ..... , 

~For classc$ completed since rcle~sc 
N~~bQr of Interviewed particlpdnt~ frcrn each situ who had co~plcted some college work sInce rolease 

t r , . 
f. 
f 
l 
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differences jn lenR~h of time since release. In order to give some 

further idea of rhe progr~8s of pnrticip~nts in each program since 

relen8e~ data arc presented tcpnrnt~ly for those who were still 

enrolled Ilt the time of contact (Table XX'V) and those who had 

dropped out of school by that time (Tabl~ )()''Vl). The percentnge of 

persons still enrolled At the time of contact varied from lows of 

eight percent in Texas and ten perc<!nt 1n Asi11c.nd to 11 hIgh of 54 

percent in Pennsylvania. At least one-third of the participants 

interviewed were still enrolled in Hinnesota. Oregon. and Lompoc. 

Although sl'r:c students still enrolled had yet to complete n full 

semester, the majority had completed at least one year of college 

since release except in Hinnesota. In ~Hnnl'sota the drcp-out rnte 

was mu~h ~.j5her fc~ the first brouP of participants ~nrolled in the 

program nnd has since lcvell!d off. After the data had been collected 

it was cis~ovcred that d d1sproportion~te number of t\e early pnrtici-

PlIPts had by Cr!.lnce been included !n the randomly selected srunple frOlll 

Minnesota. As 0 ren~lt, tne post-rcl~ase achiuvement of Minnesota 

particip .... ntq is probubly greater than t.h::- data from this study 

indicate. 

4. ~'el of P{>rforrmnce Following Rcleas(> 

Including all participants who co~plcted at least ~ne course follow-

ing ,elcl..se. the cedian grade point 3veragc ranged froe 2.48 (C+) for 

Ashland participants to 3.07 (lH) £0- Lompoc particip:,nts. Mos\'. 

released particip'lnts who had completed so~~ cr,l tegi! had maint.:liol.'d 

g~ade point averAges of at least 2.00, with th~ median for those 

stHl enrolled beint: 3.00, and tbi\t for those having left school 
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TABLE XXV 

POST-REtE.t\SE £OUC~,TIOHAL PROGRESS OF PARTICIPANTS STILL E~~ROLLEi) IN ("JLLEGE 

NE'.,fGATE PROGRAA SITES OTtI[R t"ROGP.A,M S !"rES . 
l,sh ll,nd _ • Hinn. _Oregon --N.Mex • !ann. lompE£... 

Se~ester5 comelGtcdl 

Loss thun one (C"14 units) rf'j. 10% 0% 13% 9'";(, 3% 
One semester (15-29 units) ~.4 18"h ~h 3% 11% 12% 
T~~ or more s~me~tars 

( 30 units}Z 7% 12% 13% 34% 39% 18% 

Sem~~tcr unIts ~omelet~~ 
Median: 36 20 40 ,38 40 48 
Rung(!~ 21-65 5'-99 17-95 a-tl3 10"99 12-90 

t.: 4 16 7 26 .26 lJ 

lporcentagcs ba~ed on ~ ~ntorviewed parttclpant sample ~t20 at each stte 

2'IIcludlng those who have completed B.A. dcgrcQs 
3Xedioo not co~putcd d~c ~o small sample slze (N-2) 

1111 noj!i ~~ 

10% 0% 

3% 0% 

23% 8% 

62 _3 

29-74 52-70 
8 2 

CD 
~ 
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'Ferc\'ntogc, based nn ~ intor ... iCtlCd parttclpMt So"'ple size llt each ;1\ to , . 
-l!.o..!, indudlng th~zo who \il(t i}ft~r cC'~'pt{ltin9 B.A. degrees 

3hcllJd'l" c.lly theso who onrolled in school "her release 
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TAf'LE XXVII 

P£RtE'ITAGE OF PARTl C I PANTS REeEI VI KG OOftOP.S J\ND OEGREES SHCCE RELEASE' 

A.A. ~egrC!e 

B.A dcgree 
M.A. dcgrcil 

A!>htand 

NtwGA7£ PROGRAM SITES 
Per::. 

11% 

OTHER PROGAAJ!, SITE} 

tCf.'iPOC: I I J ! 1"10 J s Tex,')!. . - --... ;;;.;.;----

11% 

0·" I: 
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being 2.50. In most colleges a C grade (2.00) is considered average 

performance. Considering the fact that the median 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 progT.'ess. As a further indication of accomplish

ment, from 11 to 20 percent of the participanto in these prog~ams who 

attended college after release made the honor roll at their respec

tive colleges for their post-release performance (see Table XXVII). 

Although mo~t p~rticipants had not yet been released long enough to 

complete the number of units requ~red for a degree, this is clearly 

a realistic goal for some. In Oregon, where participants had been 

released for the longest periods of time, 15 percent had received a 

Bachelor's Degre~ since release, five percent a Haster's Degree. An 

additional 33 percent ot the released particbant irunple in Oregon 

,.rere still ~nrolled, some of whom will undoubtedly also complete a 

degree. 

D. Overall Academic Achievement 

Host important in terms of the impact on the individual's future career 

is the total progress toward a degree. Based on the 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 mc~n projecLcd percentage fer sll programs combined are presented in 

Figures 4a through 4h. These graphs and the percentagp.s in Table XXVIII 
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TABLE XXVII I 

PROJECTED ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF PARTICIPANTS' 

J~EWGATE PROGRAM SIrES OTHER PROGRAM SITES 
Ashland Minn. N.Mex. Oreson Penn. Lameoc III inai s Texas 

Corresponding 
Number of Semester'S Number of Units 

15 71 (68)2 98 (97) 56 (48) 95 (94) 89 (92) 79 (68) 94 (91) 96 (95) 

2 30 34 (27) 78 (74) 4t (30) 85 (86) 80 (81) 58 (36) 71 (59) 50 (32) 

3 45 24 (16) 56 (48) 33 (21) 80 (79) 63 (60) 37 (26) 58 (50) 27 (10) 

4 (A.A.) 60 11 ( 8) 43 (36) 30 (18) 70 (67) 60 (57) 28 (13) 48 (34) 15 ( 0) 

5 75 7 ( 4) 36 (24) 20 ( 9) 56 (50) 52 (46) 28 (--) 48 (34) 15 ( 0) 

6 90 7 :( --) 25 (--) 14 ( 5) 56 (50) 47 (37) 28 (--) 35 (26) 8 ( 0) 

7 105 7 (--) 17 (--) 14 (--) 45 (43) 47 (37) 28 (--) 26 (17) 8 ( 0) 

8 (B.A.) 120 
__ 3 ( __ ) 

17 (--) Jlf (--) 45 (43) 47 (37) 28 (--) '1.6 (17) 8 ( 0) 

lpercentage of participants projected to complete given numbers of semesters based on data from interview 
sample (pre- and ~ost-release) 

2Number in parentheses is projected pe:centage excluding those who had attended college prior to ent~ring 
prj son 

31nsufflcient data available to compute a projected percentage 

CD 
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take into account college classes completed befora, during, and after 

imprisonment. Also included in Table XXVIII are the projected completion 

rates excluding those persons who had attend,~d college prior to imprison

ment. This second set of percentages Is i'lc~uded 1.1 order to control 

for the advantage gained by aame programs which admit a relatively high 

percentage of persons who have already had some college before entering 

prison. 

It is cl~ar from these projections that Oregon and Pennsylvania had the 

highest success rates in terms af long range academic achievement of 

participants r. ~ardless of whether or not they ha;l. had previous college 

experience. If students continue their education at the same rate as 

in the past, about 45 percent of Oregon and Pennsylvania participants 

will receive Bachelor's Degrees. Twenty-six to 28 percent of the parti-

cipants in Lompoc a~d Illinois are likely to complete degrees, with 

lesser percentages continuing to completion at other sites. 

Regardless of the post-release measure used to determine academic achieve-

ment, the most successful programs clearly were Pennsylvania and Oregon, 

followed by IllirLoi.s. The least successful were Ashlll1ld, New Mexico, and 

Texas. The achievement rates were undoubtedly somewhat higher for the 

participants included in the sample than for all peraons who had parti-

cipated in the programs. As indicated earlier this was in part due to 

the Relection criteria used in drawing the original samples. Since post-

release information Has obtained for only a sub-sample at each site (by 

design) an additional element of bias was introduced. Those participants 

from each site who were attending college were generally among the 

easiest to loc~te 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 v:f.aible in the conununity. The possible bias thereby introduced 

was undoubtedly greater for the non-Ne'.JGate programs where it was impos-

sible to locate the full complement of 40 released participants for 

personal interviews called for in the study design. 

E. Progrl~ Impact on Educational Achievement of 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 af~er 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 pr.)grams would exclude a person from 

the program because he had had previous college experience, the NewGate 

programs made more effort to attract participants f¥om a variety 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 th\~ program. 

One measure of the extent to which the college program serveS the more 

socially disadvantaged participant is the relationship of social class 

background Co academic achievement in each of the programs. One of the 

consistent findir.gs in research in higher education is that persons 

from lower and working class families are less likely to attend college 

and more likely to drop out (particularly during the first semester) if 

they do attend than those from middle and upper class families (Sewell, 
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1964; Tinto and Cull~u, 1973). Interestingly enough the co~~elations 

between both social class and father's education and number of units 

completed for those who enrolled in college were not significant in this 

8tudy at any site except Texas. If, however, we consider not only the 

length of time a person remains in scheol but also whether or n~t an 

individual enrolls after release in the first place, some clear dif-

ferences emerge as indicated in Table XXIX. Social class backg'l'ound 

made little difference in the NewGate programs, particularly in Oregon 

and Pennsylvania. This is clearly not the case, however, in the non-

N'!wGate programs. In these programs the students from middle and upper-

middle class backgrounds are th~ most likely to cont1,ue in college after 

release. This is the group who would have been most likely to go on to 

college in any case. 

There are a number of character:!'otics differentiating the NewGate pro-

grams from the other programs which migr.t account for this: the greater 

stimulation and support in the inside programs, assistance in academic 

counseling, both before ruld after release, and assistance in cutting 

through the red tape involved in both gaining admission to an unfamiliar 

college or university and securing financial 33sistance to attend college. 

The non-NewGate program which had a relativel7 high rate of post-release 

academic achievement was Illinois which, relative to the other non-

NewGate programs, i.c~ the moat exteusive proviSions for admission and 

financial aid, although they were not a formalized part of the prison 

educational program. Although participation in college classes while in 

prison may prepare a person academically for continuing in college, this 

alone is not enough for many students, particularly for those frcm more 

disadvantaged b~ckgrounds. 
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TABLE XXIX 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT SINCE RELEASE 
BY SOCIAL CLASS BACKGROUND AND LEVEL OF EDUCATION BEFORE ENTERING PRISONl 

NEWGATE PROGRAM SITES OTHER PROGRAM SITES 
,....8.ill..!2.OL --..!ii.!l!h..- N.Mex. Oregon Penn. Lomeoc .1) 1 i nol s 

By Social Class 

Social C I ass:2 
~Hjgh ~ High !:.2!! ,H i gh ~ High ~High ~High Low HiQh --None- did not enroll 12% 12% 7% 8% 7% 20% 4% 7% 0% i% 79% 32% 48% 25% 

Less than one semester 58% 59% 41% 31% 62% 40% 24% 14% 19% 21% 0% 26% 17% 12% 
One vr more semesters 29% 29% 52% 61% 31% 40% 72% 79% 81% 71% 21% 42% 35% 62% 

N = 24 17 27 13 29 10 46 14 32 14 14 19 23 8 

By Level of Education 

Prior Education:3 
~ High ~ .tiLgh 1:£1::: H i 9 h Lo\'! !!l.9.h ~ High Low.!:!..!.9.!!. Low Hiqh 

---""-

None - did not enroll 14% 0% 9% 0% 12% 0% 4% 9% 3% 0% 59% 36% 50% 22% 
Less than one semester 62% 25% 42% 22% 61% 33% 22% 18% 20% 14% 18% 9% 9% 33% 
One or more semesters 24% 75% 48% 78% 27% 67% 73% 73% 77% 86% 23% 54% 41% 44% 

N == 37 4 31 9 33 6 49 I I 39 7 22 • II 22 9 

I Information available only for interviewed participant samples 
2Social ctass breakdown: l'Iowll = lower or working class; "high" ;:. lo ... rer m;'ddle or upper middle class 

3prior ed..:cation brec.kdown: "Iow" = high school education or less; "hlghl! co some college classes 

Texas 

~ H:gh 

75% 5(J:1o 
17% 0% 
8% 50% 

24 2 

low Hiqh --78% 57% 
22% 0% 

0% 43% 

18 7 

J-I 
0 
J-I 

J 
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Generally speaking. those students who had had some college prior to 

entering the inside program progressed further after release than did 

those who had only a high school ed~cation or less. The only programs 

in which participants' post-release performance was not strongly related 

to the extent cf pre-prison edu~ation are Oregon, Pennsylvania, and 

Illinois. .~ with social class, the reasons fer this differentiation 

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

The preceding discussions of program quality and of post-release performance 

of participmts leaves unanswered the question of the relat:lonship betHeen 

the v~rious program components and succeas of participants. In the 1973 

report, the eight college programs were rated on the vnriables of challenge, 

support 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 cereers of released participants, it became cl~ar 

that analysis of the relationship between program quality and outcome for 

participants necessitated compiling evaluations of ~he programs as they 

existed when the released participants hud been in the programs. In this 

subsequent analysis, we have specified a more detailed set of variableo and 

then evaluatec1 the programs on each of them for the time period .covered by 

the experiences of the released participants. 

A. Measur~s of Quality of Program Characteristics 

Based on our experience with the programs, the followir.g variables were 

identified as important measures of program quality: 

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

ability, motivat:1.on and other qualities which are related to tha 

,. ac~demic achievement potential of the students when they entered tha 

program. 
: 

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

to those aspects of the instruction, such 8S capabilities of the 

instructors, teaching techniques and facilities, which increase the 



• • 

I 

- 104 -

quality of the educational expel':'ience. 

:3. ilix!.:'ity of inside program 5taff: This dimension is -'l. measure of the 

staff's ability to coordinate activities in tha progrnm, and between 

the program and the prison, and to lead, counsel and motivate the 

participants • 

4. Quality of therapy available to the insida program pnrticinants: This 

item measur~s the availability, intensity, regularity, a~d 8ppropriat~

ness of the therapy routines in which the participants were enrag~d. 

5. The adaptability of the inside program ~o 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 

students. 

6. quality of academic counseling :n the inside program. This variable is 

intended to indicate the quality of all forms of counseling other than 

"psychological" counseliI'g. This inc> des career, aC<ldemic and 

vocational counseling. 

7. rn~ degree to which a college atmosphere was approximated in the inside 

Erogram: 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. 

8. 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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9. The fteB!§2 of integration of the program into the prison: TIlis refers 

to the absence of conflict between program staff and participants on 

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

to. Amount of positive. impact of the program on the priRon: This '\;'l,u:iable 

measures the degree to which the e~dstence of the program impl:oved the 

prison routine, the attitudes and motivation of the general priGoncr 

population. and the quality of service delivery in the prison as a 

whole. 

11. ~t and guality 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. 

12. Quality of pre-release orientation: This measure is directe~ at the 

adequacy of the total range ot activities and resources designed to 

prepare the participant for the transition to the outside program. 

13. Strength of affiliatioL ~etween the outside sponsoring university nnd 

the inside program: This 1s intended to measure the. extent of interest, 

resources, advocacy and help that the outside sponsoring institution 

provided to the inside programn. 

14, Qualitx of the outside sponsoring university: This m2asu~e is aimed 

at the quality of the sponGoring university as a univcrsitr' This 

includes the quality of its academic offerings, its professors, :tts 

library, its physical facilities, its location and its prestige in the 

academi.: world. For those programs which did not have a sponsoring 

Ii 
" 
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university. the university to which most participants were release~ 

was evaluated. 

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

the inside staff, this measures the staff's ability to coordinate 

the activities and to lead, counsel, and motivate the released 

participants. 

16. Stren~th of the affiliation between the outside sponsoring university 

!~e outside program! This is intended to measure the university's 

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

17. Quality of fInancial supportive services available to outside partici

pants: This measures the amount of financi~l support provided through 

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

18. Quality of other outside supportiva services: This m~asure includes 

all supportive services other than financial aid - e.g., tutorial, 

medical, counseling services ., available to released program participants 

and provided by the outs:f.Oe program or the university. 

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

by the three members of our staff who h~d had the most contact with, and 

knowledge about, the programs. Initially the programs were rated indepen

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

group and arrived at consensus ratings for e£ch program and variable, 

refining categories as necessary. 

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

addition of several new va,iables, and to correct for differences in ratir68 
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attributable to differential knowledge of the programs. Th~ differences 

in knowledge were due to the variability among the staff members in the 

type and extent of their experiences with each pzogram. A summary of the 

consensus r •• l _ Igs is presented in Table XXX. 

A s..tm:nm:y rating based on the mean scores received by each program across 

all 18 individual variables is as follows: 

Program 

Pennsylvania 
Minnesota 
New Mexico 
Oregon 
Ashland 
Lompoc 
Illinoifl 
Texas 

Hean Score 

2.17 
2.56 
2.77 
3.17 
5.49 
7.30 
8.18 
9.17 

In ollr previous research, we had classified the prog-;ams into high, tl!cdium 

or low gr~ups on the three broad program dimeusions of supportive framework, 

perllonal social space and challenge. Ti.) compare this pr:;..vious clabsifica-

tion with O:lr new rankings, we assigned point scores to each program in each 

of the three areas: 3 for high; 2 for m~-jium; and 1 for laO? When a pror;ram 

fell between categories, it received the average point score Qf the t~o. 

SU3~ing these three scores results in the following orde~ing: 

Program 

Pennsy1van:!.a 
Ne," Mexico 
Mi.nnesota 
Oregon 
Ashland 
Lompoc 
Illinois 
Texas 

Nean Score 

3.0 
3.5 
4.0 
5.0 
5.5 
8.0 
9.0 
9.0 



,- r; .... 
'" ... ... .... ... t2 
C. CQ .. ... 
P 0" .. 

X li ;.... :;. 
'" 

i; I :, :l ~ II> .., ... .... "'- 5=1~ 
:J 

In 0 P II> 0 ... '1 
n 0 ~ p '< ~N ..... U. x 0 .... 

til .... " .: 
n II> II> 
0 it 

0 CIO 
t1 19 

II> 

C. C. ... ... 8 
0 ... .... 

0 
0 I .: .., ... 0 , 
t1 ... .. tl .... ... .... 

ID 
.0 n c .. 
III .... .... It ... ... ~ '< ... ... ::>" ... 
0 .... a • ::>" .... ::>" 

OQ ... 
::>" ao 

::>" ... . 
0 ,... 
.... 0 
0 
lC 

co N W ~ ~ ..... W N 1) Quality of I otudents • 

w \D a- w z,.. N W N 2) Quality of , 
instruction. j 

.... 3) Quality of inside 

J 0 co \D z,.. z,.. .... ~ w 
program staH. 

.... ,... 4) Quality of therapy i 
0 co 0 ..... N .... W ..... 

in inside progr3m. I 
5) Th~ adaptaoility 

,r 

I~ 
~ 
H 
0 
Z 
Cf> 
>-J 

0" .... 
'" 0 

'" t: 

,... .... o£ inside program 0 ..... 0 ..., \II .... ~ N 
to students' academic 

~ 
'"'1 

to 
C. 

0 
::I 

S ... 
II> 

needs. 

.... .... 6) Quality of academic 
0 co 0 w ~ .... .... N counsel~ng in ins1de I 

prog-eam. I 

S 
H 
Z 

'" Cf> 

0 
::I 
Q 
n 
0 ... 
til· 

ID 
n ... 
0 
til .. 

.... ,... 7) Degree to which 8 I 0 0> 0 W W .... N .... r.ollege atmosphere 
was approximated • 

.... .... 8) Degree to which 
I 0 ~ 0 w W N W N students learned 

from each other. 
, 

'"'1 

"" >-J :u &1 0 

'" t"' 

~ '" a 0 

~ 
II> .... 
I-" 

w w ..., co 0> .... ~ ..... 9) Degree of integration 
of program into prison. 

H 

~ 
0 .: 

II> 
'1 .... 
11:-

.... .... to) Acount of positive impact 
0 (l\ 0 ..... z,.. .... U1 w 

of the program on prison. 

z ... 
00 

0" .... 
(11 
III . .... 11) Amount and quality of 

0 co \D ..... ,... ~ .... .... feedback from outside 
to the inside pro~r~. 

CI) 

~ a ,.., 12} Quality of pre-release 
I 

0 co \D W N N .... .... 
orientation. 

t;I 

~ 
13) Strength of affiliation 

! .... .... ,... betveen outside 

I 
0 0 00 0 ..... N W N 

sponsoring univeraity 
and inside program. i 

H 

&1 
t"' 
ttl 
CI) .... 

.... 14) Quality of spon~oring I 
0 ..... ..... '" N 0- .... N 

univeroity. I 

.... .... ..... 15) Quality of I 
0 0 0 a- .... ~. w .... program staff. I 

I 

16) Strength of affiliation 
I .... betveen outside sponsor-

0 .... ..... co N ..... .... .... 
ing university and out-

I side program. 

17) Quality of financial 
.... .... supportive services 
0 \D 0 ..... .... w .... .... 

available to outside 
participants. 

.... .... 18) Quality of other outside 
0 0 ID a- N '" ,... .... supportive services. 

- 90t -



.. 

I' 

- 109 -

The Spearman raruc 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. 

B. Program Chp ~cteristics and Suc~ess of Released Participants 

In Chapter III, l>le der; !ribed the manner in which we assigned overall 

auc~esa scores to former participants. After deriving scores 

for individu. ~, we determined the mean auccess score for all the 

participants in each program. Below is a ranking of programs by these 

means: 

Pennsylvania 
Oregon 
Illinois 
Lompoc 
Minnesota 
Ashland 
New Hexico 
Texas 

l-fean Score on Success of 
Released Participants 

3.8 
3.7 
3.6 
3.5 
3.4 
3.4 
3.3 
3.3 

The Pearson correlation coefficients between mean sco~e on success and 

scores on the 18 program variables are displayed in Table XXXI. 

Few of these c0efficients 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 students, the higher correlations 

involve aspects of the outside programs. Even variable 11 - the amount 

of quality and feedback from the outside program - r.elates to the outside p 

although it was designed as a measure of quality of the inside program. 

The clear implication is that a high 'luality outside progrpm, providins 
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'fABLE XXXI 

~1 ATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROGRAM VARIABLES 

AND SUCCESS OF RELEASED PARTICIPANTS 

Correlation with 
Success Scores l 

1. Quality of entering students .69 

2. Quality of instruction in the inside progTaDl -.13 

3. Quality of inside program staff .10 

4. Quali ty of therapy available to inside program 
participants .02 

5. The adaptability of the inside program to students' 
academic needs .07 

6. Quality of academic cvunseling in the inside program .08 

7. The degree to which a college atmosphere was approximated 
in the inside program .16 

8. The degree to which students learned from each other .18 

9. The degree of integration of the program into the prison -.36 

10. Amount of positive impact of the program on tha prison .12 

11. Amount and quality or feedback from outside program .44 

12. Quality of pre-release orientation .24 

13. Strength of affiliation between the outside sponsoring 
university and the inside program .19 

14. Quality of the outside sponsoring university .62 

15. Quality of outside program staff .43 

16. Stretlgth of the affiliation between the spom~oring 
university and the outside program .56 

17. Quality of fin&ncial supportive services available to 
outside participants 

18. Quality of other outside supportive services 

lpearson correlation coefficients. 

.3Z 

.37 

1 
! 
! ., 
I 
I 

J 
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opportunity, encouragement and help to forme~ inmates, is crucial if 

the benefits o)f the inside program are to have 8.13sting effect. 

One other result which deserves mention is the negative correlation 

bettveen program variable 9 - integration of the prergram into the prison 

and success. An explanation of this is that programs such UB thos~ in 

Illinoie and Texas, whir.h were well integrated into the rest of the 

prison, and had little conflict with it. tended also to be overwhelmed 

by it. Consequently, the prison administration's conc~rn with aecurity 

and routine tended to dominate, and to an extent stifle, con~erns for 

educating the inmates. Moreover. participants' interest in education 

waa aroused when the progr&m had more of the atmosphere of a real college. 

-and less the atmosphere of a prison. The prison atmosphere ~ ~ded to 

prevail in those programs which were more integr~ted into the rest of 

the correctional jnstitution. 

One factor ~hich may mitigate this tendency of Integration with the rest 

of the p-dsor to stifle a college program is variable 10 - the amount of 

positive impact of the program on the prison. A program ~hich works 

closely With the prison admi~istration may be a good one, !i it managee 

to influence the rest of the prison to move in its direction, rather thau 

vice veraa. The New Nexico progr""l is the ll'.Dst notable exanrple of 

combining integration int? the prison with positive impact. 

C. Program Characteristics and Recidivism 

Recidivism is a negative measure of succeS'l, Le., the highe.r the 

recidivism rate the less successful the particlpante. In order to 

maintain consistency, high scores were given f r non-recidivism. The 

a 
1.: 3 
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programs are listed below from most to least successful as measured by 

mean scores Olt recidivism (the higher th/J score, the ~ the recidivism). 

Program 

Pennsylvania 
Illinois 
Lompoc 
Oregon 

f
Ashland 
Texas 

{Minnesota 
New Mexico 

Mean Scor~ on Non-Re~idivism 

4.3 
4.2 
4.1 
3.8 
3.7 
3.7 
3.7 
3.5 

The Pearson correlation coefficients bet",een the scores on the 18 program 

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

At first glan~e, these relationships are disturbing. Most of the variables 

which were positively, if weakly, correlated ~vith success as measured by 

the combined success measure are nega~~ correlated with success ap 

~easured by non-recidivism. OnlY the quality of students shows a strong 

positive relativnship to non-recidi~ism. As with the overall success 

scores, the quality of the outside sponsorL~g university and t~e strength 

of ~he affiliation between the university and the outside program are 

the priucipal program variables related to suo ~bS as measured by non

recidivism, although these correlations are low. This suggests that. persons 

participating in a high qua:ity outside program are more successful than 

other.s in achie\'ing general goals, but not necessarily leos likely to 

recidivate. 

Two factors mUbC be considered in interpreting these relationships. The 

first is that scores v~ the summary success measure, but n2! scores on 

recidivism, take 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 

ltlonths without detected illegal activity receives the same score as someone 

Wl'O has beet} out for two vears With no detected illegal activity. 

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

.. ' •... 
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TABLE XXXI! 

RELATIONSHIT., ~ETWEm PROGRAl>f V,~RIABLES 

AND NON-P.E~DIV1SH OF RELEAhED PARTICIPANTS 

Program Variables 

1. Quality of entering students 

2. Quality of instruction in the inside program 

Cortdatior. wit1, Non-Recidivism 

.73 

-.46 

3. Quality of inside program utaff -.34 

4. Qualtty 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 wh:!.ch students learned from each other -.18 

9. The deg~ee 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 pro~ram -.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 outside program staff -.13 

16~ Strength oE the affiliation between the sponsoring 
university and the outside program .16 

17. Quality of financial supportive servi~es available 
to outside participant'.~ -.21 

18. Quality of other outside suppo~tive services -.12 

1 Pearson correlation coefficients • 
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not differentiate between those who return in the first month trom those 

who return after t\-lO years of relative success. As may be recallec.. the 

problem of controlling for time was one of the considerations in develop~ 

ing !. summary Ii ucceElS ~o::!asure. 

The second impoLtant consideration in interpreting the relationship 

bet~Teen program quality and recidivism is '_hat although recidivism is 

gp.neral1y equated with return to criminal activity, a principal determi-

n~t of recidivism is the closeness of surveillance by the parole 

authorities and other social control agents. Recall that although when 

compared wHh the NewGate participants, members of the c -itrol groups 

admitt~d to more involve~clnt jn serious criminal actiVities, they had a 

lower overall recidivism rate than did partici~ants. Using indiviaual 

scores, the correlation between self-admitted criminal activity and 

recidivism for all interviewed participants w~s .33. Although this 

correlation ind.i..cates that persons who. by their 0'1-10 ndmission, were 

involved in criminal activity were more likely than others to receive 

legal sanction, redt.!:!.visll' is not a very accurate meabure of criminal 

in-,lOlvement. This cOi~r:ltlsion has been :"~ached in many studies prior to 

the NewGate evaluation. l 

We earlier concluded frlat the closer surveillance of the program parti-

cipants could, in part, account for their higher :recidivism ra.te. The 

higher pe~centage of NewGate participants describing the parole agent $S 

supervising them closely is consistent with this conclusion, although 

lFor instance, Bee Paul Takagi, "Evaluation C:ind Adaptations in a Formal 
Orgauization lt (unpublished manuscript, School of Criminology, University 
of California). and IIWork Unit Evaluation, H California 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 recidiviam is only .16. Participants in the out-

side program were also more visible to local law enforcement offici&ls 

and the outside program staff. Those students in Oregon and Pennsylvania 

~1ho were on study release were closely supervised by the prison and/or 

program staff but, not ha,'ing been formally released, -.. ould nnt be under 

the supervision of a parole agent. For these persona closeness of super-

via ion by the parole agent is a very inaccurate measure of intensity of 

surveillance. Pursuing this line of reasoning, the programs were rated 

by the evaluation staff on intensity of surveillance by program staff 

members as well as pe:~le agent. l The programs scored as follows: 

Program 

Minnesota 
Pennsylvania 
Oregon 
New Mexico 
Illinois 
Ashland 
Lompoc 
Texas 

Score on Intensity 
of Surveillance 

1.0 
2.0 
3.0 
3.0 
7.0 
8.0 
9.0 

10.0 

Using the evaluation staff's ratings, the correlation between overall 

quality (using the mean scores acrOBS all 18 variables) and irttenoity 

2 of surveillance is .93. r,onsequentlYJ we suspect a built-in se1f-

defeating process in the programs. The highest qual! ty programs also 

happened to be characteri:1:ed by the closest surveillance. These 

1 

2 

lib a check on these rankin~s, the programs were ranked Ot the basis of 
the percentage of ~articipants who ~nswered that the parole ag~nt 
supervised them clc:~uly. TLe .;orrelation between these two rankings 
1a .86. 

Pearson correlation coef.ficient. 
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relationships suggest that program participants were more likely to be 

returned to the prison, even \-then their criminal. activity is held con

staut ~r reduced. This would lower the overall success scores of parti

cipants 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 impossible, for a person to score well 

on achieving stability and realizing life goala. 

The possibility that tt,e pr.ograms had. this self-defeating process bu:f:t 

into them leads us to specul~te on how highly some of the programs would 

have scored on suc~ess if this process were ~ operating. Participants 

in the PennsylvaniA pr\.lgram, foi:' instance, who reported the second most 

intenBe surveillance and still had the second lowest recidivist rate, 

probably would have had a still lower recidivist rate ane ')een ev£'n more 

successful overall. compat<:!d to other programs, had surveillance been 

leas intense. 

The implications for future res€arc~ using recidivism as a measure of 

program effectiven~ss are clear. Valid comparisons of recidivism rates 

between diffel'lmt programs or between program participants and control 

grot:ps of non-participl111ts must take into account the intensity of 

surveillance by all control agentu, the parole ageLts exercise of discre

tionary powers in returning p'!t"sons for parole violations ant:, when 

possible. the indiVidual's admission of illegal activity. 
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VI. SUMHARY OF FINDINGS AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS 
FOR A MonEL PRISON COLLEGE PROG.;;.;;.RA;.;;;.M~ __ 

A. Summary 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-

enca. Some of the analytical operations did not produ~e findings that 

were any more definitive than the findinZ9 in the earlier st.udy. The 

lar.k of decisiveness was both a result of the great complexity of the 

phenomella that t ... ere being studied and some meth")dological problems inher-

ent 1n the original re~earch design. Despite these difficu'=les and the 

fact thac many questions must remain unanswered, the ~~udy reveals some 

very clear and positive relati~~~hips between ~rison college programs 

and success among particip.ants aftC'r teleas'~ from p1:ison. Also revealed 

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

grams are nlost 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 r~lationship3 being tested, 1.e., by reducing 

the influcence of intervening variable:., and where comparable data are 

available 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-pri&on success brcader 

than recidivism, operationally defined as return to lock-up, there was 

nevertheless an attempt to measure the ex-prisoners in the stUdy s~~le8 

on this·oimension. The results of this part of the analysia are 

i 
I 
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unsatisfying, howev~r. No consistent differentiations between groups 

on relative BcordS appear which would suggest relationships either to 

the participants' program experiencea or their bacltground character

istics. At first glance; some may interpret the.sc data as indicating 

that participation in a prison college program has ill? be.tring on 

whether a participant ~Jill recidivate. However, this would be a hasty 

conclusion and one too often made in studies of this kind. Although it 

may be valid to Bay that no relationship has ~~en demonstrated, one way 

or another, one must keep in mind that participation in prison college 

programs may have an impact on its participants' behavior and attitudeo 

which is either not measured or is being offset or obscured by the impact 

of other yet unidentified variables. 

Clearly one problem in the analysis of urogram impact on recidivism ia 

a lack of sufficient methodological sophistication. This is a pr~hl"!::1 

this Btudy has in common with other studies of human behavior, brought 

on by the obvious intricacies of human respcJOse and the enormous diffi

c;ulties of identifying af'd controlling for intervening environmental 

variables. Hm .. ever, there is an adrii tional problem inheren t in the 

current analytical tas·'. The causal links which must be hypothesized 

betveen college program participation and the ultimate decision to 

return or not to return an ex-prisoner to 10c1<-up are very numerous. 

As a general pcoposition, the longer this sequence of causal links is, 

which must be studi.ed, the more difficult it is to malee a atrong cauaal 

argument. This was demonstrated by the finding that the Hinnesota NewGate 

participants had a higher recidivism rate th10 the Minnesota control group 

despite the fact that the former had reported a lower rate of involvement 
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in criminal activity. The suggested importance of the presence and 

variable nature of parole supervision \"as not intend'ed to imply that 

parole supervi$~.on ia the prillUlry causal factor t but l:athet to drallU1tize 

the complexity of the instrumental relationships. Neither are ex-prisoners 

hapless victims of the vagaries of circumstance, nor are they eXflusively 

TeDponslble for the differences in their experiences. \fuat defies the 

'r,(!searcher is to identify and assign the relative role to all the 

important va.riablea impinging on the outcome of the e:c-p!.'isoners' e)Cpei.'i-

enceo. 

Two .. dditiOMl outcome measures. o"b,:ar thlln recidivism, were defined in 

this study in the attempt to measure the impact of the prison college pro

grama. "Achieving stability" and "realizing life goals" were defined in 

hopes that possible geins made in other aspects of the ex-prisone.r'g life 

could be i~olated. However. again a comparison of programs did not r~veal 

a consistent differentiation among participants on relative success. Of 

course, there was no way of separating and co~trolling for recidivism in 

conducting the analysis of these two additional dim';!nsions. An <:x-pri$

oner's ability to score well depended on his life Tlot being interrupted 

by a retu~n to lock-up. In addition, the analy~is was encumbered by the 

fact that persons in th~ 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 ~or years on hcw successful they were in "achieving stability" and 

"realizing life goals". In the recidivism analysis the different times 

out also presented a oimilar methodological problem. Nt) distinctions 

were made a"pout participants I "relativ succet.{·:' : 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 nfter three years of not being locked up. 

One of the accompliahments of the current supplementary analysiswaa to 

combine the three separate dimensions -- recidivism, echieving stabilityp 

and realizing life goals -- into one composite score which was weighted 

to reflect the differences in time out of prison. Recidivism was defined 

as a greater faill..re, Le., assigned a higher score, the sooner after 

release a !nan was returned to lock-up. In contrast, a man '-las scored 

higher on realizing life goals the longer the period he had reuained in 

the comml.mlty. However, despite the fact that this was a more refined 

measure than the component scores, the relative success of each g~oup 

on the combineci measure showed no greater differentiation than did the 

scores taken individually. If relationships exist. they were Obscured 

by the compleJcity of the methodological enterprise. It should be r~called 

thtit the new conposite score still contained recidivism data .md all the 

prohlems that they imply. 

In an effort to reduce the methodologtr.al cornplexi~ies we began to look 

at hypothetical relati0nsh(ps which implied shorter causal sequences and 

for which we had good pr~- and post-data. Note that the data we used 

to Ult:!asure recidivism. achieving stability, an~ realizing life goals 

were outcome data and no account was taken of comparable information for 

time periods prior to contact with the prison college program. Actually 

our ability to measure change over time was nhvaya limited by the original 
/J 

structure of the study. Instead of implementing a longitudinal s.tudy 

which would have permitted measurement of student performance at regular 



/ .. 

- 121 -

intervals~ we had to form a snapshot at a fixed point in time.* In n 

few instances, useful historical data could be retrieve'! from past 

records. but for the most part, such data had to be gathered from parti-

cipantEl, retrospectively. 

Certain aspects of the participants' experiences which had been computed 

as part of the different success dimensions were separated out and analyzed 

diacretely. Here m~ were able to take advantage of Bome of the few arena 

in which we had 800d pre- and poat-data. The results of these analytical 

operations revealed consistent relationships between program participants 

and post-prison eJcperience. 

One area in which there was a significant change among participnnta whi~h 

can logically be attributed to program impact is in the decreasing use of 

drugs and alcohol. The percentage of persona in each participant group 

with drinking or drug problemtl follov1ing releaoe was lo~,rer than the cor-

responding percentages with prior drinking or drug problems. And p ther·g 

was a greater drop for each Nr.w~ate participant group than for tl:a compari-

Bon group at the same site. 

Another area in \~hich t-:e obtained pre- and post-information wac in r~gard 

to changes in occupational goals. Participants in all programs raised 

their occupational aspiratlons after entering the program. and there was 

a larger increase in occupational llapirationo among NewGate than among 

non-Ne~rGate. participants. 

(t 

Recall that even the ind.de participant and fol1(m-up samples wero 
co~po8ed of entirely different persona inEtcad o~ studying one group 
at t,~o diffetont points in time. 
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Data on occupational achievement were also analyzed by comparing Jobs 

prior to prison to those persons had after prison. Persons wh~ vere 

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 

a greater impact. 

The analysis of the prison college programs on the dimension of academic 

achievem2nt revealed perhaps the most dramatic fin~ings. Academic 

achievement was measured on five different dimensions: (1) change 1n 

educational goals, (2) college enrollment, (3) number of semesters 

completed since release from prison, (4) grades achieved since relea8e~ 

and (5) overall academic achievement. The data. ahot'/ed that the NeYGate 

programs especially made an impact on their participants. 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 

'.:!ntered the program were not the "cream" of the prison population. Few 

had previous involvement in college, and the mean educational level anJ 

tested gra,'.te level for the general population \o;as c.Jmparable to that 

for program participants. This average group went on to attend college 

and obtain pilst-secondary degrees at a rate comparable to that of a.n 

average segment of the populatinn in civil society. 

B. .!!!ll!~ieations for a Model Prison College ProgrilIQ 

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

effective prison college program. The additional analyses included 
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here reinforce the conclusions in the 1973 r,port. In the first place 

tIle program participants themselves indicated consistently the superiority 

of the Ne~~nte model tn thei~ evaluations of their own college programs. 

Secondly, the data which measure impact clearly revealed that Ne~~ate 

programs have th~ greatest potential to change th~ program pa~ticipunts. 

Even though the Lompoc and Illinois participant groups ranked high on 

certaul aspects of success, it appears that these outcomes were often not 

attributable to program participation. These prograus were more pa6sive 

and there is reason to believe that the participants would have achieved 

similar outcomes with or without the beneftt of the prison college pro-

grams of Hhich they were a part • 

. The results of the current analysiS su~gest a revision of the relative 

emphasiS placed on the importance of the outside program in the origin~l 

model. ClearlY1 t~o features of a prj son college program must be imple-

mentad in order to make an impact on prison inmates: (1) an active out-

reach component which t.1Ul attract persons who would not ot1--erwise attend 

college, and (2) a sequence of transitional components which continue to 

provide support, financial and other, to participants after they leave 

prison. These two features clp.arly differentiate bet\~een more and leBs 

eff~ctive programs. (See especially tha Pennsylvania and Oregon 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 assiRtance, they ere more likely to continue 

with their higher education and achieve a greater return on the finan-

cial investment made in them. 
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