
I~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

:1 

I 
I 
I· 
I, 
I 
I 
J.IIIIi!I 

I 
I 
,I' 

. . 

National E'valuation Program 
Phase· I 

Correct'janal .Education . ....... 

Programs For Inm4:1tes'::' 
3 . ',_, __ _ 

A Design For A Ph~se II S~udy 

N1ational Correctional Education Evalu at ion Proied 

"l~ ~ SCHOOL OF ·EDUCATIO.N 

r~ LEHIGH UNiVeRSITY , 

AUGUST.1977 

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



". 

NATIONAL CORRECTIONAL EDUCATION EVALUATION PROGRAM 

School of Education 
Lehigh University 

524 Brodhead Avenue 
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania 18015 

Project Staff 

Raymond Bell 
Elizabeth Conard 

Thomas Laffey 
J. Gary Lutz 

Paul VanReed Miller 
Christine Simon 

Anne E. Stakelon 
Nancy Jean Wilson 

This study was supported by a grant #76-NI-99-0126 from the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, United 
States Department of Justice. Such support does not neces­
sarily indicate concurrence with the contents of this report. 

• 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 

, ' 
. " ~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

c~ " .. 

.~... .. ....... 

NCJRS 

JUN 291978 

j' ACQ ~'.' 
; U1S1TIC r'JS 

NATIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM 

PHASE I 

Correctional Education 

Programs for Inmates: 

A Design for a Phase II Study 

National Correctional Education Evaluation Project 
School of Education 

Lehigh University 

August 1977 



I 
I 
'I 
I 

'I 
I 
II 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION . . . · . 1 

CHAPTER II: NEED FOR RESEARCH . . . . . . • • • 2 

CHAPTER III: COMP ARI SON GROUP S . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 
A. Comparable Group Characteristics . . 9 
B. Basis for Comparison .......• 10 
C. Program Characteristics ....... 11 
D. Scope of the Phase II 

Evaluation Study. . . .. . .. 13 
E. Problems in Implementation ..... 16 

TASK AND TIME SCHEDULE . . . 

SELECTION PROCESS FOR SAMPLE 
INSTITUTIONS AND AGENCIES .. 

PROCEDURE FOR DEVELOPING DATA. 

TIW3 x TASK SCHEDULE FOR PHASE II STUDY .. 

PROPOSED BUDGET .• 

REFERENCES . . . 

ii 

· .20 

.24 

· .25 

.26 

.27 

• .28 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I. Introduction 

"Institutional Education Pr~grams for Inmates" was one 

of the topic areas selected for a Phase I study under the 

National Evaluation Pr~gram of the National Institute of 

Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. Phase I projects 

assess current knowledge about the topic area and identify 

what additional information about the projects in the topic 

area could be provided by further evaluation research. 

Phase I projects also include the estimated cost and 

anticipated value of obtaining the additional information. 

In some cases a Phase I project will be followed by a 

Phase II evaluation study to collect this additional infor­

mation. This paper presents an evaluation d~sign for a 

Phase II study in the topic area of "Institutional Educa­

tion Programs for Inmates". 

All Federal and State Correctional Institutions with 

relatively large inmate populations (800 or more) provide 

education programs for inmates. The rudimentary origin 

of education in prisons which involved the attempts to 

teach inmates how to read the Bible, can be traced back 

almost to the beginning of the American penal system. 

Despite its long history, however, the role and purpose 

of education programs in prison was not assessed on a 

na tional scale until the current decade. The President,' s 
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Task Force ~ Prisoner Rehabilitation reported in 1970 

that "little is known about the nature, scope, and effec-

tiveness of education pr~grams for the inmates of the 

adult correctional facilities of America" CU. S. President's 

Task Force on Prison Rehabilitation). 

The Phase I study of education programs for inmates 

collected and assessed a substantial amount of information 

relating to the first two elements cited by the Task Force, 

viz, the "Nature" and "scope" of correctional education 

programs. The "effectiveness" of correctional education 

programs for inmates, however, remains, for the most part, 

an unknown quantity. There has not been any research 

on a national scale to determine the effectiveness of 

correctional education programs, and the evaluative studies 

that have been done on institutional, state, or regional 

levels are few in number and inconclusive in results. 

This paper proposes an evaluation design for institu­

tional education programs for inmates that would provide 

information regarding the effectiveness of these programs. 

II. Need for Research 

The need for education programs for inmates is usually 

explained by the following observations: 

• The majority of inmates in adult prisons 

2 
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have not completed their high school 
education, and a substantial minority 
have not achieved basic levels of 
academic or vocational competence. 

-The lack of academic and vocational 
skills is a fac'tor commonly associated 
with anti-social and criminal behavior, 
and the likelihood of a return to such 
behavior after release is that much 
greater if no academic or vocational 
skills have been acquired during in­
carceration. 

-Most jobs--except those with marginal 
status and low pay--require at least 
minimal levels of academic and voca­
tional competence; and many occupations 
dictate higher levels of academic or 
vocational skill. 

In light of these observations education programs in 

prison are given as much, if not more, financial support 

than any other program or service provided for inmates. 

Each correctional institution provides an average of 8.7% 

of its total budget for education programs. This amounts 

to an annual expenditure of about $260,000 per institution. 

The education programs supported by these funds provide 

services for approximately 40% of all inmates in Federal 

and State Correctional Institutions across the country. 

Those i.nmates participating in education programs aY'e 
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enrolled in one or more of the following pr~gram~~areas: 

1. Adult Basic Education (ABE) Programs 

Adult Basic Education pr~grams include any o!ganized 
effort to improve the basic literacy; linguistic, and 
computational skills of those inmates who are either 
functionally illiterate or for whom the.re .is a large 
gap between the attained and potential achievement in 
such areas. 

2. Secondary and General Education Development (GED1. 
Progra~s 

These programs are in the area of secondary education, 
where, for those inmates who have not completed high school, 
curricula and instruction are usually developed for the 
purpose of enabling an inmate to obtain a General Educa­
tion Development credentia~. Such programs are primarily 
designed for those whn are functioning at the secondary 
level of achievement, and who desire to take the High School 
Equivalency Examination which is periodically administered 
within the institution. 

3. Post Secondary Education Programs 

This group of programs includes any college cou'rses 
available to inmates for which they can gain academic, 
transcripted credit. These courses and programs are 
usually made available as part of a cooperative effort 
between the institution and nearby two- and/or four-year 
colleges. These courses generally serve as an introduction 
for inmates to college-level disciplines. In some 
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institutions it is possible for the inmate to earn an 
associate or bachelors degree without ever leaving the 
prison. 

4. Vocational Education Programs 

The goal of these pr~grams is the development of job­
related skills through a combination of on-the-job training 
and classroom experience within the institution. Some of 
these programs may include the more specific goal cf the 
acquisition of a trade or technical certification. 

5. Social Education Programs 

The programs in' Social Education are the most difficult 
to describe or clarify. Essentially, they are those pro­
grams, almost unique to institutions, which prepare the 
inmate for reintegration into society after a lengthy period 
of incarceration. Such programs would typically include 
life skills, decision-making skills, job-interviewing skills, 
group a.nd family-living skills, interpersonal skills, 
problem-solving skills, consumer education, and communic.a­
tion skills. 

The need for these education programs was further sub­

stantiated in the Phase I assessment of this topic area. 

Of particular interest is the fact the Superintendents 

and Deputy Superintendents who were contacted in the 

Phase I study not only affirmed the present need, but 

they also predicted an even greater need for education 

5 
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programs in the future, especially in the program areas 

of ABE, Vocational, and Social Education. 

In light of the financial investment, the extensive 

inmate participation (approximately 42,600 inmates were 

enrolled in the education programs of the 163 institutions 

surveyed in the Phase I study), and the almost certain 

continuance and/or possible growth of the need for these 

education programs for inmates; an analysis of their effec­

tiveness seems important, if not imperative. Thus far, most 

of the evaluative studies in correctional education have 

attended only to the internal aspects and immediate out­

comes of education programs for inmates. There has not 

been any substantive effort made to compare the intermedi­

ate and long range outcomes of program participants and 

non-participants. The evaluation model presented in this 

paper is designed to measure the impact of education pro­

grams for inmates by providing a comparative analysis of 

the outcomes in the case of program participants and a 

similar group of non-participants. 

The four principal issues to be explored are con­

cerned with the impact of participation in a correctional 

education pr~gram upon an inmatets academic achievement, 

self-concept and social adjustment, employability, and 

recidivism. The examination of the issues could be under­

taken to seek answers to the following questions: 

6 



I 
• I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-------------------

• Does participation in an education program 
while incarcerated significantly raise 

~_academ.i~ achievement when compared to 
that of non-participants possessing 
similar characteristics? 

-Does participation in education programs 
significantly affect self~concept and 
social adjustment when compared to non­
participants? 

eDoes participation in such programs 
impact upon the acquisition and type 
of employment after release when com­
pared to non-participants? 

-Does participation in these programs 
reduce recidivism relative to similar 
non-participants? 

-If differences in the above items do 
exist between participant and similar 
non-participant groups~ what are the 
salient characteristics of the more 
successful types? 

III. Comparison Groups 

The nature of the correctional system and the complex­

ity of the criminal justice process makes the use of a 

controlled experimental des~gn impractical, if not imposs': 

ible. The quasi-experimental method suggested here makes 

use of a participant group and a comparison group to measure 
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the effects of the participation in the correctional educa­

tion program. This experienc.e, i:~ to be evaluated by means 

of~lnf6rmation gathered on both participant and comparison 

groups. 

The latter is chosen in a way that makes 
it "similar" to the treatment group, 
especially on characteristics that are 
believed to be related to post-release 
performance in the com~anity. The choice 
is not random selection. Rather, it 
consists of going to a file or records 
on persons in the correctional popula­
tion and se3 .. ecting cases that resemble, 
at least roughly the members of the 
treatment group. If the first selec­
tion is rough, the comparison group 
members may later be screened more care­
f~lly, by hand or by computer to insure 
close similarity to the treatment group 
on key characteristics. (Adams, 1975, 
p. 60) 

The respective groups for this suggested Phase II 

study would be, therefore, selected from iTh~ates in large 

maximum-and medium-security prisons who will than have 

been released for at least nine months. The participant 

zrou£ in each institution will include ten inmates chosen 

from those students enrolled in each of the four programs 

to be examined (ABE, SE/GED, PSE and VOe) from each of 

16 institutions. Those selected must have either been 

in this program for at least nine months oi have completed 

the program. In order that any :rroblems which may be 

associated with the "newness" of a program may be 

8 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

eliminated where possible, it is suggested that all programs 

under consideration should have been in existence for more 

than two calendar years. 

The final comparison group would then consist of 

forty (40) inmates who could have enrolled in education 

but did not actually participate. It would be preferable 

to have subjects who had volunteered for or expressed 

interest in the educational program but who, for some 

reason, were unable to participate. This would insure 

that a reasonable assumption could be made regarding the 

existence of similar motivation in both groups. It is 

appreciated, however, that this may present difficulties 

in matching, aOT, if done, will it guarantee compatibility 

regarding the intensity oi motivation between the groups. 

It is suggested that an initial selection of sixty (60) 

comparison subjects be made in order that later refinements 

of choice regarding:comparable characteristics can be 

made (Glaser, 1977, p.: l75~177). 

A. Comparable Group Characteristics 

The experience of other researc,hers in corrections 

(Adams, p. 62) indicates that there is some difficulty in 

gathering adequate information regarding all appropriate 

comparable individual characteristics. It is believed, 
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however, that the comparison. group should have matching 

characteristics in the followi~g cat~gories: 

• Age 
• Race 
• r. Q. 

• Scholastic achievement test scores at entry 
• Employment record prior to incarceration 
• Prior juvenile commitments 
• Prior adult arrests and ccmmitm~nts 
• Institutional adjustment 

• Length of sentence 
• Type of crime 

B. Basis for Comparison 

After a minimum of nine months from time of release the 

two groups will be compared upon the basis of the follo'\lTing 

criteria: 

.Academic Achievement (Difference in scores 
on Test of Adult Basic Education) 

• Self Concept (Difference of sc-ores on 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale) 

.P~~sQnality Adjustment (Difference in 
scores on M.M.P.I.) 

eEmployment success including the pursuit 
of further study and/or vocational train­
ing. Consideration would be given but 

t 1 · '+ ~ + th ~ 11 . no ~m~_e __ 0 e Ie ow~~g: 
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a. The percentage of each group 
which obtained full-time 
employment 

b. The difference in the status 
of jobs acquired both between 
groups and before and after 
incarceration as measured by 
starting salaries and train­
ing or education required 
for position. 

c. The time required to obtain 
employment after release 

d. The amount of time employed 
during the nine months after 
release 

Recidivism rate as determined by the following: 

a. The arrest, conviction and 
incarceration rates of the 
two groups during the first 
nine months after release 

b. The frequency, severity and 
type of crimes committed 
during this period 

C. Program Characteristics 

If, after initial comparison of the two groups, there 

is a significant difference in favor of the participant 

group it will be necessary to determine if certain program 

11 
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characteristics are systematically associated with higher 

success levels. The two program types would be exa.mined 

on the basis of the following illustrative questions 

which relate to such characteristics: 

• Does participation in one specific program 
per ~ affect success? 

• Was a specific social education course 
available in conjunction with th~ program? 

• Was a pre-release program offered in con­
juntion with the specific program? 

• Were~ programs integrated or "clus tered "? 

Was a "needs assessment" conducted in 
association with the program? 

• 

• Wha.twas the staff-to-student ratio? 
! 

• Were counseling and support services 
available? 

• Were students cons idered to be full­
time or part-time? 

• What was the level of training and 
experience of the teaching staff? 

• What didactical methods were used? 

• What was the availability and adequacy 
of materials and equipment? 

• What were per-student expenditures? 

• What was the source and degree of 
continuity of the program funding? 

12 
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It is suggested that the data base collected during 

the NEP Phase I Study on Correctional Education Program 

for Inmates, available from the National Criminal Justice 

Referral Service, will greatly facilitate and expedite the 

identification of sample institutions and programs as well 

as providing information regarding the program character­

istics listed above. 

D. Scope of the Phase II Evaluation Study 

The Phase I study identified 327 institutions which 

can be considered as being large enough to offer compre­

hensive educational programs and which have a general 

inmate population. Those institutions which were solely 

special function facilities, atypical or unusually small 

institutions, were eliminated from consideration. It is 

suggested tha.t further refinement Of the Iluniverse" be 

made in a Phase II evaluation of correctional education 

programs. The scope of this study should be limited to 

those educational programs which are in maximuni-or medium­

security institutions with a total population in excess 

of 800 inmates. The experience of the NCEEP Phase I staff 

indicated that minimum security, female or co-educational 

institutions were essentially smaller, offered fewer pro­

grams, possessed a different "affecti veIl atmosphere, were 

13 
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not subject tj the same management restrictions and were 

not susceptible to the same pressures, problems and con­

tradictions that the larger male institutions exhibited. 

The ntunber of sample institutions should be a manageable 

one (e.g. sixteen institutions) and should be geographic. 

ally representative. It is suggested that two maximum 

and two medium security facilities be chosen from the 

four geographic quadrants used in the Phase I study. 

These institutions should also represent the national 

pattern in terms of geographic location (viz. twelve 

in rural setting and four in an urban location). As 

discussed earlier, forty inmates would comprise the 

participant group (ten from each program type) and forty 

inmates in the comparison group in each of the sample 

institutions. 

Outcome data on each of the groups would be collect­

ed from the following three major sources: 

e From inmate personal records held by the 

institution, the Court Systems, the Police 

and Parole Departments. 

• From interviews with subjects and their 

parole office. 

• From Tests administered to the subj ects at 

14 
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a time at least nine months after release. 

While the researchers conducting the investigation 

should determine the most appropriate instruments to use 

it is suggested that the following instruments might be 

used in the respective areas to be examined: 

• Academic Achievement - the Test of Adult 

Basic Education CTABE) 

• Self Concept - The Tennessee Self Concept 

Scale CTSCS). 

• Personality Adjustment - The Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory CMMPI) 

These instruments are relatively widely used within 

correctional institutions and data collected during the 

diagnostic and classification period at entry could be 

used for purposes of temporal comparison. 

The problems of locating and gaining the cooperation 

of inmates after release have plag.ued sueh research in the 

past. Itt is , therefore, suggested that a "cooperation" 

and tesfing fee of $10.00 paid to the inmate may well 

ameliorate some of these difficulties. Information 

regarding program characteristics can be gained initially 

from the NCEEP Phase I data base. Further information 

15 
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required for analysis can be gained by site visits to the 

institution where interviews with the Director of Educa­

tion and his staff can be conducted. 

In order to conduct such an evaluation, a relatively 

long period of time is necessary, probably three years. A 

suggested schedule of activities -can be found on pages 20-22. 

E. Problems in Implementation 

The following areas may cause problems in implementa­

tion of the evaluation model presented above. Unless these 

problem areas are recognized and pre-empted wherever 

possible the results of the study will be seriously 

limited with respect to their meaning and application. 

The main problems associated with the implementation of 

this design cluster in five areas are as follows: 

1. Accessibility of inmates, i.e., subjects 

2. Accessibility and reliability of data 

3. Cooperation necessary to complete the 

project 

4. Staff resources necessary 

5. Project timetable 

A major obstacle in the implementation of this 

evaluation design will be the difficulty in maintaining 

16 
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and finalizing contact with inmate subjects after release. 

The "retrieval ll process is a difficult aspect of any re­

search effort, but it is especially complex when it 

involves post release studies of inmates. It is, there­

fore, expedient that the followup contacts with inmates 

be given adequate consideration and planning. Environ­

mental controls that can be included in the project's 

methodology to enhance the poss ibili ty of subj ec,t "retrie­

val" without creating bias in the outcomes of the study 

will be necessary. Two samplesof such control that will 

be utilized in this design are the following: (1) the 

selection of a large enough pool of subjects to cushion 

the study for a possible 50% attrition rate, and (2) the 

provision of a financial incentive to enhance subject 

participation. 

The accessibility and reliability of the data nec­

essary for project implementation will also present 

problems. Data available from the Phase I study will 

provide comprehensive information on the nature of the 

educational programs and types of educational and other 

entry level tests given in selected institutions. Most 

information, however, relating to specific programs will 

have to be gathered, and the quality of available test­

ing data will have to be carefully examined and assessed 

17 
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at each of the selected sites. 

The accessibility and reliability of employment and 

recidivism data will be an even more complex matter. The 

,quality of the sources and methods used to collect those 

data will be a critical factor in the analysis of out­

comes. Also some identification and measurement of en­

vironmental conditions in the community that affect past 

release outcomes will be necessary. Research in the 

classification and measurement of community environmental 

impacts is in its early stages of development, but some 

rough assessment of Familial and Community environment 

would be important. The importance of this environmentml 

measurement lies not only in its contribution in outcome 

analysis but also in its potential "payoff" for partici­

pating institutions. Rudot Moos points out the need 

for correctional practioners "to know more about the 

overall structure and dynamics of the community settings 

in which they work" (Moos, R. H., 1975, p. 285). Those 

who work in correctional institutions have this need to 

a greater degree than most practioners in the criminal 

justice system because of their separation from the 

community setting to which inmates eventually return. 

(.onsequently, a substantive amount of the project's 

resources and time will have to be expended in determining 

18 
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the most feasible and appropriate methods of collecting 

reliable post release data in each community setting. 

The collection of these data will require that a 

network of communication be established based in the 

,,-<~ -

institution and extending into the surrounding post 

release agencies, supportive services, and parole offices. 

Liaison with the research components of state correctional 

agencies and with the state planning should help in the 

initial planning and eventual determination of what sources 

and methods of obtaining post release data are the most 

effective for their respective areas. 

Extensive energy will be required to develop this 

kind of communications network and to maintain the cooper­

ative effort of the many external parties upon whom the 

study will rely. One encouraging factor is that the 

degree of cooperation and support for the Phase I study 

was quite hi.gh. An 80% response rate was achieved on a 

lengthy questionnaire sent to 200 correctional institu­

tions, and the two day site visits at 20 institutions 

were carried out with little difficulty. The Phase I 

pr.oject staff felt that the reason for the success of the 

site visit process was due in large part to the staff's 

prior experience and background in correctional education. 

In light of the above observation i'rt is important that 

19 
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the staff recruited for this evaluation have both a prag­

matic and theoretical knowledge base of the criminal 

justice system. The staff should have both knowledge 

of and experience in the education programs in. a prison 

setting. This balance of theory and practice allows for 

greater sensitivity to the complex factors influencing 

institutional programs, and minimizes problems related 

to obtaining support from those in the field. It will 

also be necessary for project staff to have research back­

ground in the social sciences-·especially in the areas 

of educational and psychological tests and measurement. 

The tasks necessary to complete this evaluation 

design will require a project timetable of 36 months. 

An outline of these tasks is given below with an estima~ 

tion of the amount of time required for each task. This 

overlap in time phasing of the project is depicted in 

the "Time and Task" schedule. 

TIME AND TASK SCHEDULE 

1. Planning and organization (3 months) 

This includes a review of the Phase I data, the 

selection and orientation of staff, and initial 

contacts with state and regional agencies and 

institutions. 

20 
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2. Development of Methodology (4 months) 

This includes assessment and refinement of Phase I 

evaluation design, the selection and/or development 

of instruments necessary to collect, process, and 

analyze data. 

3. Identification of comparison groups (5 months) 

This includes a review and assessment of institution­

al and educational records, the selection of a pool 

of subjects in education program(s) and in the 

control group, initial contacts and interviews with 

subjects and the obtaining of waivers when necessary. 

4. Identification and contact with criminal justice 

agencies, institutional support services, and other 

community agencies (2 months) 

5. Collection of Institutional Data (3 months) 

This includes the development of data base on re­

search subjects, institutional environment, and 

program components. 

6. Interview and Test Subjects (9 months) 

This task would require an extensive amount elf time 

because of the lack of control over an inmate's actual 

release date. This will be done 9 months after sub­

jects have been released. 
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8. Interviews and data collection on subjects from com-

munal justice and community agencies (2 months) 

9. Analysis of the Data (6 months) 

This includes comparison of th~ two groups on test 

data and a statistical analysis of the outcomes of 

two groups in employment and recidivism. 

10. Institutional site visits and interviews (3 months) 

This includes gathering further information on educa­

tional programs for purposes of analysis and giving 

feedback to institutional administrators and educa-

tional staff on anticipated outcomes of study. 

11. Draft of Final Report (4 months) 

This includes disseminating drafts of final report 

for discussion, review, and criticism, and making 

final revisions. 

12. Utilization of Research (4 months) 

This includes efforts to disseminate the results 

of the evaluation study to those in the field. Nation-

al and regional conferences of the Correctional 

Education Association and other such Forums could 

be used to publicize the results and recommendations 

of the study. 

The scope and nature of the evaluation design proposed 

22 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

in this paper give rise to the following two recommenda­

tions: 

1. In order to limit the scope of the study, 

and subsequently its economic and strategic 

manageability, one program type could be 

chosen for comparative outcome analysis. 

This program--preferably Adult Basic Edu­

cation programs because of recognized 

need- -could then be evaluated as a 'Ipilot" 

study. 

2. Since the nature of this evaluation model 

involves a post release analysis of out­

comes, and since it includes such vari­

ables as employment and reci~ivism out­

comes, this evaluation design might 

possibly be done as a part of, or in 

cooperation with, other Phase II studies 

dealing with related topic areas. 
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SELECTION PROCESS FOR SAMPLE 

INSTITUTIONS AND AGENCIES 

PHASE II STUDY 

Funded 

PHASE I 
Data 

Work Product 
Reviewed 

ri
Choose 'ano1±er Choose Pool of 

Institutions 
Agencyor r------A"'" for Program ~----.....-I 'I Insti tut.ioll r I SelectJ.on I I ~ 

I 
Contact· 

Institutions 

Contact Contact 
Police Courts 

Department 

~----------------.------~~ NO 

~-------------"'"- NO 

Include in 
Sample 

Begin 
Study 
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PROCEDURR FOR DEVELOPING DATA 

Principle Issues 
-Education's influence upon subjects' achievement 
• Educat:ion' is influence upon self-concept and 

personality adjustment 
-Education's impact upon recidivism 

._Education's impact upon employability 
... 

Questions Posed 
- Does participation in an education 

program while incarcerated 
raise academic achievement 
compared to non-part~cipants? 

- Does participation in such pro­
grams reduce recidivism rates 
when compared to non-partici­
pants? 

- Does participation in such 
prograiiis enhance the chances 
of employment when compared 
to non-participants? 

• Does participation in educa­
tion enhance self-concept 
and personality adjustment -
when compared to non-partici­
pants? 

• If differences exist, what appear 
to be the most salient 
characteristics of successful 
program types? 

Individual Characteristics 
- Age, Race, I.Q. 
- Academic Achievement 'at Entry 
- Prior Employment Record 
- Prior criminal history 
- Type of criminal 
- Institutional Adjustment 
~ Length of sentence 

Program Characteristics 
- Type 
- Additional courses inc. social 

educatior! 
- Needs Assessment 
- Student t.O teacher ratio 
- Support services 
- Full-time vs. Part-time 
- Staff training & experience 
- Teaching Mode 
- Materials £ Equipment 
- Per student expenditures 
- Funding gources & continuity 

Areas of Interest 
• Subjects' success 
• Program Characteristics 

~pec~~~c Data Needs 
.. Subjects' achiev'ement scores 
• Subjects' scpres on self-concept 

and personal adjustment scales 
• Recidivism rates 
• Employment data - Rates;}n.d length 

of employment and job classi:f;i,ca",:,o .. 
' .. !-,"."" "C:'i:ons ... ,~, .",.-..... , .... , ..... , .,..... . ..... ~~ ...... . 

..L 
Data Sources 

• Personal records in institutional 
files 

- Test results 
• Interviews with parole agents, 

police 
• Police - court records 
• Site visits 
·Program staff interviews 
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TIME x TASK SCHEDULE FOR PHASE II STUDY 

Task Month From start ~ I r 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IQ 1, g13l4l5~1718~20-~12~~~~~P62128293031323334!3536 

1. Planning 3 111 pn ~h~ 
and Organization 

2. Development 4 m Dn chs 
lof Methodology 

3. Identifica-
Itien & Treatment 
lef Comparison 5 iii pnt~: 

IU.coups -4. Contact 
Police, Parole 2 Imnt It-h 

& Courts 

5. Collect In- 13 II Ion ~s 
stitutional lta 

6. Interview ~h;····· 

iTest Subjeclts 

7. Interview ~ mn :J.t:h II 

p;:a .... nlA Officers 

. ,,8 .• ,._C.Qil~Qt _" .. ~-'-r" . ".' r,·' k· f. ... J .. l . ~"" I ,'r,'", :,-"". F" ~~". ~; ", r'"'' f·>,·: k' k .. ·" "'< r·""·,, , 
1- -. I~" i- I··, k· . ~'" .. ," . ...• " . > >,<0' ".' '1 moptn 

:A'Jellv,Y Data 

9. Analysis of 6 bon 
i! 

,.hR 

Data 

10. Site Visits 3 .nr ~hc:: 

& Interviews 

11. Draft. & 11 ,-non ~hS 
IWrite Final 

, 

Report I I I I I 
12. Utilization 4~offli~r' 
of Research . • 

.. __ ._-----_ .• _------- _. ___ .. ~._ .... ______ ~ •. _~.J, ______ ...,._., • >-.~ __ ...... _~ ... ~ 
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PROPOSED BUDGET 

1.0 Wages and Salaries (Including Fringe Benefits) 

1.1 One Project Director & Principal Investigator 

100% AY at $25,000 $ 25,000.00 

1.2 Two x Associate Investigators 

100% AY at $15,000 30,000.00 

1.3 One Secretary 

100% AY at $ 8,000 8,000.00 

1.4 One Statistical Consultant 

33-1/3% AY at $24,000 8,000.00 

1.5 Eight x Graduate Assistants 

50% AY at $11,600 46,400.00 

TOTAL (1.1-1. 5) $'117,400.00 

X three years 

2.0 Supplies f HateJC'ials, Mailing, purchase of 

test forms, scoring $6,000 x three years 

3.0 Travel 

3.1 30 flights at $200.00 

3.2 Per Diem 8 persons at $40.00 x 120 days 

3.3 Car rental including gasoline 

2 teams x 120 days x $40.00 

4.0 Telephone, 36 months at $100.00 

5.0 Computer time and Keypunching 

45.0' rnte".t:.:viewill'g" and t.esting fee" , 
1280 subjects x $10.00 

TOTAL (3.1-3.3) 

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS (1.O-6.0) 
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$ 352,000.00 

18,000.rJO 

6,000.00 

51,200.00 

9,600.00 

$ 66,800.00 

3,600.00 

2 1 500.00 

12 t 800.00 

$ 455,900.00 
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