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3
circumstances that lead to crime--"poverty, sub-standard education and
lack of job skills. . . . If the inmate is prepared educationally for
his return to society, we will be less Tikely to réturn to crime"
(Galley & Parsons, 1976). Others see great promise in post-secondary
education programs in particular. "Undoubtedly, the greatest institu-
tional resource available for the orderly future development of correc-
tional education--both vocational and correctional--is higher education"
(Marsh & Adams, 1973, p. 138). Others believe that corrections educa-
tion is finally coming into its own and gaining the recognition and
respect in correctional circles it has not enjoyed in the past. MAt
best, it has begn tolerated, is often ignored, inadequately staffed
and funded, but there is hope that correctional education "may, in the
end, prove to be the most remarkable 'sleeper' in the history of cor-
rections" (Reagan et al., 1973, p. 266).

Confidence in positive results through education has sometimes
been carried to extremes. One writer seems to regard education as
synonymous with rehabilitation. "The basic nature of education is
change. Regardless of the purpose for a particular educational process,
the end result is that somebody and/or something is changed" (Marsh,
1973, p. 20). A report to the Oregon Legislature in 1974 recommended
extensive investment in cqorrectional education and proposed that no new
educational facilities be built within correctional institutions, and
that education opportunities at local public institutions should be ex-
tended to all inmates in Oregon.

There exist excellent education facilities throughout the state.

The goal of inside education activities should be placement of
the individual in a community educational institution for



continued education and training at the earliest possible time.
(Salmony, 1974, p. 59)

The legislature was not persuaded that such a policy was in the best
interests of Oregon.

For quite different reasons, Dr. Leonard Zunin and Dr. Nerman
Barr (former chief psychiatrist with the Bureau of Prisons) offered a
similar proposal. '

The building of prisons on university campuses is the .

evolutionary direction for corrections to assume . . . We sug-
gest that the next fifty prisons constructed in the U.S. be
built on college campuses in each state . . . It would help edu-

cate the public to the fact that resolution of correctional
problems is in its own best interests. (Marsh & Adams, 1973,
p. 139)

THE CONTROVERSY OVER EDUCATION

The discussion up to this point is not intended to suggest that
confidence in rehabilitation programs is unanimous among professionals
in corrections. Corrections personnel are generally aware of the de-
bate that centers around the question of whether or not these programs
are effective. A glance at some of the titles in recent literature on
the subject reflects the controversy: "“Faith in Rehabilitation Is Suf-
fering a Collapse" (Holden, 1975), “Reform Is a Flop" (Malloy, 1975),
"Nothing Works" (Martinson, 1974), "Rehabilitation Has Been a Failure"
(Bailey, 1975), etc. To some extent, the disenchantment with prison
programs might be explained in terms of the public mood related to the
rebellion against necessary tax levels if these programs are to be con-
tinued. However, this should not obscure the fact that the public has
become increasingly aware that several decades of emphasis on rehabili-

tation has not succeeded in reducing the crime rate or deterring



criminal behavior. Since it is widely acknowledged that rising crime
rates can be traced to repeat offenders, it is not surprising that "the
country is in reaction against a humanitarian approach to criminals"
(Serrill, 1975).

Furthermore, much of the controversy is generated from within the
profession. In the light of research efforts by social scientists,
many persons engaged in corrections have begun to question the validity
of rehabilitation programs. Do they accomplish their intended purpose
or succeed in reaching the goals for which they are designed?

A clear cut idea of what constitutes success obviously should

be crucial, for offenders can only be discharged from hospitals,
prison or probation order when they have successfully completed
treatment. The aims and methods of rehabilitation are relatively
clear but in a curious way there is hardly any discussion of

a successful completion . . . (Bean, 1976, p. 60)

To put it simply, there has been too little concern with accounta-
bility. Programs are introduced into the treatment process with little
planning or effort to measure or evaluate what they accomplish.

In most cases, evaluation of educational programs, even when

mandated, is less than adequate and, if present, consists of

a gathering of opinions and fiscal accounting. There is no

clear pattern in program evaluation of what exists, what has

been successful, or what has failed. (Bell et al., 1979, p. 5)
A BRIEF SURVEY OF THE HISTORY OF

PRISON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

A brief review of the history of prison education seems appropri-
ate at this point as background for the subject we are considering.
The following summary depends mainly on the work of Kenneth Martin
(1973). Readers interested in more detail on the subject will find

Martin an excellent resource.



Some scholars regard correctional education in America as being
only forty to fifty years old. That may be true of formal, certified
programs. However, if the wider definition of education is accepted,
so that attempts to change atfitudes, behavior, and skills are included,
the history of prison education is as old as prisons themselves. Teach-
ing basic reading and writing skills for religious purposes can be
traced back at least to the beginning of the nineteenth century. These
early efforts led to the first established prison school in Maryland
early in the century and to the hiring of a teacher and the founding of
a library in a Pennsylvania prison in 1844. Shortly after that time,
New York passed a law providing for teachers to be hired for all state
prisons.

These early efforts were based on the recognition that ignorance
and lack of education were contributing factors in crime. The prevalent
philosophy, however, was that "hard work and penitence" would lead to
reform, and the idea soon developed that has continued to modern times,
that prison expenses can and should be offset by prison labor.

Not until the last of the nineteenth century was an organized
system of formal education developed. (As late as 1870, only about
eight thousand out of an estimated twenty thousand prisoners in America
were receiving any form of instruction.) In 1870, The American Prison
Association was formed--later to be known as the American Correctional
Association--and an organized attempt was begun to establish profes-
sional standards in prisons and introduce humanitarian and rehabilita-

tive principles of treatment.



Reform and not punishment was the aim of the new movement. To
begin with, the programs were highly structured and committed to the
notion that discipline and regimentatioh were necessary to reform an
inmate. Later, these programs were modified and ideas such as the in-
determinate sentence, coupled with education and employment, were in-
troduced. Also, a system of rewards for good work and behavior (good
time) which could lead to parole or release consideration was added.
By the end of the century, the hope was well-established that clients
might be expected to be better men and women when they were released
than when their confinement began.

The development of prison industries and manufactured goods soon
led to conflict in the free market. As a result, it became standard
practice to manufacture goods and equipment only for state agencies.
This problem, along with the arrival of the great depression, slowed
prison programs considerably. Where three-fourths of the prison popu-
lation in America was'emp]oyed in 1885, less than half were employed in
prison workshops in 1940.

Idle time, therefore, became a matter of increasing concern. This
led to a renewed emphasis on rehabilitation and in 1930, the federal
prison system appointed teachers at all federal prisons and allocated
funds for education purposes. By 1933, some 60 percent of all federal
prisoners were enrolled in classes. Later, the federal system and
some states began to make education compulsory for illiterate inmates.

About this time, formal relationships were established between
prison programs and education departments in many states. Now, in New

York, for example, prison teachers are licensed and vocational and



academic diplomas and certificates are awarded.
At present, education programs have obtained a limited degree
of sophistication through imaginative innovations such as pro-
grammed and unit instruction, self instruction methods, operant
enforcement techniques, audio visual aids and computer pro-
gramming. (Martin, 1973, p. 61)

The concept that education has a socializing effect also devel-
oped during this later period, along with the development of the be-
havioral sciences with emphasis on self-realization and self-direction
as the means to social adjustment. In 1968, thirty-six states offered
college-level work with about 1 percent of the prison population en-
rolled. A recent survey indicates that 80 percent of the states now
offer education through the college level and that inmate involvement
rénges from 20 to 50 percent.

The history of prison education helps place the rehabilitation
ideal in perspective. Given the close relationship between education
and rehabilitation over many years, it is unlikely that prison adminis-
trators are going to dissociate themselves from rehabilitation efforts
without overwhelming evidence that such programs are failures. Our
intention in this study is to review the evidence of research concerned
with evaluating the effects of prison educétion programs, recognizing
that in doing. so it will be necessary to make some sort of judgment as
to whether or not the research is adequate. Secondly, I will address
the question of whether or not we can conclude, on the basis of avail-

able evidence, that prison education and training programs are benefi-

cial in reducing recidivism rates.



CHAPTER 11
METHOD
INTRODUCTION

There were scattered research efforts to measure the effectiveness
of education and other rehabilitation programs beginning in the early
1940s and continuing into the 1960s. However, either the results or the
methods were often inconclusive and the work was often too isolated tec
be taken seriously. Not until Robert Martinson and his associates re-
ported on the research results available at the time was there any
systematic evaluation of the evidence. (Their work was begun in 1966
but the results were not published until 1975.) Our study will be con-
cerned with research information that has been published since 1970
but not with the studies reviewed in their work, except for occasional
references to work that is still frequently cited in more recent litera-
ture. We will be concerned, however, with the results and conclusions
of their work and its continuing impact on education programs.

The criteria for choosing what material to include in our review
of Titerature on the subject relates to the competence of the studies
themselves and whether or not they address the concerns of this thesis.
For the most part, we have not included: (1) studies which made no use
of a control group as a basis for comparison, (2) research that was not
concerned with recidivism as a measure of success, and (3) research re-

sults with inadequate post-release follow-up.
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THE WORK OF ROBERT MARTINSON

One could hardly discuss the effects of rehabilitation programs
without reference to the work of Martinson and his associates. In 1966,
they were appointed by the New York State Governor's Special Committee
on Criminal Offenders to do a comprehensive study of the effects of re-
habilitation programs. The State of New York was planning a major shift
in emphasis from custody to rehabilitation and evidently hoped to gain
statistical support for the new approach from the results of the study.

However, by the time the information was completed and the results
were available for publication, Martinson found that the committee that
‘had commissioned the work was no longer interested. Not only did they
decline to publish the report, but, according to Martinson, they also
refused to allow him to make the information public. Only after some
of the information in the report was subpoenaed as evidence in a trial
and had become part of the public record did Martinson and associates
succeed in having their work published.

The work of the Martinson group addressed the following question:
does a correctional facility that is committed to offering rehabilita-
tion programs such as education and vocational training, turn odt more
successful individuals than a prison which is committed to a custodial
philosophy? Their answer, from the evidence they collected: "If this
is true, the fact remains that there is very little empirical evidence
to support it." The research evidence available at that time seemed to
"provide us with no clear evidence that education and skill development
programs have been successful" (Martinson, 1974). Acknowledging that

there were problems in the study such as disparity in both programs and
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populations, as well as the question of consistency in treatment method,
the group nevertheless felt that:
. we can be reasonably sure that, so far, educational and
vocational programs have not worked. We don't know why they
have failed. We don't know whether the programs themselves
are flawed or whether they are incapable of overcoming the
effects of prison life in general . . . or whether they lack
applicability to the world the inmate will face outside the
prison . . . What we do know is that to date, education and
skill development have not reduced recidivism by rehabilitating
criminals. (Martinson, 1974)
As might be expected, the results of Martinson's work have been
controversial. My own vigw is that his conclusions may be colored by
reaction to the opposition he encountered from established correctional
authority. In his defense, it does not seem that he is saying that the
evidence against rehabilitation programs is overwhelming but that evi-
dence in support of such programs is uncertain or inconclusive at best.
Nor does he suggest that such programs have failed to meet other goals.
Looking at effects on variables other than recidivism, he found that:
A11 kinds of things are happening . . . There is clear and un-
mistakable evidence that we can teach an illiterate to read in
prison, that you can impart vocational skills in institutional
training programs . . . (Martinson, 1975)

However, very little evidence exists that education and training pro-

grams have statistically significant effects in reducing recidivism.
CRITERIA FOR CHOICE OF STUDIES FOR REVIEW

I submit that if the work of Martinson and his colleagues leads
to further evaluation and research, they will have served their profes-
sion well. Nevertheless, since‘their work concerns research that was
reported in the 196Gs, there is clearly a need for review of the evi-

dence that has been collected since that time, a concern noted by
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others also.

The study [Martinson's] examines research on programs conducted

before 1967. It was only after 1967 that the prison reform

movement got into full swing. Until that time, programs .

were disorganized and understaffed . . . Community programs

. . . were almost non-existent in most states. . . . Furthermore,

one of the areas in which corrections was most deficient prior

to 1967 was research. (Serrill, 1975)

This is not intended to suggest that there were no competent edu-
cation programs before 1967. Examples of excellent education and
training programs in existence as much as twenty years earlier could
be cited. Speaking in general terms, however, the surveys to which
reference was made earlier indicate that both the number of states
offering education programs and the percentage of inmates involved in
such programs have increased dramatically since 1968. Federal funding
for such programs, which became available about this time, may account
for the momentum in the development of prison education which has con-
tinued until the present time. This thesis will be concerned, primar-
ily, with research that has been published or reported since 1970.

The criteria used by Martinson's group in selecting studies for
review included the following. A study had to include an evaluation of
the treatment program that employed some independent measure of improve-
ment (such as recidivism), and which made use of a control group as
well as an experimental group for purposes of comparison. Studies were
excluded for reasons such as: insufficient data, statistical tests
which were not appropriate, data not available for review, samples that

were too small or which seemed incompatible with the study populations,

etc. (Martinson, 1974).
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While the criteria to be used in this thesis are similar to those
used by Martinson's group, they were not derived from his work but were
established independently before the writer became familiar with Martin-
son's work. Also, there are some differences in the standards to be
applied in this study. We will be concerned with whether or not the
study made use of a matched control group since this assures us that
the experimental group is representative of the population with which
the study is concerned. However, our review of the evidence will not
attempt to evaluate the tests by which the results are measured or to
present data for reader review. It will be assumed that interested
persons can refer to the original resources for this kind of informa-

tion.

Recidivism

Since some determination is necessary by which to judge the effec-
tiveness of programs, we will also be concerned with recidivism as the
measure of program success. (The Martinson study made use of other
measures of improvement as well.) Obviously, recidivism is not the
only measure of the effectiveness of programs. Other things such as
(1) the length of time an inmate remains free after his release, (2) his
employment success, (3) such things as adjustment to prison life as
measured by work reports, disciplinary reports, and good time,
(4) changes in attitude as measured by personality inventories, and
(5) educational achievement measured by tests and grade progress, are
all indices of the effects of programs. Then why emphasize recidivism

as a measure of change or improvement?
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Professionals are apparently divided on the question, perhaps be-
cause so many related questions are involved with recidivism. If some-
one is not returned to custody during the follow-up period, are we as-
sured that he has adjusted to society, and therefore benefited from
participation in programs; or does it mean that he has become more
clever and careful in the art of crime and simply has not been caught?
And what about differences in parole policy? Obviously, a tough parole
policy may lead to more violations than a lenient policy in which super-
vision is minimal. (The effect of supervision may account for the Tower
recidivism rates among those who receive final release from prison as
against those who are paroled.) While appropriate controls can elimi-
nate some uncertainties--for example, including an equal percentage of
parolees in both the experimental and control groups--it is clear that
some questions will remain. However, I think that we must assume that
in the long run, these things average out and that successful citizen-
ship for a given period of time can be used as a valid measure of pro-
gram success.

To this must be added the assumption that recidivism is the
bottom line when it comes to measuring the effect of programs. For
one thing, the cost of rehabilitation programs is in addition to
the cost of confinement. Surely legislative groups and the public
have a right to know whether or not programs are viable in terms of
their objectives. Do treatment programs have an effect that is differ-
ent from the effect of imprisonment itself (Kassenbaum, Ward & Wilner,
1971, p. 207)? I submit that even the clients who are served

by such programs will benefit from answers to these questions. If
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treatment programs do not rehabilitate, then officials in corrections
must be prepared to justify programs on other grounds.

A review of expert opinion on the subject suggested that:
Recidivism is far and away the prime criteria for judging the
success or failure of a rehabilitation program. So far, it
appears that there is little correlation between a person's
apparent success in performance in his program and the likeli-
hood of his abandoning his anti-social ways. (Holden, 1975)

Also:
It is recommended that the design of program evaluations in-
clude procedures for measuring the impact of education programs
on inmates after program completion and after release. In this
context, criteria such as inmate needs assessment, inmate re-
sponse to the program, post program followup, and recidivism
should be given priority in evaluation. (Bell et al., 1979,
p. 94)
While this study will be mainly concerned with research that
uses statistics on recidivism, we will also take note of some studies
which offer other kinds of evidence if it can be concluded that the

results are Tikely to be related to the recidivism question.

Follow-up

The other question to be addressed has to do with the length of
follow-up. The national report cited earlier states that:
Little if any attention has been given to the measurement
and/or assessment of post program followup, post release fol-
Towup or recidivism rates in the evaluation of correctional
education programs over the last five years. (Bell et al.,
1979, p. 94)
The work of Daniel Glaser and others provides a fairly clear in-
dication of the follow-up necessary to determine recidivism rates. His
original study of this question was based on a 10 percent sample of

ten thousand male prisoners released from federal institutions in 1956

who were tracked for four years. Failure was defined as returning to
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prison for parole violation or receiving a new sentence for a felony
offense. In this early study, Glaser found a recidivism rate of 35
percenf during the first four-year period after release. Beyond this
initial period, the failure rate seemed to level off, and while some
additional failures did occur later, they were so widely dispersed that
Glaser reached the conclusion that four years of follow-up provided

.conclusive evidence on recidivism. On the basis of his work, a two-
year follow-up period became widely accepted as the minimum standard in
determining recidivism. However, his Tater study alters that conclu-
sion (Kitchener, Schmidt, & Glaser, 1977). This report extended the
follow-up study of the original group to eighteen years and included
93.2 percent of the original sample. The research indicated that 37
percent of the clients had no known violations after eighteen years.
The later study also included a sample of federal prisoners released in
1970 which shows some acceleration in recidivism after the first year,
rising to 34 percent after two years and 51 percent after five years.
Again, he found a kind of leveling off after four years with 75 percent
of the fai{ures occurring within four years and 80 percent within five
years. On the basis of the later information, he recommends that the
follow-up period should be extended beyond the earlier standard.
Reference should also be made to the careful work of Kassenbaum,
Ward, and Wilner on this subject (1971, pp. 211-12). Generally, they
found that getting back information on parole violaticns took more than
a year and they determined at least thirty-six months of follow-up was

necessary to arrive at any valid measure of recidivism. Their work,
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a]oﬁg with Glaser's studies, indicate that a three-year follow-up period
is necessary in determining recidivism.

In the chapters that follow, we will be concerned with available
evidence of the effect of education on recidivism at three levels.
Chapter III will be concerned with post-release outcomes for those who
participated in basic education and G.E.D. preparation while they were
in prison. Chapter IV will be concerned with the post-release effects
of college~level education programs. Chapter V will be concerned with
measurement of the effect of vocational training programs. In all of
these chapters, we will attempt to review the effects of these kinds
of training vis-a-vis the question of recidivism. Finally, we will try
to evaluate the evidence and offer recommendations that seem appropriate

as a result of the study.



CHAPTER TII1
BASIC OR REMEDIAL EDUCATION AND G.E.D. TRAINING

The case for providing basic education and G.E.D. training for
prisoners has been well-documented in the literature on prison educa-
tion programs. The fact that prisoners tend to be socially disadvan-
taged due to their educational deficiency is reason enough for provid-
ing programs designed to correct the problem. Therefore, the question
might be raised: why be concerned at all with the long-range effects
of prison education at this Tlevel?

It is not the purpose of this study to cite research evidence in
order to justify providing educational opportunities to prisoners.

This writer agrees that such programs are necessary whatever their ef-
fects on recidivism may be. Nevertheless, any evidence of these effects
remains important to the subject of this thesis. In addressing the
question of the effect of education on recidivism, it would surely be

a mistake to ignore as large a part of the corrections education effort
as that which is represented by these particular programs. For that
reason, even though the evidence we have to offer is limited, this sec-
tion on basic and G.E.D. education programs in prisons has been in-

cluded in our study.
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EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF PRISONERS

One of the most widely used references on this subject are the
statistics and conclusions of Daniel Glaser. His work, cited by Salmony
(1973, pp. 15-17), indicates that in the late 1960s, the federal prison
population had an eighth-grade median education compared to a tenth-
grade median for the general population of the U.S., 80 percent of the
prisoners were not high school graduates, and less than 3 percent had
taken any college work. Even more important was the fact tests and
records indicated that 30 percent of the prisoners were functionally
illiterate.

Later surveys showed Tittle change. Unofficial estimates were
cited in 1973 (Reagan et al., 1973, p. v) suggesting that from 20 to
50 percent of the prisoners in America could not read nor write, at
least 50 percent had not completed the eighth grade, and as many as 80
percent among youthful offenders were illiterate. Some variation was
probably to be expeéted in different parts of the country and the sta-
tistics may not have seemed appropriate to some prison situations.

Some analysts have reached somewhat different conclusions. In a
keynote address to the International Conference of the Correctional
Education Association in 1976, it was noted that age and education char-
acteristics among federal prisoners were changing. Prisoners are older
(about thirty), better educated (ninth grade +), and more intelligent
than they were a decade earlier (University of South Florida, 1976).
Statistics from the latest national survey (Bell et al., 1979, pp. 1-2)
lend some support to this trend, indicating about one-third of the

prison population of the U.S. has less than an eighth-grade education,
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another one-third have not completed high school, about 4 percent have
taken some college work, and most inmates function at a level twe or
three grades below their school completion level. In spite of the fact
some change was indicated over the last decade, there can be little
doubt that most prison inmates are still deficient in education cf. to
the general population. These facts had been reccognized for as long as
professionals in corrections have been evaluating programs, and it
should be clear that education at this Tevel will continue toc receive
priority and support.

However, even though studies of treatment effects are not neces-
sary to justify basic education programs, they are useful for other
reasons. For example, we need to know if some individuals or groups
benefit more than others. Are some minority group members, or certain
age groups more likely to gain from the experience than the general
prison popuiation? Are some approaches more effective than others?

, ﬁReagan et al. (1973, p. 250) emphasized that most clients have failed

é in the traditional system and if traditional methods are employed in

j prison education programs, they will probably fail again. On the other
hand, research which evaluates different methods may lead to more ef-

fective educational systems in prison.
PROBLEMS

There are certain problems to be noted with reviewing evidence in
this section. Some studies do not define any time frame for participa-
tion in prison school programs. No clear indication is given of how

long the subjects were enrolled in the prison school, whether or not
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they completed an academic term, or what academic achievement or educa-
tional gains were made. However, some studies have been included which
offer other important evidence in spite of the fact that the extent of
involvement in education programs is not clearly defined, or if the

weakness was recognized and accounted for in the study.
THE EVIDENCE

In his early work, Glaser (1964, pp. 275-80) found education had
a significant effect only for those persons whowere extensively enrolled
during prolonged confinement. Those who participated fdr at least three
years had a 30 percent recidivism rate compared to a 48 percent rate for
those who did not participate. On the other hand, those with short-term
involvement had higher than average recidivism rates.
Martinson and associates (1975) reviewed eight studies that were
~concerned with the effects of institutional education. They found
those who participated in education and skill development programs had
lower rates of recidivism than nonparticipants, but the differences
were not statistically significant. They also found a more positive
effect for certain combinations of treatments. A program which com-
bined tutoring and groﬁp therapy had a more positive effect as measured
by personality tests than did either group therapy or remedial reading
when those program effects were measured separately. It was not known
why the combined program was more effective or how leong the attitude
change would last (Lipton, Martinson, & Wilks, 1975, pp. 575-80).
| Taking the effect of educational programs as a whole, Mace (1978,
gpp. 133-39) found "that the education program did have a positive,

{
i
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sustaining influence in improving post release conduct.” His study in-
cludes graphs of the recidivism rates for both the experimental and
control groups after four years of foliow-up. At the end of the last
year, the difference in recidivism was significant to the .003 level of
confidence. He also found those enrolled in education programs had a
better record in terms of escape attempts and disciplinary infractions
than members of the control group. Parole reports indicated the experi-
mental subjects had a better attitude than the control subjects, al-
though this was recognized as a matter of subjective judgment. Another
difference found was the experimental group members had higher monthly
incomes during the follow-up period than the control group of nonparti-
t cipants. It is well-established in this study that employment and in-
come are related fo parole success.

Examining the effects of different levels of education, Mace
(1978) found that the effect of G.E.D. training was not statistically
significant, although their success rate was four times their failure
rate, among those who participated. He also found that success on
} parole was higher for those who completed the G.E.D. than for those who
Eparticipated but did not receive the diploma.

Definitive conclusions based on these findings should be cau-

tiously drawn, but evidence presented regarding the total edu-

cation program would tend to favor the education group as a

whole, and statistically, for those completing the G.E.D. and

suggest that education had a positive influence on successful

post release conduct. (Mace, 1978, p. 134)

The results of a study published by The Survey Research Center at

Oregon State University are similar (Mason et al., 1978). Based on a

random sample of two hundred male clients released from Oregon correc-

tional facilities in 1974, the authors found that completion of work
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for the G.E.D. had a positive effect in combination with certain other
factors. Those who completed the G.E.D. and had two or more dependents
after their release had the most stable work history of any of the
treatment groups, during the follow-up period. On the other hand,
G.E.D. graduates with a history of several adult convictions had very
poor work success after their release. A positive correlation was
found for the effects of education in conjunction with the number of
dependents and a negative correlation was found for the effects of edu-
cation in conjunction with a significant criminal history, such as prior
record, property offenses, and trust violations. The authors noted,
however, that 80 percent of those who participate in education programs
do not have this kind of background and that prison education is asso-
ciated with post-release success for most men who participate. They
also felt that the attributes of some young offenders with minimal of-
fense records, might account for their success on parole rather than
their participation in education programs.

. . we suspect that people with certain attributes volunteer
to participate and the attributes which are associated with par-
ticipation may be the same as those associated strongly with
post-release success. (Mason et al., 1978, p. 9)

Those with extensive records or an above average number of trust
violations, who also had completed the G.E.D. or had earned college
credits, had the poorest post-release records. They were employed less,
earned less money, and remained free for a shorter time than any other
group in the sample. This not only suggests criminal history has a
stronger effect than treatment programs, but may also suggest education

has a negative effect for certain people such as the manipulators, those

who enroll to impress the parole board, and the Tike (pp. 34-36).
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Another study reports the effect of study and work release pro-
grams at the Middlesex County Corrections Facility in Ballerica, Massa-
chusetts (Beha, 1977). The recidivism rate of comparable groups for
the three years prior to the introduction of these programs was used as
a baseline in the study. The results of the study seem positive. Those
who participated in work or study release programs and were then re-
leased in 1972 had Tower recidivism rates than the baseline rate. The
author felt the programs in combination, and education release in partic-
ular, significantly reduced recidivism. However, statistical measures
are not included in the report and there is not adequate information on
the length of time subjects were involved. In addition, the length of
the follow-up period was only twelve months.

Although their report was concerned primarily with the effects of
group counseling programs, which were widely used in the California sys-
tem, the work of Kassenbaum, Ward, and Wilner (1971) deserves attention,
since they also measured the effects of education programs. The effect
of education in combination with group counseling was not found to be
significant. However, the level of education completed did seem sig-
nificant. Those who had completed high school and less than a year of
college work had lower recidivism rates than the control groups or other
participants in education programs, Tower rates even than those who had
completed more than a year of college work (pp. 224-25).

For the most part, this survey of research effects is concerned
with education programs for adults. However, there are some studies on
juveniles which may be appropriately included in the review of education

effects at this level. A Georgia study cited by Stoughton and Reagan
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(1973, p. 75) concerns the effect of institutional treatment and educa-
tion programs as measured by the Wechsler I.Q. Test and the California
Test of Personality, both of which were given at admission and again
just prior to release. The sample consisted of 117 inmates, predomi-
nately black males, whose average age at admission was thirteen years,
nine months, and at release, fourteen vears, two months. The average
stay at the institution was about six months. "Those in the sample
showed significant improvement in both the I.Q. and personality tests
and it was concluded that the inmates do profit from their stay at the
center."

An interesting study of juvenile education efforts was reported
in a Canadian journal (Csapo et al., 1976). Ten hard-core juvenile
probationers, who were high school dropouts, were compared with another
group of ten dropouts having no juvenile records, and with a third
group of probationers who were still in school. In the study, cash re-
wards were offered for school achievement. Surprisingly, the hard-core
dropouts made the most progress, surpassing the other group of dropouts
in their achievement. Follow-up of the groups after their release
found no difference in the rate of continuing offenses among the three
groups.

One important study, in which education as a treatment effect is
mixed with other factors, is Taintor's (1977) lengthy and detailed anal-
ysis of D.V.R. services among youthful offenders in Florida. These ex-
tensive services included a full evaluation; counseling and guidance;
medical, surgical and psychiatric therapy; vocational training; remedial

education; comrephensive rehabilitation services; maintenance;
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transportation; and job placement. The author reports that:

. . the focus of this study is actions taken to rehabilitate

the youthful offender which are intended to end his criminal
career before it starts and return him to society as a youth-
ful and productive member. (Taintor, 1977, p. 3)

The study compares the records of 2,542 youthful offenders under
the supervision of The Florida Division of Youth Services (DYS) who were
referred to the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR) for ser-
vices, along with another 429 cases who were not under DYS supervision
but were referred to DVR fro# probation status. This experimental
group of 2,971 children was compared with a control group of 1,313 chil-
dren who were supervised by DYS but not referred to DVR. Taintor found
‘a "strong positive relationship . . . between receipt of DVR services
and recidivism as measured by recommitment subsequent to furlough" (p.
v). He found the probability of recommitment was almost 10 percent for
the control group compared to 4.4 percent for those referred to DVR.

For children receiving significant DVR services, the probability of re-
commitment dropped to 2.8 percent and for those classified
“rehabilitated/closed," it was slightly less than 1 percent. "These
data indicate that DVR does have a significant effect upon rehabilita-
tion of youthful offenders. These services do seem to reduce the amount
of recidivism" (p. 305). While the study offers no evidence for the
separate effect of education, it provides conclusive evidence of the

fact that rehabilitation services can be effective among youthful

offenders.



CHAPTER IV

POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Reference was made in the introduction to

this writer's experience

as a correctional counselor. I came to the personal conviction that

substantial participation in college-level work, in particular, would

be reflected in recidivism rates. Numerous references could be cited

from the Titerature in support of that conviction. For example, Galley

and Parsons (1976) suggested that: "Given the highly technical nature

of contemporary society, a high school completion or basic trade and

technical education are not usually comprehensive enough to overcome

recidivism." These authors indicated, however,
cation programs do have the potential to reduce
the widespread belief in college-level work was
education was available to inmates in forty-six
programs included campus release study for some
be between 5 and 10 percent of the total number

college study programs.

that post-secondary edu-
recidivism and noted
shared by others, since
states in 1976. These
inmates, estimated to

of inmates enrolled in

Is college-level study more effective in reducing recidivism than

other types of education and training? One study addresses this ques-

tion directly (Lewis, 1973). Reference is made

to an experimental edu-

cation program at Camp Hill, Pennsylvania, which the author describes

as follows:

The program was designed to expose its students to materials
and issues of inherent interest that would help them to define
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a sense of personal identity and to develop a sense of values
consistent with those prevalent in society. (Lewis, 1973)

The program was reported to be well-received by inmates and there was
evidence of positive short-term effects, but not of effects that con-
tinued after release. The follow-up was extended over a period of
thirty-three months, after which about one-third were recidivists and
another one-third were chronically unemployed. Psychological tests
were used to measure values and attitudes. No significant differences
were found between the former humanities students and other comparison
groups. The author concluded these data did not indicate "any effects
that could be attributed to the humanities program.”

We noted earlier that Mace (1978) found short-term, positive ef-
fects among all participants in prison education programs. Unfortunate-
1y, there were no significant effects on recidivism for those who took
college-level work and he indicated he was puzzled by these results.
While their success rate was notable (83 percent), the differences in
recidivism for this group compared to the control group was not statis-
tically significant. Mace thought this might be due "to the limited
number of participants and the scant offerings of college courses" (p.
133). He concluded that as college-level education efforts are ex-
panded, further studies may produce different results.

Positive results are indicated in a study of the effects of voca-
tional and post-secondary education programs supervised by the Windham
School District in Texas (Monroe et al., 1975). The study population
consisted of 6,693 inmates who were released from custody in 1973.
About half were paroled and the other half were discharged. The sample

consisted of Group I, 411 clients who were graduates of vocational
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training; Group II, 180 clients who graduated from post-secondary edu-
cation courses; and a control group of 175 clients, matched on the
basis of age, race, sex, I.Q., and release method. In order to match
the three groups, they were reduced to seventy-five members for each
group. Further attrition, due to moving and early recidivism, left
Group I with sixty clients; Group II, sixty-one; and Group III (the
control group), fifty-seven members. The groups were well-matched on
demographic characteristics except that Group II had a higher percent-
age of parolees than the other groups.

Determining the rate of recidivism among the sample groups was a
major concern of this study. When the data were collected and organized,
both treatment groups had a recidivism rate of 12-13 percent compared
with a 24 percent rate for the control group. The control group also
took three times as long to find work as members of the treatment
groups. Therefore, a positive effect from participation in education
programs was clearly indicated.

An evaluation of the higher education program at Huntington,
Pennsylvania used different factors to measure effect (Stroman, 1973).
A total of 174 inmates were enrolled for a minimum of 3.5 credit hours.
Courses in psychology, economics, sociology, and English were offered.
It was assumed those with shorter sentences would be enrolled for only
a few courses while those with Tonger sentences would have the oppor-
tunity to earn more credits. Also, a few with demonstrated ability to
do college work, and who could get the proper security clearance, would

be eligible for study on campus at Juniata College in Huntington.



30
Short-term measures of success after one year were as follows:
113 students (67 percent) had completed courses and earned credits.
Eighty students (73 percent) had completed more than one course, and
three persons had completed four courses. A questionnaire was used to
evaluate inmate response to the program: 73 percent reported the pro-
gram helped them understand themselves better; 63 percent said it helped
clarify their post-release goals; 73 percent thought it would help their
post-release adjustment; 64 percent said it improved communication
skills; 58 percent said it increased their desire for education. Ef-
fects on prison conduct were also measured and significant improvement
was noted. Misconduct reports for the participating group dropped from
42 percent before entering the program to 21 percent after enroliment.
The author reports the use of the Chi Square Test indicated a signifi-
cant difference.
By a number of indices, improved inmate adjustment within
S.C.I.H. (State Correctional Institute at Huntington) occurred
as a result of the programs. Most inmates reported gains in
self-insight, communication skills, preparation for the future,
desire for more education and better adjustment as a result of
involvement in the program. Furthermore, a statistically signif-
icant reduction of misconducts occurred after entrance into the
program. The above evidence is also used to indicate the inmates
are better prepared for release from S.C.I.H. (Stroman, 1973)

This last conclusion, of course, can only be accepted as inference.

Unfortunately, the study offers no evidence on recidivism.
STUDY RELEASE PROGRAMS

Reference has already been made to campus release study for some
inmates. Many of these programs are evaluated as separate programs,

and are distinguished from on-site college study programs for prisoners.
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They were very popular about a decade ago and are still continuing in
some states. Oregon was one of the states making wide use of this type
of program with eight study release centers in operation in various
cities around the state in 1974.

By means of a grant from The Office of Economic Opportunity, a
San Francisco firm attempted to evaluate the effectiveness of Newgate-
type programs. According to Salmony (1974, pp. 164-72), a sample of
995 participants was selected from various program locations and both
a control group and a comparison group were identified. However,
Salmony's report makes reference only to the comparison group. He in-
dicates that members of the experimental group and the comparison group
were both released to parole status. After a two-year follow-up, the
results showed 78 percent of the experimental group were still employed
or in school, compared to 60 percent for the comparison group. There
were fewer drug or drinking problems among the Newgate members (81 per-
cent of the students were not involved vs. 58 percent of the comparison
group members), and less illegal activity and more interest in continu-
ing education were reported by the students than by members of the com-
parison group. On the basis of Salmony's report, some weaknesses in
the study must be inferred. Apparently some of the Newgate students
on study release status were not distinguished from others on parole,
so that follow-up data are questionable. Also, recidivism was defined
as being returned to prison in this study, whereas in other studies it
is defined as a new felony conviction and/or being returned to prison.
Nevertheless, an overall positive effect is indicated for education pro-

grams in spite of the apparent weaknesses in the study.



