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ABEC : ADULT BASIC EDUCATION IN CORRECTIONS
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When a sheriff or a marshall takes a man
from a court house in a prison van and trans-
ports him to confinement for two or three or
ten years, this is our act.. We have tolled
the bell for him. And whether we like it or
not, we have made him our collective respon-
sibility. We are free to do something about
him; he is not....Warren E. Burger - 1970




ABSTRACT

Purpose
The purpose of this program is two-fold: (1) training selected ad-

‘ministrative, supervisory, instructional and support personnel to design,

evaluate, and implement systems of adult basic education in correctional
settings; and (2) testing a conceptual model of adult basic education in
corrections, and implementing the conceptual model in instructional de-

livery systems of adult basic education for correctional settings.

Method

The first three phases of the program plan have been completed. In
Phase I, conducted in 1969-70, a rational - work conference was held to de-
fine goals of adult basic education for corrections’, a survey was made to
assess needs of adult basic education in corrections; a conceptual model
of adult basic education in corrections was synthesized; and two seminars,
each 24 days in length, were conducted to train 37 individuals in systems
approach to adult basic education in corrections.

In Phase II, conducted in 1970-71, a five-day national advanced train-
ing seminar was held to train 30 selacted individuals for leadership and
instructional roles in the regional seminars for management personnel; nine
ten-day regional basic training seminars were conducted to train selected
administrative, supervisory, and related decision-making personnel in use
of systems approach for management of adult basic education in corrections
and the design of delivery systems for adult basic education in corrections;
and the conceptual model was used to simulate 68 real-life correctional en-
vironments,

In Phase III, conducted in 1971-72, a five-day national advanced train-
ing seminar was held to train 37 selected individuals for leadership and
instructional roles in the regional seminars for basic training in instruc-
tional systems; seven ten-day regional seminars were conducted to train 110
selected persons in the basic use of systems approach for instruction of
adult basic education in corrections and the design of instructional de-
livery systems; and the conceptual model was used to simulate 49 real-life
correctional environments.,

Results

Phase I resulted in training of 37 individuals for leadership roles in
adult basic education in corrections, the definition of goals of adult basic
education in corrections, the assessment of needs, and the design of a con-
ceptual model of adult basic education for corrections.

Phase II resulted in advanced training of 30 individuals, training of
145 persons in systems approach to management of adult basic education in
corrections, revision of the conceptual model of adult basic education in
corrections, and design of 66 models of delivery systems for management of
adult basic education in corrections. :

Phase III resulted in advanced training of 37 individuals, basic
training of 110 persons in systems approach to instruction of adult basic
education in corrections, a second evaluation snd revision of the conceptual
model, and design of 49 models of instructional delivery systems for adult
basic education in corrections, {1
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I. Introduction

A. Problem

This experimental demonstration program in adult basic education in
corrections was initiated May 1, 1969, with support from the U. S. Office
of Education, Division of Adult Education, under provisions of P.L. 87-750,
Section 309. The program was designed to implement a two-fold purpose:

(1) training of selected administrative, supervisory, instructional, and
support personnel to design, evaluate, and implement systems of adult basic
education in jails, reformatories, prisons, and post-release settings; and
(2) testing of a conceptual model of adult basic education for corrections
and implementation of the model in management and instructional delivery
systems of adult basic education for corrections.

Phase I was concerned with the training of selected persons in sys-
tems approach to adult basic education in corrections and with development
and testing of the conceptual model. Phase II dealt with the training of
administrative, supervisory, and related support personnel in systems ap-
proach and with the design of management delivery systems for adult basic
education in local, state, and federal-correctional institutions. Phase
I1I, the topic of this report, pertained to the training of instructional,
supervisory, and related support personnel in systems approach and to thne
design of instructional systems for adult basic education in correctional
institutions. The fourth phase will be the development of a career-based
adult basic education model and delivery systems for implementing the model
in correctional settings. Each phase combines the activities of personnel
training and model building.

B. Need

With passage of the Adult Education Act of 1966, Congress recognized
the need for providing specialized education designed especially to meet
the needs of the great number of adults precluded from enjoying full parti-
cipation in the occupational world, family life, and community and govern-
ment affairs because of deficits in learning. The National Advisory Com-
mittee on Adult Basic Education in 1969 posed the following question and
answer to it (p.21): "Living in an open society . . . can we afford not
to give every American the ability to comprehend and communicate? . . . .
This committee jinsists that the single answer is no!'" The 1972 annual re-
port of the National Advisory Council on Adult Education cited (p.3) " . . .
towering evidence of expanding need for adult education: Seventy million
persons over 16 years of age have less than a high school diploma; unemploy-
ment hovers between 5 and 6%; problems of health and human relations are
accelerating; crime in our cities is on the rampage; environmental illiter-
acy 1s widespread; and welfare rolls are lengthening."

By virtue of their educational, social, and vocational deficits, this
large segment of the nation's population is being denied opportunity to ful-
fill themselves, achieve personal goals, and build into their lives values
and zspirations of a free society. These individuals are not afforded equal
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opportunity for a meaningful work role because they lack the basic skills
for getting and holding a job. The National Advisory Council on Adult
Education recommended in its first and second annual reports that adult
education focus on preparing individuals for civic participation, jobs,
home, and family life; that a continuing training program for teachers,
administrators, counselors, and leaders be strengthened; and that support
be given for special projects and experimentation to bring about rapid
improvement of adult basic education. Freeman (1966) and McKee (1968)
describe the special need for adult basic education in the nation's pri-
sons. The National Advisory Council on Adult Education (1972) stated the
need for correctional reform:

Rehabilitation is the major purpose of the Correctional
Institution. . . . Rehabilitation must be a program in
the truest sense of the word rather than returning the
individual to the same state of circumstances that ini-
tially created problems. . . . If we are to cut down the
high rate and high cost of recidivism, current haphazard
and ineffective rehabilitation methods must be reorgan-
ized into full-fledged programs of career-oriented adult
education. Add to this the urgent preservice and inser-
vice educational needs of persons employed in correction-
al institutions. . . . The Council recommends the im-
mediate development of a national:plan providing individ-
uals in correctional institutions every type of educational
opportunity which research and experience indicate may be
of benefit in the self renewal process. The Council fur-
ther recommends that special professional retraining and
training opportunities be made available to individuals
employed in the correctional field. (Pp. 16-17)

The offender population in state and federal institutions consists
in large part of a socially, academically, and vocationally impoverished
group. The offenders lack education, are mainly from the unskilled or semi-
skilled occupations, and have a sparse history of social participation, fam-
ily or community involvement. A study by Lohman (1968) of California cor-
rectional institutions revealed 73% of the offenders lacked high school
diplomas. Lohman (1968) estimated that between 10 and 30% of the inmates
in the United States scored below fourth grade level on standardized achieve-
ment tests. In the 1l western states, it was estimated that between 80 and
90% of the inmates were functional illiterates, denied access to socially
effective, personally satisfying lives because of inability to read, write,
and speak the English language.

The history of corrections reveals an emphasis on work to support
Prison industry, punishment to satisfy the Protestant ethic, and services to
perpetuate the system., The U. S. Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminise
tration of Justice concluded that the most striking fact about modern correc-
tional apparatus is that, although rehabilitation of criminals is presumably
its major purpose, the custody of criminals is actually its major task. The
Commission, with authority over 1,300,000 offenders, concluded that too many




present day prisons stress punishment instead of rehabilitation, implement
training programs which, in fact, are nothing more than operation of prison
_industries, potato digging, and auto license plate manufacturing. A

‘ Department of Labor study (1965) revealed that the pre-prison work experience
of inmates was in the least skilled and most unstable jobs, reflecting in-
adequate occupational training and lack in basic skills. In a study of the
Federal Penitentiary, Atlanta, Brewer (1964) found 61% of the inmates needing
help in achieving vocational rehabilitation, with a need for basic education
to get inmates up to a level for occupational training. A survey of prison
population in North Dakota (Nagel, 1967) revealed 96% of respondents had no
plan for pursuing education, and pursuit of education would not be feasible
until basic educational deficiencies had been overcome.

. Indigenous to the philosophy of corrections in America is the belief
that the individual will be returned to society, reformed and rehabilitated,
capable of taking his place in the family, the community, and the world of
work. As long as the offenders remain lacking in academic, vocational, and
social skills, this philosophy of reform and rehabilitation will remain an
American dream with little chance of coming true. Chief Justice Warren Burger
observed that education is essential to social and vocational rehabilitation.
The need for reform and innovation in the educational systems of the prisons
is critical, and this need is most apparent in the area of adult basic edu-
cation. It is essentiil that administrative, supervisory, instructional, and
support personnel ir ¢ottections be prepared to identify, select, and use
strategies, techniqu#s, and materials of instruction appropriate to the needs
and characteristics ot che inmate population, and adapted to the unique en-
vironment characterizing the prison setting (Pontesso, 1968; Waller, 1968;
Hardy, 1968; Westerberg, 1968; Jones, 1968). .

To afford an equal chance for civic, economic and social participa-
tion to the large segment of the adult illiterate population in correctional
institutions or on parole and probation status, adult basic and career-based
adult education programs must be implemented on an all-out basis in the nation's
jails, reformatories, penitentiaries, and post-release settings. To realize
this goal, it is essential to provide training for administrative, supervi-
sory, instructional, and support personnel in corrections, and to create models
for wmanagement and instructional systems of adult basic and career-based adult
education in correctional settings,

The Program in Adult Basic Education in Corrections, conducted by
the Education Research and Development Center of the University of Hawaii,
is an effort to meet the needs of the educationally, vocationally, and
socially deprived adult offenders through development of a conceptual model
implemented in delivery systems of adult basic education for corrections,
and the training of administrative, supervisory, instructional, and support
personnel in systems approach to development and evaluation of career-based
adult basic education in corrections.

C. Rationale

The Adult Basic Education in Corrections Program is conceptualized
as a massive effort in teacher training and model-building, encompassing

-3-
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experimentation, demonstration, dissemination, evaluation, and diffusion
elements. The program is designed as a national strategy operating in a
regional and state framework to provide training to administrative, super-
visory, iistructional, and support personnel in correctional settings and
concomitantly to design and evaluate a conceptual process model and de-
livery system management and instructional models for adult basic education
in corrections.

The program plar rests on a foundation of assumptions:

1. It is assumed that a primary function of the penal system is
to change behaviors of offenders to make them fully functioning persons
who are capable of (a) achieving self-realization, (b) maintaining healthy
family and social relationships, (c) implementing responsibilities of civic
and community participation, and (d) contributing to the national economy
through full, productive employment at a level commensurate with their
potential,

2. It is assumed that reform, rehabilitation, and correction of.
offenders can be realized only if the individuals overcome academic, ™ \
social, and vocational deficits which mitigate against full participation
in the free society.

3. It is assumed that academic, social, and vocational deficits
of adult offenders can be overcome through effective programs of adult
basic education geared to the needs and characteristics of the offender
population and implementing systems principles for program planning,
operation, and evaluation.

4, It is assumed that effective, efficient adult basic education
in corrections requires a system for program planning, operating, and eval-
uating, and personnel capable of implementing the system.

5. It is assumed that purposes of adult basic education and correc-
tions require total interdepartmental commitment and participation within
the correcticnal institution and interagency cooperation across and within
local, state, and federal jurisdictions.

6. The most important single assumption undergirding the Adult Basic
Education in Corrections Program is that effective systems for management
and instruction of adult basic education in correctional settings, and
personnel training in implementation of these systems are essential to
realization of the goals of adult basic education and corrections,

The scattered efforts to improve the education function of corrections
have focused on either system design or personnel training. It is held
that both elements are essential to

the accomplishment of the desired ends; that either by it-
self is not sufficient.

D. Purposes and Objectives

The ultimate accomplishment expected to derive from the Adult Basic
Education in Corrections Program is the overcoming of academic, vocational,

4=
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and soclal deficiencies of adult offenders in the nation's correctional in-
stitutions, making them capable of entry into gainful employment and healthy
participation in family, civic, and social affairs.

In each phase the program implements a dual-purpose: personnel train-
ing and model design.. Phase I implemented the program purpose in (1) the
training of a select group of corrections decision makers in systems approach;
and (2) the design of a conceptual model of adult basic education in cor.ec-
tions. Phase Il implemented the purpose in (1) the training of selected .
personnel in systems approach to achieve goals of adult basic education for
correctional settings; and (2) the evaluation of the conceptual model and
design of delivery system models for management of adult basic education in
corrections. Phase III implemented the program purpose by (1) training
individuals in the use of systems techniques to develop, operate, and eval-
uate adult basic education for correctional institutions; and (2) evalvating
and revising the conceptual model and designing delivery systems for instruc-
tion of adult basic education in correctional institutions.

The two major program goals were implemented in aims and objectives:

Program Goal 1. Training of selected personnel in use of models to
achieve goals of adult basic education for correctional settings.

Aim 1. Advanced training of selected participants in the development
of instructional systems,

Objective 1. Given a five-day advanced level seminar on
adult basic education in corrections, participants will (a) increase their
understanding of the adult basic education in corrections process model;

(b) acquire understanding of instructional system design and implementation;
and (c¢) become familiar with principles of adult education relevant to short-
term seminars for staff and instruction for offender population.

Objective 2, Given a five-day advanced level seminar on
adult basic education in corrections, participants will (a) improve their
skills for creating instructional system designs; (b) enhance their skills
of designing and using materials-media-methods mixes to train adult learners;
and (¢) improve their competencies for implementing consulting roles to
train others in system design and assist in creating or modifying system
designs.,

Objective 3. Given a five-day advanced level seminar on
adult basic education in corrections, participants will enhance their feel-
ing of commitment to the application of systems techniques for designing
and implementing training for staff and/or adult basic education for of-
fenders.

The three objectives of the Advanced Training Seminar on
Adult Basic Education in Corrections were implemented in behavioral objec-
tives, against which evaluation of the seminar was made. The behavioral
objectives are given in the Seminar Syllabus (Appendix C).

12




Aim 2. Basic training of personnel in corrections in systems tech-
niques for designing of instructional system models for correctional insti-
tutions.

Objective 1. Given a ten-day seminar on adult basic education
in corrections, participants will (a) increase their knowledge about and
understanding of concepts and principles of systems approach; and (b) increase
their knowledge of adult basic education and correctional preccesses.

Objective 2, Given a ten-day seminar on adult basic education
in corrections, participants will (a) improve their skills for developing in-
structional systems; and (b) improve their skills in using systems techniques
of analysis, synthesis, modeling and simulation.

Objective 3. Given a ten-day seminar on adult basic education
in corrections, participants will acquire more positive feelings about sys-
tems techniques for developing, implementing, and evaluating adult bas1c edu-
cation in correctional settings.

The Regional Basic Seminar Objectives are implemented in be-
havioral objectives, shown in the Seminar Syllabus (Appendix K).

Program Goal 2. Evaluation of conceptual model and design of instruc-

.- tional delivery system models for adult basic education programs in correc-
tional institutions.

Aim 1. Evaluate conceptual model created during Phase I.

Objective 1. Given the conceptual model developed in.1970 and
49 problems from real-life situations in corrections, the results of the 49
simulaticns will yield data to evaluate the-conceptual modél.

Objective 2, Given evaluative data collected from consultants
and instructional staff from the 1972 seminars, elements in the conceptual
model which are vague, incomplete, ambiguous, or irrelevant will be identified.

Aim 2. Design a delivery system model for a ten-day seminar in systems

approach to adult basic education in corrections.

Objective 1, Given a five-day advance training seminar, 37
participants will design a delivery system model for a ten-day regional seminar.

Objective 2. Given a five-day advanced training seminar, 37
participants will create the curriculum guide, units, lesson plans, selected
hardware and software, and evaluation devices and instruments to implement
the model.

Aim 3. Design delivery system models for instruction in adult basic
education in correctional settings,

-6-
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Objective 1. Given a conceptual model, a ten-day seminar,
49 participating teams from correctional institutions, and information rel-
evant to system design, each team will create a flowchart model and a nar-
rative description of a delivery system designed specifically for each
team's own institution.

Objective 2. Given a conceptual model, a ten-day'seminar,
49 participating teams from correctional institutions, and information
relevant to system design, each team will create a curriculum guide to
implement the delivery system designed for its correctional institution.

II. Method and Results

The system designed to accomplish the program goals included two

major functions: personnel training (pp. 8-20) and system desi . 21-23).
This report presents a description of the two training elements o% ggse III
of the Adult Basic Education in Corrections Program and z discussion of the
two systems design program elements.

l. Personnel Training. Personnel training in Phase III was in two
parts: (a) the advanced training session which was national, and (b) the
basic training sessions which were regional. Advanced training (a) was
given to persons selected from Phase I and II training to serve as instruc-
tors in the Phase III regional seminars. These advanced participants in-
creased their knowledge and skills in systems design, and developed an
instructional system, complete with supporting hardware and software, for
use in the regional seminars. Basic training (b) was given to persomns
selected as members of participating teams in the regional seminars. The
participants increased their skills and knowledge in systems approach for
Adult Basic Education in Correction and designed instructional delivery
systems, complete with flowchart and narrative and a sample curriculum, for
their own institutions.
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TRAINING. . .
NATIONAL  ADVANCED
SEMINAR

The cyycial element in the art of
adult education is skill and sen-
sitivity in -helping the offender
to assess his needs, and stimulate
the transition of these needs into
interests so that he may become a
fully functioning person, capable
of achieving economic efficiency,
self-realization, civic responsi-
bility, and positive social rela-
tionships. Alfons Maresh

...the cardinal principle for the
program is: The Adult Basic Edu-
cation Program in the institution
is to help each inmate reach his
fullest potential as an individual.
James Williams

Consider the self-concept these same
topic men have, and work from that
basis. As good management books say:
"It is important to note that self-
concept of the individual worker is
ignored at the organization's peril,"
We might say the same of correctional

education. The Rev. Gervase J.
Brinkman

The opportunities for offenders to in-
crease their potential earning power
during confinement 1is essential to “the
redirection process, whether the growth
be academically or vocationally oriented.
Tom McFerren




NATIONAL ADVANCED TRAINING SEMINAR

Chicago, Illinois October 22 to 27, 1971

Tl]eme e o o o o * s °

This advanced seminar program implemented the theme, '"Redirection
in Corrections." The seminar program was based on the assumption that
total institutional commitment to the goal of redirecting offenders through
broad-based educational intervention will realize the purposes of correc-
tions in a free society. It was the thesis of this program that a sys-
tematic approach involving total institutional and extra-institutional
participation is the key to effective adult basic education for offenders.

Purpose . . .« . . . .

This seminar was designed to provide advanced training in theory
and application of systems approach in relation to the development and
implementation of adult basic education programs in correctional settings,
The program sought to prepare a cadre of leaders for consulting and train-
ing roles that would result in improved and innovative adult basic education
in correctional settings.

Participants . . . . .

Seminar participants were innovators in corrections, who qualified
for this advanced training program through having completed a basic train-
ing seminar in systems research and having been involved in development
and implementation of a conceptual model of adult basic education in cor-
rections. Participants in this Advanced Training Seminar were in leader-
ship roles in the 1972 Regional Seminars in Adult Basic Education in Cor-
rections, and have consulting and training responsibilities in their
respective institutions and agencies,

There were 37 participants in the 1971 National Advanced Training
Seminar, compared to 30 participants in the similar Phase II seminar. The
1971 group was composed of 36 men and 1 woman and had a median age of 42
years. Ninety-five percent of the group had a B.A. or higher degree. The
participant Roster is given in Appendix A-1l. Description of participants
by sex, age, and education is given in Appendix A-2, employment in Appendix.
A-2 and place of residence in Appendix A-3.

Staff e o ° e o * ® * o

The staff conducting the seminar included resource personnel in

addition to the program staff. Staff Roster and Resource Roster are given
in Appendix B. ‘
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Program . . . . . . . .

A five-day program was designed to train participants in techniques
of adult basic education and to prepare them for instructional and leader-
ship roles in the regional seminars for educators in corrections. Such
training was expected to produce long-term benefits in the participants’
subsequent activities in planning, operating, and evaluating improved and
innovative adult basic education programs in correctional settings.

The program was conducted from October 22 to 27 at the Center for
Continuing Education, University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, and con-
sisted of formal instruction plus independent study and group assignments.
Formal instruction was held daily from 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon and 1:00 p.m.
to 5:00 p.m. Independent study and group activities took place during eve-
ning hours. The syllabus for the advanced training seminar is shown in
Appendix ¢,

Readings relevant to the seminar goals were assigned to the parti-
cipants prior to the start of the advanced training seminar. These assigned
readings are listed in Appeundix D. In addition, the participants were pro-
vided with a 1list of 62 supplementary references. The topics covered by
the supplementary references were: corrections (6 references); education
(38); systems (11); counseling and psychology (4); and bibliography/termi-
nology (3). The education category of 38 references was divided into:
program development (10); goals and objectives (6); adult education/ABE/
manpower training (9); testing and evaluation (2); facilities (9); and
planning (2).

The seminar opened with an orientation to the seminar purposes
and plan, after which the participants were assigned to seven task groups.
These seven groups plus the Program Director were responsible for design-
ing a delivery system model for a ten-day basic seminar and for developing
the curriculum guide to implement the system. The curriculum guide con-
sisted of eight instructional units, one covering systems principles and
techniques and the others covering the seven major subsystems of the
conceptual model of adult basic education in corrections. Each instruc-
tional unit contained: purpose, goals and objectives; instructional methods
and techniques for achieving goals; software to implement the instructional
plan and lists of the hardware necessary; and procedures and instruments
for measurement and evaluation. The task groups which produced the in=-
structional units are listed in Appendix E.

Training Results . . . . .

Two of the objectives of the advanced training seminar were to in-
crease participants' knowledge and skills relevant to systems approach
and adult basic education. A pretest, designed to sample knowledge and
skills defined by the training objectives, was administered before train-
ing was initiated. The same test was given at the conclusion of training.
Evaluation of training was accomplished by comparing the pre- and posttest
scores. This comparison, reported in Appendix F, reveals a mean gain of
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3.61, indicating a significant improvement in participant skills and in-
crease in knowledge relevant to the seminar training program objectives.
Note that these participants had already acquired a high degree of skill
through previous Phase I and Phase II training, so that their mean gain
in knowledge (3.06) in the Phase III seminar is much greater than their
mean gain in skills (0.55). The total gain should be interpreted in
light of the short time interval from pre- to posttest. A more meaning-
ful measure of program effectiveness would be obtained from a long-term
follow-up to determine (1) effectiveness of the instructional packet
‘and the influence of the instructor on the participants in the regional
seminars; and (2) products of improved and innovative adult basic edu-
cation program plans, operations, and evaluation in correctional settings
attributable to advanced training seminar participants and related to
the training experiences provided in the seminar program. '

Ariother objective of the advanced training seminar was to develop
more positive feelings on the part of participants toward the concepts of
system approach and adult basic:education in corrections. A pre- and a
posttest were administered to determine the extent to which attitudes
changed during training. Each concept was rated on a 4-point  scale on
two dimensions to indicate the degree to which respondents attributed
feelings of pleasure and worth to the concept. Comparisons of the mean
scores for these tests are listed-in Appendix F, They reveal an increase
of +.10 on pleasure and +.15 on worth from pre- to post test.

Evaluation . . , . . . .

Participants rated the accomplishment of seminar goals. These
are reported in Appendix G-1 and reveal considerable satisfaction,
particularly in the amount of information generated during the seminar
‘and in the development of teaching skills appropriate for short-term
instruction of correctional personnel.

Effectiveness of program management was also evaluated by the
participants to determine the extent to which each of the following pro-
gram elements contributed toward achievement of seminar goals: program
activities, instructional materials, and general program organization.

Program activities were rated on a 4-point scale, indicating the
degree to which the activity contributed to achievement of seminar goals.
Mean ratings are reported in Appendix G-2, Examination of these data re-
veals that all activities were rated above the chance mean. Activities
rated most worthwhile in the National Advanced Training Seminar were
participation in micro-lesson preparation and participation in discussion
groups. Participation in discussion groups was also top-rated in the
Phase II advanced training seminar, but micro-lesson preparation was a new
activity with Phase III.

Evaluation of instructional materials was made by rating, on a

4-point scale, the five references which were required reading. Mean
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ratings for these materials are reported in Appendix G-3. Examination
of the ratings for instructional materials reveals that all references
were rated above the chance mean. Participants rated the following two
references as most valuable in accomplishing the training program ob-
jectives: Ryan, T. A, (Ed.) Model of Adult Basic Education in Correc-
tions (Experimental Edition), and Knowles, M. S. The Modern Practice of
Adult Education, Androgogy Versus Pedagogy. The first reference, rated
3.92, was the conceptual model of adult basic education in corrections
developed in Phase I of the Adult Basic Education in Corrections Program
and was rated the most valuable reference in the Phase II1 seminar also.
The second reference, rated 3.76, was a comprehensive guide to the theory
and practice of adult education.

Fifteen items relating to program organization were evaluated.
Ratings, reported in Appendix G-4, revealed overall satisfaction with
the program, especially in the areas of living arrangements, desire to
participate in similar future conferences, fulfillment of seminar ex-
pectations, and adequacy of pre-seminar information. The evaluations
regarding time allocation and utilization, although considerably higher
than the ratings from Phase 11 Advanced Training Seminar in 1970, were
still the source of greatest dissatisfaction. Comments accompanying the
rating sheet: expressed enthusiasm for a well planned and stimulating
sessior, but frustration with lack of time. The feeling of the group
was expressed by one participant: "Excellent five days--need one more."




One cannot educate with fear or hate
--one can only stifle education.
Peter John Eichman

TRAINING. .
REGIONAL  BASIC

SEMINARS

Ideally . . . programs should be geared
to teach the man what he . . . needs to
know in order to function adequately in
society. Realistically this requires a
fantastic shift of policies by state
legislators and institution administra-

tors. . Claus J. Eischen The diverse needs of different types

of inmates . . . would have a much
better chance of being met if indi-
vidual treatment were available.

Zorina Lothridge

...desired changes in educationally
handicapped offenders will not trans-
pire without the addition of trained
personnel and the development of uni-
fied educational plans or goals. Keith
Hayball :

They are in correctional institutions
because they behave in a way which is
not acceptable by society. Altering.
behavior should be our number one
priority. Jerry O. Nielsen
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1972 Regional Basic Training Seminars

Durham, New Hampshire . . . . . . . . . . . . January 29 to February 8, 1972
Atlanta, Georgia . . . . . . . +« ¢« ¢« + + ¢« ¢ s+ o« « o February 9 to 19, 1972
Notre Dame, Indiana . . . . . . . . + . . «» « . February 20 to March 1, 1972
Chicago, Illinois . . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢«.o « o+ « « o March 12 to 22, 1972
Norman, Oklahoma . . . « « « « « « « « « « o o.o « o o April 10 to 20, 1972
. Portland, Oregon . . « . & « ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« o« o o « « o« » April 22 to May 2, 1972
Pomona, California . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ « o« ¢ &« ¢« « « « . May 8 to 18, 1972

Th eme . . o« o o o o . . ]

This seminar program implemented the theme that correction means a
change in direction, to be realized through the educational process function-
ing as an integral component of a total correctional system. Instruction is
seen as the heart of the educational process. -

Purposes . . . . « . « « .

The purpose of these seminars was to improve instruction of adult
basic education in corrections. Seminar participants learned how to de=-
velop, operate, and evaluate instructional systems of adult basic education
for corrections. Participants were trained in systems techniques and each
team designed an instructional model and an adult basic education curri-
culum guide to implement the model of adult basic education in a correc-
tional setting. The seminar was designed to increase participants' under-
standing of the correctional process and the role of adult basic education
in achieving the purposes of corrections, and to sharpen the skills need-
ed for coming to grips with some of the critical issues and needs that
must be faced if there is to be a redirection in corrections.

Method of selection . . . .

State Directors of Adult Basic Education, State Directors of
Corrections, and representatives from the U. S. Office of Education and
U. S. Bureau of Prisons were invited to nominate candidates to be con-
sidered for participation in the seminars. An announcement about the
regional seminars was wade by the U. S. Office of Education, Division of
Adult Education Prograns, and the U. S. Bureau of Prisons. Nominees and
direct applicants were sent an application packet containing information
brochure, instructions for applying, application form, confidential evalu-
ation form, and certification of employment form. The employment certi-
fication documented the employment of the applicant in a position involv-
ing responsibility for planning and/or evaluating adult basic education
in a correctional setting in 1971-72. In selecting individuals for parti-
cipation in the seminars, there was no discrimination on account of sex,
race, color or national origin of the applicant.
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Each applicant was rated against the following selection criteria:

1. Responsibility for administration and organization of

education, or supervision of teachers in correctional
institutions;

2. Motivation to improve adult basic education for offenders;

3. Education and experience to benefit from training; and
4. Leadership qualities.

Ratings of applicants ranged from 1.65 to 9.50 on a 10-point scale, with
median rating of 7.85. The final selection of participants for the regional
seminar took into account three factors: (1) recommendation of state di-
rector or U. S. Bureau of Prisons director; (2) geographic location of
employment; and (3) applicant rating.

There were 333 applicants for the 1972 Regional Basic Training Semi-
nars (27 more than the year before), including 235 nominees and 98 direct
applicants. Out of these 333 applicants, 110 participants and 20 alternates
were chosen. The number of applications received and accepted is shown in
Appendix H.

Participants . . . . « « &

Participants in the 1972 seminars included instructional personnel,
correctional officers, counselors and staff members from local, state and
federal correctional institutions or agencies with responsibilities for
administration and management of adult basic education or supervision of
teachers in correction, The 110 participants constituted 49 teams. The
Participant Roster is given in Appendix I -1. Participation by team and
individuals is given in Appendix I -2.

Characteristics of Participants . . .

The total of 110 participants in the seven regional seminars included
96 male and 14 female participants, making a breakdown of 87% male and 13%
female. The median age was 37 years. Of the 110 participants 97, or 88%,
had an educational attainment of the Bachelor's Degree or higher. A com-
parison of the participant group for the seven seminars by sex, age, and
education is given in Appendix I -3,  Compared to the 1971 seminars, the
group in 1972 was slightly smaller (110 compared to 145 in 1971), slightly
younger (37 compared to 40.5 years), slightly better educated (88% compared
to 85% with BA or higher degree) and contained more women (13% compared to
5.5%) .

Eighty-five percent, or 93 participants, were employed in education-
related fields, either as education directors, supervisors, or specialists,
or as teachers in correctional institutions. The remaining 15% included
prison administrators and supervisors, correctional officers, counselors,

a librarian, and a business manager. The employment background of the
participants is given in Appendix I -4, '
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Participants represented institutions in 30 states and territories
(Appendix I-5). This provided representation of all of the U. S. Office

of Education regions (Appendix I-6). Participants came from 48 correctional
institutions. .

Staff ¢ o ] . ] . ¢ o o

The staif for the regional seminars was composed of the Program
Director, Couference Coordinator, an instructional team, secretary, and
resource personnel at each seminar site. 1In addition, program personnel
were employed in the administrative offices. The personnel employed as
staff in administrative, instructional and support capacities are listed
in Appendix J-1.

At each seminar there were 10 to 12 resource persons who prepared
papers and made presentations to the seminar groups on assigned topics.
Their names are listed in Appendix J-2. These resource people represented
state institutions and agencies, offenders, federal institutionms and
agencies, higher education, and profit and non-profit organizations. Re-
source personnel representation is reported in Appendix J-3.

Program . . « . « « . & &

The regional training seminar program was designed to achieve (1)
the goals of increased knowledge, improved skills, and enhanced positive
attitudes of participants; and (2) the production of delivery system
designs for instruction of adult basic education in correctional institu-
tions of participating teams. The syll:bus is presented in Appendix K.
The program was intensive and demanding, covering a ten-day period which
included 80 hours of instruction in add.tion to an average of 40 hours
of supervised team work and independent study for each seminar. Sessions
were held daily, for 10 consecutive days, from 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon
and from 1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. Teams, working under the instructional
staff, spent the evening hours from 7:00 p.m. until midnight and later
developing their instructional delivery models. Baseline data, which
described the institution for which the team's delivery system ygag de-
signed during the seminar,were provided by a detailed Institutional In-
formation Form which each participating team was required to complete
prior to the beginning of the seminar.

The instructional system for a ten-day seminar, which had been
designed by participants at the National Advanced Training Seminar, was
used in each of the seven regional programs. The system design provided
for information input, processing, and output. Information input was
through lecture, readings, audio-visual presentations, participant re-

- ports, and discussion. Information processing was accomplished through
reaction panels, discussion groups, task groups, dialogue, and team ac-
tivity. The outputs were increased knowledge and improved skills of
participants and the 49 instructional delivery system models which were
developed during the seminar:,

Prior to the seminars, instructional materials were selected for
participant use. Five hundred thirty-three publications were evaluated
against five criteria: relevance, adequacy, format, useability, and
reliability. Of all the publicatm evaluated, 12 were selected
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for required reading (Appendix L) and 105 were included as supplementary
references. The supplementary references covered the following topics:
corrections, 9 references; education, 77 references; system, 7 references;
counseling and psychology, 3 references; and bibliography/terminology/book
reviews, 9 references. The 77 references on education were divided up among
the following subtopics: program development, 21; goals and objectives, 3:
adult education/adult basic education/manpower training, 33; testing and
evaluation, 5; facilities, 12; and planning, 3. Thirteen audio-visual items
were evaluated in terms of project objectives, and five were chosen for use
in the seminars by the instructional staff and the Program Director. Teach-
ing was augmented by the use of 68 transparencies produced for the seminar.

The regional seminars were ciaaracterized by diligent work on the
part of the participants and staff, and by enthusiasm and commitment on
the part of participants, staff and sponsoring institutions and agencies.
Every participant served in a number of capacities during the seminar,
assuming the responsibilities of chairman, recorder, task group chairman,
discussion group chairman, and reaction panel member. Forty-nine of the
participants served as team leaders, and 61 participants were team members.

Training Results , . . . .

Two measures were taken to evaluate effectiveness of the training
in achieving those program objectives which related to changes in parti-
cipant knowledge and skills. A pretest, designed to sample behaviors de-
fined by training objectives, was administered at the onset of each train-
ing program. A posttest, sampling the same behaviors, was administered
at the conclusion of training. Evaluation was accomplished by comparing
pre- and posttest scores for each regional seminar group. Comparison re-
vealed mean gains ranging from 3.0 to 6.3 on the subtest measuring parti-
cipant knowledge about instruction of adult basic education in corrections.
The subtest measuring participant skill in applying systems techniques to
instruction of adult basic education in corrections showed mean gains
ranging from 17.2 to 28.7. The means and gain scores for pre- and post=-
tests for the seven seminar groups are given in Appendix M-]1, Note that
in the basic training seminars, the increase in skills is much greater
than the increase in knowledge; this is exactly opposite to the advanced
training seminar. :

One of the objectives of the basic training seminars was to bring
about more positive feelings in the participants toward the application
of systems techniques in instruction of adult basic education in correc-
tional settings. An inventory was taken at the beginning and again at
the end of the training program, to obtain an indication of feelings of
participants about adult basic education, corrections, and systems approach.
A list of concepts was given, and participants were asked to rate each one
on a 4-point scale on two dimensions--pleasure attributed to the concept,
and worth attributed to the concept. Pre-inventory scores on ratings
of pleasure and worth attributed to the concepts rose from 3.23 for
Pleasure and 3.55 for worth, to post-inventory scores of 3.49 and 3.73,
respectively. This is an average gain of .26 for pleasure and .18 for
worth. Means and gain scores for the pre- and post-training ratings of
pleasure and worth are given in Appendix M-2. *
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Evaluation . . . . « . « &

An evaluation was made by the participants to assess the extent to
which they felt the seminar had accomplished its goals. The participants
also evaluated program activities, instructional materials, resource per-
sonnel and program organization in order to assess the effectiveness of
program management., An additional measure was taken to determine the
participants' evaluation of priority needs for adult basic education in
corrections in 1972-73. :

The evaluation of seminar goal achievement rated five program
elements: informationh generation; skill development; knowledge increase;
curriculum skill increase; and satisfaction with the product, that is,
their instructional system design and curriculum. On a 4-point scale,
information generation and increased curriculum skills both showed a 3.46
mean rating. The lowest rating (3.04) was assigned to satisfaction with
the seminar product. Comments indicated that many participants felt a
better product could have been obtained with additional time. The ratings
for each seminar group are given in Appendix M-3,

Program activities were rated on a 4-point scale, indicating the
degree to which the activity contributed to achievement of seminar goals.
Mean ratings are reported in Appendix N-1. Examination of these data re-
veals that all activities except reading supplementary references were *
rated above the chance mean. Activities rated most worthwhile were
general discussion, informal discussion, and participation in team work.
Because of the intensive nature of the seminar, many participants had
limited time for required reading and even less time for supplementary
references. This is reflected in the low ratings that these two activ-
ities were given.

Books and articles on the required reading list were rated by
participants on a 4-point scale. All received ratings above the chance
mean, with the item rated as most worthwhile in contributing to training
goals being the Model of Adult Basic Education in Corrections by T. A. Ryan,
(Ed.),developed during Phase I of the Adult Basic Education in Correc-
tions Program. This book received a mean rating of 3.72 and was one of
the two most highly rated books in the 1971 seminars also. Ratings for
the items which were required reading for participants are given by semi-
nar group in Appendix N-2.

The participants rated 49 resource persons on content mastery and
communication skill. Ratings of content mastery ranged from 1.20 to 4.00
on a 4-point scale--the mean rating per seminar being 3.19; the mean
rating per individual being 3.15; and the median per individual being
3.20. The range for communication skill was 1.20 to 3.82 on the &4~
point scale, with a mean rating per seminar of 3.07; mean rating
per individual of 3.06; and median per individual of 3.19. Content

mastery ratings are shown in Appendix N-3 and ratings for communication
skill are in Appendix N-4,
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Program organization was evaluated by participant ratings of pre=-
seminar information, conference facilities, staff qualifications, time
allocation, and general organization. Pre-seminar information was found
to be inadequate, especially at the first seminar in Durham. Conference
facilities were judged to be satisfactory, with the exception of the phy-
sical arrangements for work sessions at Atlanta and Portland. Qualifi-
cations and competencies of staff and resource personnel were rated
satisfactory. Ratings for items relating to time allocation and utili-
zation ranged from 2.39 to 2,95, revealing some feelings that the amount
of time available for the program was insufficient. This was borne out
in the written comments that accompanied the evaluations. Participants
acknowledged that in general the program met their expectations, and a
majority expressed interest in participating in future conferences and
seminars, Participant ratings of program organization are given in
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