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LTRODUCTION * ¢
]
Delaware County Commupity College, as part of its community service

’ /
program, is 1'Ldlved with of¢eﬂ7nv a few courses, sporatically, to .the inmates
| .

ﬁt ‘the Delaware Jounty Pr lson,/more commonly called "Broadmeadowq Those few -
0 - / ' -

that much more can bte done inf/this area; The Dean of Instruction -- Conatinuin
i / !

‘ / | / . ’ !
Education and lNon-Trad tiona% Studies,fEugene J. Kray, and an instructdér cur-
. : , /
rently offering a Human R=lations Laboratory at Broadmeadows,, Assistant Pro-
j o :

fessor MicHael far

ful teaching str

| 2 .
Lo :
ose of tthis study is té examine the teaching methods,
| ” ”

| 4 / A
erceived by the|inmates, |which are more and less successful. ree separate
p . 2

draw ud some
niques which should be incorporated iu future prison course offerings.
% the author's

Pl

walls will rot dife
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Commhfﬂty College is 2 co- educatlonal public, two

/ Telaware County

in a dnnsely Dopulated urban- suburban county Lo?derlnc

year in tifu ion l Z
.. .'  nia. The % g2, has an enroTlment “of approzimately’ 3, 000 fu_l—

-

Tt of:ers regular day and evening programs at its main

Ia addition, it provides educational op-

Ye and t*re§ o¥f-zampus centers.

-
por unltﬂes to 'zome 7,000 persong per year through its community service programs,
! !
'

ofien carrying out the prograns at diverse locations convenient to the enrollees.
v Al ~

!

Tvo such type programs have been held at Sleighton Farms For Girls, a private - -

nter for teen -age girls and Broadmeadows C .

inimum security detenulon ce
) /

. / .

/ / .
!/ -
‘ r

Bfoadmeadows,‘br Delaware County Prison as it is officially naﬁéd,

- . .
is a minimum security institution for men in one cluster of buildings and a
.medium 'security center for women in amother. There are several hundred men

e at'any given time, but only about fifty or sixty women. By

L]

detained ther

statute unable to mix thesé two groups, the College has offered community’ ser-

vice courses to some inmaté; of each gender, separately.

t -
Y

\
i

Broszinmeadows, as its colloguial name implies, 1s located away from
- 4 - -

\
rm land. Indeed, i} has

-

the czenter cf the ~ounty}s p&pulation, on rolling fa

elso at times been called a ﬁgloon farm for certaln of the inmates operate’ the

farm wnich yrows mach of the erson foodetuffs The prison also offers Vo~

cational expprwences but is noi too progre331ve in this area in this author ]
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The Commonifealtn o Pennsy

bilitation and refornm (it is ranked atout

ison studies) ang Broadmeadows _ig typical
¢ ) *

/ - Some.citizens’of Dela:

.

A

0 . o
the conditions a+ Broadmeadoys,
»

Warden and hig represe
f

state capitol ang Madiz, the county s2at,
. <
’
' They have initiateq Some changes and it cap
vaving the way,
4

the College woulg nave had s
permission to offer such co

various instructors who have taugnt
end "re@:tape" from many directions,

.

One of the greatest difficulties ig
‘population, sixty percent of

Many, thérefore, are resentful, ccavinnag tiak
receive such g lig

Triel backlozs €1 rieen a six-month delay,
eratly in the 1ags: year or two.

o

Inion and therefore this cannot’ be referred to as

lvan;a is not recognig

are County have become actively concerned about

They attend. the monthly pr
atatives and lobby in Harrisburg

. .
attempting to improve prison 1ife.

safely be stateq th
these have reflected considerable-resistance

to be found_in tﬁe nature of the

the inmates incercerated at Broadme
are awaiting trial, as they have been unable to6 raisge the

they wili bey .
2t sentence, that they will neeq

"Vocational rehabilitation. "
P ) )
ed as a leader in prison reha- *

4Oth in the stat

s in reveral compar-

of the Pennsylvanig institutiosns.

.
’

ison Boardg Meetingg,

5 the

at witﬁout their

much more difficult time in gaining

urses as it has presented.

Never-the-less, the

a

Te

<

adows

appropriate bail.

found innocent or

¢o serve no further tinme.

although this 4¢ improving consid-
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) Most of the courses ogfered by ‘the Collége to date as thg prison deal
s with coming 8¢ grips 'with oneself. Who em I? What do I want/in life? How can .
[y M . . - ‘
./~_ I relate better to myself and others?, and the like, At the female cehter, one ‘
. / .

such course used grooming as a redium for these goals., A% the men's, thev have
Y [=] [=) . b , .

» L]
tended<to simply ce referred to as human relations seminars. Some basic English

o ) \ —_— ,
Y work has been dore, also. Tt is obvious that much more needs to be accomplished.
i R 3 .
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"SURVEY OF THE LITERATVRE

A}
e S

R o

There are speeial ﬁroblems attendant to any institution by their very .
- . !
nature. Prisons perhaps have more speeial problems than most other institutions.

o

Broadmeadows certatnly has its share. Sixty percent of this minimum security

prison's inmates zre avaiting trials. tearns (15) points out that a real diffi-

culty iﬁlofferinz viable course work at the "County Jail Level' is the "brevity

[ ° "

of. seatencing." " Inmates are constantly moving in and out of Broadmeadows, makipg
A3 -

. i 7 M . . .
consistancy of course work most .demanding. Stearns continues by stating that

r .
there is a definite "U-Shaped relationship between level of anxiety and time in

1

" jail."™ That is te say, there is a high level of anxiety at both the beginning

) . - . - ' y . N : )
and the, end of %he incarcerating period. Prison personnel, in general, and

o

college course fa“Ultj, in particular, cannot work with the inmate as well at

‘these times as in the middle of his stay This is espec1alLy true of indates

facing a trial at the end of. his stay as opposed to facing release. Stearns

does suggest that if one is able to develop a feeling of truEt in the inmate
during the middle of his stay, he may be aeie to work with him through to the
end. Some other probiems that Steares discusses also apply to Broadmesadows:
disruptions caused by transitional or’"migrating” Prisoners who oaly spend a °
few days or weeks; 1 2ogistics -- many regulations dictate who can mix with whom,

for instance non-santenced inmates may not be legally permitted to mix with in-
r
mates wio have teen centenced (except for religious services); and, perhaps

most disiressing, “he limited space available for counselling and cducational

e
f

course work. Stearne suggests that the use of a cell block as a sort of school.

. 10




-

dormatory has heen tried with "surﬁrising results" to the good. (lass size

C¥]

should range from five to fifteen, he adds.
|

- -

’ Watkins, in "Changing Irmate Behavior,™ (17) describes several problems

in p¥nal instituticns that effect trying to change- behavior in people who are
v

. )

incarcerated against their will. The greatest, he-feels, is that this enforced ,

. confinement produces a &pecial kindﬂpf criminal subculture which ¢ontains three

. s ' .
-

separate typasst =g labels these types as the "adapters" or those people who come

. -

into the institution with very little experience in living in jails, college

youth who »re caught using "pot" and who are really just a special king of "adap-

- ter" and the "solids" or those who teach the new people the special ways of the

subculture. The way to break throﬁgp to the individual inmate, Watkins claims, °

.

-4 is "1) have personal contact with him, 2) build up his trust and 3) help him

4 . .
- . . . . > .. . . !
out in a tough~situation." Having been a teacher’'in such a situation, the author

’

‘must remind the reader that this last statement is fraught with difficulty. One

may well find that helping one inmate loses another -- or worse, can break down
rapport with the prison staff. .

b}

-

In his article, "The Moral Atrospiuere of the Prison,” Scharr (12) suz-

geste ‘another sbecific difficulty -- which is a part of the aforementioned inmate
4
© suboulfure. "The more primitive moral reasoning used in the prison....may be

redated o inmatz perceptions of the moral atmosphere of the prison" and that

"the traditioral custodial prison fails to offer the inmate conditions necezsary .~

to move him towzrd higher stages of thinking." Scharf feels that in order to
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substantially

effect bhe inmate's moral reasoning, communlﬁles (Stearn's cellv | .
dormatories?) rust be provided that stimulate his moral thinking and are per- ¢ '

ceived by hif

]
2,5 fair,. ’ . ' ‘
. .

. -

‘Sirclair ani Moulden (15) point out three problems that also apply:to

the inmates s% 3roadmeadows. These are "l) lack of programs to prepare inmates
for socially ronstrastive roYes in the community, 2) job discriminabion against

f

2
former inmates and 3) the poverty background of many inmates." On the other

hand, these aythors point out that while inmates are severely handicapped ac-

-

cording to traditioral academic measures, "in terms of the current movement in

edncation towards individualized instruction novhere is there a nore tertile ground

for receptive students” than prison inmates. ‘

Schwitzgebel (13) states a similar thought as this last relation .to

A

.

v

behavior modification in that since behavior modification focuses on behavior

. -

and since most offenses of inmates involves observable behavior, "these tafhniques
Y

. .

are remarkably well-suited" for integration into“the system. He also notes the

tremendous vasvenass 24 inconsishencics .of the shatutory shandards and bhat use

» N . - . .
of guch technigues as behavior modifieation must incorporate protecting the in-

dividuzl offernser's personal richts.
>, Many dl”forlnv programs in various prisons have been written up. As
in Theorie¥ of Psycholo.y, each clalmo that its partlcular prosram is more suc- '

P
B
- . .3

cessful than most. McKee and Seay opt for Individually Preécribed Instruction . .

. . N ‘



(IPT). They state that

¥
.P’I. can be quite suc®essful if this system users:

" Learn.the underlying theoretical principles of T.P.I..
Reccgnize the’bznefits of I.P.T. <. -
Recognize that I.P.I. has limitations. ‘
Involve tiHe- traine¥ in planning-and operating the system.

" Relatse basic educational. skills as closely as pOSalble to
oscupational goals and work.. - v,

Use sxall instructional units:or modules. ‘
Employ naraprofe331onals to assist in the training system. (9)

In=z separaue paper, McKee (8) discu§ses the development and applica-
o ' e .. : .
tien of Gontin:en“y Vanagemen., which incorporates I.P.I., at the Draper Cor-

: . N

-
. v o=

rectional Cen®er in Georgia. He defines bontingency Management (C.M.) as hsys- ,

tematic arrangement f relnforcwng consequences of behavior." He po*nte oht tpat
the Draper 1nma£e population -- and thls is largeiy trué of the Broadmeadows popu-~

1]
'lation,'as well -~ makes up the lowest rung of the motivational lsdder. They

-

-

"have oeen "turned-of " by public education which has "always dealt them constant
\ i . ' . ‘ A ]

fé@iure and rebuff.". ThHis, of course, results in real hostility and leads to

' a°desire to avoid any contact with the'educétional process. Not onl& this, but

"they have failed in every major indertaking in their'lives‘--‘eVen,crime!"

.~ ¢ =

Since these inmates are success-deprived, they continue to seek reinforcers,

- 4

McKee maintainsf in those areas where they have been punished, including educa-

- x

O . 2% 5. - .. ¢

tion, & »hor@ty rigures and ‘family. ‘He reportsyson siz separate studles which
5 r .' ‘ . ‘- \ P ‘
show that the zaterials and technique° of "d.M. ... that have been successfully

emolnjed" fell, 1ato fwo.categoriés: the contlngency or’ performance ‘contract and

"

. the,uoe of pro*reso plotter;5~ Results of these studies, he clalms, clearly in-

- - ¢ P

dicate that Uerrormance contlngent-pay to traineesg 15'51gn1f1cantly super:or in

>




-9 -, ' .
r J ] ' . -
getting efficient and effective learning in both basic educational, and vocational
j - g
) programs. ‘In the Draper project with I.P.I., for instance, the reinforcers used
o ' :
vere largely szocial approval from the staff, their fellows and from visitors.
In another study, visible daily charts and actual monetary reyards were used .and
L a marked increase in produc%ivity' was demo.nstrated.
® ' oL . h
' . T tadir "Fhase II. Final Report" on the studies mentioned above, *The
i Rehabilita‘ti’on.‘ research Foundation summbrized their. findings: | .
. :
Some (successful) highlights of the overall *progrem are: 1) open
entry/exit feature of vocational training with an emphasis on
) . individuation, 2) the basic education delivery system (Individ- ®
: ually'/Prescribec} Instruction System), 3) techniques of behavioral -
control employed in the token economy, 1) techniques of behavioral 4
o PO - science taught to traditional correctional officers, 5) ‘techniques °
. of the contingency management system.... o . (11) .
' ' t * " /‘\-_’\
° Wood and Jenkin (18) suggest employing the more @ducationally advanced
‘ - inmates as on

e-to-one basic education tutors for inmate students (shades of the

0ld one-room school house technique; the more things change the more they stay

~

- » .
® the samg€!). They recommend ;Precision Teaching" wherein a verbal response and

inteipersonal contact is required. They state that such Precisihon'Tear:hing was

*shown %o éfenér@te nigner rates of correct response emission on criterion tests

-~ o » )
PY ‘ tha: was generate? oy the use of just a teaching machine, and that even the use
P R i : )
‘of a teaching machine produced higher scores than using the text book alone.
® co "Bibliotherapy" or group readin

g and discussion is espoused by Burt {1)
? \

'for those inmates that can r2ad, comprehend and W

i{sh to participate. : He feels , | & -

? .



pating, by addltlonally improving attltudes related to,
. .

persons, for cerbain groups,
L

and that w"

en the sessions are conducted by faculty worklng with quite smalll

groups.

Interestingly enough, he states

that an an*lysls of the various 1nter—

actions shcwed that those who hagd served more tlme
o

had the most tl?e to serve
a“d/or were ack

were affected more posltlvely than their Iellow inmetes,

o

- In spite 'of all tbe Special difficulties cited earlier in thlsgaper
| . s
and the variousg special appllcaulons of generally used technlques mentloned just

above, it ig this author's contention that the classroom tec

vnlques for _correc-
!

. tional 1nsultutLonal inmates need not dgg}er from those many communlty colleces
| . : ’

are currently using in their own classrooms for the educatlopally dlsadvantaged.

Several studle% in the last few years support this contentloh

-+ For example,

Johnson (6) did 2 Study of self-esteem and relateq backgroun factors for recently
® r

‘ -

the new prisoner and the typlcal c1ilzen. He suggests that there 1s a slight
{ -

» correlation between inmate tackground and inmate self—esteem, but "not to have
r

more than (the) slightest influence, " ‘

'

’

° g Usingz Spe

arman's rank correlatlon to compare read;ng interests of col-

leze StUdeﬂuS and 1nmates 1n two se arate tests
2 3 A4

Co)rneli (2y found that'wi'thin

the ranze of the ngter:,al”

theré'was no significant differ-
° ) ence in.the readlng mt‘e‘rests o;f’ these two groups. '

Entin and Nosin (k), using C




. ' - ' ' v
a one-try-success conditioh, found that prisoners high in achievement motivation

» -~ .

obut low in tesdt anziet& performea sighificaatly better thaan those low in achieve-

- “

mend motivation tut high in tést anxiety in a non-centingency path but nmot in a
. . .
contingency path, whereas students did significantly better in both paths. " The
-

M .

differences tetween the Students and the prlsoners was not too great, however,

4
leadlwg bO ell +o stat \Eﬁat therc may be "some indications that prisoners tend
v
} ‘v (1 J
to tehrave (tore) as if trey were failure threar,eneci\f but that further research

-~

was needed vefore this.conclusion.cbuld be substantiated. . S /

o N ) < .
- W e

-

S2ibold 2nd Steinfatt (1) correlated cooperative game techniques with

y
k3 . .

"debree of dogmatism.’ There is'a general belief that prisoners tend to have a

i
.

greater degree of authoritative personality aspects than the gederei public.

Comparlng a‘selected prison group w1th four selected college groupa, they found

-

that the percentaga of cooperatlve responses were similar in both vroupd however.

-

They further found that while the "low-dogmatic" pairs in both groups (inmates

and college students) tended to behave much bhe same, the "high-dogmatic" pairs

*in the prison group tended to play even more cooperatively than in the college . ,

. -

samples. ~ ~

Y

v .

. v
.

N -

. Cross diszusses the "Non-Traditional Student™ in her book Beyond The

Open Door. Ste ligts their attributes as follows:

* 1. .ore women than men.

2. 4 different learning oriegkation than the traditional -
student. PN o ’ »

3. Likely to spend leisure tine in non-academic pursuits.
L. Activities are low skill in nature.

¢ -
bl .

*tRic 16 o
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5. Drift into vogation rather than choosa it. e
6. Have more negative attitudes toward school oL
(although not necessarily towards teachers). 3
N : 7. Have not been e/pected to assume any responsibility for &
~ own learning. *- . . T
8. Lxpress greatest interest in act1v1t1es not usual‘y
) . stressed in acadenics.
| 9. Score in lower 1/3 of typical achievement tests. .
- 10.  Coming back to school after a dlong period -- have Voo
' made own choice to do so and, initially at least,
naye tigh motivation. »
11. ~izxely, poorly informed about career and OCﬂupatlon .
) ) . " option. T ) _
12 Zenerzlly, wants to get a better JSO as sqon ‘as v
~ " T0SS 1~1e -- not interested in degrees -- just job. Vo !
13. Sreat dissatisfaction with major decisions they have v
. made in past/and this strongly colors self- ~image.
1k, Usually‘have considerable fear of conventional tests.
15. Rezardless of Standardized Test Scores, they are .o ° .
Jbrotably not below average 1nte111gence -~
16. Often scarred by bad past experiences in past learning
. settings. s
17. . At least 1/k will dlsappeanvlf placed immediately into ' -7
) traditional progrsms. >
18. Need much more freguent reinforcement than traditional.
- - 19. Nor usually seeking 2nd chance, more 11k°ly a 3rd, Lth,
' or even Nth chance. -
20. Do nct come in with much interest in transferring. _
‘v (3)
) | L .

. t
h .

. o
All in all, ‘there does not seem to' be that great a difference between

the non-traditional co%lege étudent needing remedial or developmentgi course work

k4
oty - - 'y

and the prison inmate. They “otn tend to tase some veelings of fallure ani the
re J_,lng frostrations towards education. They both appear to have the same

readirg intversgts, similar degrees Of dogmatism and feelings (or lack of) self-

-

egleen., Trey rcth need constant personal, individual attention, positive feed-
-' AJ . .
back or rzinforzement, small class size and both have relatively*short attention
- . .

Spans riecessiteting a step-by-step program. If is the intent of this stﬁdy,to

. B
/ ’ Ty,
% W .o
pA
“

verify whether this is true.

) o . ' v . "
.EMC | | 1% B
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

}(

In' order to provide a meaningful -understanding og terms in this paper,

tre. following éefinitiqns have been utilized:,

¢ a

I3 .

Faculoty - 211 members of a community college faculty who have academic rank

and wro are hot listed as part &8f the administration, i.e. those
norzally referred to as the "teaching faculty.” ‘

learning - "The -process by which an activity originates.or is changed t rough
reacting to wan encbuntered situation, provided that the chars ter-
istics of the change in activity cannot be explained on the basis
of native response tendencies, maturation or temporary states of
the organism" - Hilgard and Bower (5). ‘

Non-Traditional Student - "One who scores in the bottom third in typical

x academic testing" - P. Cross (3).' “ )

-

Prison.- Tor %he purposes of this study, any incarcerating institution.

Ll

Prison Inmate - any individual incarceratel against his will in a prison, '
. whether before or after his sentencing. 7

Students - all members of a community college's student body'currently en-
rolled with either regular or special status;

Teaching Strategy - the overlying philosophical approach a faculty memEEr
uses to put across his desired teaching, e.g. behavior modifica-

oo tion.

Teaching Technique - the specific mode a faculty member uses to impart a
specific learning objective, e.g. probability.

“ Y
] =
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' ., LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

\
\
~ i

f " \

- §

In any study there occurs\a series of varliables which cannoﬁ be con-

trolied; this study is ne exception.| The following limitations are hareby noted:
- §

1. Three different community colleges are involved in this study. Each has
its own peiizi%siand procedures ich c2nnot always be taken into account.

2. Only inmates curreatly enrolled in cormunity college courses and currently )
in the prison environment will be surveyed. This not only severely limits
the sample, bud also means that no\raadomness can be employed.

3. State regulations and imbéct on both the community colleges and the prisons
’ vary among the states.

i, . Teaching strategies and techniques will vary among the various faculty mem-
bars involved. '
. .
5. The levels -of expechted achievement may well vary greatly for the different
prison classes surveyed. The questioﬁzaire was constructed without know-
ledge of ¢ levels of courses in the semple. It is intended to be generic -
but may be interggeted differently by ﬂFe various students.

6. ~Personal qualities of the faculty canno% be fully taken into account. .
. \ 3
. . |




BASIC ASSUMPTIONS . '

A1l research projects, whether statistical or descriptive, must involve

several sssumphions. The following will be made for the purposes of this study:

f
v

|

That responses made by the various students and inmates completing the survey
document will be accurate eand honest.

L

5, That the inmate szrple selected will demonstrate typicality for inmates en-
rolled in cowmunity college sponsored courses..

3, That the community colleges involved, ot least from a global standpoint,
have similar‘organizational and policy structures. .

L, That tHe prison institutions involved, again from a global standpoint, have
- similar organizational and policy structures, except where specific excep-
tions are noted. : ’

©

5. That the concepts,eméloyed in the survey areg re;event to the concepts being
Judged.
6. . That despite the restrictions involved in obtaining the separate samples of

the three prison institutilns, #here is no significant difference$ in the

’
survey responses due to the policy structures of level of aeademic course
work. : .
7. That homogeneity of vgriance is operative despite the limﬁtations in sample

selection end size.




PROCEDURES. FOR COLIECTING DATA

7
Three communisy colleges represented by the Nova University Philadelphia

Cluster that offer courses to prison inmates weare requested to administer

a survey (See ippendix B) to the inmates enrolled in such courses. A cover

&

letter (See fopendix'A) to the facultj’members involved was included. These

"

'surveys were disﬁributéd to the appropriate faculty the first wegk in May,
with completed surveys reduested to be mailed back by Méy 15, 1975. How-
gver data collection proved to be much more difficult than anticipated,

therefore not all pfAthe.surveys were returned until the middle of Seétember.

A

. R ~ i ~ -
The various faculty were asked to administer these surveys to their inmate

- ¢lasses anonymously, and.fo respect the confidentiality of same. The facul=
. - " ( +

N o
oy

ty took the same sur??y\%ﬁemselves.
tee L —

/. Loz , o

The survey sought t& determihe the inmate students' perceptions of the in-

structor's generél strategy: behaviorist or cognit;mg field theory, and also

- of some of the techniques the idstructor used, e.g. tdken ‘economy, or Soc-

7 .
-

dl ',."" .
ratic inguixy. Furtheér, the survey soughtgtheé“tude%%éﬁ;prgferences in
ke

terms of which approaches they felt would work st for them personally.
" ¢

N

Residually, the faculty teaching the course were asked to take ‘the survey,

‘also. A coxparison of faculty and student perceptions. could then be derived.




" PROCEDURES FOR TREATING DATA

v

. The s.rvey was first submitted to a panel of twelve professional educa-
N

tors drawn from tosh the Pniladelphia Cluster of llova University. enrolled in the
"Legrning Thecr:” gnd Applications Module" and members of the psychology and

counseling ,sta?? st Delaware County Community College asking them to state which
- i .

theory of learning each item represented, in their professional opinion. This
was done to ensz.re that the items on the survey did indeed represent the learning
theory (either cognitive field or behaviorist) this author claimed. All items

received at least the minimal eighty percent criterion for accéptance: two had

83.3 bercent agregmént, one had 91.7 percent, the balance all received one hun-

o

dred percent endogsement. (See Appendix C, Table I)

«£

Since the three separate penal institutions involved differ signifi-

cently in mission and the types of cours2s surveyed also vary, the date is most

s

easily handled in a wmodified wini-case-study mode. Therefore, each institution's

responses will ce summarized separately, delineating which iypes of classroom

teczhniques are seen as morz, and less, successful in the eyes of

.
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: ) . ' BROADMEADOWS -
o 2ROADMEADOWS

e Broadmeadows, or belaware County Prison as it is officially neamed,

' has been described earlier, Tt remains, for descriptive purposes, only to
state that the inmates surveyed wefe enrolled in a basie English course taught
by a self-styled "behaviorist" full time member of the Cormunications and
Humanities staf? at Delaware County Community College. Using the rating of
"ot At Al1" egualling zero up to "usually",equalliﬁg five on the survey (see
Appendix B for items);’this instructor rateq himsglf as averaging 1;60 on all

cognitive items and 3.80 on al1 behaviorist (the "reward" items of the behavior-

o »

ist school getting the lowest ratings in that school),
9

Jhe éfudents, however, did not see such a dramatlc dlstlnctlon, .

. »

collectively rating him 2.66 on all cognitive 1tems and 3.15 on all behaviorist
°

items. Interestingly, when the students were asked which of the teaching strat-
egies and techniqueé'they felt would be;most effective for themselves personally,
there appeared.a distinect preference for the cognitiye-field ;pproach. Seventy-
four percent of =ke ;c nitive statbments received favorable checkmarkgs 1nd1cat1ng
° that "this app*o=ch would work for me," sixteen percent were greeted unfavorably
11d;0at1né "th 1s anproach would not work for me," and ten percent were indicated

as having no sitrong reception either way. The behaviorist items, in the same ~

order, scored fiféy—six ercent favorable, thirty-three percent unfavorable
. 2 p .

-

and eleven percent no opinion.

25




Individual items that went against the general pattern tended to be

in the behaviorist approach, with one notable exception: forty-four percent, '

-were unfavorable to the cognitive teaching strategy that "Tries to get us to

»

decide what we want to do with our lives." Ttems receiving strong student
support in the behaviorist school included "A lot of short answer type tests,"

\ \
"Irtroducing rew topics by telling us exactly what he wants us to do and how

S

to go ztout doing it," "Gives us extra privileges if we get all our

work done and done right" (What inmate does not want extra privikeges?), "Helps

us learn by giving over and over the same things 'til we get them right" and

"rewards us when we get things right." (See Appendix C, Tables II and I1I)

[
S
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KTNGS COUNTY PRISON .
o : , , ' ’
Kings County Prison has éany of the same problems that Broadmeadows
does, it has rapid turnover, méﬁy inmates are awaiting trial and remain con- ’
o _ vinc—e;-d of their innocence and has statutory restrlctlons on mixing pecifi,c )
typeé’o¢ 1ﬁ5&tes Ho;ever this is an urban gounty, and, therefore, the
prison occupieé ruch less opén space giving the inmates é much gqeate{ féélin;?&
® of belng shut in.
The inmetes at Kings County who were sur?eyed were énrolied in a
® course in human relations -- a sort of "iho Am I" course; ther;afore, the
goals of both the inmates and the 1nstructor are quite different than those
; at the Broadmeadows' basic English course., This 1nstructor 1s a full time \
o

staff member of LaGuard:La Community College.on Long Island New York. The

- t

1nstructor appears to 'be qulte eclectic: he rated hlmself exactly the same

on all cognltlve field and behaviorist items - a 3.#0 avau'age again using
. . ‘ . ) . ) ‘.

the scale of zero to five as described previously. The students perceived
him the same vwav: 3,21 on all cognitive items and 3, 79'on all behaviorlot .

) It would appear that the inmates at Kings County Prison ar&a not .
enthralled with either learning theory approach, The cogmtlve items col-

lectively were rated by these students on the question of %ould.this method

work for you as forty-three percent favorable, forty-eight "percéﬁt unfgvor-

able and nine percent no opinion. The two notable exceptions were that sixty-

rd

?

& - ’
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v

seven percent felt the item "Is more concerned about my ideas than whether I

. . Lo 5 » ! . . ;
| give the right answer" favorably and sixty percent said the same on the item

"Sugges*s artivivies, but tried to let us choose which ones we would like

.

to go." \Three were very unpopular: "Waents us to discover things for our-
\ A (=)

| = » B
L . selves,” "Is always asking us what we are interested in," and "Tries to get
. . .
us to decide wnztv we want to do with our lives." - ‘
8, - . ’ . '
e The 3Behaviorist approach fared even worse in student ratings con-
,l - . . ‘ R ? .'
: ceraing what They felt would work for themselves personally. The collective
_ averages were thirty-five percent favorable, fifty-nine percent unfavorable
e s and five percent no cpinion. No behaviorist item could be interpreted as .
' . - -
meeting general support. Five vere met with great resistance. These itemns
« . dealt with memorizing answers, grades based on "right" or "wrong" answers,
®. a lot of short answer type tests, gainifg extra privileges for getting work
L . ° . M .
. dorne right (it is hard to believe that these inmates reject any method of
getting extra privileges!) and going over and over the material until they
PY ¥
" have "got it right."
V Most, of “the items were mes with very mixed responses: half or so
@ it / C
. would 1like that approach, the fther definitely would not. Eleven of the
' . ' N e, .
. Lgbtwenty items evoked this divisive sort of reception: For a complete break-
down of the Hirgs County Prison inmates responses see Appendix C, Tables IV
® ' e .
- and v, _ Lo - : .
- ) A y . .
@ © ) 3 o - ' ) !
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, . . IEESBURG STATE PRISON .

4y [ f v .
L . : . . 8
L] N -

. ~ ) . * . - - \ !
. ~ Leesburg Statg Prison’ is an entirely different type of incarcerating

inst;tutioh. 'Virtu;Ily all of the inmates have beén ;;ntenced,{m%py for l&ng, -
stays. .It is m?qh larger wi;ﬁ more cgmﬁlexfproﬁ}émsa,'It is diégded into

man% segmenss.’ Th?eg sﬁdlllg}agzgg‘were.surveyed, one froﬁ each?bf the medium
;eéugity unit,‘the minimﬁﬁ se?urity unit and the study release pqoégay. In.‘

the medium unit, the-men have qﬁi@g limitédcfreedog, cl;sses are held in their B
_own block. Eight of these'inmates éarticipatQﬂ in the survey. The minimum

-+
~

unit is much freer. The men live in barracks, have quiée-a bit of freedom™ °

- - &

to roam around‘aﬁd attend clésses at the prison school. Only eight of these

participated also: In the study.release program, eleven men took the survéy.
[ ~ *. . .
These men'are allowed to leave the prison each day to attend classes at, the

Glassbéro State College camphs with the other students at the Collegé, re-

L N e
Y

turning td the College each night. ., ° . , e
- . . - . .

. The particular course that vas surveyed .is the same for all three

’

* groups, is taugnt by the same instructor at the prison and is designed to _ {
’ - Al

nelp the inmates to "come more in contact with themselves," who they are and

how to adjzss back to the outside world when they get out. Presumably, there-
’ forey #his course iz offeréd toward thé end of their incarceration. Because

) ‘it‘is the sate course, is taught by the same instructor in‘roughly the same

- ’

xway for all three groups and has such small enrollments  in each section,i -

M -

it seemed logical to lump their responses together. Statistically, as well |
- ' ’ } -

- . ! . . .
- ’ '

, ( Lt ",
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as can be computed with.such small samples, there is™no significant Hifferences

in the responses between any two of these classes.

- L
.

p The inetructor is a full time professor at Giassboro State College.

He rates himself as Somewhat cognitive field in approach with a 3.10 average

. On those items; whereas his own rating on behaviorism is only 2.50. The

’

students do rot see such a definite distinction, they rate him on all cog-

9

nitive items as 2.63 and 2.32 on the behaviorist statements.

The students are quite eclectic in stratégies in techniques pre-

-

—_ *

-f
ferrd for worklng (or not) for myself " The cogn1t1ve items received, a

f1fty~eaght percent favorable, thirty-five percent unfavorable and seven per-

.

cent no opinion evaluation; the behaviorist percentages in the same order

4

-were fifty, forty-two and-eight. There were only two popular items, one from

~

each school. The cognltlve statement recelving very favorable rating (seventy-

' four percent) was the one deallng with more concern with ideas than with right

.

ghswers; the behav1orlst approach of leaving a lot of short answer type tests
. was also well received | sixty-three percent). ‘ine only clea rly unpopular

itex was behaviorist, sixty-seven percent rejected the use of workbooks.

(See Appendix C, Tables VI and VII) - .

'




SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

\
In such a limited student it is difficult to draw hard and fast

conzlusions, much more study would need to be done before one could clearly

and definitivel, state that incarcerated students prefer such and such a

teaching st;atggy or technique. Qnly tentative suggegtions can be made at this L
point. HNevertaelessy some approaches to teaching struck these particular
o~

students as being quite effective for tﬁemselves, other approaches had mixed

reactions and a few were clearly disliked. With fuli_knowledge of the limi-

-

tations of the s%ggy, the followifig comments are therefore given,

.

’

-~

The inmates are not clearly receptive to either school as both

received some favorable and some quite unfavorable reactions. The students

’

were asked to:

o

place a plus sign (+) next to those things the instructor
* might do that you feel would be most helpful for you per-
sonally and a minus sign (-) next to those that you feel
w0314 ot work very well with you. Leave blank any items
that you are rnob sure whether they would work well for
. you’personally or not.

The cognitive zzhool results were slightly more favorable: fifty-nine percent
a >
fgyorable, thirty-three percent anavorable and eight percent no strong

opinion. The behaviorist items collecfively scored forty-eight percent no

strong opinion. There is not a statistically significant difference in these

1 a .

scores. The students would appear to prefer an eclectic approach by their ) ' .
instructors. .

- ‘ 2¢
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. The following csgnitive field teaching s@raté%ies and technigues
‘received at least sixty percent fé;orable reactiég an@, thereéore, might be
considerea as well suited to the incarceratea irmate classroom: "Is more -
“concerned about my ideas than whethg}'I give the right ideas;-(76%), "éuggests
activities, btut tries to let us'cﬂ;ose which ones we would like to do" (67%) .
and "Wants us o ask 'why?' if we do not understand something" (67%). Others

scorirly fairly righ were: "Asks what we would like to do rext" (57%4), "Is

always asking us what we are interested in" (55%), "Wants us to discover

things for ourselves" (55%) and "Is always asking us "Why did you say that?'".

(53%). ~ ' .

.

Some behaviorist teaching strategies and téchniques also gained

Y

favorable scores and, therefore, should be considered for use in such classes:

¢

"Introduces new topics by telling us exactly what he wants us to do and how

. ~
we are to go about doint it" (66%), “Helps us learn by going over and over

- .

the same things ‘til we get them right" (60%) and "RewardéSus when we get

things right (60%). Also scoring quite well was "Gives a lot of short answer ,

.

type tests" (577%). . .

\\ -
A

Only two appibacﬁe;:were strongly disapproved with a third quite
zlose behind: "Places Q lot oé emphasis on.memorizing answers" (78%), "Grades
are based orn 'right or wrong' answers" (64%) and "Stresses uge of a workpodk
that—asKs very specific questions" (59%). It is interesting to note that

-all three of these are in the behaviorist school and reié%e specific, fre-

‘l" j

Fi .

: 1' . < \
H "," > 3 L) 1/
{ .
{ - .
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veent discarded.
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Fd

+

quently‘memorized or exact aﬁswers. It would seem that these three should.

s
.t

ve discerded from inmate clessrooms unless most careful consideration dictated
- [ ]

this was the only way-the data can be covered effectively by the instructor.

+
. . \
s
.

x
v

The balance of the items earned "mixed reviews" (see Appendix C,
Taple VIII for all scores). It would appear that these approaches might
be used, knowing students will give them varied reception, only after thought- -

ful reflection of the desired goals and other altegnative’approaches have

v

.
s "
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RESIDUAL FINDIGS AND QUESTIONS RATSED
~ . N . T é‘

-Tﬂe faculty were asked to rate themselves on the seme items as the
students had rated the;. Theré was remarkeble egreement in direction in all
three cases, though the degree differed ig each case, still using the zero
{"Not at allJ}.to five ("Usually") scale:

- RATING OF FACULTY IN INMATE CIASSES BY

- .THEORY OF IFARNING APPROACH-ALL ITEMS )
- TN
STUDENT RATING - FACULTY .RATING
. BEH. COG. BEH. CoG.
Broadmeadows 3.15 2.66 3.80 1.60
Kings County Prison 3.79 3.61 3.40 3.540
Leesburg State Prison  .2.32 2,63 . 2.k 3.10

Leesbarg State Prison and Kings County frison retings are also quite close
in terms of instructor-self and student score differentials. The Broadmeadows'
students saw the instructor as only slightly behaviorist wheréas the instructor
saw himself as decidedly so. TFurther study weuld ve needed to determine irf )
th; faculty ‘member himself actually instructs the way he fLels he does.

One other thought ocecurs in ﬁerusing the data. There is’a slight -
Lienden%} for the students to iean away from the échool that the[parﬁicular
feculty meﬁber'represént;/in';oﬁh the Léesburg anq Broadmeadows cases. The

Kings County situation appears righ@ dovn the middle and thevefgre ig immaterial

.

LS

3
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v

in this issue. Are the student preferences for some teaching strategies and

techniques over others colored by their affinity for the instructor using

.them? "ould trese same students have rated personal choices differently if

¢ they had been in a different instructor's course? Do these slight tendencies

. L H . . ® . . .
instead reflezt a zereral dissatisfaction with the inmates' current environ-

ment, incarceration? Such questions as these deserve further and deeper

research,

34
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APPENDIX A




Deay Ins‘iuctor:
I neeq your help! 7 & in an E4.p. Progran at Novg University alen

with your colleague who 82Ve you thig. As part of my course work for

Educatisnay theory ang Applications, I an doing a Paper on inmages teking .

Ccourses SPonsored by community College ang offered inside the incarcerating

institution. .The Ultimate goal wouid pe to arrive at teaching strategies and

techniques that are rost effective in that environment, Iecennot nope to

do that in this Project, Therefore, I 2m limiting oyself tc these students!

Derceptions of your Zethods ang wnether they feel these Perceivegd rmethods

work for Lhen, o

4
-

To this'end, I anp asking-you to have your studentg take this enclosed
.questionnaire; anonymously. I wouag also ask that yoy take the Same
. questionnaire--and label it ”instructor" to differentiate from the students,
Also, it would be helpril if you could pencil in what the course is ang
vhat %he level of the course is (e.g. basic English or’English Composition).
As noteg in the €xaclosed directions--whicn for simplicity’s Sake I ap
ésking JOUu £o rezg +go then ang to make a2y furthepn explarationg Decessary—.
‘the students are to zo through the Questionnajre twice, voyu are askedq onily -
to take it the first vay. (You night well want to glanca over the
students! Tesponses o see how closely they Telate to'your own, ) ‘

If you cap £Ossibiy see Your way +o doing this, 1 wou;d arrreciate
‘it greatly. Thani youl! e

.

When yoy have the conpieted questionnaires, DPlease retwrn then o
the colleague that gave them to You in tpe first Place.

Sincerely Yours,

fos T

Bruce 7, Wynan ‘ ) d /_‘;_
PN . l)e/awnxoe_ (g;%; /mu‘.‘cé /f/_
- ! ///f"{"“/ 2. 063 (2/5)35'?-3'75':-

. . . ey, 245
Enclosure’: Questionnaires . )
Instructions'fbr the Questionnaire
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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INSTRJCTIONS

(Introduce the questionnaire in ths ‘most appropriate way for your, class--the levels
of the different classes being survey range too great for one style introductidn.)
. B - b . " *

I. For each of the items on the questionnaire, check column on the right

which you fsel is most true of your instructor. Only use th "Don't

‘know" columm if there's no other appropriate response jyou can possibly

make,

) (Wnen they have all fi rnshed then --)

. II.  OK, now please go hack and go through it again. This time, to the lef:
of each izex in the margin, place 2 plus sign (+) next to-those things

: the instructor might do that you feel would be most heipful for you

personally 2nd a minus sign (-) next to those that you feel would nob
work very well with you. Leave blank any items ihat you ars not sure

[ whether sney vould work w2ll for you personally or not. .

i.El{lC - . ' -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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o The way I see it, my instructor:

o~ .

Is rore concerned about my 1deas thaﬂ wheuﬁér " "
I give the right answer. ) )

14

o Stresses use of & workbook that asks very 5
. specific questicns, : . :

Cianc g odct of short answer Lyee taste. o ) e .
I RS S S S SR et | St JUSEISUURUIIUII RPN p— RNV [ A '_- — -
. Wants to dévelop creatiie thinking.,
_uradns are based on rlght or wrong answers. -
e e e e e e e B e T -

Introduces new topics by telling us exactly ‘ . .
hat he wants us to do and how we are to go . . :
about doing it? . 8 T

o - —— . SR DN DRI DR SRR N
v.  Is always asking us "Why did you say that?"' 1 L
" mells us what we will do next. It ” I D A '
o Thene we vt we would like to do mext. SN I I R R A I
©. Tries to get me to think e aqut, "Who I Am?" ' T
| Bisces a 1ot of cmphasis on memorizing . SR

.- — — - -

Py - ents us to dlccover things for optselves. - - “ .

&Lves us extra privilefes if we get all our
work done and done right. i .

.
cm——— po e N8 - .- ~oaa -

,e

fs alvays asklng us what we are interested in. .

. c. - [ S I T C e e e [P T P S - - ——— . - ——- -
i

5. Helps us learn by g01ng over and over theé samo .
thlng» til we get them right . . . ‘ ]
. 7. Taiks abous learning as changes in our
tehavior. (Sucu as spelling a word right)
o .. . R e | PR IS R A o
. Suggests activ1t1e , but tries to let us !
* -+ choose which ones we would like-to do. . ) o )

4 -

s mcom ammermrieres b 1 o mom f arem et o e ceconimene §

-

>, Tries to get us to decide whal we wan+ to 4
«do with our lives.

. . D e e P . [ v N N e L -- - - -

7, Rewards uz when we get things right : , .
[l f

. -—— . = e - -— . — -—.--.--..._— P ORISR P IRy SRSl B A
R \Wunts us to sk “vhy7" if ve do not i : ’ .
. ! ,
understand something . i i
§ ‘ 3 .
. \)4 | —— eat e ® o o peommas - - S & - 1_-« s - PG B - -
: E MC ) . ,' » ‘. a
. ; ' .

v
t

| ‘ 44 |
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TABLE I

1. C.-F. means r‘o;r*nltlvﬁ—Fleld Theory of Learning,
"Beh. means Behaviorist Theory of Learning.

L VALIDATION 'OF STATED THEORETICAL POSITION
i * OF ITEMS BY PROFESSIONAL EVALUATORS
3 ~
—~
q .
\ R -
42 A T 2 o
253 55
883 2e
L o O &)
. ¢ [ fu <
Is nore concerned about my ideas than whether I give !
the right answer. C.-F. 100
Stresdes use of a wor&oook that asks very specific
guestions, Beh 100
~Gives a lot of short answer type tests. .
L : Beh. " 1100
Wants to develop creative thinking.
o C.-F. 100
" Grades are based on "right or wrong™ answers.
: : Beh. 100
Introduces new topics by telling us exactly what he y
wants us to do and how we are to go about doing it.™ Beh. 83.3
Is always asking us, "“Why did you say that?” '
’ . C.-F. 100
Tells us what we %ill do next.
2 Beh. 83.3
Asks us what we would like to’do next. )
- . . C.-F. 100
Tries to get me to think about, "who I am." )
, ' - - C.-F. 100
>+ Places a lot of emphasis on memorizing answers.
N ) - Beh. 100 ¢+ =
Wants us to discover things for ourselves. )
‘ . : c.-F, 100
Gives us extra privileges if we get all our work
done and done right. Beh., 91.%
_ Is always asking us what we are interested in. )
7 . C.-F. 100 »
Helps us learn by going over and-over the same things
'til we get them right. ' Beh. 100
* Talks about learning as changes in our behav1or ,
(Such as spelling a work right). \ Beh. - 100
Sugrests avtlivizies, bub tries to let ns choose which ®
ones we would like to do. 4 C.-F. 100\
Tries to get us to decide what we want to do with our X '
‘lives, C.-T. «100
* Rewards us-when we get things right. ' v .
' . Beh. 100\
Wants us to asx 4ry?" if we do not understand some- ]
. thing. ’ C.-F. 100 X
=12




FATULTY AD MFAT 8
VEMBER FOR CCRSZ TAUGHT

SIUDEZNT EVALUATION OF FACULTY
AT BROADVEADOVS

o BN
55
, s 5. o383,
R Ho S9=8%
~ O &P SO WAl o= O
§285 185958 5.E
: ) SE& G JeZunmiE g oS
Is more concerned aocout my ideas than whether I give
the right answer. C.-F 3 4,12
Stresses use of a workbook that esks very specific 1
questions, Beh 5 2.47
Gives a lot of short answer type tests .
Beh. 5 3.69
Wanss to develop creative thinking.
: C.-F. e k.59
Grades are based on "right or wrong™ answers. .
Beh. 5 2.59
Introduces new topics by telling us exactly what he .
wants us to do and how we are to go about doing’it. | Beh. 4 4.05.
Is always asking us, "Why did you say that?" s
‘ C.-F. 1 1.94
Tells' us what we will do next. .
. _ Beh. L 4.2k
Asks us what we would like to do next.
- C.-F. 0 1.06
Tries to get me to think aboyt, ho I am.”
C.-F. 0 1.47
Places a lot of emphasis oy memorizing answers.
. . ' Beh, 3 1.12
Wants us to discover things for ourselves. . .
, e C,~F. L 3.31
Gives ug extra privileges if we get all our work
done ahd done right. Beh, 3 3.82
Is always asking us what we are 1pterested in, ]
N . , Co-Fo 3 2000
Helps us learn by going over and over the same things ‘ .
til we get “hem right, - Beh. Y 3.00
Ta.is about learning as cnanges in our behavior
(Such as spelling a ‘work right). "t Beh, 1 2.33
Suggests activities, but tries to let ug choose which- )
ones we would like to do. C.-F. 1 2.76
Tries to get us to decide what we wapt to do with our .
Catires. 3 C.-F. 0 1.00
Rewards us when we get things ri ht.
g gs e Beh. u k.18
Wants us to ask "Why?" if we do not understand some -
thing. C.-F. 3 4.35
X C.-F. 1.60 | 2.66
‘ X Ben. 3.80 | 3.15

EN=16 |
NIEE
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TABLE III

- VEAN STUDENT EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS FOR
OVl SELVES OF TEACHING STRATEGIES AI'D TECHWIQUES

AT BROADEADOWS, BY PERCELTTAGE

>

N=15

/ . —~
~ / o |84
~ 5 Al 2o
3 .3 ~
G5y | %ug| g8
P pHA] 37"
. o 0w 0O W}l Ow
I = Z_ mi=zm
Is more concerngd about my ideas than whiyher I give "1 .
the right answer. 87.5 0.0 12.5
Stresses use of a workbook that asks vi7§7specific ,
auestions. ; 37.5. 6.3 56.3
Gives a lot of short answer type testg ’
S ) 68.8 18.8 | 12.5
Wants to develop creative thinking./
: 4 93.8 6.3 | 0.0
Grades are based on 'rigat or wr@n»' answers. . N
J/ 18.8 12.5 68.8
Introduces new topics by telling us exactly-what he ‘
wiants us to do and how we afre to go about doing it. 81.3 6.3 12.5
Is always asking us, 'vhy did you say that?"
v g U, WAy yF you =&y 62.5 18.8 | 18.8
Tellg us what we will do pext. : :
whan wed / , 62.5 12.5 | 25.0
Asgs us what we would like to,do next. ; 68.8 125 18.5_—
) » = ”‘ ‘" \‘ —
Tries to get me to think about, "Who I am. ﬁ8.8 12,5 18.8
- . 7’ ;
Places a lot of emphasis on memorizing answers. i & ﬁéﬁ e 0.0 87.5
Wents us to discover thlngs for ourselves. ‘ 75.0 12.5 12.5
Gives us extra privileges if we get all our work T
done and done right. L 68.8 12.5 18.8 !
Is always asking us what we are interested in. 62.5 18.8 |. 18.8
Helps us learn by going .over and over the same things
'til we get them right. 5.0 0.0 25.0
T2ilis about learning 25 changes in our behavior ‘o 0 Tl n o |
{Such as spelling = work rlﬂnt) #3.0 e 12.5 ]
Suzgests activities, out tries to let us choose which :
cnes we would like to do. 81.3 12.5 4 6.3
'Trief $0 ges us uO decide what we want to do with our 50.0 6.3 43.8
ives. -
hat “"‘Q?‘I [<]
Rewards us w-hen e get things right. 87.5 0.0 12.5
Wants us to ask ‘why?"' if we do not unde?stand some - 93.8 0.0 6.3
thing.
Vi 2
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TABIE 1V
. ‘ (
FACULTY AND hEAN STUDENT EVALUATION OF FACULTY
MEMBER FOR COURSE TAUGHT AT KIIGS COUNTY PRISON
- 1.4 - 2. 2.
L)
3 215
5 A | e
&% o 150
g 0 PO I FTRE-
A >»a P | e M
£ Lo — o £ 0
50 & SgW[g.ds2o
’ §s g 5597|8585
. M =0 | = ey =
Is more concerned about my ideas than whether I give
the right answer. C.-F. L 3.50
Stresses use of a workbook that asks very specific
guestions. Beh. L 3.73
Gives a lot of short answer type tests
Beh L 3.58
Wants to develop creative thinking. \
Co"'Fa Ll' 3085
Grades are basad on "right or wrong" answers.
) * Beh. 2 3.31
Introduces new topics by telling us exactly what he
wants us to do and how we are to go about doing it. Beh. 4 k.08
Is always asking us, "Why did you say that?"
] ‘ C.-F L 3.43
Tells us what we will do next.
Beh, L 3.85
Asks us what we would like to do next.
, C.-F. L 3.93
Tries to get me to think about, "Who I am." N
- C.-F. 2 3.67
< oy
Places a lot of emphasis on memorizing answers.
—— . Beh. L 3.80
Wants us to discover things for ourselves. i
N . ' Co"'Fn ll» uooo
. Gives us extra privileges if we get all our work - .
done and done right. . Beh. 4 k.26
Is always asking us what we are interested in. .
s alveyS asking us v C.~F. 2 4.13
Helps us learn by going over and over the same things . .
'41) we get them right. Beh. 2 3,92
Taltwgt abous lzarning 2s changes in our behavior ; -
(Such as spelling a work right). . Bek, 4 8. 57
Sugzests activities, but tries to let us ehoose which :
onzs we woulé like to do. C.-I. 4 %.00
Trffiazo get us o decide vhat we want to do with our ¢ F. L 3.85
Rewards us when we get things right. . Beh. o - 3.86
X 2 ry ol &, oIt = - N
Wanu§ us to ask "Why?" if we do not understand somgu C.-F. o 3.71
thing. . :
1. C.-F means Cognifive-Field, Beh, means XC.-F, 3.40 3.81
Behaviorist The of Learning. = : g
\ orLst theoty g ¥ Beh. 3,450 | 3.79
2., Rating derived by: Not at all = 0, Seldom = 1, , N<15

Occasionally = 2, Sometimes = 3, Frequently = L, o
end Usually = 5, - 1
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o .. . , TABLE V

MEAN STUDENT INMATE EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS FOR
OWN SELVES OF TEACHING STRATEGIES AND TECHNIQUES

‘ AT KINGS COUNTY PRISON, BY PERCENTAGE
[
[}
2 NI
’ - (7 M G
e -
0w 0% o | 00w
_ o R0 Z2Hm | z2x
Is more concerned about my ideas than whether I give
the right answer. 66.7 0.0 33.3
Stresses use of a workbook that asks very specific
questions. 53.3 0.0 46,7
Gives a lot of snort answer type tests . ; 33.3 0.0 66.7
Wants to develop greative thinking. — 33.3 6.7 £6.0
Grades are based on ‘right or wrong".answers. ‘hO o 0 O‘ 60.0
Introduces new topics by telling us exactly what he 0.0 - 6
wants us to do and how we are to go about doing it. |- v, 0.0 0.0
"Is always asking us, "Wny did you say that?" . k0.0 |13.3 46.7 -
/ L . ] L
Tells us what we will do next. . ) 33.3 i3.3 53 3‘ﬁi
Asks us what we would like €0 do giekt.- ' T w6.7 |13.3 .o
Tries to get me to think about; "ho T am.” ‘ 40.0 13.3 46,7
Places a lot of emphasis on memorizing answers. 6.7 6.7 66.7
Wants us to discover things for ourselves. . 0.0 6.7 7345 ’
Givesyus extra privileges if we get all our vork if
done and done right. X . 20.0 13.3 66'7 .
Is always asking us what we are interested in. ] 26.7 13.3 60.0
Helps us learn by going over and over the same things 6 66
'$il we get them right. 2.7 6.7 -7
Talks about learning as changes in our behavior .
_{$2ch4s sp2liing a work right). ] 40.0 6.7 |53.3,
Suggests activities, but tries to let us choose which 60.0 6.7 33.3
ones we would like to do. . , ' i ’
Tries t0 get us %o decide vhat we want to do with dur
lives. . 60.0 6.7 33.3
Rewards us when we get things right. : . 0.0 6.7 53,3
Wa:;zngs'to ask Tviny?" if we do n?t unde;sta?d some- | 33.3 13.3 53.3

N=15
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- TABLE VI

FACULTY AND MEAN STUDENT EVALUATION oF FACULTY
MEMBER FOR COURSE. TAUGHT AT LEESBURG STATE PRISON

and Usually = 5,

£
1. 2. 18, 2.
2o s, JESs
. wl 5 O M tzg P N
: o Bod 32 q.539
. 4 08 0 SO 6-AgH B0
, §25E 185998545
HEx o B2 0MAsE KRS
Is more concerned about my ideas than vwhether I give C.-F 5 £.59
the right answer. : :
Stresses use of a workbook tqat asks very specific Beh 0 5 26
guestions. : , :
Gives a lot of short answey type tests Ben ] 3 1.8
. . .
Waats to develop creative, thinking. l -F 5 3:&0
Grades are based on “right or wrdﬁg" angwersg Beh. 1 { 3.18
Introduces new topics by telling us exactly what he Bel I o 58
vants us to do and how we are.to go about doing it. en i
1 ! 1n
Is always asking us, "Why di@ you say that? A C.-F 3 2.55
Tells us what we will do next. ) Beh 5 3.47
~ Asks us what we would like to do next. C.-F o 1.8
Tries to get me to think atout, "Who T am.” .. . N 263
Places a lot of emphasis on memorizing answers. * Beh 0 .13
Wants us to discovep\yhings for ourgelves. C.F ‘5 3.45
Gives us extra privileges if we get all our work Reh 3 1.33
done and done right. . / ot :
Is always asking us what we are interested in.. C.-F "o 1.82
Helps us learn by going over and* Yer the same thlngs Beh L4 2.67
'til we get them right. = ) .
Tallzs z2bout learning as-chatges in our behavior Sen v 2.1
L iiich as spelling a work right). ’ - T
Suzzests activities, but tries to let us choose which C.-F 1.82
cnas we would like %o do. : li .
Triez 5o g2t us o decide what we want to do with our C.-F 1 2.15
lies. T, ’
Rewards us wzen we get things right. Beh 3 1-36/
Wants us to asz rWhy?”'if we do not understand some= " c.-r® 5 4.07
thing. - .
1. C.-F. means Cognitive-Field, Beh. means ’ X C.-F 3.1 2.63
Behavioral Theory of Learnlnv
X Beh 2.h  2.32
2. Rating derived by Not at all = ), Seldom = 1,
Oncasionelly = 2, Sometlmes = 3, Frequently = b N=27
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TABLE VII
HMAN STUDENT ITMATE EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS FOR
OWll SELVES OF TEACHIIG STPATEGIES AMND “TECHNIQUES
AT LEESBURG STATE PRISON, BY PERCENTEAGE

Would Not

I

Helpful
1Be

Help%ﬁr

Is more concerned about my ideas than whether I give

__the right answer.

Stresses use of a workbook that asks very specific
questions. - N

Gives a lot of short answer type tests

W
-

Warts to develop creative thinking,

Grades are bzsed on "right or wrong" answers.

Introduces new topics by telling us exactly what he
wants us to do and how we are to go about doing it.
Is always asking us, "Why did you say that?"

Tells us what we will do next.
j e

Asks us what we would like to do next.

Tries 4o get me to think about; "who I am.”

Places a lot of emphasis on memorizing answers.

Wants us to discover things for ourselves.

Gives us extra privileges if we get all our work
done and done right.
Is always asking us what we are interested in,

Helps us learn by going over and over the same things
'til we zeS them vight,

Talks about learning as changes in aqur behavior
(Such as svelling a work right).

Suggests activities, but tries to let us choose which
ones ve would like to do. -

Tri ' to decide what we want to do with our

ds us wien we get things right.

Vants us to ask ™Miny?" if we do not understand some-

thinz.
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= TARLE VITI o
TOTAL MEAN STUDENT EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS FOR
OWN SELVES OF TEACHING STRATEGIES AND TECHNIQUES
AT THREE TICARCERATING INSTITUTIONS, BY PERCENTAGE
f
?
o
3 3 9 03
w2 813%%
g g . oA | Zpd
¢ 0o oo | 00w®
. o0 ZHZ | 22
L
Is more concernad adout my ideas than whetner I give 7
tne right answer. 5.9 1.7 R 22.b
Stresses use of a workbook that as&s very specific -
questions. 36.2 5.2 58.6
Gives a dot of shaors answer type tests 56.9 8.6 34.9
Yants to develop creative thinking. 51.7 13.8 b1k
. :
Grades are based on "right or wrong" answers. 27.6 8.6 53.8
Introduces new topics by telling us exactly what he 65.5 5.2 29,3
wauts us to do ard how we are to go about doing it.
Is always asking us, "Why did you say that?” 53.4 13.8 32.8
Tells us vhat we will do next. v 53,4 8.6 37.9
7/ . »
Asks us what we would like to do next. 56.9 %0.7 | 31.0
Tries to get me to think about, "Who I am.” . 53.14 10.3 | 60.3
Places a _lot of emphasis on memorizing answers. 19.0 3.4 | .977.6
Wants us to discover things for ourcélves. 55,2 8.6 36.2
Gives us extra privileges if we get all our work 51,7 8.6 39.7
—done and done right. -
Is alwzays asking us what we are interested in. 55.2 8.6 36.2
Helps us learn by going over and over the same thing.s 60.3 5.2 34.5
'til we get them right. . - -
Talks acout learaing as changes in our benavior 18,3 20.7 31.0
- (g% 25 gpellinz 2 work r1crﬂ*)
‘Suggests activities, but tries to Jct us choos# e é7.2 5.5 ol 1
ones we vwould like uO do.
Tries ~2 ge$ us 3o Zz2ide what we want %o do with our 50.0 6.9 43.1 .
livzz. .
Rewards us wren w2 get thiags rJg;n“ i 60,3 " 6.9 32.8
Wants vs ‘:o_tas’.f.ﬁ‘why?" i we do not understard some- 67.2 ) 5.2. 27.6
thing. ’ -t "
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