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The evaluatign study of the first year of a
cational education program in eight correctional institutions in
nnsylvania scught to deterliﬁe the participantst!. views of the
ogram and the guality of the‘different program offexings. A
aining survey was administered to the participants to obtain
formation on their ¢areer goals, vocational gourses, method of
urse selection, attitude toward course work, valume of the course,
d skill level. Informaticn on the status and quality of the
cational programs was provided through instructors' responses to a
ogram evaluation form. The sample ¢onsisted of 405 male and 23
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d positive views about the importance of vocationmal courses to
ture jobs, findings indicate that many were enrolled in prograas
th little or no relationship to thair care plans or assistance in
taining enplbynen}/’lnstructors generally agreed with offenders?
erall belief that/they possessed average s in their course

rk. Most instructors rated program gualit§ as average. .Results of
ne specific objectives appear in narrative and tabular fora. .
commendations by the offenders for imprdvenment of the vocational
ogram are included in the report. Instruments used to collect the

ta are also #ncluded. (NJ)
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SUMMARY ~ { )

-

\o
The purpose of tfte study was to evaluate the first\yegr of Part B-Ancillary

Vocational Education Offenders' projects in ?ennsylvania The study sought to
determine the cffenders' views of the programs and to determine the quality of the -

different program offerings ¢ / 4 v
The conclusions derived from the evaluation were as follows: *
A )
. p L2
a A N~ .
1. Y¥apy oifenders were enrolled in vocational programs that had moderate -~;
to little or no relationship to their career plans. ’
2.'yA high number of offenders‘}ndicated that no one is helping them obtain _ -
, emplovment : .
LS p q ¢

3. In general, the(gbrrectional institutions proyide a good orientation on
the importance of vocational courses to future employment and on the
various course selections.

‘
In most cases, offenders havk posigive &dews about the importance of
vocational courses to future jobs. b

’
.

5. Thg'main reasons why offenders are in vocational courses .are because ' '
they fit their future plans, interests and previous~experiences.

A

Fas

6. Most offenders believe they possess average skil} in their course work.
Idstructors seem to agree with the offenders' self- assessment

7. Altost all of ‘the offenders enjoy their wvocational courses.

8. Approximately seven.per cent of the offenders were enrolled in 27
different vocational courses. The most popular courses were auto
mechanics, welding, masonry and elevtricity.

‘9. Most instructors rate the quality of their’'program as average. )
@» . -
Based upon the experiences gained in conducting the evaluation, the following
recommendations are offered: f ' :
. y -
1. An exploratory vocational course lasting two to four weeks should be ‘
provided by each institution. This course should help offenders®m
course selections that are more congruent with their career plans.
. $
2. A prerelease job preparation course at each institution with job finding
skills and with ascurate information about job opportunities should be
provided.
h @
3. Each institution should assign a liaison person to work with prereleased-
offenders and agencies that provide employment services. This person
should not try to place prereleased offenders but’ rather to coordinate
the efforts of the agencies that provide job placement services.

4. An employment feedback dystem for the released offenders should be '
develeped and managed by each institutiop. A questionnaire sent to

.
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1 , . +

. the ex-offender*s mailing address cold be a first)step in obtaining
employment #nfsérmation. Questionnaire findings shéuld provide valuable
information for planning and conducting vocational programs.
5. A publicity program should be conducted by'each institution because
k, only seven per cent of the offendert are enrolled ip bocationgl_programs.

6. The cortectional institutions %hquld coordinate social events, visiting
hours, work, details, etc3, so there is little conflict with the voca-
: tional program. ' N
& ' -
7. The educational director at each institution should request weekly .
reports ¥rom each instructor ag to what was accomplished in his/her
” class. These reports should he summnarized and sent fo the Intermediate
-Unit coordinator. M

. ~ - .

., 8. 1IU coordinators should submit monthly reports t&¢ T. Dean Witmer, Penn-
sylvania Departméhit of Education, and James Smlth Bureau of Correcttons.
This report should contain information on the" number of visits,
consultant services, budget information and recommendztions. Weekly
réports of edgcational Qi}ectors should be included. .,

P '

-

b L4 .
9. The evaluation for fiscal 1974-75 will seek to determine the role of .the~
IU coordinators, educational directors and liaison persons (if hired),.
for. job plagsgfnt More emphasis will be placed on exgluating lesson
. plans, coursedof study and'teaching techniques. Last; an attempt will
be made to follow-up the ex-offender to determine if he/she has found
employment related to his/her ¥§€ational program. _
H . N )

-

BACKGROUND . .
, /

Offenders make up one of th&ﬁmost vocationally handicésbed groups in our
soctety. They are poorly educated, usually drOpouts, and seldom does one ever
attain an employable skill which provides a %espectable wage and self-respect. The
offendersrmust face long periods of unemployﬁént, humiliation and depression, even
though they may possess a salable skill and h¥ve the motivation to do an honest

day's work.

Society does not accept, to any great degree, the ex-offenders, regardless of
time spent incarcerated or efforts involved in their rehabilitation. Traditionally,
rehabilitatibn and education programs in the correctional system have been some-
what ineffective mainly because funds and proper program planning are insufficient.
With releasing Part B-Ancillary vocational funds and assuming the responsibility
and assurance of accoegiability, the Pennsylvania Department of Education hopes the
previous failures and,inadequacies in prison education programs ‘can be reversed.

Alternatives/can now be offered and the ipstitutionalized offender can choose
from a variety of vocational education programs leading to self-improvement and ,
career-oriented dxperiences. )

Each correc‘ional institution is developing vocational programs based vn the
vocational aspiﬁations of the offenders and labor market needs. The programs at
each institution differ, mainly because of physical plant’ difference and other types
of existing programs. .

r ~N




' co OBJECTIVES e (

General Program OgjectiVes.-

NG
. ) ‘ .
1. To provide incarcerated offenders with salable skills.

2., To\reauce recidivism. ) . * L ( /

. I

3. "To coordinate the’efforts of correctional institutions, Intermediate Units, -~
'°  Pennsylvapia Department of Education, Board of Parole and job placement
agerfcies for offenders and ex-offenders.

t
’

Evaluation Objectives - : ) ‘ \\ c

~

. R .
1. To determine the relationship between of fenders, career goals and their
\\} present vocatjional courses. ‘

-

£ 2.7 To determine .offenders' @ssessment of the value of theif vocétionaf
course in obtainming employmgnt.
S

3. To determine how offenders afe selected for various vocational courses.

I'S

4A. To determine offenders' self-asséssment o théf% skill level. )

™

., -
4B. To determine the relationship between offend rs' self-as#ssment and
. instructors' assessment of their skill level,
s : ' A\ -
5. To determine offenders' general attitude toward ‘their coursg work.
s . \ . . I
Py Nﬁ. To determine’ the number of of fe ders enrolled in\the vocatigAL1 programs, .
oy o \
7. To determi?e"staff assessment owm the quglity and btqtus of the vocgt{onal
programs. | — ' . . \
' \ : .
. @ \ 1
| N\, v .
U * PROGRAM HESCRIPTIONS Voo
' State Correctional Iﬂstitutiod, Graterford
\ ) v ' .
. The prograﬁ‘will take advantage of resources gf the Montgomery County Area -

Vochtional-TechnLcal School and the Montgomery CouthKCommun1§y College. A tota

Jof 37 offenders were served during the school year ia the following courses: basic
typewriting, fbod %ervices, piano tuning, dental teqhnology, business gpeech, -

businesslmaqh, business English, automotive, housewfring, bHsﬂc electronits, car-

H i |

pentry, photography, and machine shop. . , I

¢

d l
" .State Correctional Institution, Huntingdon S -~ > "
e

-~

. This program is deveﬁoping relationships witl tl ﬁﬁre u of Employhent Security,
Vocatiopal Rehébi}itation and Manpower. Training. Sote 95 offenders are enrolled in
‘¢lqthing, pfinting, soap plant, farm, electrical, plumbing,'furniture/upholstery,
hair styling, food' preparation, welding, painting, air cdhditioning, practical
nu®sing, shdp math .and shop English. . \ '

v y ¢ \
4 - - .

r
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State Correcfional Institution, Camngill '_ r !

present on-the-job training experiences. !The ddy school offers -auto mechanics,- .
bricklaying, agriéultural education, the lest o including exploratory experiences
in small engine repair, welding electricity/elegtronics and (freight terminal

¢/ } ,
The program involves 23 pffenders in\day a d'evening classes to complement
operations. The evening subjects include auto mechanics, brikklaying, electronics, °

'
\

3

\ - : ' :
State(Eg;rectionag Institytion, Dgllas ' ; . .ot
I V : ' )

A preapprenticeship training-program involving some 95 oﬁfenders useﬁ\trades; ~
people as instructors in the building trAdes and industrial fields. Complementing
this is anyin-servicé training program providled bs .the RCA Service Company for “all
trade and professioaél staff. Specific courdes are offered in printing, sign
painting, welding, sheet metal, electronics/electricity, plumbing/heating, air
conditioning/refrigeration and barbering, )

freighq terminal operations, welding; small engine repairvafnd| animal sciences. J
|

*

State Correctional Institution, Pittsburgh

Sixty-two offenders are enrolled in traﬁg\and social training courses. Trade
training includes g&umbing, auto mechanics, meat cutting, fitting and alteﬁatiop,
bricklaying and welding. \Social training. consists primarily of coursgf in h man
behaviar and money management. b *—-»’B

t N . \
\

State Correctional Institution, RogKview %, '
. TR . - :
ndérs in dgy and evening classes. The courses . e
being taught are television repair,

The prograp involves 58 off
sonry, drafting, welding, auto mechadits,

electricity, forestry aid, nurs ry aid, heavy equipment operator and surveyi§g

principles. Some classes are h ;¢ in\the Centre County AVTS and at the Penpsyl-

!

vania State University.

4

State Correctilonal instftution,‘creensbugg - |

)
A .

t ' -

A total of 33 offfenders is‘enrolled in votational courses related to the -
work-release ptogramlat the institution. The program provides instruction in -
photogd®eaphy, meat, cu ting, carpentﬁy, auto mechanics, welding, masonry and machine
shop. Fagilitie@ at the Central Wegtmoreland AVTS‘?re used extensively.

. . ’ ’ \ ¥ 4
< - ) ‘\ , . ‘ \
’ \ ~ METHODS AND PROCEDURES } L

3

4

General Design

. ‘ o,
A descript{Qe nalysis was conducted for Evaluation Objectives 1, 2, 3; 4A,
5, 6 and 7. The Pﬁars¢n Product-Moment Correlation was used to analyze Evaluation
Objdctive 4B. A

A i
i ! »

Instruments !

. . 4
The instrumentation employed to obtain the input data was as follows:
\ .

. 9

-

/

. 4 L
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& L e y
\ e Trainimg SU¥vey, a questionnaire, was administered to offenders to obtain ,

!
. 1information on their (1) career goals, (2) vocational courses, (3) method.
!

of selectingscourses, (4) attitude toward the course work, (5) value of
|\ the course land (6). skill level. .

¢ Program Evaluation Form was gent to instructorg\for the purpose of .
obtaining 1nfo;mafion on the status and quality of the vocatio?al programs.
4 ' !
i

" %

Sample AR ' ; ' \ o | \: i

'

\

. Subjects for the study were a sample of 405 male and 23 female offenders from
the eight state correctional Institutions. A sample of 59 instructors also pro-

vided input data: The.sample represents approximately all of the offenqprs, both
m3le and female, in vocational courses. - .

‘

A breakdown'by correctional institutions follows:
g \ _
ot
.« TABLE 1 !
) NUMBER OF OFFENDERS AND INSTRUCTORS
IN‘EACH INSTITUTION CO{?LETING THE QUESTIONNAIRES '

n

Correctional No. \ No. - ’
Institution Offender Instructor .
+ h - e
M i
Camp Hill 23 5 ‘
Graterford 37 8 .
Huntingdon 85 16
Muncy 25 6 .
Rockview 4@ S8 . 5 @
! Greensburg 33 ¢ 5
Pittsburgh : 62 7 '
Dallas ‘ 95 . > 7

<\
\-

. P k)
. \ - . . \ H ’
: TOT%} . 428 - 59

L \T"//A : \ P
Erocedureg . \ . - .
I ‘& . : )
\ Each offender in the sample complefted the Tkaining Survey (Appendix A),‘ghe
fnstructor verifying the descriptive ddta at the top of the form. Bach 6ffender

answered questions 1 through 9. The instructor also answered question 9 for each

offender in the course by pla¢ing his initial next\ to the 1ﬁve1 he felt the
of fedder achieved.

Each instructor in the sample completed the Prpgram Evaluation ﬁorm
(Appendix B). The instruoctbrs completed the left siﬁe market\ STAFF. The right .
side marked TEAM was to be completed by a team compnised of T..Dean Witmer,
Bureau of Vocagional Education, James P. Lewis, Research Coordinating Uit and
James Smith, Bureau of Justice. Due to the lack of time, the Team wag -unable to
complete the right side of the forms. 1

The Training Surgey and the Program Evaluation Form were completed during the
week of April 22.

- ‘ K
- : (\.

. 5 i

10 ] L
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- Data Anal}sis . -

%

* | . »
Descitiptive sdatistics were used to analyze data on the Trafning:Survey and
Program Edaluation Form.

\ . A

\ RESULTS . ’ \
‘\ .

uits séction is structured to reflect the outcomes for the seven pre-
iousl, st ted evalluation objectives. Thus, ,the outcomgs relating to each objective
re re frted separately. . mf

Evaluation Objectivde 1. To determine th relationship between of fenders'  *

chreer éoals and thelin_present vocational courses,
\

I3

- The Training Survey\Item 1 was\ﬁsed to answer Evaldation Objective 1. )
///“ Oéfenders from the eight state correctional institutions completed the 8urvey

:
" Item 1. How do you plan to earn a living when you .are released:

- ¢ . 4 . § e ‘ kg
v ) _— . - TABIE2 ' -
- : . OFFENDERS' RESPONSE TO ITEM-1 .
, : ~ <
Relationshim of Vocational Courses
Lo ’ __po Career Goals _
. High Moderate - Little
, Institution Number . () "~ N (%) N (%) N
- I~y Gamp Hill 23 (57) 13 an- 4 « (26 6
. Graterford .34 97) .33 -— - (3) 1
. "f. Huntingdon Ag 93 -(69) 64 (12) 11 (19) 18
[+ Muney 23 (17) 4 (9) 2 (76) 17
Rockview 58 <! (36) 21 - (D) 5 (55) 32
Greensburg 28 (32) 9 (25) 7 (43)< 12
/ W Pittsburgh 61 (59)-- 36 (15), 9 (26) ¢ 16 -
"] ] Dallas 66 / (673 44 (11) 7 (23) - 15
Ly
a TOTAL - 386 (58) 22? (12) 45 (30) 117
. s ’

|

examination of Table 2 totals shows thefimajority of offenders’ plans (58
. per cent) ar® highly related to their course selections. It should be pointed out,
howdper that 42 per cent of the offenders are in programs not related to their
career plans. This result|could develop into a significant problem in job place-
ment when considering the fifficulty in placing even the best trained and qualified
ex-of fender. Tablé 3 (page 7) shows the nqmber of offenders enrolled in courses
lnot congruent with career plans.
| A .
' Evaluation Objective 2. To determine oﬁienders' asseiiment of the value oA

their vocational courses in qbtaining'employm nt.

The Trazning Survey Items 2, 3, 6 and 8 were used to answer Evaluation
Objective 2/ A sample from each state correctional institution answered the form

: |
, ‘ | . ,

\ ) "6

.11




» ' -, (/ .

\

. \ _
Item 2. What will be your biggest problem.dboyt getting a job?

Table 4 (page 8) shows these response per cents: prisen record, 44; no
problem, 31; other reasons, 28; and foéur, they have jobs wa ting. The ewidence
clearly indicates that 31 per cent of the offenders are not |realistic in their self-
assessment of their predicament.

|

t '
Item 3. Who is advising you in securing employment?

.

v # Table § (page 9) shows the response as follows: ne one, \60 per cent; family,
14 per cent; instructors,'six per cent; sponsor, five per cent\ trade scﬂool, five:
per cent; and the remaining rAFponses equal 16 per cent. The Nigh number of 256
(60 per cent of the offenders) indicating that no on Hs helpi them in securing
mqloyment could be a deterrent for any vocational piogr%m. \

' s . ’ ‘

\ é TABLE 3 |
OFFENDERS ENROLL D IN COURSES ! 4 ‘

\ NOT CONGRUENT WITH CAREER PLANS

.

Telephong lineman

Community service

Keypunch operdtor .
Swigtchboard operator

Description of Descriptign of S
No Career Field ‘ No Career Field
4 25 No plans 1 Presser
12, Truck driver 1 Surveying
11 | Construction 1 Mill work
7 Welding 1 Upholstering
- 6 urther education 1 Auto body ’
"3 lectrical 1 Teaching
1& 3 Food preparation 1 Operating engineering
- 3 Self-employed 1 Computer eperator ' \
-3 Machine operator v . 1 | Seaman . \
3 Auto mechanics 1 Textile worket Y
3 Painter ’ 1 . Meat cutter .
3 Hospital worker- . 1  Plumbing
-2 Steel worker g 1 *Foundry worker ¥
2 Draftsman l\, Barbering .
2 Railroad worker "1™ Forest machine repair ~%'
2 Auto sales 1 Elevator repair
-2 Photographer 1 Roofer ) .
. , 2 RCA worker 1 Mason . .
1 L‘ Dental technician 1 Home improvement \ i
1, Accounting 1 Paraprofessional ’
1 1 '
1 1
i Musician s1 Office work
1 Typewriter repair 1 - .Social worker
1 Sales * " 1 . Nixologist S
1 Neon sign repair 1 giofessional boxer "
1  Printing " . b | \

W .
A * &’ - '
Table 6 (page 10) shows the results of responses to Item 6: Were you told hoy ¢
y&hr ptesent program may help you get a job? The totals {i yes, §7 per cekt;
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and no’, 13 per cent. This positive fxn@ing shows that the correctional institutions
are realistically relating the importance of vocational courses to future jobs.

? Table 7 fpage 10) shows the per cent in each category as follows: yes, 94 per
cents; and no, six per cent. The responses were similar to those reported in Item 6 |
in the previous question. Generallv, the offenders realize the importance of voca- |
tiongl programs fot future emplovment. .

|
|

Item 6. Wwere vou tald how vour present program mav help you get a job?

TABLE 6 7
OFFENDERS' RESPONSE TO ITEM 6

Institut:on Number (%) N (7) N
Camp H2ll 23 (65) 15 (35) 8
{ Sraterford 386 (95) 36 (5) 2
Huntingdon 91 (92) 84 (8) 7
. Muncy 22 (77) 17 (23) 5
; Rockview 57 \74) 42 (26) 15 |
Creensburg 33 (88) 29 | (12) 4 :
Pittsburgh 62 (85) 53 (1) 9 , '
Dallas 95 (97) 92 (3 3
. |
: 1
' TOTAL - Ca21 T (87) 368° (13)  s3
\ o
, Item 8. Do vou feel the program offered is improving vour abilit§ to earn o
a living? , |
\ |
| ‘ ~ ‘
, TABLE 7 ¢;‘F |
\ ‘ - OFFENDERS' RESPONSEA® ITEM 8 . |
! — — : ‘
T Yes No
Institution .ﬁxum;£r " (X) N (%) N
. Camp HI1l 23 (87) 20 (13) . 3
Graterford ‘38 (100) 38 -—— --
Huntingdon ‘93 (95) 88 (5) 51
“Muncy 21 (95) 20 (5) 1
Rockview \58 (90) 52 (10) 1)
s . Greensburg 33 (82) 27 (18) 6 $
, . Pittsburgh 62 (97) 60 (3) 2 .
Dallas 95 (98) 93 (2) 2 .
TOTAL 1423 - (94) 398 (6) 25

.7

i

Evaluation Objective 3. To determine how offenders are selected for varioys
vocational courses. )

L ' 10




B N
1 . ,/ .

o’

The Training Survev Items 4 and S5 were used to answer Evaluation Objective 3,
A sample from each state correctional institution answered the form.

3

]

Item 4. Why are vou in this course? / I

An examination of Table 8 (page 12) tgvals shows the regponse to Item‘4 as
follows: have interest 'in the course, 36 per cent) good course for future plans,
43 per cent; had previous experience, 12 'per cent;-and the remaining reasons total )
five per cent. The resfits clearly indicaté that offenders have legitimate reasons
for being in the vocatjenal programs. ; /X -

- N ;o

Table 9 (page 13) rotals (yes, 85 per cent; and no, 15 per cent) irdicate rhat
the correctional instituzions are giving a good orientation in this regard to the
vocational programs, ) ) - -

I

itex 5. were vou £°14 aboat al{sthe options available to you in this ,//’J
program!
N
s . 3 ~ 13 ‘
Evaluaticn Objective -i. To determine offenders” self-assesdhent of their
skill level. .

P . . * . ¢
The Training Survey Item 9 was used to answer Evaluation Objective 4A. A >
sample from each state correctional institution answered'the form.

I 2n

’

Item 9. What skill level are you presently)at?
{

Table 10 (page 13) totals shows the response as follows: , average skill, 66.
per cent; above average skill, 15 per cent; below average skill, 10 per cent; . >
superior skill, eight per cent; and very little.or no skill, one per cent., The
results show that most offenders consider themselves to pessess average skill in

their course work. ,

Evaluation Objective 4B. To determine the relationship betwetn offénder;'
self-assessment and instructors' assessment of their skill level.

;

The Training Survey Item 9 was also used to answer Evaluatiofi Objective 4B, .
A sample of instructors and offenders from the following institutions completed
the item: Camp Hill, Huntingdon, Muncy, Greensburg, Pittsburgh and Dallas.

Item 9. What skill levkl are you presently at? - had

Table 11 (page 13) shows the corr lations between offenders' self-assessment
and instructors' assessment of their skill level. The results cleatly*indicate ‘.
that the offenders have a realisgic view of their skill level.

i .
Evaluation Objective 5. To determine offenders' general attitude towards
their course work. ., ’

The Training Survey Item 7 was used to answer E aluation Qpjective 5. A N
sample from eath state correctional institution completed the s)tvey.

Item 7. Do you enjoy vour program work”

16

11
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TABLE 9

OFFENDERS' RESPONSE TO ITEM 5

N
o

' Yes }_‘1_(_)_
Institution Number ° (%) N () - N
Camp Bill 23 . (70) 16 (30) 7
Gratetford 38 (95) 36 (5). 2
Huntiggdon 92 (87) 80 (13) 12
Muncy 22 (91) 20 (9) 2
Rockview 58 (11) 41 (29) 17
Greeniburg 34 (74) 25 (16) 9
Pittsburgh 62 (857 53 (15) 91
Dallag 95 (95) 90 (5) *5
ToFAL/ 424 (85) 361 (15) 63
" ¥ » - -
& , TABLE 10 ~
. OFFENDERS' RESPONSE TO ITEM 9 S
Above Below Very Little _ .
_ . Average Average Average or Superior Tot al.
Institution Skill . Skill Skill No Skill
) (%) N (%) =N (Z) N . (X) N (%) N / (%) N
1’ »
Camp Hill - (65) 14 | (23) 5 (42} 1 () 1 (4) 1 (10Q) 22
Graterford P (48) 16 ——% = (25) 8 (31) 10 —mee - (100} 32
Huntingdon (62) 58 +  (13) 12 (16) 15 (3) 3 (5§ 5 (100) 93
Muncy (75) 17 {L7) .4 (4 1 €75 N e — (100) 23
Rockview (66) 34 (13) 7 “(13) 7 (68) 2 ) 1 (100) 51
Greensburg (61) 20 (3) 11 (3) 1 (3 1 .- (100) 33 -
Pittsburgh (56) 34 (19) 12 (11) 7 (3) 7 (11) 7 (100) 62
Dallas (82) 78 (13) 12 (3) 3 () 1 (1) 1 (100) 95
Total (66K 269 - (15) 53 (10) 43 (5) 21 (4) 15 (100) 411
—~ ' [}
1] , \
. . TABLE 11
OFFENDERS' ™ AND INSTRUCTORS' RESPONSE TO ITEM 9 )
Mean Score Mean Score Corre-
Institution Number (offender) (instructor) lation
Camp Hill 16 3.12 2.93 .82%
Huntingdon 67 RS 2.98 2.85 <49%
Muncy 12 3.16 3.58 67%
Greensgburg 30 3.26 2.93 54%
Pittsburgh 45 3.31 3.15 J73*.
Dalias 51 3.01 2.80 .28%
Total 221

*Significant at the\\Og level.

\
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Table, 12 totals show‘sthe response as follows: yes, 97 per .cent; no, three per

cent. The responses clearly indicate that the offenders enjoy their vocational
programs. )
. ‘ L .
. TABLE 12 .
OFFENDERS' RESPONSE TO ITEM 7
L
Institution Number (z) N - (%) N
Y Camp Hill - 23 (87) 20 (13) 30
Graterford 38 (100), 38 _— - >‘\‘
Huritingdon 85 (96) 82 (4) 3
Muncy 22 (91) 20 - (9) 2
Rockview 57 (95) 54 ° (5) 3
Greensburg 32 (100) 32 ——— —- .
.. . Pittsburgh 61 (100) 61 »m——— == x /
: Dallas{”/\ 95 (100) 95, —— - .
TOTAL \’ 413 BRCY)) ©(3) 1

- '

8 :
Evaluation Objective 6. To determine the mumber of offenaers enrolled in .,
vocational programs.

P

The data on the Training Survey was used to determine the number of offenders
enrolled in the various vgcational programs at the eight correctional imsgitutions,
as of épril 22, 1974. It should be noted that some of fendérs were absent rom class
during the week of April 22, 1974. . N Lo

An examimation of Table 13 (page 15) shows the number of offendeys in the
various vocational programs. It should be noted that only about seven per cent
(428) of the total :offender population (approximately 6,000) are in vocational
programs. ) : £ . T

Evaluation Objective 7. To determine staff assessment on the quality and
status of vocational programs.

. i
b The Program Evaluation Form (Appefidix B) was administered to a sample of
instructors from the eight state correctional ipstitutions for the purpose of
. - obtaining information on the g#htus and quality of the vocational programs.

The results of the ‘Program Evaluation Form for each institution are given in
Table 14 (page 16). In general, the rating on each’item is average. It should be
pointed out, however, that the.evaluation team did not have the time to verify
the responses of the staff.

N
DISCU?SION .
. -
The first evaluation objéctive dealt with determining the relationéﬁip‘between
offenders' career goéls and their present vocational courses. It was surPrising
to find that 30 per .cent of the offenders were in vodhtional programs that had
little or no relatipnship to their career pla?s. Considering the difficulty in
) i ]

’ v

14
. '\19\ o
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TABLE 13 ‘ :
- ' OFFENDERS ENROLLED IN VOCATIONAL COURSES
AS OF APRIL 22, 1974
Institution .
o c =
] ~ R G i 00
2 2% & 2 3
=5 &, 3T & g
E 5 0§ ¢ %.g 5 <o |
Coutse . & & = £ 2 3 ,E 8 Total
*
Masonrv - - 10 - 7 5 5 - 27
Welding 3 5 - 6 8 13 - 35
Auto Mechanics 6 12 - - 8 6 11. - 43
Electricity - 15 - - 8 - - 15 38
Electronics - - - - - - - 19 "19
Carpentry - - - - " 4 - - 4
, Plumbing - - - - - - 6 14° 20
; Agriculture - .- 4 - - - = - 4
’ Painting - - 9 - - - - - )
Printing - - 16 - - - - 15 31
Clothing - - - - - - 9 .- 9
Upholstery - - 9 - - - - - 9
Barbering - - 12 - - - - - 12
Drafting - - 4 -7 12 - 13 - 29
o Air Conditioning - - - - - - - 9 9
Meat Cutting, - - - - - . - 5 15 20
Food Preparation - - 1 - - - .- i1
' Horticulture - - - 17 - - - - 17
Homemaking - ¢ - 8 - - - - 8 R
TV Repair ' - - - - 5 -, - 5
Forestry Aid - - - -. 12 - - - 12
’ Truck Driving 9 - - - - - - - 9
'\ Business & Office - - 1 - - - - - (11
' Typewriter Repair . - 10 4 - - - - -« 14
Silk Screening - - - - - - - 8 8 , /
. - Photography -7 - - - - 10 - - 10
! ) Small Engine Repair 5 - - - - - - - 5
lad '1 N
N\rotal 23 37 95 25 58 33 62 95 428
! : ,

20
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r ¥
placing ex-offenders, the lack of congruency between course selection and career goals
is a problem that must be corrected before a successful program can fully be developed.

A simple solution would be to intensify the counseling of the offenders in regard
to their career plans. Part of this counseling could be an orientatien program that

allows each offender to have try-out experiences in each course. The offenders also
recomnénd more career counseling. (See Table 15)

RANK ORDER OF THE MOST FREggggi ;§COMMENDATIGNS‘BY OFFENDERS
v FOR IMPROVING THE VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS -
Rank Description of
‘ Order Recommendation
1 MoFe equipment, supplies and tools
. 2 ' . More in-class time
{ 3 More practical exﬁerience
4 . | More in-depth course work
) [ 5 . ! ? More téxt ’ooks |
| 6 | ” ’ Better fho conditions
7 ; Better organizatidn ™~
8 . ; More carepr counseling [ t
‘ 9 ; More preemploymen informati;n f
L 10 More classes at tLe AVTS

!
The second e#Lluation objective was concerned with determining offenders’
assessment of the 'value of their vocational course in obtaining emp}oyment. In
regard to this objective, a number of inconsistent results occurred. The evidence
shows that 30 per cent of {the offenders do not have a realistic view of the effect
of their incarceration on achieving a successful role in society. In adding to this
finding, 60 per cent of the offenders indicated that no one is helping them obtain
employment. On the other hand, 87 per cent stated that they were told how their
vocational programs could help them get jobs. Furthermore, 94 per cent realize the
importance of vocational programs for future employment. '

, It seems that the correctional institutions provide a good orientatith for the
offenders in regard to vocational offerings but somehow fail to provide services or
information on job placement. Also, it can be concluded that offenders’\peed more

intensified counseling before they make vocational course selections. \\i
The folIowing are possible ;Llutions to the%e problems: \
1. Of%er a prerelease job-preparation course. ~
. Y

.« - 22




2. Assign one staff person to act as a liaison with agencies that provide-
services to ex-offenders. . :

l
3. Provide a feedback system on the activities of ex-offenders in terms of -
their employment.

The third evaluation objective was concerned with determining how offenders '
are selected for various vocational courses. The results show that most of fenders
have legitimate reasons for being in the vocational programs and in most cases are
told about all available vocational offerings. Thesé results show that the
correctional institutions are providing aigoéd orientation program in many areas.

The fourth evaluation objective was concerned with determining offenders’' self-
assessment of their skill levels. Most offenders consider themselves to possess
average skill in their course work. Evaluation objective 4B shows the results of
the correlations betwe the offenders’' sglf-assessment and instructors' assessment
of their skill levels to be in agreement.| All indications show that the offenders
have a realjstic view of their skill level.

The fifth evaluation objective dealt!with determining the correctiohal ingtitu-
tions' staff assessment on the quality an§ status of vocational programs. Since the

evaluatibn team did not have time toiverify staff responses, no conclusion ¢an be
i made at jthis time.

[

The sixth evaluation objective was cfncerned with determining offenders'
general attitude toward their course work, There seems to be no question that. v
offenders enjoy beiZg in vocational tlassés. It should be noted, howdver, that only .
about sqven per cent’ of the offender popuflation are in vocational classes. It would .
seem thqt such a successful program should have more participants. Pdrhaps more
publicijy would be the answer to the probflem. - )

¢

The last evaluation objective dealt with determining the anumber fof offenders

‘ Fnrolled in vocational, programs. Table 13 indicates that a total of 428 ,offenders
’ enrolled in 27 different vocational courses. The most popular coursps were auto
' mechani¢s, welding, masonry and electricity. ) . {
\ 1 H ~
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. 1. How do you plan to earn a liviné when you are released?

‘Name

APPENDIX A
TRAINING SURVEY

‘Date

Name of Program

Approximate Number of Hours Comﬁleted to Dlte

¥

’
-

|

b

-~

4

!

-

2. Whatldo you tl;ir‘zk will be vour biggest problem related to getting a job?

¢

-

N .

1

-

3. “Who *s advising you j

f

Securing em;’oyment.?

4. Why are you in this course? (Circle one)
a. Only one available ) e. Something to do .
b. Have interests in the CO%&SQ f. Recommended by prison offic1als ‘
c Had previous expefience | g. Other 1
d. ‘Good coyrse for future plan% L
5. Were you told abeut all the options available for yeu in this proéram?
Yes No | E?élain . ! \
I e . N i
i
~ \ .
6. Were v0u told how your present program may help you get a job?
Yes ' No Explain :
| L ' i
s Y .
7. Do yOuienjoy your program work? ‘Yes No Explain
| |
I TN
8. Do you feel the program offered}is im?réving your ability to earn a living?
‘ ! !
Yes [ No Explain ‘1 !
] .
9. At what skill level ate you? ’Circye one) ;
f | ‘* |
i
a. Superior skill /' « i d. Below average N
b. Above average skill / " e. Very little or no skill
c. Average skill . ' .
10. Please make recommendations ogram.

s

- \

or improving the pr

19
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APPENDIX B - ’ .
PROGRAM EVALUATION FORM

Name of Institution

Person(s) Completing
- ' This Section

. Course

‘Date Enrollment Title .
R 4

3

All items are to be assessed with a numerical rating. All items should be completed
by the faculty during the self-evaluation and by the evaluation team.during the on-

site visit. . - |
- * ‘ N 5
5 - The item or.ﬁractice is Q;idered excellent. T : \
4 - The item or fractice is considered good (above average). : '
3 - The iteti or fractice is considered satisfactory (average). O '
2 2 The item or gractice is considered faira(below average).
. .1 - The item or fgractice is considered poor or nonexistent: .
N . . !
STAFF | : L 1 TEAM .
5432 ’ c 54321
AN . ‘ ;
— ___L 1. To what'extent is 8n advisory committee organized and a tiver S
| . .
_.______L_Z.'-To what |extent is evaluation an integral part of the program? R
W\ _ _ __ 3. .To what extent are follow-up studies and evaluatidns used to ‘_ _ _ | _
) determing curriculum revisions and adjustments? :
' ° :
_____ 4. To what extent dges the curriculum emphasize skill compet- U
encies and knowlédges of the occupation? ; <
_.___._f__S. To what exvent i§ the course of study developed bLsed on I
varied dtudent abilities? - “
,-____L.___ 6. To what|extent dbes the instructor prepare instruction? N 4 ____
_____ 7. To what, extent do pupil standards of work performance compare  _ _ _ _ _
to induLtry standards? ) \ '
_____ 8. To what| extent does the instructional'situati:yﬁreplicate o
good infdustrial practice and changing technolegy?
< Y _ _ _ _9. To whay extent are principles of health and safety evidenced —
in instruction and stu ent performance?
t A
_____ 10. To wha extent are approprLat teaching techniques used? R
. .
_____ 11. . To whaf extent does the teacher guide the student in the L
:, leam process with empathy, positiveness and fairnegs? .
. ' ' ’ 5

12. To what extent do students show an active and sustained
interpst in work? ‘

v
~ » . !

. 20 L B
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16.

17.

_‘p
4

o |\ |‘ V\ * v
‘ ' N b ‘ |
\\

\

3

J !
|
i
To what extent aré/:;udents' recolqs of progress maintained " _ _- .

by the instructor? . '
!

To what extent are teacherbéppervibion
dents ?eeting their objectidre?

activities of stu-
-

To whaq extent are the recommendations for program improve-

ment considered and implemented?
\ .

To what&excent is evaluation of pupil progress related to

job productivity, work habits and quality of péhformadce?

.

/
To what extent do instructors have visual supervision of
theirjtotal facility?

To what extent is safety evident in‘réfard to arrangement
of equipment, guarding equipment and safety of the
studenit ? t e g Lo i .
e B . s
To what extent is equipment maintained in good working
order? ’

L 254

P —
-

54321
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