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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

During the late :'960's, reported offenses in New Orleans 

were rising rapidly I by more than lO~{' during a seven-year 

period. It was believed that a large proportion of these 

crimes were being committed by repeating offenders. These 

factors contributed to the findings of a task force report 

in August / 197l, which reconunendeq the provision of several 

social services by the Parish Prison designed to reduce crime 

by impacting recidivist rates. 

The immediate condition, however, that led to the fund­

ing of a Rehabilitation Unit in Orleans Parish Prison was an 

order issued by the Federal District court in Novemberf 1972. 

Suit had been brought to the court relative to the poor con­

ditions in the prison, and the court responded by ordering 

immediate changes. Partly in response to the court order, a 

rehabilitation program was written into the Target Area Crime 

Specifics Prugram submitted to LEAA in 1973. The Parish 

Prison was awarded discretionary funds with which to estab­

lish the project. 

Program Definition and Study Objectives 

The Orleans Parish Prison Rehabilitation Program was 

funded to provide a program of services to inmates that in­

cluded counseling, ed~~ation, vocational services, recreation, 

and other social services.. This comprehensive program had 

reduced recidivism as i;ts primary goal. 
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This report is a stud:! c,f the px'ogram during part of the 

discretionary funding period l and it is also a discussion of 

the issues surrounding the concept of rehabilitation. The 

evah:tatol.~ lo(.)ks at the project from four perspectives: 

1.. At the broadest level e he discusses the issues 
of rehabilitation~ 

2. The history of the project is reviewed .. 

3" The delivery of sarvices is analyzed to assess 
the efficiency of thE: project 0 

4. The impact of the project upon recidivist be­
havior is assessed. 

In a dis\.!ttssion of the issues surrounding rehabilitation, 

the evaluator discusses S0r",.s of the assumptions made by some 

corrections authorities and treatment professionals in the 

deve lopmen t t:r;eatment programs.. Generally I the assumptions 

fOC1.\8 on criminal behavior as being due to a personality de-

fect and sub] act to correct. ion through treatment. Many 

treatment programs have developed following from these as-

sumptions and within the constraints produced by funding 

sources~ 

The proliferation of treatment programs has created 

demand for assessments of the programs~ and thus raised other 

questions" a second issue area discussed in this report. The 

major areas of controversy include (1) the methods used by 

researchers in the assessment of the effects of treatment 

programs, and (2) the findings of the studies. The evaluator 
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argues that these controversies have developed primarily in 

the cases of negative findings. He highlights two types of 

reaction by corrections and treatment personnel to these 

negative findings: 

1.. "Implementation of treatment programs are ob­
structed bY.o.the procedures by which prisons 
are run and organized .. II 

2.. The second reac·tion is that the evaluat?r, by 
using reduced criminal activity as a pr~roary 
objective of the program has ignored the 10n9-
range changes in personality produced by the 
therapeutic experience. 

Proceeding from the second reaction stated above# the 

evaluator argues the LEAA mandate is the reduction of criminal 

activity for those programs using the language of treatmentc 

Based upon this mandate and the evaluation design and program de­

scription (written prior to program implementation), the 

evaluator uses recidivism measureS as the test of program 

effectiveness. 

Proj,ect Histor,:x" 

Condi tions leading to -che implementation of the Parish 

Prison Rehabilitation Program are reviewed above.. The project 

funded in 1973 was not immediately implemented, however. A 

new Sheriff came lnto office in April, 1974, facing a variety 

of problems primarily based upon the almost total disregard 

for the court order. The prison conditions and the solutions 

to them pushed rehabilitation into the background for several 

more months. By January, 19.75, the project was staffed and 

began to be more fully operational. The planning document 

x 

( 



was general enough that it was unclear what the unit was ex­

pected to be doing. Throughout the operation of the project, 

activities were defined in more detail and this reorganiza-

tion continues to the present« 

1.h~ Delivery of Services 

The report includes a discussion of the services deliv­

ered during the year of operation studied hereo Included is 

a discussion of the classification methods used. A review of 

the activities of the various units within the rehabilitation 

program gives an overview of the staff act.ivitieso Included 

in the service delivery section are the following components; 

1. Classification 

2. Group Counseling 

3.. Work Release 

4~ Education 

Using available data, the evaluator tentatively con­

cludes the education program was the most effective component~ 

The other components delivered only some of the services 
.. 

that were expectedi tha evaluator includes a detailed dis-

cussion on problems encountered in this delivery. 

Impact 

Using several recidivism measures, the evaluator assesses 

the ability of the components to impact criminal activities 

of the individuals who participated in the respective com­

ponentso This analysis focuses on the counseling group, the 
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work re lease group, acta. t:;:'duc:ation group. each in separate 

contexts since the overla~? betw~en groups 'vas minimal (those 

who participated in more t.han one servi.ce ~lI1ere eliminated 

from the study).. A grclup similaJ:: to t:he rehabilitation popu-

lations was established for comparative purposes.. In no 

case 'Was the recidivism rate significantly lower than for 

those who received no rebabilitative services. 

Conclus.,ions 

The evaluator conclu.des that the staff has made progress 

in the development of ser,ric.:;s identified in 't.he grant appli .... 

cation and. ex.panding into areas not mentioned previously .. 

He also concludes while the "larious components have been im-

plemented, there ;is no 8 triden-r;!e t,hat they impact criminal be-

havior .. 

,Recomm~nda t io,ns 

Specific recofflrr,endations for the progranl include the fo1-

lowing: 

1. The education component should be expanded 
ba.sed upon its past record. 

2. Re-evaluate the possibility of an in-prison 
vocational prograro~ 

3. Revise program objectives~ revising downward 
expectations of behavioral changeo 

4. Review the problems of access to inmates and 
work at achieving31pprepriate solutions to 
the probl~~p-~~-the prison settingQ 

5. Change the language of the program g away from 
treatment and rehabilitation, and de-emphasize 
the role of counseling. 
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b' ina 11'1'. the evalua'';;or recornmends clarification of andl 

or changing of certain broader issues and practices in the 

Ix:, rt7:spor.se to the evaluat.ion report I the Criminal Sheriff 

of Orleans Parish p Charles C", lE"otiuJ"r .. , summarized his re-

action to th~ study.. That letter is enclosed in this docu-

m~n:tQ immediately f:ollo\-dngt::he Executive Summary ~ 
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CRIMI ALSHERIFF 
Parish of Orleans . State of Louisiana . New Orleans, Louisiana 70119 

CHARLES C. rOTI,JR. 

Evaluation Subcommittee 
C/O Bxecutive Committee 

Sheriff 

April 7, 1977 

New Orleans Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 
1000 Howard Aven~~ 
Suite 1200 
New Orleans, Louisi.a.Wi 70130 

Dear Evaluation Subcommittse! 

I have ask.et.:; the New orlear,\s C'timinal JUsticE:' Coordinating Council 
to allow me the OPtw:n;tmity to r~p1y to the e'lTa1uati::m of the Rehabilitation 
P:rcgram Cl.t. Orleans p;;j~dsh Prison. Needles:'} to say, many of my staff 
dis.ag7.fl l.: viol':1\:l,tly wit!;; l:he focus and 1I.';'fJlOds L!Sed by the evaluator. My 
concer'41S a!"1? e}iJ~,,:l1ere. f;j:rst, I am wOl:r>:d :hut the evaluation not be 
used e.S a l';".'itl: tc pl:',)vent the continuatlo,' .. 0f;~ducation, job training, 
and relat~d c:.l;11.sel;', frhesl2. services are n8~.es.sat'y if we hope to encourage 
the hUman pote.ur;;j,al :in tli.,m,fl of the offenders. The evaluator makes this 
point, but I would l1Jr.e L~ r-e-emphasize it. Se('(lnd~ I want to acknoH1edge 
the evaluator t 

1-> 6xtfln8:tV~ i!~vt)lvem€:nt with the program since Je.nuary> 
1975. I have no prDbl~ • .J~ 't.;:i,.th the procedures he us~J; T l~m in the 
process of modifying 13v~\1e c;:f our intel:nal administrat.ive r.e?orting. 
-rhird, I have no reservations in citing the commitment of the staff of 
the rehabilitation program. We have all learned that prisons, particularly 
parish prisons, are an extremely difficult environment for the o;?eration 
of an ambitious human services program. We have benefited from our 
initial experienc~s. 

I am not surprised that the evaluator found the program to have had 
minimal effect (in a statistical sensl:'!) on the criminal behavior of the 
inmates. I am persuaded by the argumen,t that llprograms II may not change 
peoples' behavior. What really happens s I think, is that some people 
make the decision to change the way they have been living. In making 
this decision, th(q may take advantage of opportunities available to 
them. I have always seen the Orleans Parish Prison Rehabilitation 
Program in that I.:!ont;ext~ that is, providing opportunities to inmates to 
improve their educational and job skills. The important point, and I 
believe the evaluat.ion also stresses it, is that these kinds of services 
should be available to inmates. For this reason~ I disagree with the 
evaluator when he makes recidivism the test for assessing the effectiveness 
of the program. LEU is none too clear on this question, and I would 
have preferred that recidivism not be the only measure of the program's 
impact. 
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Evaluatian Subcommittee 
(cantinued) page twa 

I have several regrets with regard ta the way the pragram has 
develaped, and in each case, I have maved ta re-arient the pragram and 
ta emphasize thase camponents that we carried aut mast praficiently. In 
all fairness, same of the problems have resulted from the canditions 
which I acquired from my predecessar, including a federal court .order, 
severe avercrawding, and insufficient financing. In spite .of these 
restraints, I see naw that the emphasis on treatment, _.rehabilitatian, 
and therapy that~yas stressed in the .original language .of the grant that 
I inherited, gave an unrealistic picture .of the real purpases .of the 
pragram. This situatian subsequently hindered the pragram's aperatian. 
\~e shauld have been cancentrating primarily an develaping skills, and 
nat pramising ta change the way inmates behave. On the one hand, I 
dantt think we can do that, and an the ather hand, I dan't think that we 
shauld try. As firmly as I favor services ta inmates~ there is no way 
of predicting what an inmate will do in the future. Sometimes we get too 
involved in trying ta help people and forget that we are invading their 
privacy. 

In dealing with the findings .of the evaluation, I have begun ta re­
think the rale .of the pragram within the prison--keeping in mind that 
thase men are not in prison by accident. I have already hegun ta reduce 
the number .of counselars substantially and placed new emphasis an the 
teaching, jab training t and job placement components, Far those inmates 
who want ta change their behavior, these are the services that are most 
helpful. I am presently submitting a grant adjustment to the Lauisiana 
Commissian on Law Enforcement ta implement the changes in emphasis. 

In additian to the Rehabilitation Pragram, which is being renamed 
as "Human Services", we will soon be .opening a restitutian center within 
the new prisan fac '1 ity. The purpase of the center ,.;rill be ta provide 
a vehicle to reimbulse victims of property crimes and to make employment 
available to inmates. Additionally, this will allow us to release 
selected inmates under a controlled, eA~erimental setting. 

Both thl~ human services and restitution shelter programs are attempts 
to reduce the costs that are inherent in institutionalized housing. I 
an convinced that we have to find. a ,yay to separate out first and marginal 
offenders who may have the will to refrain fram further criminal acts, 
from fully cammitted criminals. The inefficiency of our early attempts 
at this kind of predic.tion are a necessary step in reducing the financial 
burden on the taxpayer. At the same time, we must find a way ta clearly 
state severe penalties to persons persisting in criminal behaviar. In 
my opiniotl, ,ole cannot do one withaut the ather. 

I thsnk you for your time and consideration in this matter and if I 
may be of further assistance, please contact me. 

Yo/] ,.r ryy ~ truly, 

~~ 
CHARLES C. FQ • ~ 
CRIMINAL SHE IFF 
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PREFACE 

The evaluation of corrections programs seems to inspire 

both interest and controversy, and the present study of the 

Orleans Parish Prison Rehabilitation unit should prove no 

exception. The purpose of this preface is to discuss the 

role and function of the evaluator in the context of the 

assessment of corrections programs. 

The reader should be careful to note that several con­

scious decisions were made by the evaluator with regard to 

the objective of the evaluation. The first decision was to 

stress the goal of reduced recidivism and to organize the 

impact section of the evaluation around the issue of crime 

redl.lction. This was the evaluator's way of asking the ques­

tion, corrections for what purpose? Ultimately, policy­

makers must address this same question and arrive at decisions 

regarding the funding of social services within prisons. 

~f the reason for underwriting the costs of these servic~ 

.is based on humanitarian concepts and notions of human de..,. 

,cency, the results of the present study have no reflection 

or relevance to 'the financial sUFm~rt of the Parish Prison 

Rehabilitation Unit.. If, however, policy-makers insist upon 

changes in criminal behavior as the sole justification for 

the provision of social services in prisons, this report will 

be of interest. In choosing to focus upon the concept and 

meaning of rehabilitation, the evaluator has deliberately 
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raised an issue that goes far beyond the confines of Or-

leans Parish or the state of Louisiana, partly because the 

issue is too large to ignore, and in part to place the idea 

of social services in its proper perspective. 

When reduced to its basic elements, much of " rehabili-

tation" is the providing of opportunity for inmates to 

learn, work, and recreate. Whether or not these are basic 

rights of an irunate is a primary policy qu.estion in this 

country. There is, in factr no way to separate out a posi-

tion on the provision of services from a view of criminality. 

The two are intertwined and because great disagreement exists 

with respect to the meaning of criminal behavior, the ex-

istence of social services in prisons has become itself an 

issue. One way to address the subject of rehabilitation is 

to discuss the meaning of behavioral change programs and 

the expectations that accompany them. By raising the issu~ 

.of crime reduction, the evaluator has sought to~examine not 

the wisdom of social serv~but the promise of sign,ifi­

cant behavioral chan~e. 

Two aspects of the program that are not discussed in 

the evaluation are (1) changes in the level of violence with­

in the prison; and (2) the efforts of the Sheriff and his 

staff to promote the work of the unit and to develop the 

public's interest in the prison and the inmates. Neither 

element can be measured with any precision, although the 

reduction in escapes has been dramatic and, according to 

xvii 



the Sheriff, homosexual rapes, drug traffic, and a wide 

variety of violent behavior is substantially less. The 

credit for these accomplishments must be shared with the 

security staff, although the role of the Rehabilitation Unit 

is considered important in reducing the problems. 

With respect to prison innovation, the Sheriff is pre­

sently undertaking the development of a restitution shelter, 

in which the victim is compensated by the offender for the 

loss of property. This latest project is an example of 

the Sheriff's (and the. city's) commitment to improving the 

efficiency and fairness of the criminal justice system in 

New Orleans. 

One final note. The reader is advised to carefully 

sort out the various arguments and positions presented in 

the· evaluation 0 As is customary, the evaluator is required 

to distill and interpret LEAA program guidelihes and ob­

jectives and to blend these with the orientations of pro­

fessionals in the subject area. The blend is never perfect, 

and often significant disagreement exists even with regard 

to the assumptions used by the evaluator. That is, of 

course, an inherent problem, and one that shall never dis­

appear. The role of the evaluator in this context is to 

marshall the various arguments, select what he considers 

to be the appropriate assumptions for the study, and to 

provide documentation for his decisions. 

In the preparation of this report, the evaluator re..; 

ceivedsubstantial cooperation from the Sheriff and the 
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staff of the Rehabilitation Unit. There is no question of the 

commitment of the unit to the provision of services. As a 

rule, research evaluations tend to downplay the influence of 

staff morale, given the primary focus on conceptual issues 

and specific operational questions. Therefore, it should be 

underlined that the unit has displayed great enthusiasm for 

its function in the prison. Problems with the program that 

are discussed in the text of the report tend to reflect the 

broad issues pervading the field of corrections. 

The evaluator was aided in the preparation of the report 

by the staff of the Evaluation Unit of the Mayor's Criminal 

Justi.ce Coordinating Council, including Mr. Stuart Carroll, 

Mso Marcia Slotnick, and Ms. Cheryl LyieG Two student interns 

(from the University of New Orleans, Department of Urban 

Studies t and Tulane University, School of Social Work) , 

Mr. Eleck Craig and Ms. Marci Onie: reftpectivelYi assistedin--

the data collection. Drs. Peggy Lentz and John Wildgen (of 

the University of New Orleans) contributed to the design of 

the evaluation and, at the request of the evaluator, read 

several drafts of the paper. Sections of the report were read 

and critiqued by the Corrections Planner for the CJCC, 

Ms. Mary Jo Condon, and the "fiscal summary was provided by 

the CJCC Grants Administrator, Mrs. Ruth de la Gueronniere .. 

The views are those of the writer. 

Robert Sternhell 
Director of Evaluation 
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I 

INTRODUCTION 

The present study of the Rehabilitation Unit of the 

Orleans Parish Prison in Louisiana is funded by a Target 

Area Grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­

tion (LEAA). The evaluation is largely post hoc, having 

been undertaken once the program was well underway. The 

study covers the operational period of January 1; 1975. 

through January 31, 1976, a 13 month lengtho In certain 

instances, the text refers to 12 months or one yeari that 

is not an error. Data collection was suspended after 

January, 1976, in order to allow the inmate population 

sufficient time for release and a minimum follow-up period 

of six months. One effect of closing data collection in 

January, 1~76, is to considerably lessen the aggregate 

services delivered by the project during its Target Area 

funding, which expired in August, 1976. The figures pre­

sented in this report therefore do not represent the entire 

project activity. 

A number of areas are not discussed or are inadequately 

discussed, including measures of cost effectiveness and 

descriptions of the selection process for the work release 

program. Both of these topics, and others, will be in­

cluded in the evaluation report issued in May, 1977. 

One final note., A detailed. discussion of the staffing 

of the program is included in Appendix A. 
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That discussion, entitled itA Final Organizational Ana1y-

sis of the Parish Prison Rehabilitation Program, II was a 

special report submitted to the Dallas Regional Office of 

LEAA in February, 1976. 

Rehabilitation: The Issues 

The development of rehabilitation programs in prison 

settings is but one example of the shift in public attitude 

and public policy toward the convicted criminal, the role 

of prisons, and the definition of criminal behavior. The 

establishment of formalized units in which any of several 

services may be available to inmates (i.e., counseling, 

education, job training, drug counseling, etco) should be 

seen, along with indeterminate sentencing, probation and 

parole, and work release, as programmatic evidence of the 

major changes in the way that governmental agencies view 

crjminality. The appearance and diffusion of these programs 

throughout the correctional system offer face validity to 

the magnitude of the changes in public policy. 

As is the case "oi.::tl· major reorientations in public 

policy, it is ,gj::'fficu1t to isolate a single causative 

factor •.. dne element (among several) that is central 
",\t 

\~. 

" .... .,,, . "to "the recent changes in correctional philosophy and 

treatment is the thesis that criminal behavior can be 

modified through treatment. Such modification has, in 
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turn, been made possible by the acceptance of the assump-

tion that crimina.l behavior occurs I to a substantial degree, 

because of defects in personality .. l These defects are sus-

ceptible to treatment in much the same manner as physical 

illness. That is, a substantial but essentially unknown 

percentage of "criminals" can be re-educated, counseled, 

trained, and persuaded into the adoption of life styles that 

provide reasonable satisfaction without necessitating fur-

ther illicit behavior. 

I should be careful, however, to note that the rhet­

oric of the medical model,2 once popular in corrections g has 

been replaced by more modest language and more conservative 

objectives. Nevertheless, the assumptions have remained 

prett? much the same. Some of these assumptions are restated 

below: 

(1) Most crime is not committed by evil persons .. 

(2) criminal behavior represents an example of 
the breakdown in the transmission of societal 
norms. 

(3) The resultant criminal behavior takes on the 
characteristics of a defect in. personality. 

ITheterm personality defect is intended to summarize 
a broad range of terms used in clinical diagnostic'proce­
dures to describe (and explain) psychological elements .that 
are present in the subject.. The broad and careless use of 
these terms has come under criticism. .See Abraham S. 
Blumberg, ,9riminal Justice, (Chicago: Quadrangle BOoks" 1967). 

2An example of this paradigm is seen in Karl Menninger's 
The Crime of Pqnishment, (New York: Viking press, 1966) 0 
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(4) personality defects are subject to correc­
tion through a variety of treatment-based 
activities. 

Not all of the above assumptions ar'e shared by cor-

rections authorities or treatment professionals, nor are 

they accepted with equal intensity. A review of the broad 

range of corrections literature will amply demonstrate the 

d
' ,3 1vergenc1eso Nevertheless, these assumptions about crim-

inality appear throughout the treatment literature, and with 

reasonable caution, can be thought of as the shared core of 

corrections philosophy. 

Proceeding from these assumptions, the primary issues 

among corrections authorities have been those of strategy. 

What types of treatment? Under which circumstances? Ad-

ministered by whom? Within the correctional community, 

these issues tend to gather the largest amount of sUbstantive 

attention. (The overriding issue for corrections personnel 

has always been a financial one: the pursuit of funding.) 

The proliferation of treatment oriented programs has, 

however, created considerable demand for assessments of the 

effects of such programs. Moreover, the demand for evalu~-

tion of treatment programs has produced at least two major 

3For example, compare Menninger, Ibid., to Gibbons, in 
Corrections: Problems and Prospects, p. 177-190, and 
Eysenck, crime and Personality, (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 
1964), for a quick and clear representation of some of the 
different viewpoints. 
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areas of controversy: (1) the procedures, measures and def-

initions used by researchers to assess the effects of treat-

ment programs, and {2} the findings of these studies. Ward 

and Kassebaum have made the rather persuasive argument that 

the disputes are not independent 7 that, in fact, the 0ppo-

sition to the research techniques that have been used is an 

outgrowth of -I:.he negative findings of the. research. 4 

This approach to the controversies is a perspective 

from the "sociology of knowledge",5 an orientation that seeks 

to discover relationships between ideas (in this case, re-

search findin~3s) and the producers or consumers of the ideas. 

To support their contention that the controversies are a 

product of the findings of the studies, they cite several 

longitudinal examples in which early support by corrections 

administrators for evaluation turned to disapproval and the 

raising of "controversyH when the study conclusions were 

made public. Ward and Kassebaum concludE~ that the "dearth 

of good tidings" has been a major factor in the change in 

attitudes toward rehabilitation evaluations by corrections 

personnel. 6 

4ward and Kassebaum, "On Biting the Hand That Feeds," 
in EvaluatinS-Action Programs, edited by Carol Weiss, (Boston: 
Allyn and Bacon, 1972), p. 301-302. 

5Kar1 Mannheim, Jdeology· and Utopia: An Introduction 
,to the Sociology of Knowledge, translated by Louis Wirth and 
Edward Shils,(New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, 1936). 
Refer to Chapber V, p. 264-311. 

6ward and Kassebaum, OPe cit., p .. 301. 
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With respect to the substance of the II controversy", 

there have been two general streams of reaction to the 

negative findings in treatment program evaluations~ On 

the one hand, it has been argued that implementation of 

many of the programs is obstructed by the prison setting, 

or the officers and administration of prisons. In short, 

prisons are said to interfere with the treatment oriented 

programs.. In fact, this may often be the case. In the 

present study, we will find substantial evidence of in--

terference by prison guards, administrators, and, most im-

portant, the procedures by which prisons are run and or-

ganize2_ It remains an open question whether prisons can 

effectively operate both traditional incarceration programs 

and treatment programs (as recommended by corrections 

authorities).7 

The second general category of reaction to the negative 

evaluation findings centers around the objectives of treat-

ment programs. Corrections and treatment personnel dispute 

the contention by evaluators and researchers that the ob-

jective of these programs is to reduce criminal activity. 

7For discussions of the problems of coexistence, see 
two articles in Corrections and Administration, edited by 
Killenger, et. al., "The Failure of Correctional Manage­
ment," by Alvin W. Cohen, p. 119-131, and "Change and Ob­
stacles to Change in Prison Management," by John C. Meyer, 
Jr., p. 131-148. 
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The argument frequently stated is that there are a multi-

plicity of objectives, and most of them relate only in-

directly to immediate changes in criminal behavior. The 

nature of the treatment makes it difficult, even impossible, 

to predict the long-term effects of the therapeutic ex­

perience,8 and that to judge the impact of the treatment 

procedures on inmates through narrowly-based measures of 

rearrest and conviction is to ignore the long-term changes 

in personality. 

This contention is an important one because it brings 

into focus many of the issues and points of conflict that 

underlie the funding of rehabilitation programs. Histor-

ically, with the exception of the Bureau of Prisons (and 

private treatment agencies that were church, volunteer, or 

foundation supported), the federal government has not been 

deeply involved in the funding of treatment programs.. It 

is ohly in the last two decades that support for these 

programs has appeared7 and with some irony, much of the 

f\lnding has come through the Department of Justice.. With 

the inception of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-

tion (LEAA) in 1968, the funding of corrections treatment 

and rehabilitation programs increased in frequency.9 As a 

8The use of the word therapeutic is itself a topic of 
controversy. Propon~nts of short-term counseling insist 
that the relationship should be c~onsidered therapeutic. 
The traditional psychoanalytic literature treats the con­
cept of therapy as a later stage of an extensive doctor­
patient relationship. 

9In 1976, Louisiana I 51 spending formula required that 
40";6 of all state bloc action monies be allocated to cor-
rections. . 
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consequence, the primary sources of funding for treatment 

programs have become criminal justice agencies. For ex-

ample, the program under evaluation in this report has been 

underwritten by the LEAA for the previous two years and will 

be further supported for at least one more year (and possi­

bly three) by the Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement. 

The source of funding is central to the question of 

treatment program objectives, and relates directly to the 

authorization to the LEAA by Congress. It is neither an ac-

cident nor an arbitrary decision that the initiation of 

treatment programs funded by LEAA has been framed within 

the goal of crime reduction. According to the language of 

the Safe Streets Act of 1968 and all succeeding legislation, 

the overriding purpose of LEAA is to assist state and local 

governments in the "development of new methods for the pre­

vention and reduction of crime and the'detection, apprehen­

sion, and rehabilitation of criminals~~O Thus, a program 

using the language of rehabilitation should understand that 

it will be held accountable for changes in criminal behavior, 

and that the language of the Act is clear to the extent that an 

agency accepting money for a rehabilitation program had 

best be prepared to have as one of its goals the reduction 

of crime. It would seem that the reason for rehabilita-

tion (i.e. , rehabilitation for what purposes) is built into 

lOSee Public Law 93-83, 93rd Congress, H.R. 8152, 
August 6, 1973, as amended by Public Law 93-415. Title I, 
page 1. 
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the LEAA program rationale, and as su.ch, would not require 

extensive discussion. Alternately, those treatment programs 

with goals that go beyond the LEAA authorization, or are 

different, should seek out funding sources that support 

their ultimate goals. 

The point that should be underlined is that LEAA has 

chosen to fund treatment programs as a means to the re­

duction of criminal activity. other objectives or end pro-

ducts of corrections are secondary. The issue is not con-

fined to LEAA, however, since it is more appropriately an 

i!::isue for all criminal justice agencies and certainly one 
11 

in which some disagreement exists. 

With regard to the present study, the selection of re-

cidivism measures as the primary test of program effective-

ness is based on two factors: 

(1) The legislative authorization toLEAA. 

(2) The language of the program plan, in 
which treatment and rehabilitation are 
the central elements. 

In th.e present context of LEAA, the issues for the eval-

uation of rehabilitation programs are reasonably clear: to 

l~<assebaum and Ward, 0Ye cit .. , have summed up the po­
sition in favor of the use of recidivism, p .. 303.. "Measure­
ment of outcome by the use of sliding criteria reflects in 
part the effort to justify programs on grounds other than a 
demonstrated impact on inmate behavior or reduction of re­
cidivism. It is our contention, however, that departments 
of corrections are agencies whose publicly stated principal 
concern is with the surveillance and control of inmate and 
parolee behavior. The real 'pay off c of treatmen.t programs 
cannot be measured in terms of making happier or better ad­
justed inmates, or parolees who commit fewer or less serious 
crimes, but in maintaining order in the prison community and 
in reducing recidivism .. 11 
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what extent can the program demonstrate that the treatment 

provided resulted in a significant decrease in criminal ac­

tivity by inmates participating as clients? Second, what 

are the costs to the public for each successful outcome? 

These two issues, crime reduction and cost effectiveness, 

must be the primary criteria for the assessment of reha­

bilitation program impact. The evaluation of the rehabili­

tation program in Orleans Parish Prison makes use of the 

first criterion and, in addition, assesses program develop­

ment and service deliverye Cost analyses will appear in 

future studies .. 

At this point; it might also be appropriate to indicate 

other issues that are not addressed in this report. First, 

the question of incarceration vs. deinstitutionalization is 

outside the scope of this study.. Second , the relationship 

of the "prison experience ll to recidivism is also external to 

'che study 0 Third, this report does not treat the economic 

impact of corrections facilities (on the inmates or the em­

ployees)" Each of these are important questions, and any 

study of the "prison system" must ultimately take them into 

account. 

A final note with regard to rehabilitation issues. 

Like other social ac'tion programs, there are several layers 

of inquiry. One of these layers is the activity or work 

efforts of the projec'c staff. Questions about program im­

plemen-tation are relatively undramatic, however, and not 

10 



much attention is given to the area. Nevertheless, it is 

frequently the case that hard work and staff effort do not 

lead to program results. The program idea, in this case 

rehabilitation, is an abstract concept about the behavior 

of human beings and is loglcally distinct from the aspira­

tion and concerns of any given project staff. In examining 

the Rehabilitation unit as lmplemented in orleans Parish 

Prison, the primary objectlve is to increase our knowledge 

about the concept and its value, although in doing so we 

will necessarily review the work of the unito 

11 
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II 

DEFINING THE PARISH PRISON PROBLEM 

A. Recent History of Parish Prison 

In order to assess the Rehabilitation Unit, its ad­

ministrative development and service delivery, certain 

elements of the prison context need to be explained. A 

review of these factors is included here so that the reader 

will have at hand the recent history of Orleans Parish 

Prison (during 1973-1974) 0 Because the unit was the pris­

onls first experience with a large scale treatment program, 

the impact of the prison on the program was to prove sig­

nificant. 

The awarding of a Target Area grant to the Parish Pris­

on in July of 1973 to organize a Rehabilitation Unit was 

the result of a court order issued by the Federal District 

Court in November, 1972. The court's order to the then 

Sheri£f (Louis Heyd) and the City of New Orleans outlined 

the necessary reduction in the prison population, the rapid 

improvement of prison facilities (including both 'the plant 

and the ancillary equipment), and tneincorporation of per­

manent corrections programs into the prison administration. 

Largely as a response to this court order, two prison re­

habilitation programs were written into the Target: Area 

Plan submitted to LEAA in 1973. 

12 



When the incoming Sheriff (Charles Foti) took office 

in April, 1974, progress on meeting the court order had 

been minimal. The size of the population had continued to 

grow from over 700 in November, 1973, to approximately 800 

in April, 1974. At present, the institution is housing in 

excess of 1,200 inmates. 

Although construction of a new prison had begun, the 

magnitude of the disrepair in the existing structure ef­

fectively prevented any major changes. Mo~eover, neither 

of the two rehabilitative programs had become operational. 

It is fair to say that the corresponding administrative pro-

blems were enormous--far more serious than the new Sheriff 

had (by his own assessment) anticipated. The aggregated 

absence of response to the court order in the period prior 

to April, 1974, had multiplied the problems of the prison 

and its management. 

The increase in the prison population and the continued 

disintegration of the physical plant forced the new prison 

administration to emphaSize security procedures and the elin~ 

ination of inmate attacks as priorities. Most of the energies 

of the Sheriff and his immediate staff were directed toward 

the hiring of new deputies and administrative staff and-the 

development of new procedures for the processing and move­

ment of inmates. The magnitude of these tasks was large 

enough to push all other considerations into the background, 

rehabilitation included. 

13 
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A second factor--the absence of persons with rehabili­

tation experience--reinforced the orientation of the new 

administration toward security, personnel, and the upgrading 

of the physical plant. Neither the Sheriff nor anyone on 

his administrative staff had worked in a rehabilitation pro­

gram nor had directed an institutionally-based program. 

Despite the fact that the prison had been awarded a grant 

of some size to develop such a unit, no one quite knew what 

to do with it at the time the grant was awarded and until 

after the change in administration. The consequence of the 

absence of either administrative or rehabilitation experi­

ence was the extremely cautious development of the Eehabili­

tation Unit. 

By January of 1975, a series of personnel changes and 

new appointments (within the unit) effected the beginnings 

of a fully operational program. These changes have been 

discussed in a previous report submitted to the Dallas Re­

gional Office of LEAA in February, 1976 (see Appendix A) • 

The impact of the changes in personnel was visible in 

three areas. First, the level of activity accelerated. 

Second, security was gradually accommodated to allow for 

the timely delivery of inmates. Third, the Sheriff's sup­

port of the unit increased substantially and with it carne 

a broader understanding from his staff concerning the role 

of the Rehabilitation Unit within the prison. These changes 

were critical to the future of the unit, and the continuing 
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increase in activity .reflects the magnitude of the change 

in attitude of prison administration. 

B. Definition of the Problem 

The immediate reason for the development of a Rehabili-

tation Unit in Orleans Parish Prison was an order of the 

court in November of 1972, mandating an improvement in prison 

conditions and the institution of social services to the 

inmates. The more long-term causative factors·in the deci-

sion to establish the unit were the cumulative increases in 

the rates of crimes being committed in Orleans Parish. For 

example, in the seven-year period, 1965 through 1971, re-

ported offenses increased from 21,903 to 43,935, a gain of 
12 

greater than 100'/0. During that same period., juvenile ar-

rests had increased from 4,282 to 7,199, a gain of 66%. 

Further, a sUbstantial portion of juvenile arrests were ef-

fected on youths with previous arrest histories and delin-

. d 13 quency JU gments. 

By 1971, the impact of the growing crime rate and the 

likelihood of further increases due to the high number of 

juvenile offenders catapulted the issue of modifying criminal 

behavior to the forefront of local criminal justice plan-

ning. A task force report released in August, 1971, by the 

l2See the Mayor's Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 
crimin~l Justice Plan, 1976, p. 43. 

l3criminal Justice Coordinating Council, Ibid., p. 71, 
Table III. 
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Criminal Justice Coordinating Council recommended that, in 

addition to medical and diagnostic services, the parish 

Prison should provide the following services: 

11(1) Work/study release. 

(2) Education - This should include basic 
reading and writing skills as well as a 
wide range of vocational counseling. 

(3) Counseling - This should include spiritual, 
guidance and vocational counseling. 

(4) Employment - vocational training and job 
placement.,,14 

These recommendations were the basis for the inclusion 

of rehabilitation as a primary need in the Criminal Justice 

Coordinating Council Comprehensive Plan. That document in-

cluded the recommendation that: 

"The major thrust of programs throughout the 
multi-year period will be toward reducing re­
cidivist rates through professional treatment 
and rehabilitation programs, thereby minimizing 
the impact of crime upon the city-parish com­
munity."15 

Behind the emphasis on changing the behavior of crim­

inals was the feeling that a substantial segment of all 

crimes were being perpetrated by repeat offenders. The 

only available data as to the validity of this theory is a 

study performed by the Sheriff's Office in 1971. Unfortu-

nately, there are no records available from the research 

14Rehabilitation Task Force: Preliminary Report on 
Rehabilitation, submitted to the New orleans Criminal Jus­
tice Coordinating Council, August 25, 1971. 

l5Mayor's Criminal Justice Coordinating Geuneil, 
C,omprehensive Plan, 1~72, p .. 242. 
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and no indication of the reliability of the study or the 

appropriateness of the procedure used. Nevertheless, the 

results of the "study" showed that between 60 and 65% of 

. ... 16 
all sentenced ~nmates had one or more prev~ous conv~ct~ons. 

More important,. these figures were taken to be an accurate 

representation of the patterns of criminal behavior and, 
.... 

subsequently, were incorporated into the argument for the 

need for treatment programs. 

The development of the city's attitude toward the need 

for rehabilitation programs did not, of course, occur in a 

vacuum. The influence of national studies, particularly 

the President's Task Force Report on corrections,17 can be 

seen in the wording of the 1972 Comprehensive Plan. Specif-

ic emphasis is placed on (1) the provision of a broad variety 

of services to the inmates, (2) overhaul. of the recruitment 

and training of all corrections personnel, and (3) a firm 

commitment to the potential for changing the behavior of 

criminals. These elements are the cornerstones of the na-

tional corrections m.ovement and, as such, represent the 

penetration of a national definition of criminal behavior 

(and the proposed solution for criminality) to Orleans Parish. 

16 MCJCC, Ibid., p. 69 and p. 242. 

17 k .. Tas Force Report on Correct~ons, Pres~dent's Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, 
1967, p. 173-174. 
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Thus, in many respects the definition of the crime pro­

blem said to be facing New Orleans was a reflection of a 

larger view of criminal behavior: a perspective that em­

phasized inmate classification, professional treatment, and 

a broad spectrum of human and social services. This general 

orientation was to serve as the basis for the logic and 

structure of the proposed Rehabilitation Unit that was in­

cluded in the Target Area planning document and that was 

subsequently funded in July, 1973 0 

c. The Rehabilitation Unit as. Proposed in the Grant AEplication 

The structure and organization of the Rehabilitation 

Unit were set out in the Target Area Crime Specifics Plan 

that was submitted to the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin­

istration ·in 1973. This document was written by staff plan­

ners of the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council in con­

SUltation with the respective line agencies that would be 

sponsoring the eleven individual projects. Thus, in the 

case of the prison Rehabilitation Unit, the logic and or­

ganization were a joint product of CJCC planners and repre­

sentatives of the Sheriff (Heyd). 

The language and tone of the narrative strongly reflects 

previous CJCC reports on rehabilitationi and although the 

structure of the unit is somewhat generalt' it is apparent 

from a reading of the plan that the elements of the program 

are those discussed both in the 1972 comprehensive Plan and 

the. 1971 Task Force report .. 
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The plan proposed to establish a program of compre-

hensive services that would include counseling and classi-

fication, education, vocational services, recreation, 

religious counseling and services, family and social ser-

18 
vices, and volunteer recruitment and development. 

(Midway through the initial year of operation, 1975, many 

of these services were phased out and others introduced to 

the program. See the following section: Implementation 

of the program.) Assignment to one or more of the services 

was to be a decision of the Counseling and Classification 

Unit. Because the two functions became increasingly dis-

tinct, they have been separated for this analysis, with 

counseling being treated as a service and classification 

being considered as an administrative function. 

The Classification Unit was ·to implement the evalua-

tive process through the use of psychological tests and 

an extensive intake interview. "Based upon the results of 

the te.sts I an evaluation will be worked up in order to as­

sign the prisoner to a particular tier. ,,19 Additionally, 

the results of the evaluation were to be used as the basis 

for the assignment of inmates to services~ and in the case 

of education classes, the particular point of entry. 

. l8Target Area Crime Specifics Plan, Mayor's criminal 
Justice Coordinating Council, 1973, p. 160-161. 

19 MCJCC, Ibid., p. 161. 
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Staffing of the classification unit was to be ac-

complished through a clinical psychologist and two "college 

graduate cout1selors tl
• The counselors were to serve in a 

dual capacity, assisting in the classification procedure 

and conducting individual and group therapy sessionso 

with respect to the education component, there are 

brief discussions of the need for a GED program, specialized 

teaching techniques, and placement in the program based on 

test scores administered by the Classification unit..2° 

The plan calls for three certified teachers, preferably with 

backgrounds in special education. 

The plan indicates that the vocational training com-

ponent will focus on basic skills in trades such as carpen-

try, welding, and mechanic work. Emphasis is .placed on the 

necessity to guarantee job placement for the released inmate; 

and although work release is not mentioned as a primary com­

ponent, it is discussed as an associated programe 2l The 

plan ide.ntifies the Vocational Training Unit as consisting 

of three instructors and two job placement counselors. 

Equal amounts of attention are given in the plan to a 

variety of activities that are to be developed or expanded, 

inc11.1dingregular daily recreation, religious counseling, a 

family crisis section to assist the families of .incarcerated 

men, and a volunteer program. 22 

20MCJCC, Ibid. p p. 163-164. 

2l~CJCC, Ibid. , p. 165. 

22MCJCC ., Ibid. , p. 166-170. 
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The major weakness of the original plan is the level 

of generality. Unfortunately, there is no indication of 

the programs to be implemented, the procedures to be used, 

the anticipated client loads, or expected outcomes. One 

example of the problem is the description of 1::he classi­

fica:tion and counseling unit. The psychological tests to 

be used are neither identified or discussed, nor. is 'there 

an outline oj: the interview procedure to be used by the 

counselors.. Further, the plan does not inelude a discus­

sion of the decision points. in the classification procedure. 

Finally I iJc is difficult to determine t,he function of the 

counseling, in part because the methods are not explained 

and the anticipated benefits are not discussed. 

i'i.a ~ conseq\1.€H'eCe of the level of generality, the pic­

ture of the program available to the reader of the plan is 

th~it of a comprehensive und serious overview of a program 

to be developed at a later date. Historically, this was 

partly the intention of the planners who wrote the program 

component. with the defeat of the incumben,t Sheriff and 

the election of a new Sheriff--and a hew staff--it became 

realit.y. 

D. Impl;§!Uentation~of the P:r:og~ 

As indicated in the background section of this report, 

the program did not become fully operational until January, 

1975.. This "'<las roughly two years after the initial plan 

22 



was written and tEm months after the election of the new 

Sheriff. 23 During this interim period, no further con-

ceptual development of the program. occurred. In September 

of 1974, the area being renovated for the unit was completed, 

but the program was further delayed four months by a con-

flict between the Civil Service Commission and the Sheriff. 

Thus, January, 1975, is recognized as the operations starting 
24 

date for the program. 

The program began operations with the Target Area nar­

rative as its only planning document. Although grant ad­

justments had been requested {and granted) in March. 1974~ 

April, 1974, and March, 1975, neither of the three docu-

ments included a discussion of the logic or expectations of 

the program or specified staff responsibilities, work loads, 

or program processes. 

A grant adjustment submitted in August, 1975, eight 

months after the program became operat.ional, requested seven 

new positions and the reclassification of others to Hplace 

greater emphasis on job development, post-release follow-up, 

crisis oriented services for unsentenced inmates, in-service 

training (by psychiatric residents) for the counseling staff, 

education/recreation, and public relations. II 25 

23See the Tarset Area Six Month Report, Robert Stern­
hell and Stuart Carroll, Mayor's Criminal Justice Goordinating 
council, 1974, p. 7-11, for additional information. 

24 
See Grant Adjustment Reqv.est, August 12, 19750. 

25rbid. I p. 2 .. 
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Unfortunately, with respect to the clarity of the pro-

gram, much of the narrative is a repetition of the Target 

Area Plan.26 Although a few additional details of the pro-

gram are arrayed, the adjustment does not specify pro-

cesses, work loads, or expectations. (AS this is being 

written, the unit is preparing its most ambitious descrip-

tion of program activity in a grant adjustment request 

scheduled for submission in October, 1976. 

The evolution of the program is partially visible in 

a formal organizational analysis performed by the CJCC in 

27 January, 1976, and submitted to the Dallas Regional Office. 

The study compared the structure of the program at two 

points, January, 1975, and January, 1976. The entire study 

is included in Appendix A, with several salient points pre-

sented below. 
..-

The an~lysis concluded that the original program plan 

·'fad"'been too ambitious for the level of expertise available 

to the Sheriff.. IIIdeally, the program should have first 

established its credibility in the prison through a narrow 

range of tightly controlled activities, and only then ex­

pand services and open new sections .. ,;2 8 Further, the study 

26 b'.:! I ~\..l. I po 159-170. 

7.7See Grant Extension Request, Februa~l 11, 1976, 
Document #3, Robert Sternhell, "A Formal organizational 
Analysis of the Parish Prison Rehabilitation Program .. " 

28 Ibid • I p. 4. 
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cited the absence of administrative experience for the ad­

ministrative staff. 29 Subsequent changes in personnel during 

1975 raised the potential quality of the management of the 

program, and the merging of components (from seven to four) 

focused the energy of the program on a narrower range of 

activities 0 

The picture of the Rehabilitation Unit's self-definition 

that is con.tained in the program's documentation (i.eD, 

plans, grant adjustments, and reports) is one of an awkward 

and confused beginning, followed by a long period of con-

stant reorganization. That latter phase is still in process, 

as the unit seeks to increase the efficiency and order­

liness of its operationso In retrospect, much of the plan-

ning and organizational development should have occurred by 

January. 1975. Because these activities were neglected in 

the nine month period, April through December, 1974, cer-

tain management and service deliveX"J problems still exist. 

These will be discussed in the following section, Organiza-

tion of the Classification Unit. 

1 .. Organization of the Classification Unit 

The Rehabilitation Unit operates as a network of re­

lated, but semi-independent, components. I have termed 

this arrangement a separate service format and base the 

29 b'd. I ~ _, p. 4. 
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designation on the procedures used by the staff, parti­

cularly the work of the classification component. It is 

useful to clearly distinguish the separate service format 

from the comprehensive treatment plan. National trends in 

correctional classification have emphasized a "total ap-

30 
proach to treatment" through a comprehensive treatment plan. 

To implement a comprehensive plan, it is necessary to 

IIdiagnose the problem of each offender in the institution 

and to plan and administer an individualized treatment plan 

31 
to meet the needs of each prisoner." 

It is generally the case that such a diagnostic proce-

dure requires active participation from a classification com-

mittee usually composed of members of the Rehabilitation 

Unit, a warden, an administrator, a psychiatrist,. a medical 

doctor, social workers, and specialists in various aspects 

of the program (i.e., education, vocational training, etc.) .32 

The classification procedure used at Parish Prison is 

substantially different· from the committee model,and it 

does not resemble variations such as the "reception-diagnostic 

systemtl or the IIclassification clinic. 1133 The distinguishing 

30correctional Classification and Treatment, Leonard 
J. Hippchen, "Changing Trends in Correctional Philosophy and 
practice," p. 17-24, A.C.A., 1975. 

3~bid. , p. 20. 

32Ibid • , p. 19. 

33 b'd I ]. ., p. 21. 
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feature of the Orleans Parish Prison classification pro­

cedure is the level of authority vested in the individual 

counselor. Counselors function both as classification 

decision-makers and as directors of group therapy programs. 

In their capacity as classification specialists, counselors 

interview the inmate as the first step in the unit's pro­

cedures. The interview is best characterized as a review 

of available services in the unit by the counselor and 

varying levels of response by the inmate. It is frequently 

the case that inmates will ask for either a program, a 

medical service, or work release. It is the rule that re­

quests for programs are handled favorably and that medical 

needs are routinely referred to the prison physicians. 

In the case of work release inquiries, the counselor will 

usually advise the inmat.e of !lhis chances" but will in any 

case forward the request to the work release component. 

On the basis of the interview, the counselor will 

recommend services for the inmate. Although consultations 

with the head of classification are not uncommon, the usual 

procedure is for the counselor to ultimately make the re­

ferral decisions. The product of the decisions, rather than 

a formal treatment plan, is a listing of services requested 

by the inmate and thought to be appropriate by the coun.., 

selor. Additionally, the counselor may add a commentary, 

and occasionally a long narrative appears with the listing 

of services. 
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What are the implications for this distinctive ap-:-

proach to classification? Several are fairly apparent# and 

bear discussion. First, there is no imposition of a treat-

ment schedule for the inmate, so that the concept of di-

rected social change--a cornerstone of the theory of 

rehabilitation34_-is operationally secondary.35 What oc-

curs in the intake-classification process is essentially 

a set of non-judgemental actions. That is, the counselor 

lists the services, discusses them, and asks the inmate to 

select those of relevance or interest. This procedure is 

basic to most intake practices, irrespective of whether 

classification uses experts to make the decisions. In 

Parish Prison, however, the counselor alone is authorized 

to conduct the intake process by assigning the inmate to 

services, or withholding an assignment. Generally, this 

is a pro forma decision in which one area of judgement re-

quired of the counselor is to note unusual behavior that 

might require a referral to a psychiatrist. What distin-

guishes the Parish Prison unit, at least in formal structure 

and function, from the committee system is the absence of 

34president's Task Force on Corrections, President's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1967, 
p. 16. 

351 would make the distinction here between the rhet­
oric of the program which is that of directed change, and 
the implementation of the program, which dilutes that ob­
jective. 
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a body of experts. The counselor makes the administrative 

decision, whereas the pa,nel of experts is said to evaluate 

each case according to their professional expertise. 

There is no clear indication in the evaluation liter-

ature on rehabilitation whether the "body of experts ll 

mechanism works. Therefore, it remains an open question 

as to which procedure is more effective. (Moreover, and 

somewhat disconcertingly, there is also some question as 

to the actual role of the panel of experts mechanism. 36 ) 

In any event, the point to be emphasized is that the Parish 

Prison classification procedure is different from the na-

tional models that use experts as decision-makers. 

The second implication of the counselor decision-

making procedure is that it does explicitly what is often 

done unobtrusively in other rehabilitation programs. It 

assigns those inmates to services that they have requested .. 

This explicit procedure is basic to (1) clarifying why per­

sons change their behavior, and (2) identifying the relevant 

. 37 
J..ssues_ 

The third implication of the counselor assignment pro-

cess is the absence of a treatment plane The language used 

36some of these problems are identified in "Problems 
of Reception and Diagnostic Centers, II A.C.A .. I Ibid. I 
p. 2a-;.32. . 

37see IlThe Humanitarian Theory of Punishment,1I by C. s. 
Lewis, in Contemporary Punishment, editedby.Rudolph Gerber 
and Patrick McAnony, p. 194-199. 
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by the unit does not include the term, and there are no 

organizational procedures to compare the performance of 

the inmates against hypothetical standards (although there 

are periodic reviews of cases, and IItrouble-makers" are 

identified and, in some cases, removed). It appears from 

discussions with the staff that they have broad general 

expectations of inmate performance or goals. The lack of 

a treatment plan may be associated with the broad (and 

somewhat vague) expectations of inmate accomplishment. 

The lack of a treatment plan, the broad definition of 

IIsuccessful" inmate performance, and the counselor decision-

making as classification, all reinforce the tendency of the 

program's components to operate with some degree of in-

dependence. For example, there is no necessary relation-

ship between the group therapy sessions and the education 

and job-training components i by that I I mean the rhetoric 

of the program does not link the components with an expected 

38 outcome. 

The operation of the program as a network of services 

in which IIclassification ll is more likely to be a clerical 

procedure and the services run in quasi-autonomous fashion 

all have relevance to the structure of an evaluation of the 

program. That is, the evaluation will examine the compo-

nents as separate entities. 

38Again, the reference here is to the language of the 
program. It is an open question whether programs that use 
comprehensive treatment language in fact operationalize the 
language, and also whether there is any impact. 
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Before proceeding, however, it is important to 

re-emphasize that the procedures used by the unit 

are not necessarily "wrong" or inappropria.te. There is 

every indication that programs that use professional ex-

perts do not reach the impact they desire, even in those 

cases where treatment is comprehensive and a formal plan 

. d 39 lS use • 

2. Organization of the Service comEOnents 

Whereas the grant application described seven service 

areas 40 and three ancillary or support services,41 as the 

program developed, it began to emphasize some aspects and 

de-emphasize others. 'rwo service components (religious 

counseling and volunteer recruitment) quickly became secon-

dary and were absorbed as subunits of other components. 

The vocational service component, after failing to develop 

an adequate in-prison training program, had its emphasis 

shifted to on-the-job training in conjunction with work 

release. 

Midway through the calendar year 1975, three services 

had developed as the core of the program: counseling 6 

39See Martinson, Robert, "What Works? Questions~ Ah­
swers ~bout Prison Reform," The Public Interest, Number 35, 
Spring, 1974. 

4ctounseling, education, vocational services, religious 
counseling, volunteer assistance, recreation, and family 
social services. 

4lL ibraryl medical services, and psychiatric counselin9. 
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remedial education (GED and ABE), and vocational services/ 

work release. It is these components that will be the 

'focus of the present evaluation report. At the same time, 

it is important not to dismis~ the level of services or the 

value of the ancillary components, particularly the medical 

and psychiatric referrals. Although most of the discussion 

in this report will by-pass these functions and their ef­

fects, the services delivered on a routine basis were an 

important element of the total delivery of services. These 

were services required in the prison, and the ~habilitation 

Unit delivered them. 
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III 

EVALUATION DESIGN: SERVICE DELIVERY 

The assessment of service delivery will focus upon the 

three primary service components: counseling, job training/ 

work release, and remedial education. Additionally, the 

delivery of ancillary services will he briefly discussed. 

Because the delivery of services within the prison 

setting is contingent upon regular access of the inmates 

to the unit, the analysis of .service delivery will be pre­

faced by a study of the patterns of inmate attendance in 

the unit. 

Inmate Access: The Gatekeeper Function 

The Rehabilitation Unit is located on the top floor 

of the four-story prison. Access to the unit by inmates 

is regulated by prison rules for "open" hours (i.e., times 

other than meals and work details). Other constraints on 

attendance are prison lockdowns. Obviously the inmate can 

also refuse to attend. Enforcement of the rules is the 

prerogative of the security Di vision--the prison gua:cds. 

One way to measure .the impact of the prison setting on 

attendance is to compare the number of regueststo the 

guards 'for delivery of inmates to the unit" to the £re-

quency of deliveries. The practice in the rehabilitation 
,'~, 

~"~" 
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program was to provide a list of inmates to the guards, who 

would be asked to bring them to the unit. Eleven months of 

data are available, including reasons given by the guards 

for the non-deliveries of inmates. 

The significance of this analysis is what it may re­

veal about the logistical and security problems entailed 

in operating a Rehabilitation unit within the prison. That 

is, the study may provide some indication of the degrc:= of 

resistance of the security establishment to the intrusion 

of social service units. 

Classification 

No measures of classification performance are indicated 

in the grant application~ Nevertheless, it will be useful 

to determine the size of the population given access to the 

unit and the pattern of classification throughout the year. 

Under the separate service format used by the program, 

classification is largely an administrative procedure rath­

er than diagnostic, so that the numbers will have greatest 

meaning with regard to the client groups coalescing around 

service activities. 

Service Delivery: Counseling, Work Release, Education 

~ With respect to the counseling component, the pri­

mary emphasis will be the pattern of attendance for inmates. 
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Underlying the purpose of the group therapy sessions is the 

necessity for substantial inmate participation in order to 

apprmcimate a therapeutic context. 

ID In the case of work release, the objective listed in 

the grant application is compared to the number of inmates 

admitted to work release during the test period. 

The grant application identifies objectives for the 

education and work release components but does not specify 

one for counseling. The measures listed are: 

(1) To increase the academic level of partici­
pating inmates by an average of one grade 
level during the first full year of operationo 

(2) To place a minimum of 5~~ of all partici­
pants directly into jobs upon release during 
the first full year of operationw 

G With respect to education, the program has added speci-

ficatiQI'i by separating out the GED from the ABE programs arid 

identifying 24 classroom hours as the period in which the 

educationa.l gain is to be accomplished .. 42 In order to test 

-the education hypothesis, an index of expected grade in-

crease per classroom hour was derived using the following 

formula: 

One Grade Level = .042 grade increments per classroom hour 
24 Classroom Hours 

The grade increment statistic (.042) was multiplied 

against the classroom hours of each inmate in order to 

42These revisions are contained in a grant adjustment 
scheduled for submission to LEAA in october, 1976. 
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arrive at an expected outcome of grade level improvement 

for eveI1'· inmate. The expected outcomes were then compared 

to the actual outcomes and the differences recorded. The 

sum of these differences were divided by the number of cases 

in order to obtain an average grade level improvement. 

Finally, the assessment of service delivery will dwell 

briefly on the ancillary functions and programs; those that 

are not central to the logic of the program but meet inmate 

needs in the areas of recreation, medical attention, reading 

matter, and psychiatric care. 
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IV 

EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY: IMPACT 

Previous sections describing the organization of the 

program have stressed the separate service format that is 

used. In view of ,this structure, there are implications for 

the measurement of impact on the inmate population. The 

first implication is that no single inmate population can 

be identified. Rather, there are separate, but overlapping, 

subgroups of inmates tha'tcoalesce around service components. 

For example, a percentage of those persons in work release 

will also have participated significantly in one or more of 

the other components; The overlap in participation is, 

fortunately for the purposes of evaluation, minimal., so that 

relatively independent subpopulations can be identified and 

studied.43 As was stated in an earlier section, the primary 

impact focus of the evaluation will be on the populations 

participating in the education, counseling, and training 

(work release) components. The objective of the evaluation, 

with respect to impact, is to assess the magnitude of be-

havioral change as a consequence of participation in the 

43 These subgroups have not been composed with respect 
to demographic factors or criminal. histories.. We have as ... 
surned that no differences would be found among tne coun .... 
seling and education groups. 
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44 
program1s three primary components. The major design 

problem in the present research is one common to treatment 

studies: contamination of one activity (and the experi-

mental group) by the actions of another treatment component. 

In order to minimize contamination, the usual procedure is 

to select for study those persons whose participation has 

been confined to only one of the services. This strategy 

has been used to define the experimental groups for the three 

components. The specific procedure is as follows. First, 

all persons proceeding through intake and classification 

during the calendar year 1975 had case files prepared by 

the classification unit. From these case files, lists of 

participants in each of the three primary service areas 

were compiled; and names from one area were compared 't.o 

names from the two other components. The three experimental 

populations extracted through this procedure are considered 

to be independent of contamination. 

In addition# a fourth group of inmates who were eligible
45 

44The reader should keep in mind that the particular 
objectives of this study are reflections of LEAA mandates. 
The position taken earlier in the study is that the funding 
of treatment programs by LEAA is based on the expectation 
of changes in criminal behavior. Other issues and measures 
are secondary. 

45Eligibility was defined as a sentenced inmate without 
tier or other prison restrictions. This definition de 
facto excluded persons with a history of murder or rape, 
but did not exclude persons convicted of armed robbery or 
aggravated assault. Other reasons for exclusion include 
any inmate with a five-year+ sentence, persons deemed to be 
security risks, inmates judged to have severe emotiona:J. 
problems, and inmates with lIholds ll from other jurisdictions. 
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for the program but for various reasons (i.e.# either they 

declined to participate or their sentence was too short to 

allow for any participation, or access to them was faulty 

so that their sentence had expired) did not choose to parti­

cipate were also identified for the purpose of establishing 

a cnmparison group_ Because the group was formed through 

post hoc statistical controls rather than as a feature of 

the design of the project, the group is most accurately de­

scribed as a unit .for comparison. Nevertheless, the group 

is thought to be nearly identical to the rehabilitation 

populations that participated in either the counseling or 

educational components. Most of the men comprising the 

comparison group were simply overlooked in the initial 

months of the program to the extent that participation in 

the program, once they were "discovered", was moot due to 

relatively short periods of time remaining on their SGn­

tences. The genesis of the group is a natural outcome of 

the inefficient procedures of the unit in the early months 

of 1975 and the restriction of access to inmates presented 

by a prison context. The original sample for the comparison 

group was 100, approximately a 500,4, sample of the total pop­

ulation identified as eligible, classified, but lacking 

significant participation. Of the original 100 sa~ple, ac­

curate criminal histories with no missing values were avail­

able for 77 men. These 77 form the comparison .group. 
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Descriptions of each of the three experimental groups 

are presented below. From these descriptions came the 

specific measures of program effectiveness used to evaluate 

goal accomplishment4 

A second major design problem 1s the quality of in-

formation contained in criminal histories, the primary data 

source in recidivism studies. The use of criminal his-

tories always raises conceptual. and methodological problems, 

and the present analysis is no exception. The most per-

vasive methodological difficulty is the incompleteness of 

such files. To howe used a crimtnal history file is to 

understand that missing values are rampant and that data 

loss is sUbstantial. Consequently, there are always ques-

tions, and valid ones, about the representativeness of any 

sample, control group, or comparison group. This is a con-

tinuous problem for researchers, and to deny the impact of 

the missing data is to mislead. 

Conceptual problems are equally troubling. First, it 

is extraordinarily difficult to interpret the mass of arrest 

and court events for groups of offenders. The dominant im-

pression one receives from any group of offenders is the 

very high number of total arrests--with a vast majority of 

these being municipal rather than state charges. Of this 

46 total, most are not prosecuted. Those that are prosecuted 

46 Th" t . 1 I . 1 . . ~s ~s par l.CU ar y true l.n Or eans Parl.sh, where 
the Distr~ct Attorney (since 1974) has rejected 50"10 of all 
cases presented by the police. 
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seem to be convicted.. Of those convicted, ve.ry few serve 
47 

more than a year. Were we to trace the percentage of 

cases resulting in incarceration, from arrest, we would 

invariably find less than 25%. Further, of this 25%, less 

than l~fo are sentenced to more than one year. Note also 

that standard"good time" procedures reduce sentences to 

1/2 of the time sentenced to serve. Finally, previous 

estimates of arrest recidivism range from 65% to 7~~. 

This "revolving door ll effect makes it difficult to assign 

meaning to the events used to measure recidivism. That is, 

the arrest event has a low level of reliability, and the 

length of time required to end most cases is such that 

sample sizes for most studies using final disposition as 

the standard are too small. For example, with respect to 

arrests, what meaning does a municipal rearrest. charge have 

as a measure of recidivism or, how can we determine that 

a state charge refused by the District Attorney was ori-

ginally a valid arrest? The researcher has no access to 

any of the information required to answer these types o.f 

questions.f nor the time to pursue them. 

compounding the problem is the normal police procedure 

of making arrests on the basis of offense location and 

method of operation. These are short-cut procedures that 

47The .average sentence to·· Parish Prison is 18 months , 
whereas average actual time served is 6-9 months. The 
differences are explained by II good time" practices. See 
Curtis & Davis, ~ Study of Correctional Design and utili­
zation in New Orleans: Years 1975-2000, p.38 .. . 
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in many instances are validated by effective prosecution. 

However, many of these arrests (N=unknown) contain evidence 

that is inadequate for the purpose of prosecution. The 

effect of these police practices is to inflate the total 

arrest picture relative to the court processed population. 

Thus, at every stage of the IIsystem", from arrest to pros-

ecution to conviction to sentencing to incarceration, the 

population is thinned, leaving a shadow of the original 

numbers. 

How does one ascribe meaning to any of the events in 

such a process in order to develop a measure of recidivism? 

To deal with this problem in even the crud'~'st manner re-

quire.s that several definitions of recidivism be developed. 

The definitions listed below will provide the reader with 

a measure of the IIdrop off ll that is present from arrest to 

the decision to prosecute. We will use the different 

measures in order to underscore what can only be a super-

ficial clarity present in most definitions of recidivism. 

We will use three measures, each of which examines a dif-

ferent aspect of contact with the criminal justice system. 

The first is the most common~'-simple rearrest. 

(1) The number of persons rearrested, irre­
spective of charge, whether it be municipal 
or state. 

The problems of this measure have been discussed 

earlier. Its purpose in this report ·is as a comparison to 

the other measures of recidivism, and as a comparison to 

other studies of recidivism that use no other measures. 
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The second standard is an attempt to distinguish the 

more serious crimes, as measured by length of sentenc& from 

the le~ser charges. 

(2) The number of persons rearrested on state 
charges only. 

Municipal charges are both frequent and limited by 

law to a maximum penalty of 90 days in jail. Moreover, 

municipal charges tend to reflect lifestyles (i .. e~, fights, 

drunkenness) rather than identifiable criminal acts. This 

figure should always be lower than the first measure. 

The third measure seeks to reconcile the time limi-

tations imposed by the study with the objective of treating 

only charges of "serious" crime that are substantiated by 

arrest documentation. Thus, the following measure: 

(3) Number of persons arrested on state charges 
whose cases were accepted by the District 
Attorney 

Total Sample 

This measure seeks to get at the quality of the indi-

vidual arrest, separating out valid arxests based on sub-

stantial evidence from those in which evidence for the 

arrest was found to be unsubstantial. As indicated earlier, 

the screening activity of the Orleans Parish District At-

torney allows for the distinction. Since 1974, he has been 
~..... , 

accepting approximately 50010 of the cases p,re~j,entecl by the 

l New Orleans Police Department. \ 
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A. Counseling Component: Inmate Group 

The case files for calendar year 1975 show that 140 

inmates participated in one or more group therapy sessions. 

When I controlled for participation in either the work release 

or education program., and eliminated cases on which files 

could not be found, the impact population was reduced to 

95. An additional requirement for selection to the test 

group was a minimum period of six· months following release. 

Data collection for this group was conducted during the 

first week of September, 1976. Cut-off date for release 

was the first week of March, 1975. All 95 inmates quali-

fied. The final criterion for selection was a complete cri-

minal history. If the history could not be found or if the 

arrest leading to the present incarceration was not included, 

that inmate was removed from the test group. As a result 

of this procedure, 18 inmates ",ere excluded from the popu-

lation. The remaining 77 inmates form the counseling impuct 

population. The measure of counseling effectiveness used 

against the group was defined as: 

I. Exposure to counseling (i.e.; group therapy) 
will have a cumulative effect on the criminal 
behavior of the inmates. Thus, as exposure 
increases, recidivism should decrease. 

To test counseling effectiveness, a regression analysis 

was used on two measures of recidivism: arrests/all charges, 

and arrest quality (state charges accepted by the District! 

Attorney, divided by the total sample, minus open cases). 
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B. Work Release ConlJ~onent: Inmate Group 

Case files show that 142 persons were accepted into 

the component during 1975. Of the 142 inmates, 18 were 

scheduled for release after March 10, 1976, the cut-off 

date for the follow-up period. A record search of criminal 

histories was conducted for this group. Either as a re­

sult of the unavailability of records or records that were 

either incomplete or failed to reflect the known incarcera­

tion history of the inmate, or the intervention of legal 

action that prevented the opportunity for recidivism (in­

cluding such activities as (I) the issuance of a warrant., 

(2) death, or (3) confinement for other reasons), the el­

igible group of 124 was pared to 77. These 77 inmates form 

the work release test popUlation .. 

In order to assess the significance of work release 

as a causative (or contributing) factor in reduced rates 

of criminal behavior, the work release experimental group 

was compared against a comparison group of inmates who were 

eligible for the rehabilitation program but who did not 

participate. 

The comparative analYSis requires the use of certain 

assumptions. The objective in comparing the two groups is 

to establish a point of re'ference for the recidivism 

measures used against the work release inmates. The opera­

tive assumptions are: 
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(a) Admission to work release is a de facto 
statement that the inmate is low risk; that 
is, the program is "betting" that the pro­
bability of rearrest, either during the 
work release phase or afte~ard, is lower 
for their client group relative to other 
?rison inmates. 48 

(b) The program excludes obvious high risk in­
mates, particularly those with histories 
of drug or alcohol use .• 

On the basis of the differential populations, we would 

expect work release to reinforce the tendency of low risk 

offenders to seek out life styles that do not include cri­

minal activity. The measure of effectiveness of the work 

release program reflects this hypothesis. 

II. Inmates participating in a work release pro­
gram will exhibit rearrest rates signifi­
cantly lower than a comparison group of in­
mates eligible for the4~ehabilitation program 
but who did not enter. 

Simple comparisons of the two groups will be done using 

two definitions of recidivism, rearrest and arrest quality. 

(These nieasures are described earlier in this section.) 

c. Education Component: Inmate Group 

The program's records indicate that 155 were referred 

4Bpurther studies will examine this question. Evidence 
of the difference in risks can be seen, however, in the per­
centage of work release requests denied by the program. In 
1975, an estimate of the percentage of requests denied was 
75% to 80"/0 • 

4~rnbedded in this expectation is the argument for work 
release programs that work release can serve'a vital re­
habilitative function while not endangering the community. 
See Ordering Time to Serve Prisoners: A Manual for the Plan­
ning and Administering of Work Release, LEAA, June, 1973, 
p. 18-23. The present test has no reference to work release 
as a humane procedure. 
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to either the Genera~ Education Degree (GED) or the Adult 

Basic Education (ABE) programs. Of these 155, 55 were 

enrolled in one of the two programs, and 55 complete class-

room histories are available. complete criminal history 

records for the 55 are available in 38 cases.. This group 

received minimal services from the counseling component, 

and none of the inmates were admitted to work release. 

Interest in the education experimental group is cen-

tered on the increase in educational accomplishment as a 

predictor of a change in life styles. !t is hypothesized 

in the grant application that the acquiring of increased 

literacy is at least a s?[rnptom of motivation of behavioral 

change. 

The hypo'thesis haf,; been operationalized by the de-

velopment of a standardized index of educational gain. 

The index is defined as the expected increase in grade 

~evelT divided by the number of total c~assroom hours,and 

is based on the expected gain of one grade level per every 

24 classroom hours. 

Index of Educational Gain = Expected increase in grade 
level (~.OO) 

Number of total classroom 
hours (24) 

Standard Expected Increment (per hour) = .042 
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The logic of the gain index is based on the importance 

of the magnitude of educational achievement. Because there 

are significant variations in attendance patterns, the gain 

index is used to control the distortions introduced by the 

length of participation. 

The standard expected increment (.042) was then multi-

plied against the classroom hours for each of the 38 inmate 

participants in order to obtain an expected gr.ade increment 

for each person. The expected scores were arrayed in com-

parison to the observed grade increments and the differences 

noted. 

The measure of effectiveness for the educational com-

ponent is listed below. 

III. Educational achievement is symptomatic 
of changes in underlying behavior. There 
should be an observable difference in the 
recidivism rate for those achieving the 
high educational gains, relative to those 
demonstrating little or no accomplishment. 

In order to test the hypothesized relationship, a re-

gression analysis was used on the two variables. The de-

pendent variable was recidivism, defined by measures of 

simple arrest and arrest quality. The independent variable 

was the difference score (expected minus observed grade 

increment} 0 

Additionally, the recidivism percentages for each of 

the three measures will be shown so that the reader can 

compare them to the outcomes for the other components and 

the. comparison group. 
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Summary 

The measurement of program impact focuses on three pop-

ulations: the counseling group, the work release group, and 

the education group. Recidivism rates are discussed in 

separate contexts, and the scores will not be aggregated .. 

The follow-up periods (within which recidivism is ex-

amined) are not standardized, and vary considerably. The 

minimum follow-up period was 5 months. The median follow-

up time was 13 months, and the range was from 6 months to 

22 months. Descriptive statistics for the follow up periods 

are presented in the text (Tables IX; XI a, b, OJ and 

Table XIV). Raw scores are included in Appendix B. 

The problem in interpretation of these figures may lie 

in the time allocated for recidivism. Kassebaum and Ward 

contend that even 12 months is not a long enough period with 

which to measure behavioral change. 

"Even at 12 months, only 35% of our study sample 
had reports of either major arrests or re~'6rn to 
prison; that figure at 24 months was 54%. 

Therefore, the rearrest rate reported in the analysis 

maY be an under-estimation of the percentage. of inmates that 

return to criminal behavior. The use of the present follow­

up periods is dictated, however, by the end of the Target 

Area funding. 

5Ckassebaum and Ward, op_ cit. ,p. 307. 
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V 

DATA COLLECTION 

Information used in the report was taken either from 

project operations or was obtained through the New Orleans 

Police Department. project generated data was furnished 

to the evaluator after a two-week review of the inmate case 

files revealed considerable amounts of missing data. 

Section heads in the areas of counseling, work release, and 

education supplied the most complete inmate information 

that they had maintained. In one instance, education, the 

records are fragmentaryi·and the analysis of both service 

delivery and impact will be conducted on a sample of 55 of 

the 125 inmates who participated in the program. 

The reader should be aware that the data is self­

reported by the unit. Nevertheless, and'despite gaps in 

the data, the evaluator is satisfied of its reliability in 

terms of it reflecting actual events. 

with regard to the criminal histories used to measure 

impact, these were obtained with the assistance of the 

New Orleans Police Department through the use of the police 

MOTION system. 
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VI 

AN ANALYSIS OF SERVICE DELIVERY: MEASURES OF EFFICIENCY 

The Gate~eeEer Function 

The analytic model identified earlier used the concept 

of the gatekeeper function as the governor of inmate parti­

cipation. In short, the unit's level of service delivery 

was said to be sUbstantially affected by the access to in­

mates. In the prison setting. access is controlled by 

security personnel who are charged with finding the men 

requested and bringing them to the unit. The upper limits 

of service delivery are set by the "success" of the guards 

in their performance of this task6 

It was the feeling of both the program administration 

and line personnel that changes in guard assignments had 

brought to the unit men who were more sympathetic and con­

scient.ious and that these changes were reflected in the in­

creased access to inmates. That is, the new guards not only 

had "rank ll but they were willing to use this leverage to 

secure the removal of inmates from the tiers. 

Unfortunately I the available data does nO,t support the 

perceptions of the staff. Table I indicates that the per­

centage of inmates not brought to the unit has increased 

slight~y during the period February through December, 1975. 

One possible explanation for the misperception by staff is 

the substantial increase in the numbersvf inmates being 
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Table I 

ACCESSING INMATES: THE GATEKEEPER FUNCTION 

if 'if I tt Not % Not 
Requests Brought Up Brought Brought 

February 236 139 97 41 

March 459 287 172 37 

April 843 596 247 29 

May 800 514 286 35 

June 801 444 ~ 357 44 

July 2,389 1,305 1,084 45 

August 1,743 864 879 50 

September 2,032 1,181 851 41 

October 1,569 784 785 50 

November 1,257 710 547 43 

DeCember 886 533 353 39 
, 

X Requests 1183 

X Inmates Brought Up bb8 

X Percent Brought Up 43% 
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brought to the unit during the months of July through 

November (the December total is low, as a function of the 

diminished number of work days). During that five-month 

perieXl, the number of requests for inmates incr;ased by 

235% over the previous five-month period. Reflecting this 

increase in requests was an increase in the number of men 

brought to the unit, an increase of 144%, but substantially 

less than the rise in requestso 

In trying to assess the meaning of the figures, it is 

necessary to examine the reasons why men were not brought 

to the unit. Five categories of reasons have been identified 

for the non-delivery of inmateso These categories are sum­

marized'in Table II as sick, work (the man was assigned to 

a work detail and could not be excused), legal (any of four 

activities that were beyond the authority of the guard to 

change, e.g .. , a shift to maximum security, court appearance, 

sent to the state prison at Angola, or the tier wa.s "locked 

down"), an outright refusal by the inmate, or a scheduling 

mix-up in which the inmate had previously left the prison 

(rolled-out) • 

A sixth category was one in which no reason was given 

by the guard for the failure to deliver the inmate. That 

residual category, although by no. means homogenous, is an 

indication of guard success rates in dealing with the prison 

security system. It is also an indirect measure of guard 

commitment. The high rate of unexplained non-deliveries 
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F.ebruary 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

# Not 
Brought 

97 

172 

247 

286 

357 

1,084 

879 

851 

785 

547 

353 

~, 

Table II 

REASONS FOR NON-DELIVERY OF INMATES 

-
Roll # % 

Sick Work Legal Refusal Out Unexplained Unexplained 

14 13 10 6 9 45 46 

8 42 14 6 19 83 48 

21 44 29 44 25 84 34 

17 65 38 23 14 129 45 

13 37 30 31 22 224 62 

30 123 117 137 15 662 ·61 

39 100 35 235 26 444 50 

19 193 56 222 21 340 39 

10 128 54 160 24 409 52 

12 132 22 94 10 270 49 

11 93 24 57 19 149 42 

X Unexplained No Shows = 258 

% Unexplained No-Shows = 50 



(50"fo) infers that substantial problems still exist in the 

gatekeeper function~ Moreover, the percentage of unexplained 

non-deliveries increased after May, 1975, from 42% to 51%. 

These figures suggest that the limits of service de­

livery are still relatively circumscribed by the prison 

setting. The implications of these findings are two-fold. 

First, something is occurring in the inmate retrieval pro­

cess that is detrimental to the program (even if the ureal II 

reason is simply poor documentation). Second, these limi­

tations mayor may not be susceptible to solution. It is 

important, however, that a determination be made as to the 

major factors; and, if appropriate, changes be initiated 

in the existing procedures. 

Classification 

The interviewing of inmates for purposes of classifi­

cation is only indirectly related to the gatekeeper function. 

Because it is typically a single event and because it is 

related more to the number of sentenced inmates within the 

prison, the obtaining of interviews is not intimately re­

lated to access. (See Table III and Figu're 1,,) 

The da.ta on interviews does mirror what is already 

generally known, that activity in the unit increased radi­

cally in April, 1975. The number of requests were doubled, 

the number of inmates delivered also doubled, and clas~ifi­

cation interviews increased dramatically. Whereas the total 
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U1 
0'1 

Interviews 

Cumulative 
Total 

Percent of 
Total 

J F 

42 27 

- 69 

.09 .06 

Table III 

DISTRIBUTION OF CLASSIFICATION INTERVIEWS 

M A M J J A S 0 

22 61 43 50 32 37 35 34 

91 152 195 245 277 314 349 383 

.05 .13 .09 .11 .07 .08 .07 .07 

N D J TOTAL 

26 27 28 464 

409 436 464 464 

.06 .06 .06 100 
i 

I 
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number of interviews for the first quarter was 91, the fig-

ure for quarter two was 154. As Figure I demonstrates, 

classification interviews decreased after June, but that is 

probably a result of the reduced pool of sentenced inmates. 

(Throughout most of the year, the unit did not deal with 

presentenced inrnates r and the turnover in sentenced inmates 

is obviously slower.) Although evidence is not immediately 

available , it is probably the case that 80"10 of the eligible 

sentenced inmates had been interviewed by the end of the 

third quarter of 1975. The residual interviews were large-

ly the. result of changes in inmate status (presentenced to 

sentenced), or new admissions to the prison. As no defini-

tive information has been collected, these last remarks 

are speculative. 

The number of classification interviews indicated in 

Table III is 464 for the 13-month period. That is a con-

servative measure. It is estimated that approximately 100 

completed interviews, conducted during the first quarter 

of 1975, have been ~'lost" as a result of having been mis-

filed in one of the prison's major manual filing systems. 

In light of the costs of retrieval, the cases have been 

omitted from the study. A second source of under-counting 

was the proce.ssing of 60 municipal prisoners, for the mo st 

part charged with alcohol-related municipal violations. 

These interviews (and case files) have also been omitted, 

primarily because they are well outside the mandate or 
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purpose of the unit. Nevertheless, in assessing work load 

statistics, one could legitimately argue that the unit has 

classified in excess of 600 inmates during the 13 months, 

an average of close to 50 per month. 

Measures of Service Delivery: Group Counseling 

Two measures are of primary importance: the number of 

persons participating in the group sessions and the pat­

terns of participation. Documentation available from case 

files shows that 140 persons attended one or more group 

therapy sessions. Table IV arrays the distribution of at­

tendance. Note that two-thirds of the group participated 

less than 5 times, and only 12% attended on more than 10 

occasions .. 

One explanation for the low level of repeat attendance 

at counseling sessions is the1ength of sentence, where 

the amoun.t of time available for a.ttendance (from date of 

sentence to release) is short. In order to assess this 

factor. a sample (40) of the 140 cases was tracked from 

date of sentence to date of release. The sample should be 

viewed with extreme caution because no controls were at­

tached to the selection procedure other than the immediate 

availability of the inmate files. 

Table V is a display·of sentence to release days for 

the sample and, in addition, an arbitrary 30 day reduction 

for purposes of prison. processing, classification and.in­

terview, and ultimate assignment into a group. The sample 
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Table IV 

PATTERN OF ATTENDANCE AT GROUP THERAPY SESSIONS 

. 
Number of 

Attendance Inmates 

Once 45 (32%) 

Twice 14 ( 100/0) 

Three occasions 23 (16%) 

Four occasions 13 ( 9%.) 

Five to nine occasions 28 (200/0) 

Ten to twenty occasions 11 ( 8';:') 

Twenty-one plus 6 ( 4%) 

TOTAL 140 (99%) 1 

-X = 5.27 

Median = 3.00 

1 
Rounding error 
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Table V 

INMATE AVAILABILITY - SENTENCE TO RELEASE 
A Sample of Inmates in Group counseling 

~ 

- 30 Days 
Days Inmates processing 

Less than 30 2 8 

31-60 5 11 

61-90 11 2 

91-120 2 8 

121-150 7 3 

151+ 13 8 

TOTAL 40 40 
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of 40 was reduced from 50 because all cases originating 

prior to November, 1974, were purged so that the final sam­

ple does not suffer a time bias exaggeration. The results, 

in an aggregate sense, indicate that nearly 5~h of the sam-

pIe were "available" for a period of 91 days or more, a 

minimum equivalency of 12 weeks. These figures conflict 

with both the distribution of attendance and the median at-

tendance figure (see Table IV). 

The problem of availability, however, is not as clear-

cut as was inferred earlier •. Three factors reduce avail-

ability: work details, inmate refusals, and unexplained 

non-deliver::.eC3. To what extent they reduce actual avail-

ability is not known, but the combined impact of the factors 

(acknowledging that 5~/o of the sample were available less 

than 90 days) results in a low level of repeat attendance. 

The low attendance figure casts some doubt on the· role 

and objective of the counseling. The unit describes group 

counseling, its primary modality, as consisting of techni-

ques of 'I'ransactional Analysis (TA). Within the fields of 

psychia.try and social work, TA is considered to be an in-

tensive psychotherapy, a mode distinct from what has been 

labeled II crisis counseling" or at a more time-extended level, 

51 
"supportive thGrapy". The objective of psychotherapy is 

5lFor definitions of these terms, see A Psychiatric 
Glossary, The American Psychiatric Association (New York: 
Basic BOOkS, 1975), p. 144 and 147. For a description of 
the objectives of supportive therapy, see Drs. FreeCiman, 
Kaplan and Sodock, A MOdern Synopsis of Comprehensive Text­
book of psychiatty (Baltimore: The William and Williams 
Company, 1972), pp.507-508. 
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self-analysis within a regular setting, at least once a 

week, over a one to three year period. 52 This distri'bu­

tion of inmate repeat attendance, with a median of 'three, 

and only six inmates participating 21 or more times, pre-

cludes the effective implementation of the TA mode. A 

second problem, and one of some controversy~ is the appro-

priateness of professional training for the role of the 

therapist. The position of the American psychiatric As-

sociation is that both medical and psychiatric training are 

necessary, that the role of the psychiatric social worker 

" t b t '11· 53 . 1 h 1 f ~s ~mportan, u anc~ ary. Ii1creas~ng y, sc 00 s 0 

social work have disputed this requirement and argued that 

the legitimate role of the psychiatric social worker is as 

a therapist. 54 

The Rehabilitation unit worked toward the social work 

definition of professional requirements by hiring persons 

with Bachelor's Degrees and Masters in Social Work for 

counseling positions. The LEAA would seem to support the 

social work position on appropriate training, based on the 

recommendations of the Commission on Standards and Goals 

(Standard 11.9, #3) and also support the qualifications for 

52· . Freedman, et .. al., Ibid .. , pp. 504-507. 
53 . . . 

A.P.A., Ope cit., p. 148. 
bell, Psychiatric Dictionary, 4th 
Oxford university Press, 1970) p. 

See also Hinsie and Camp­
Edition (New York: 
785. 

54Helen Harris Perlman, "Social Work in psychiatric 
Settings," in American Handbook of psychiat:ty,edited by 
Silvano Ariete (New York: Basic Books, 1975), pp .. 668-682. 
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counselor as listed in the grant application for the pro­
SS 

gram. 

It appears, however, that the objectives of counseling 

as defined within Standard 11.9 are directed toward a non-

psychotherapeutic modality--although this is not entirely 

5.6 clear. 

The problem that LEAA standards and goals may have 

created for itself is that it associated non-psychothera h " 

peutic modalities (i.e., supportive therapy) with major 

57 behavioral change. It appears that the Parish Prison 

Rehabilitation unit may have made the same error, that is, 

expecting behavioral change from short-term counseling. 

~ey compounded the error, however, by describing the coun-

seling as Transactional Analysis--when the context prevented 

the implementation of TAo Implementation, to repeat, was 

made impossible by the lack of consistent access to inmates, 

the low frequency of attendance, the coercive setting of the 

prison, and the questionable professional experience of the 

counselors .. 

55The National Advisory Commission on Cr~Eb1.nal Justice 
Standards and Goals: Task Force on Corrections, LEAA 
'(Washington, DeC., 1973) p. 385.. --~ 

56Ibid~# p. 385. 

57This confusion may be a product of the vagu~ language 
often used by writers·in the area. 
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!-1easures of Service Delivery: Work R-etease 

Vocational trainin~ and job placement were subsumed 

by the work release program, a distinct organization work-

ing in conjunction with the social services unit. The pro-

cedure is different from that specified in the original 

grant, in that work release personnel are largely respon­

sible for the assignment of inmates to on-the-job training 

and job placement. Moreover, because a variety of problems 

have developed with respect to the services available from 

vocational training agencies, the unit has been unable to 

develop the in-prison courses that were indicated in the 

original grant. 

During the course of the year, the unit gradually took 

over the function of screening all work release requests. 

Generally, these requests were recorded by the counselors 

performing the initial intake intervi~w. All serious re-

quests for work release were forwarded to the component 
. .. '. 58 .. for further ~nvest~gat~on and process~ng. Dec~s~ons re-

garding the issuance of work release status were not a 

responsibility of the rehab ilitation unit .. 

Due to problems in record keeping, the number of per­

sons successfully placed in the work release program is 

inexact. Documentation for 120 inmates exists, although 

58certain m~n~mum c),,"iteria conunon to work relf'!:=J.se pro­
grams were used asa guide including residence I ff:.11 ay, 
nature of the arrest record, etc. 
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it is probable that perhaps as many as 30 other inmates 

were referred to work release from the Rehabilitation unit. 

The larger figure (150) is still short of the 5~1o 

objective specified in the grant application. (Fifty per-

cent of the 436 inmates classified during the calendar year 

1975 is 218 inmates; 150 is 6~/o of that figure.) 

Another related vocational service offered by the unit 

is the testing of inmates in order to aid placement. 

During the l3-month period, January, 1975 through January, 

1976, 125 inmates were tested by the General Abilities Test 

59 
Battery (GATB). 

Measures of Service Delivery: Education 

The education component is divided into three general 

areas of concentration. As a result of the low literacy 

level of most inmates, a major emphasis has been placed on 

remedial course work. This is accomplished through Adult 

Basic Education Courses (ABE) and encompasses such subjects 

as reading, mathematics, and communication skills. In 

addition, ABE prepares inmates for the secono area of edu-

cational concentration, the General Equivalency Diploma 

Test (GED). Those inmates successfully completing the GED 

are awarded a high school equivalency diploma. Thirdly, 

and most recently, college level courses are be.ing provided 

for those prisoners who qualify. The are sponsored by a 

59Th " f' " . , b' 1S 19ure 1S approX1mate, ut 18 correct + 10. 
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local community college and are held in the classrooms of 

the Rehabilitation Unit. 

During the 12 month period of study, 135 inmates were 

recommended to the educational component~ Although most 

were given the California Achievement Test (CAT), less than 

60 of the te::;t sheet results were retrieved by the evaluator. 

It is difficult to generalize from the.llsample" of test re­

sults because there is no indication of their relationship 

to the other test results; program administrators take the 

position that the available results are fairly typical of 

the education population~ Assuming this to be the case, 

the level of education for inmates, as expected, is rela­

tively low. I will examine the performance of the sample 

in the following pages. 

As a result of the major literacy deficiencies, fully 

5o:',.-b of the 135 inmates were ad: t.irlged incapable of enroll­

ing in a program that would prepare them for the GED high 

school equivalency test. ' ... ·~se inmates, with grade level 

scores between the fourth and sixth, were assigned to the 

ABE program, a schedule designed to prepare the inmate to 

enter the GED program. The effect of the low level of 

literacy is to reduce the number of,GED graduates. This 

objective is limited both by the literacy deficiencies of 

the inmate population and the amount of time in which the 

teachers have access to the irunates~ Using 24 classroom 

hours as the average amount of time required to increase 
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one grade level, six to eight weeks would be expected per 

one grade increased. The "average" inmate, with a CAT score 

of 8.11, would need at least eight ~onths--and probably more-­

to reach twelfth grade competency. Most s€>ntences are far 

shorter. 

Of the 135 inmates recommended to education, it is 

estimated that 125 entered the program. Estimation is re­

quired because a segment of the attendance records were 

lost in processing by the program. Because of the record 

loss, the pattern of participation must also be estimated-­

using partial records and test results as guides" The test 

results are the best guide to assessment. Of the approxi­

mately 70 inmates that entered the OED program, 31 completed 

it and subsequently took the test. The average length of 

time in the program for those that took the test was two 

months, three weeks, with attendance required five days a 

week, one and one-half hours per session. Of the 31 inmates 

taking the GED test, 27 passed. 

I have taken a sample of 55 inmates who participated 

significantly (defined as a minimum of 21 hours) in either 

the GED or ABE programs. As was discussed earlier, the 

sample is non-random and represents roughly 45% of those 

inmates participating in the educational components. I 

have no direct measures of the extent to which the sampJLe 

ref~ects the population. However, the sample will be used 

for explanatory purposes (in order to use the best infor­

mation available). Based on discussions with program 
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personnel, there is no reason to expect the sample to be 

significantly different from the entire population. 

The average inmate enrolled in the education program 

has comp~eted only nine years of school. Of some surprise 

in view of the overall performance of students in New Or-
60 leans public schools. the California Achievement Test 

scores given to the inmates prior to the course show the 

average grade level to be less than one year lower than 

the highest grade completed. Sixty-one percent of the sam-

pIe never attended high school, although nearly all attend­

ed at least two years of junior high (8~). Table VI 

presents the data. (See Appendix B.) 

With respect to grade level improvement, the results 

are mixed. Although nearly one-half of the sample exceeded 

the project objective, the average standardized grade in-

crement was only .17. These outcomes underline the impor-

tance of inmate motivation with regard to performance. 

Each of the S5 men were "exposed" to roughly the same class­

room conditions, yet there was a considerable disparity in 

grade increment. Perhaps the best indication of the im-

portance of motivation are the measures of standard de.viation 

for the three scores. For the expected outcomes, S=1 .. 3; 

for actual observed scores, S=1.7; for the difference--

60perhaps the best indicator of student performance in 
Orleans Parish schools is a publica tion of the Research a.I1d 
Development Division of the New Orleans Public School System, 
1974, titled Student Achievement Score.s and Related Data. 
The report shows that the city compares unfavorably with 
national scores and with other urban school systems. 
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which is the measure of relative performance--S=2.0. Thus, 

variation in performance increases as we progress from a 

distribution of expected achievement to a distribution of 

actual achievement. 

Any assessment of service delivery is, of course, very 

tentative, due in part to the state of the records and in 

part to the lnixed results manifested by inmate performance. 

The inadequacy in record keeping has limited the present 

analysis. Despite the appearance of teacher skill and con­

cern, the absence of documentation must limit the objective 

validation of the component's delivery of services. Im­

provements in the recording of attendance, the filing of 

test scores, and the initiation of a regular CAT testing 

schedule would go a long way toward confirming the tenta­

tive conclusion of this r~port: that the education program 

is operating ef'fectively and fulfilling the conditions of 

the grant. 

A Note Concerning Other Services 

The unit provides a wide range of services that in 

many instances go beyond the scope of the grant. These 

services would 'therwise not be available within the prison, 

and the absence of these services would tend to decrease 

the stability of the inmate population and thus affect the 

level of security required. The most important of these 

services are the medical/psychological referrals, the rec­

reation programs, "~nd the art classes. The latter activity 



is moving toward a self-supp()rting status, as the products 

of the classes are sold and the monies returned to the in­

mates and the unit (to cover mate:t'ials). Because these se:'f'­

vices are not easily aggregated, it 1.S difficult to gauge 

the magnitude of their usefulness. It; would appear that if 

these services can be provided in addition to the primary 

services, the value of the unit incre,ases substantially,. 

although that value cannot be assessed within the context 

of the present report. In sum, the prison requires the 

services to be available, and the Rehabilitation Unit has 

fulfilled that function. 
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A. Counseling 

VII 

IMPACT 

Table VII arrays recidivism percentages for each of 

the three measures. Note that the figure drops dramatically 

as the rigor of the measure increases. We would expect that 

a recidivism standard based solely on convictions would show 

a percentage figure petween 2~1o-25%. In this instance, only 

3~1o of the members of the counseling client group had cases 

accepted by the District Attorney (that were by definition, 

state charges). 

The follow-up period used for the testing of recidivism 

was not standardized, although a minimum of six months fol­

lowing release was required. In order to test for equiva­

lency, the follow-up periods for members of both groups were 

arrayed. Table vm shows that the average times for both 

groups were similar, with the rearrested population having 

a slightly longer post-release test duration. It is esti­

mated that length of follow-up did not bias the results, 

despite the non-standard na~ure of the post-release periods. 

The decision to use all the available cases was based on 

the desire to maximize the size of tha comparison group at 

the risk of a loss of reliability. 

The goal of the Counseling Unit was to expose inmates 

to group therapy sessions on the assumption that. increased 
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Table VII 

RECIDIVISM SCORES FOR INMATES 
ATTENDING GROUP THERAPY SESSIONS 

USING THREE MEASURES 

Number 
Measures of Recidivism 

Number Rearrested 52 
All Charges (State and Municipal) 

Number Rearrested 32 
State Charges Only 

Number With Charges Accepted by 
23 District Attorney --Total Cases - Open Cases 79-4 

*0£ all cases, N=79. 
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Sunnnary 
Table VIII 

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM 
FOR THE COUNSELING GROUP 

Counseling 
Rearrest1 Rearrest2 Sessions 

R2 0019 .014 

1A11 arrests, state and municipal. N = 79 

2 
Arrests accepted by the District Attorneyo N = 77 
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exposure would af-fect their self--analysis and indirectly 

result in changes in be~avior, including a (statistical) de-

crease in recidivism for the group. To test this assumption, 

I formed the hypothesis that as exposure increased, recidi-

vism would decrease. Recidivism, the dependent variable, 

was operaticmalized according to the definitions presented 

in the design section for measures one and three. 

(1) The- number of persons rearrested either on 
state or municipal charges. 

(2) The number of persons arrested on state 
charges whose cases were accepted by the 
District Attorney. 

In both cases, the dependent variable was dichotomous. 

The independent variable, counseling sessions attended, was 

a straight-forward representation. 

If a relationship existed between the number of coun-

seling sessions and either of the two measures of recidivism, 

the regression score (the coefficient of determination = R2) 

would show a strong positive relationship. As Table VIII 

indicates, the R2 for simple rearrest (measure number 1) was 

.014. I have concluded that there is no basis for the as-

sumption that increased exposure_ to counseling will, in the 

aggregate, reduce the incidence of recidivism.. (The obser-

vations and their values are presented in Appendix ~.) 

Descriptive statistics for thE!! follow up periods are shown 

in Table IX. 
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-X 
Follow Up 

Period 

Median 
Follow Up 
Period 

Standard 
Deviation 

Summary 
Table IX 

A WITHIN GROUP COMPARISON OF FOLLOW-UP 
PERIODS FOR THE COUNSELING GROUP 

Persons Rearrested With: 

Municipal Charges Or State Charges 
State Charges Not Accepted By 

Accepted By 
District Attorney1 

District Attorney 
For prosecution2 

12 .. 8 Months 13.8 Months 

13.5 Months 14.0 Months 

3.9 4.6 
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B. Work Release 

A point made earlier should be repeated. Due to the 

scope of the rehabilitation program and the time available, 

certain areas are under-reported in this study. One of 

these areas is work releasee Because of the peripheral 

nature of the I€habilitation Unit to work release (the unit 

performs the initial. screening function for work release), 

the activities of the latter are outside the framework of 

the study. Nevertheless, I have reported the outcomes of 

a sample of those inmates who entered work release after 

being screened through the Rehabilitation Unit because work 

release has become the primary mechanism by which the voca­

tional training-job placement component has been implemented. 

Future reports will examine in far greater depth the activ­

ities, rules, and procedures of the program. 

For the present study, I will treat the organiZation 

and activity of work release as a given: assuming that the 

selection of inmates follows acceptable procedures and that 

the goal of work release is in substantial part the devel­

opment of work-based mechanisms for assisting the inmate 

in the reduction of repeated criminal acts. 

The work release sample was tested on three measures 

of recidivism, as was the comparison group. I had hypoth­

esized a SUbstantial difference would exist for the two 

groups based on the risk factor assumed to be higher for 

the comparison group. Table X displays the recidivism 
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Table X 

MEASURES OF RECIDIVISM FOR THE_1 
COMPARISON AND WORK RELEASE GROUPS-

Recidivist Work Release 
Measure Group 

Number Re-Arrested: (49) 63% 
All Charges 

Number Re-Arrested: (34) 44% 
State Charges Only2 

Arrest Quali ty3 19/72 26% 

1 
Work release, N=777 Comparison, N=77. 

2 Municipal arrests excluded. 

Comparison 
Group 

(52 ) 67% 

(31) 40",.{, 

23/73 32% 

3 The number of state. arrests accepted by the District 
Attorney, divided by the total sample, minus open cases. 
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outcomes for both groups. Surprisingly, no differences 

are present, althr,ugh as in the case of the counseling 

group, the recidivism rates drop off dramatically as the 

definition of recidivism becomes more rigorous. 

In order to increase confidence in the reliability of 

the comparison, the follow-up period (the months from the 

date of release from prison to the data collection cut-off) 

for each inmate in the two groups was calculated, arrayed, 

and aggregated. Tables Xla, band c report the following 

comparisons respectively: between groups, within groups (per­

sons rearrested versus those not. arrested), and a subset of 

those cases which were accepted for prosecution by the Dis­

trict Attorney. Descriptive statistics are shown for each 

table, including the mean, median, and standard deviation .. 

(The actual scores are included in Appendix B.) 

The findings are important because they cast some 

doubt on the function of work release and the role of 

the program as a correctional unit. Work release pro­

grams are intended to provide both a therapeutic and an 

economic benefit to the inmate, \vhile at the same time, 

risk to the community is said to be minimized. Risk, in 

the context of work release, has two distinct references. 

First, risk refers to the protection of the community 

from persons charged with serious crimes, most notably 

crimes of violence. Persons convicted on such charges 

are, in almost all instances, exclu-:1edfrom participa­

tion. With respect to crime seriousness, a major issue 
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-X 

Median 

Sununary 
Table XI, a 

A BETWEEN GROUPS COMPARISON OF 
FOLLOW-UP PERIODS FOR WORK RELEASE 

AND COMPARISON GROUP INMATES 

work Release 
Groupl 

Follow-Up Period 11.74 

Follow-Up Period 12.00 

Standard Deviation 3.37 

80 

~.---

Comparison 
Group2 

14.72 

15.00 

2.45 



-X 
Follow-Up 
Period 

Median 
Follow-Up 
Period 

N 

Summary 
Table XI, b 

A WITHIN GROUPS COMPARISON OF 
FOLLOW-UP PERIODS FOR WORK RELEASE 

AND COMPARISON GROUP INMATES 

Work Release Comparison 

Not Not 
Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested 

11.92 11.43 15.14 13.90 

12.00 11.50 15.00 14.00 

'·'.:t'--.. ','-

49 28 51 ,~,'f, 
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Summary 
Table XI, C 

A COMPARISON OF FOLLOW-UP PERIODS FOR 
INMATES IN WORK RELEASE AND THE COMPARISON GROUP 

WHOSE CASES WERE ACCEPTED FOR PROSECUTION 
BY THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

Work Release Comparison 
Group Group 

Follow-Up Period 12.17 Months 14.86 Months 

Median Follow-Up Period 14.00 Months 15.00 Months 

Standard Deviation 4.74 Months 2.50 Months 

N 20 23 
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has been the exclusive use of work release for persons 

convicted of misdemeanors, whereas advocates of the work 

release concept have stressed the appropriateness of the 

concept for lesser felonies, particularly persons convicted 

f 
. 61 

o property cr~mes. 

The second definition of risk has reference to the 

potential of the inmate for recidivating. Thus, it is 

common for programs to exclude automatically persons with 

drug histories, an extensive prior record, or one incident 
'\ 

of escape. As a rule, programs try to minimize the amount 

of error with regard to inmate recidivism, particularly in 

the period during participation in the program. 

Due to the emphasis on minimizing risk, work release 

populations are generally regarded as far less likely to 

recidivate than a cross-section of the prison population 

or even a sample of inmates eligible for the rehabilitation 
62 

program. Although the comparisons drawn in Table X are some-

what short of achieving scientific precision, they graph-

ically illustra'te the absence of any difference in the 

propensity to recidivate, irrespective of how the inmate 

population is defined. ( I am aware that the failure to 

6lOrdering Time to Serve prisoners l Ope cit., p. 22-23. 

62 Zalba reports that recidivism rates for four work 
release programs range from less than one percent to roughly 
twelve percent. ' See Serapio R .. Zalba, "Work Release: A 
Two-pronged Effort," in Corrections: Problems 'and Prospects, 
edited by David Peterson and Charles Thomas, p.263. 
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test for the distribution of risk factors in all the popu­

lations leaves many questions unanswered. 63 ) BecaUse this 

work is in the preliminary stages, the outcomes raise more 

questions than they answer, and most of these questions 

have to do with the manner in which the program was oper-

ated and how inmates are selected. 

For the present~ however, it is difficult to see the 

therapeutic contribution of work release, or its relation-

ship to reduced recidivism. 

c. Education 

It was h~pothesized earlier that inmate accomplish­

ment in the educatiorial program would be symptomatic of 

self~motivation with respect to overall behavioral change. 

That is, superior.performance in the classroom should be 

reflected in a lower rate of recidivism. 

To test the hypothesis, educational performance was 

operationalized by deriving an expected standardized score 

per classroom hour.. The expected change in grade level was 

compared to the observed change and the differences noted. 

(A full explanation of the index is provided in the section, 

63See Babst, eta al., "Assessing Length of Institu­
tionalization in Relation to Parole outcome," in Criminology, 
Vol. 14, No.1, May, 1976, p. 41-54. 



Evaluation Design and Methodology: Impac~.) The difference 

scores were arrayed and tested against two measures of reci­

divism, simple rearrest ai.:;d state charges accepted by the 

District Attorney. The results of the regre:ssion analysis 

are displayed in Table XII. Note that in neither case is 

there any relationship between performance in the classroom 

and criminal behavior following release. (The raw sc('\res 

are presented in Appendix B~) 

The pattern of recidivism for the. inmates in the edUca­

tional group drops off sharply as the definition of reci-

di vism becomes more rigorous. Table XIII shows the comparison 

of the recidivism rates. The pattern reflects the ones 

discussed earlier with regard to the work release and 

counseling components", (The descriptive statistics for 

the follow up periods are presented in Table XIVe) 
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Summary 
Table XII 

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE EFFECT 
OF EDUCATION ON REARREST 

USING TWO DEFINITIONS OF RECIDIVISM 

State charges Accepted 
Rearrests By District Attorney 

All charges For Prosecution 

.014 .011 
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Table XIII 

MEASURES OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
FOR THE EDUCATION GROUpl 

Recidivist Measure Education 

N 

Number Rearrested 28 
All Charges 

Number Rearrested 2 
State charges Only 

19 

Arrest Quality 3 15 

2Municipal charges excluded. 

Group 

% 

74 

50 

42 

3The number of state charges accepted by the District 
Attorney # divided by the total sample minus. open cases. 
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X 
Follow Up 

Period 

Median 
Follow Up 

Period 

Standard 
Deviation 

'J:'ab1e XIV 

A WITHIN GROUP COMPARISON OF 
FOLLOW-UP PERIODS FOR THE 

EDUCATION GROUP 

Rearrested 

Municipal Charges Or State charges 
State Charges Not Accepted By 

Accepted By District Attornzy 
District Attorney1 For Prosecution 

14.5 16.6 

16.5 18.0 

5.1 4.6 
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VIlI 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

The program was funded for $732,966, of which $527,341 

were LEAA discretionary moniesi the remainder consisting of 

local in-kind matching funds. See Table xv. 

Four grant adjustments ~;ere requested and approved. 

progress reports were submitted on schedule. 
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Table XV 

PARISH PRISON REHABILITATION PROGRAM FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

f'" ' 

Date: November 18, 1976 .. I~'I 

Period: 7/1/73 - 8/14/76 

- , "-

TOTAL GRANT LEAA CASH ONLY 
Item 

Amount Total Amount Total 
Budgeted Expenditures Balance Budgeted Expenditures 

Personnel $756,158 $545,489* $210,669 $387,767 $389,509 

Fringe -$ 44,558 $ 19,286 * $ 25,272 $ 23,007 $ 19,286 

Equipment $ 47,941 $ 39,561 $ 8,380 $ 47,941 $ 39,561 

Travel $ 2,400 $ 1,639 $ 761 $ 2,400 $ 1,639 

Supplies $ 10,600 $ 12,237 $- 1,637 $ 10,600 $ 12,237 

Renovation, 
$ 83,626 $ 83,626 -0- $ 83,626 $ 83,626 Construction 

Other Direct -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

Indirect $ 41,077 $ 29,683 * $ 11,394 -0- -0-

TOTAL $986,360 $731,521 $254,839 $555,341 $545,858 

*Al1 in~kind not included 

Financial summary prepared by: Ruth de 1a Gueronniere, Grants Administrator 

-

Balance 

-$1,742 

$3,721 

$8,380 

$ 761 

-$1,637 

-0-

-0-

-0-

$9,483 



IX 

SUMMA~ AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

In this evaluation, I have focused on both the deliv-

ery of services and the impact of those services on the 
,I, 

1 
goals of tl\,E: program.. Due to the structure of the program, 

j,. e., quasi-.autonomous service activities, ,t:h:fa evaluation 

has cove:::=ed a InlJch la::CS2:c ~;;'phere of concet1ts and measures 

than is normaJly t;,hp c:a5-l;~ iI~ C1 re[~,CCirc..t: evaluation. To 

simplify the ;r:'-:':;:~I.'.:ler I s tas'k ir~ assessing th~ performance of 

the program, t~he, summary ,ts s,egm~n-t¢ct l;,y obi{~ct;ives and 

goals. 

Objective Number 1: Counselin.s 

No objective for the counseling component \'las clearly 

idenJ~ified in the Target Area Plan, and perhaps this has 

contributed to the delivery of services. Of the three 

components (counseling, work release, and education) ex-

amined in the evaluation, counseling is the least efficient; 

and the overall service delivery is not adequate. 

This conclusion is based partly on the pattern of in-

mate participation in which the median number of group 

therapy sessions attended was three, and nearly 600;{, of the 

group attended four or less times. The low level of at-, 

tendance made impossible the implementation of the Trans-

actionalAnalysis mode of psychotherapy. A second problem 
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was the expectation that non-psychiatric trained personnel 

would be responsible for implementing the intensive psycho-

therapy. Thus, if access to prisoners was assured, there 

would still be substantial doubt that the counseling unit 

could adequately imp:;Lement the objective of an intensive 

therapeutic psychotherapy. 

Objective Number 2: Work Release, 

TO PLACE A MINIMUM OF 50% OF ALL PARTICIPANTS 
DIRECTLY INTO JOBS UPON RELEASE DURING THE 
FIRST FULL YEAR OF OPERATION. 

As the project developed during 1975, a major shift 

was the incorporation of work release into the unit!s 

activities. The unit screens all work release requests 

and forwards them to the work release program. During 

the year, approximately 150 inmates were successfully 

placed in work release t •• .... ughly 7CJ>/o of the objective. 

Given the evolutionary nature of the program, this figure 

is adequate. 

On the negative sider the unit has been unable to 

develop in-prison vocational training, an original element 

in the design of the unit. Further, the implementation of 

work release is not a direct function of the unit~ it 

existed prior to the rehabilitation program and operates 

somewhat autonomously. 

The failure to develop in-prison vocational training, 

and the failure of voca,ticnal training agencies to help the 

unit, has seriously weakened the service delivery of the 
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component, and, therefore, the performance of the "jobs" 

component is barely adequate. 

Objective Number 3: Education 

TO INCREASE THE ACADEMIC LEVEL OF PARTICIPATING 
INMATES BY AN AVERAGE OF ONE GRADE LEVEL DURING 
THE FIRST FULL YEAR OF OPERATION. 

For those inmates with educational records (55 of an 

estimated 125), nearly half exceeded the expected grade 

level improvement that was based on the standard increment 

of one grade improvement per 24 classroom hours. More-

over, the average grade level improvem.ent for the 55 inmates 

was 2.34, far in excess of the objective; and nearly all 

participating inmates increased their CAT score by one grade 

level. 

I am reluctant, however, to extrapolate ·fromthis sample 

to the entire population of 125 for reasons discussed ear-

lier. Nevertheless, inmate performance is impressive, and 

it would appear that the education component has achieved 

its servica delivery objective. 

Program Objectives: Conclusion 

There is ample evidence that the. staff has worked to­

ward developing many of the services identified in the 

original 9rant and expanding into areas not mentioned, 

including arts and crafts and work re).ease. 
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In the three components under examination, the results 

are mixed. Education is a successful component. Vocational 

training/work release is barely adequate. Counseling is 

conceptually confused and ineffectively implemented. The 

operation of each of these components is affected by the 

prison context, its ~ules# regulations, and the behavior 

of security administrators and personnel. The general af­

fect of the prison context in Orleans Parish Prison has 

been to reduce the efficiency of the Rehabilitation Unit, 

and one of the questions arising out of the study is 

whether such a program can operate under what is normally 

described as medium security conditions. 

Program Goals 

The progra~ was unable to achieve any of the three pro­

gram goals in the areas of education, counseling, and voca­

tional training. Tests of recidivism show no differences 

for any of the inmate groups (see Table XVI) and specific 

regression analyses in the areas of counseling and education 

refute the hypotheses that as the delivery of these services 

increases, the (statistical) rate of recidivism will decrease. 

On the whole, there is no evidence that the delivery of the 

services has a relationship to the suspension of criminal 

behavior. 

With regard to the meaning of recidivism as a measure, 

the use of different definitions raises several important 
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Number Rearrested 
All Charges 

Number RearresJeedl 
State Charges Only 

Arrest Qua1ity2 

Table XVI 

A COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES 
USING THREE MEASURES 

Education Counseling Work Release 
Group Group Group 

74% 66%. 63% 

50% 41% 44% 

42% 31% 26% 

IMunicipa1 charges excluded. 

Comparison 
Group 

67<'/0 

400/0 

32% 

2The number of state charges accepted by the District Attorney, divided by the 
total sample, minus open cases. 



questions about procedures within the criminal justice 

system. Were a fourth definition of recidivism--conviction-­

to be used, the gap between arrest and conviction would ap­

proach 45 percentage points. There app.ears to be a need 

for clarification and reconciliation of the enforcement and 

judicial functions of the system. 

Recommendations 

The absence of programmatic impact, coupled with the 

inconsistent attempts at service delivery, raises serious 

questions about the role of a rehabilitation program as a 

mechanism for behavioral change. Results to date seem to 

indicate no significant chqpges in criminal behavior by pro­

gram participants. 

The findings are susceptible to three forms of explana­

tion. First, it might be argued that flaws in the imple­

mentation of the program contributed heavily to the absence 

of impact. It is common to find the operation of a program 

contradicting its concept, and a case might be made partic­

ularly in the area of counseling. This would not, however, 

explain the behavioral outcomes for the education group. 

A second explanation is that the prison setting and 

the security personnel diluted the irr~act of the rehabilita­

tion concept by imposing constraints on the operation of the 

program. To some extent, this explanation is correct, as 

was shown in Chapter V. It is problemmatic, however, 
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whether these constraints were the major factors in the 

program's failure to impact its goals. 

Of a more general cast is the explanation that be­

havioral change is not as readily modified by treatment 

programs as has been advertised. It may well be tha't the 

provision of services has no causal connection with behavioral 

change and that the source of change lies in the individual. 

If this were to prove correct, then the basic correctional 

paradigm would need to be revised. 

In the case of New Orleans, the impetus for the program 

was a federal court order in 1972. The findings of this 

study present some problems for local decision makers, who 

are obligated to continue the operation of the unit. One 

-of the questions still to be answered is whether social 

service programs should be funded with the expectation of 

reducing recidivism, or if the presence of these services 

is mandated by basic human concerns. New Orleans officials 

will be debating this question in the coming months. 

The principal recommendation arising from this study 

goes beyond the data to the system of criminal justice. 

It is impossible to isolate a rehabilitation program from 

the processes and logic of the larger system. Claims for 

the potential of rehabilitation will remain moot until cer­

tain issues and practices, among them "good time". proba­

tion,and parole, are clarified or changed, given their in­

herent contradictions with other aspects of the legal system. 
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certain specific recommendations, with respect to the 

operation of the program, can be extended. 

A. The program should emphasize that which it does 

best: education. Programs should be enlarged so 

t.hat the amount of time in class (per inmate) can 

be increased. This may require a reorganization 

of classroom use and a revision of rules for in­

mates participating successfully in the education 

programs. 

B. Re-evaluate the possibilities of an in-prison 

vocational training program. Such are-evaluation 

should include an assessment of the function and 

purpose of work release. 

c. Revise the objectives of the program, in part by 

changing the language used by the unit to describe 

its activities, and in part by revising downward 

expectations of behavioral change. This will in­

volve the discarding of terms such as treatment, 

rehabilitation, and therapeutic. 
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There need be no inherent relationship ~between the pro­

vision of social services and the expectation that such 

services will II re form ll significant numbers of offenderso 

We have too easily forgotten that the linkage was initially 

proposed as an hypothesis I to be tested, replicated, rede,"" 

fined, and judged. Thus, the argument for social services 

is not necessarily the argument for rehabilitation, and 

certainly an impressive case can be made for the ~ of a 

broad range of services to inmates. 

99 



APPENDIX A 

100 



A PORI>1l\L ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS OF 
THE PARISH PRI SON HEllP.DILIT1\.TION l?HOGRAH 

(rrA-l) 

Introduction 

The present report is inJcended to serve as an analytic 

monitoring narrative. It is neither an evaluation of program 

performance, a discussion of s8rvice delivery I or a (~tudy of 

program impact. The.purpose of this report is to trace the 

development of the rehabilitation program to its present stage 

anc1 to arrive at some tentative conclusions with regard to the 

capacity of the program and. program personnel to implement a 

rehabilitation unit as originally described in the TARGET AREA 

plan and subsequently revised. 

The reader s'hould be aware of the limitations of this 

report. First, the report is not an evaluation because the 

measures used ahd the data collected are insufficient to jus-

tify the title evaluation. Second, statements in this report 

have no reference to the sum total of project performance during 

the grant period or to the success of t~e program. Both topics 

are beyond tne sc~pe of the present report. 

The objective of the study i.s to provide th"e Dallas re­

gional office with a means of asse-ssing (1) the level of pro-

fessionalorganization and performance in the. program, and 

(2)- changes in the character of the organization and its 

personnel. 
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J.~ethodoloCJY: 

Because the present otudy is a formal organiza t,ional 

analysis, three measures are to be used .. This, type of analysis 

does not focus on actua 1 lx~haviol: or perforrnClnce of the sta ff, 

nor does it examine program outcomes. The emphasis in this 

approach is plClced on the logic of the orgClnizational structure 

and the relatjonship of p'ositions within the organization to 

persons selected to fill those positions. The three operational 

measures are: 

1. The definition and function of the organization, \vi th 
primaL'"Y emphasis upon the relatioDollj p among posi­
tions and the logic of task alloca-tion (by position) 0 

2. A comparison of the level of education among staff 
persons, relative to the education identified in the 
planning document and grant adjustment. 

3.. A comparison of the level of relevant \Vork experience 
among staff persons, relative to the experience iden­
tified in thG' planning document and grand adjustment. 

The method of analysis to be used is a comparison of the 

rehabili tation unit as it '<Jas originally constituted in January, 
" 

'=!-975, (T
1

) to its composition and organization as of January, 

1976 I (T2)' During that period, three types of changes have 

occurred. First, the structure of the unit has been modified. 

Some co;nponents have been eliminc:ted; others have been Im:~rged. 

Second, new pe.rsonnel have entered the prog,ram. Th'ird, existing 

staff have either s\<)i tched posi'cions or takei1 on ne,<) functions', 

Each of theSE! changes will be discussed and assessed •.. 
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,J3nckground 

11'he reader may find it useful to know the setting f~r the 

rehabilitation program. inasmuch as it has beeQ a primary fac­

tor in the deJcerm:i.nation of program development. In the state 

of Louisiana I the Criminal Sheriff in each parish is the dirE~c--

tor of the parish prison. An elective position, Ule present 

sheriff defeated tr!e' incumbent in November of 1973 and took 

office in April, 1974. ht that point, he assumed control of 

all federal grz:m-ts that had previously been supervised by his 

predecessor. Addi t::Lona lly, he replaced the existing prison 

administrators wi th his OWl) staff, and his choice of personnel 

, ... as clearly based 0!'1 the pro))lems and exigencies of the prison: 

security and renovation. In previous years, prisoner escapes 

had been a re9~lar occ~urrence, and the physical condition of 

the prison had deter:i..orc;.ted markedly. As.a consequence, tpe 

'supervision and staffing of the rehabilitation unit was a 

sec~mdary· consider~tion. 1-10reover I the operation of tne unit: 

. ",las constrained by tile emphasis on secu~ity and prison re-

organization. 

As the .problems with security and organization were gra-

dually reduced during the P0:riod of April, 1974 through July I· 

1975, and the structure of the rehabilitation program slo\'lly 

changed. The present study wiLL summarize the changes through . . 

a forma;l brCjClnizational analysis, to -follow. 

Results 

As it v.'as originally established, the rehabilitation pro-

gram consisted of S8ven component sections. organizational 

103 



chart #1 illustrates the overall structUJ::-e a.s originally con­

o 1 
cc~ved. One major and obvious problem in the original program 

\vas its aniliitiousness, a fla\Y' that is reflected in the number 

of sub-units. It appears that in adopting the framework set 

out, by Criminal Just.ice Coordinating Council planners, the. 

rehabilitation ac1rninistrators failed to take into account (1) the 

ne\,'ness of the sheriff I (2 j the problems in the prison, and 

(3) the absence of any tradition of correctional work or per-. . 
sonnel.. Given those constrainJcs, and the advantage of hind-

sight, it would seem that a Iilore modest program might have been 

establi$hed as the goal •. "The use of a family services and 

volunteer sec'tions at the outset of a major s·1.:ructural and pro­

gralT:.rnatic innovation suggests a misreading 'of the level of 

difficulty in program limplementa tion .. · Idea lly I the program 

?hould have first establj slmd its creclibili ty in the prison 

through a narrm'l range of tightly' controlled activities, and 

only then expand services and open new sec.tions. 

The structural problems of the program (i.e., attempting 

a great number of functions in.an uncertain, if not unfavorable, 

context) wer-e reinforced by the pattern 0f staffing.. The single 

roost imoo.z.tan·t factor was the almost total absence of adminis;... ... . 
trative experjence among those pex:sons selected to head tbe 

program •. (See Personnel Chart #1) The tenuous nature of de-

rnonstration progral;ls has 'been sho",m to' require leadership and 

'lIt should be noted that this chart was created after the 
fact by the eV2.1uators.. Neither ti·e planning document ir: the 
TAHGET Ali.:::A pl~;n, nor the grant Cl]?plicCltion provid~s an OVf~r-
ViC!vl . of j?0si t.:i~O:i s. lJ:'he Chd 1:'t depicts ·che actualstructur(~ of 
t11 ::>' pro' ('--'.,._! "" + .... ;. 'tt ."':").1." nt -......- .J'~\:"a.l" - l... • .&.c J:I...... • 
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an understanding of program management. Neither the program 

director nor Dny of his major administrative staff had prior 

management experience. Moreover, many had no experience in 

corrections or rehabilitat.ion.. Although most met the educa­

tional criteria for their positions, the combined absence of 

administrative experience and/or rehabilitation experience \'Jas 

the most prmninent characteristic of the initial staffing of 

the rehabilitation unit. (The one exception to this statement 

may be the assistant: director, whose diverse \vork experience 

probably provided a minimal level of prior management acti-

vi ty. ) r1'he one sta ff member with both education and experience 

\>.'as newly hired and untested in the program. 

By January of 1975, the structure of the program had been. 

significantly changed. (See organizational Chart #2) The 

seven original independent units had been merged into four 

units r all of which are responsible to the Direc'tor of Coun­

seling and -Classification. Family and volunteer services are 

nm.; sub-units of the counseling division. The number of teach­

ers has been increased and the vocational education instructors 

have been reduced. 

The most significant changes in the strt,-~ture of the pro­

gram have been (1) the shifts in personnel and (2) the develop­

ment of ne\'l authority among certain administrators.. Both types 

of change have occurred gradually, and it is difficult to es­

tablish a precise date. The two events of importance"" are the 

appointment of a new. director and the program I s use of th.e 

Director of Counseling as a member of the program management 

team. (See Personnel Chart #2) 
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The new director possesses many of the requisite skills 

required in the original grant application. He has a back­

ground in sociology and social work and work experience. The 

Director of Counseling and Classification has been working in 

that capacity for a year and has, both by qualifications and 

experience, raised the level of potential performance for the 

program. 

Other changes in personnel r.eflect the shift toward greater 

professionalism i-h.the unit. Nearly all employees have the ap­

propriate training, and many have prior experience (some have 

accumulated that experience on the job). Although b'IO of the 

present staff seem i!1appropriate, that figure represents a 

substantial reduction ::'om one year earlier. 

Conclusion 

A formal organizational analysis leaves many important 

questions unanswered. The usefulness of such an approach is 

limited to an assessment of "the logic of the structure of the 

program as identified in the grant or planning document, and 

as a compari.son of education and experience required by the 

grant for positions in the program to the actual histories of 

persons hired. 

It appears that the program has, during the course of the 

grant, improved its organization and upgraded the quality of 

personnel in administrative positions. Judged on the basis 

of organizational charts and staff histories, the program is 

taking an increasingly professional orientation. 
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The present anulysis, although favorable, has limited im­

plications for the actual performance of the unit or for the 

impact of the unit on the goals identified in the planning 

document. Both of these aspects must await an evaluation of 

the unit, scheduled to be released in June, 1976. 

As an aid to the reader, we have included self-reported 

statistics by the program of service delivery and client through­

put as of January, 1976~ 
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PARISH PRISON REHABILITATION PROGRAM 

Organizational Chart #1 

~\ 
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Clerk 
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Prison Officers 
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Services 
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I 
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I 
Recreation Typist 

00 
o 
r-I 



PERSONNEL CHART #1 

Job Title Job Requirements Person Hired Education/Experience·· 

Director 

Assistant Director 

Director of 
Counseling/Class 

Administrative exp~rience in a 
successful rehab at another in­
stitution. Degree related field 
(prefer grad). 

Degree in related field (prefer 
grad). Work experience in rehab. 

Clinical psychologist 

A. J. Goubler 

Harold Montgomery 

Pre-law, 3 yrs at UNO 
LLB - Loyola 

B.S. and related 
experience 

Margaret De Blieux M.E.D .. and related 
experience 
Certified counselor 

~ 
o 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~~----~~~ 

Counselor 

Coun.3elor 

Director of 
Education 

Teacher 

Teacher 

College graduate 

College graduate 

Most administrative experience 
of three certified teachers 

Certified teacher 

Certified teacher 

Gail Kelly 

Elaine 
Cunningham 

Melinda Bravo 

Vacant 

Vacant 

B.A. - Sociology 
Some training-Ge~~~~~ 

M.S oW. 
Related experience 

M.S.W. 
Related experience 



Job Title Job Requirements 

Director of 
Vocational Services 
(Job Placement 
Counselor) 

Job Placement 
Counselor 

Counselor 

Counselor 

Counselor 

Director of 
Recreation 

Recreation worker 

Director of Family 
and Social Services 

Social Worker 

Most experienced counselor 

None listed 

None listed 

None listed 

None listed 

None listed 

None listed 

M.S.W. 

None listed 

Per son Hireg ____ ~ ___ Educa tion/Experience 

Terry Alarcon 

Samuel Cowart 

William Frost 

Charles Jones 

Ernest Laurent 

Anthony 
Washington 

Vacant 

Vacant 

Phyllis 
Nabonne 

M.S.W. 
Related experience 

B.S. and related 
experience 

Related experience 

B. S.- B:'lsiness 
Administration 

2 yrs college P.E. 
Related experience 

B.A. - Social 
Work major 

0 1 

..-I 

..-I: 

I 



Job Title 

Director of Volunteer 
Recruitment/Develop­
ment 

Assistant 

.,;,t:'11'~ ,:,,,,;~'i:-:;: .':." ,\,\y;.",,'" ".,,~ -;-" ... .::.:..~"' . . i' .;;.,.eC; .... " ,<-o.,+", .• \.l\'tr:·- >,\~ : '~.·''''1:S .»,.,..~~. 

Job Requirements 

College degree 
Experience in vol. 

Experience with volunteers 

, ' 

Person Hired 

Gail Terry 

Vacant 

Education/Experience 

B.A. 
Related experience 

Q; 

.-I 

.-I 

.-I 



PARISH PRISON REHABILITATION PROGRAM 

Organizational Chart #2 

.----...... ---------------------tf~~-~;~t--~ir~ctDr I 
I I program Director I 

Chaplain I s Office . Work Release 

~
Director of Education 
Teacher 
Teacher 
Teacher -
(Vocational Skills) 

L-Stenographer 

Assistant Director 

=r 
Administrative Assistant stenographer 

r-i Director of Counseling 
I I 

& Classificationl 

.-
L--~counse.lor/superVisor 

Counselor 
Counselor 
Counselor 
Counselor/Supervisor 

of Volunteers 

~
post Release Workers (2) 
Counselor - Tracker 
Counselor - Crisis Clinic 
Counselor -Crisis Clinic 
Stenographers (2) 

I 
[prison Officer 

C;;;-ison Officer 

[ prrson 6f-fICer] 
[ .. . 

[prTSoii o:ff:i.ce-rl 

~
Recreation work.er 
Recreation Worker 
Recreation Worker 
Recreation Worker 

!-Director of N 
Job Development M 
Job Counselor M 

L-Stenographer 



PERSONNEL CHART #2 

Job Title Job Requirements Person Hired Educ:~t:ionLJ!:xperience 

Director 

Assistant 
Director 

Administrative 
Assist,ant 

Graduate degree preferred. 
Administrative experience 
elsewhere 

Degree in related field 
(graduate preferred) 
Experience in rehab 

Graduate degree 
Work experience in 
rehabilitation 

Hillary Carrere 

Harold 
Montgomery 

Terry Alarcon 

B.A. in Sociology/ 
Social Work 
Related administrative 
experience 

M.S. in Recreation 
SUbstantial related 
experience 

M.S.W. 
Related experience 

M ' __________________________________________ ~ ______________________________________________________ ~------__________________ M 
. H 

Direc'tor of 
Couns1eling! 
Classification 

Counselor/ 
Supervisor 

Counselor 

Counselor 

Clinical psychology 

MaS.W. or related field 

College graduate 

College graduate 

Margaret 
De Blieux 

A. J. Goubler 

Esther Hill 

Phyllis Nabonne 

M.E.D. and related 
experience 
Certified counselor 

Pre-law, L.L.B. 

B.A. - Sociology 

B.A. - Sociology 



I~ 

.TobTit~e 

Counselor 

Counselor/Supervisor 
of Volunteer 
Services 

Counselor/Pre­
Release Worker 

Counselor/ 
Crisis Clinic 

Counselor/ 
Crisis Clinic 

Counselor/ 
Crisis Clinic 

Director of 
Education 

~obReauirements 

College graduate 

College graduate 
Experience with volunteers 

College graduate 

College graduate 

College graduate 

College graduate 

certified teacher 

Person Hj red Education/~xDerience 

Gail Kelly 

Terry Geer 

Fanny Harris 

Kenneth Lombard 

Not filled 

Not filled 

Melinda Bravo 

B.S. - Sociology 
Considerable volunteer 
experience 

B.A. - English 
Law school, related 
organizational 
experience 

3 yrs college 
Training in Gestalt 
therapy and Trans­
actional Analysis 
Substantial related 
experience 

B.S. - Accounting 
Related experience 

M.S.W. 
Related experience 

s 

I) 

,~ 



Job Title Job Requirements Person Hired Education/Experience 

Teacher 

Teacher 

Teacher 
(Vocational Skills) 

Director of Job 
Development 

Job Counselor 

Recreation Worker 

R~creation Worker 

Certified teacher 

certified teacher 

Certified teacher 

None listed 

None listed 

None listed 

None listed 

Diane Kelly 

Adele Adler 

Sylvia Spears 

Alfred Foster 

Samuel Cowart 

James Branche 

Ray Worthy 

B •. A., Certified La • 
teacher, special 
education, related 
experience 

M.S. - Education 
Certified La. teacher 
Teaching experience 

B.S o. - Art Education 
Certified La. teacher 

75 hrs college 
J.P. Sheriff's Office ~ 

. . r-f 
Considerable related .-t 

work experience 

B.S.. - Business 
Admini stra tion 
In Graduate School 
Related work experience 

Some college 
Related experience 

College graduate 
Related work experience 

'ii 
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Table VI 

A CO~2ARISON OF HIGHEST GRADE 
COMPLETED WITH CAT SCORES * 

Highest Grade Completed CAT Score - Tl 

10 11.8 

9 7.8 

10 7.7 

9 6.1 

9 7.2 

11 11.1 

11 12.8 

10 9.5 

10 10.5 

8 4 .. 5 

9 8.6 

9 6.0 

10 11.0 

6 10.5 

8 8.5 

8 8.6 

8 4 .. 5 

8 7.2 

8 6.0 

9 12.0 

8 7.0 
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Highest Grade Completed CAT Score - T1 

9 8.0 

9 7.1 

8 7.8 

8 6.1 

8 2.1 

10 11.1 

11 13.9 

6 3.5 

7 7.5 

9 6.1 

6 3.0 

11 7.7 

10 10.5 

8 7.1 

8 7 .. 1 

10 12.0 

9 11.5 

10 9.0 

10 7.6 

10 9.9 

9 8.5 

10 6.1 

9 6.5 

8 5.1 

11 12.0 
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Highest Grade Completed CAT Score - Tl 

7 6.1 

7 8.5 

9 6.8 

10 10.8 

9 4.3 

10 9.9 

11 8.3 

11 11.0 

9 4.7 

-X Grade Completed = 9.0 X CAT Score Tl = 8.11 

N = 55 

*The California Achievement Test was administered prior 
to the beginning of classes. 

119 



Table VII 

INMATE GRADE LEVEL PERFORMANCE 

Expected Grade Observed Grade 
Increment * Increment Difference 

2.0 1.2 .8 

1.6 1.0 .6 

3.2 5.4 -2.2 

1.9 2.8 - .9 

2.1 1.3 .8 

2.8 2.1 .7 

2.6 1.1 1.5 

3.3 .6 2.7 

.9 2.7 -1.8 

3.6 2.4 1.2 

1.3 3.6 -2.3 

1.7 2.4 - .7 

2.0 2.6 - .6 

3.2 1.1 2.1 

1.6 4.5 -2.9 

.9 1.0 - .1 

1.,3 1.4 - .1 

1.8 1.5 .3 

3.2 2.4 .8 

1.1 1.1 0 

.9 1.0 - .1 
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~ 

Expected Grade, Observed Grade 
Increment Increment Difference 

2.9 1.4 1.5 

2.9 1.1 loS 

3 .. 5 2.1 1.4 

3.3 1.1 2.2 

2.1 1.2 .9 

4.3 1.1 3.2 

400 1.0 3.0 

6.2 2.1 4.1 

3.0 1.0 2.0 

1.0 3.6 -2 .• 6 

5.8 1.2 4.6 

4.S 5.3 - .5 

.6 1.1 - .5 

4 .. 4 5.9 -1.5 

.5 1.0 - .5 

~9 1.1 - .2 

3 .. 0 1.1 1.9 

3 .. 0 1.1 1.9 

3.2 4.2 -1.0 

4.0 3 • .1 .9 

2.2 307 -1.5 

3.6 7.1 -3.5 

1 .. 1 6.6 -5 .. 5 

1 .• 5 2.5 -1.0 

2.3 1.9 .4 
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Observed Grade Expected Grade 
Increment Increment Difference 

3.0 1.1 1.9 

4.0 1.4 2.6 

2.5 4.1 -1.6 

3.2 2.4 .8 

3.0 6.2 -3.2 

.9 1.4 - .5 

1.1 4.8 -3.7 

1.1 .5 06 

203 1.2 leI 

Standard Grade Increment = .17 

X Observed Increment = 2.34 

S for Observed Scores = 1.69 

% Exceeding Expected Standard Increment = 4~(25) 

.~' 

*computed by multiplying the standard expected incre­
ment (.042) per classroom hour against total classroom hours. 
For an explanation of the standard increment, see the section, 
Evaluation Design: ,Service Delivery. 
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Raw Scores for Summary 
Table VIIl 

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM* 
FOR INMATES PARTICIPATING IN COUNSELING 

Observation Sessions Rearrests+ 

1 1 1 

2 59 1 

3 32 0 

4 45 0 

5 3 J 

6 3 0 

7 8 0 

8 3 1 

9 3 0 

10 6 1 

11 46 1 

12 3 1 

13 4 0 

14 6 1 

15 3 9 

16 1 1 

17 2 1 

18 4 1 

19 3 0 

20 1 0 
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Observation Sessions Rearrests 

21 5 0 

22 6 1 

23 10 1 

24 6 1 

25 1 1 

26 6 1 

27 1 0 

28 11 0 

29 2 1 

30 3 1 

31 6 1 

32 2 1 

33 2 1 

34 2 1 

35 1 1 

36 3 1 

37 4 0 

38 2 1 

39 11 1 

40 2 1 

41 9 0 

42 1 1 

43 9 1 

44 11 1 

45 4 0 
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Observation Sessions Rearrests 
.. ;--.., 

46 3 0 
0' 

47 1 0 

48 17 1 

49 6 0 

50 3 1 

51 3 1 

52 2 0 

53 7 0 

54 8 1 

55 1 1 

56 3 1 

57 5 1 

58 9 1 

59 5 1 

60 1 0 

61 5 1 

62 8 1 

63 1 0 

64 13 0 

65 4 1 

66 17 1 

67 9 1 

68 2 0 

69 3 1 

70 36 1 
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Observation Sessions Rearrests 

71 4 1 

72 2 0 

73 7 1 

74 3 1 

75 3 1 

76 1 1 

77 1 0 

78 1 1 

79 1 1 

Coefficient of Determination (R2) = .019 

* .. USlng measure number 1 - simple rearrest, all charges. 

+Rearrest = 1 
No A.rrest= 0 
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Raw Scores for Summary 
Table IX 

A WITHIN GROUPS COMPARISON OF 
FOLLOW UP PERIODS FOR THE 

COUNSELING SAMPLE 

Rearrests 
Rearrests State Charges Accepted 

All Charges By the District Attorney 

605 Months 6 .. 5 Months 

7.0 .. 7 .. 0 " 
7.0 .. 7.0 .. 
7.0 .. 8.5 .. 
7.0 .. 9.0 .. 
7 .. 5 .. 9.0 II 

7.5 II 9.0 " 

7.5 " 10.5 " 
8,,0 .. 12 .. 5 .. 
8.0 " 13.5 II 

8.0 .. 14.0 II 

8 .. 0 .. 14.0 II 

9 .. 0 " 14.0 II 

9.0 11 15.5 II 

10.0 11 15.5 " 
10.0 .. 17,,0 " 

10.0 .. 17.5 .. 
10.5 II 18.0 " 
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Rearrests 
All charges 

1~ Months 

11.0 II 

11.0 11 

11.5 II 

12.5 II 

13~0 .. 
13.0 II 

13 .. 0 II 

13.5 II 

13.5 II 

13.5 II 

13 .. 5 II 

14.0 II 

14.5 .. 

14.5 " 

14.5 II 

14.5 II 

15.0 II 

15.0 II 

15-.0 " 

15 .. 0 II 

15.0 II 

15.0 II 

15.5 II 

Rearrests 
State Charges Accepted 

By the District Attorney 

18.0 Months 

18.5 " 

18.5 II 

19.0 II 

19.5 II 

20.0 " 
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Rearrests 
1\11 Charges 

16.0 Months 

16.0 " 

16.0 II 

16.5 " 

18.0 II 

18 .. 5 II 

18.5 II 

18.5 II 

1855 II 

19.0 II 

19.0 " 

20.0 " 

-X Follow Up Period 

Median Follow Up Period 

Standard Deviation 

Rearrests 
state Charges Accepted 

By the District Attorney 

-
Rearrests Rearreats 

All Charges State charges 

12.8 Months 13,,8 Months 

13 .. 5 " 14.0 " 

3.9 4.6 
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Raw Score s for Summa ry 
Table IX 

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM* 
FOR INMATES PARTICIPATING IN COUNSELING 

Observation Sessions Rearrests+ 

1 3 0 

2 36 0 

3 4 1 

4 2 0 

I::. 7 0 -' 

6 3 0 

7 3 1 

8 1 0 

9 1 0 

10 1 1 

11 1 0 

12 59 0 

13 32 0 

14 45 0 

15 3 0 

16 3 0 

17 8 0 

18 3 0 

19 3 0 

20 6 0 

130 



Observation Sessions Rearrests 

21 46 0 

22 3 1 

23 4 0 

24 6 1 

25 1 1 

26 2 1 

27 3 0 

28 6 1 

29 2 1 

30 2 0 

31 2 0 

32 1 1 

33 3 1 

34 4 0 

35 2 1 

36 11 1 

37 1 0 

38 2 0 

39 4 1 

40 3 0 

41 1 0 

42 6 0 

43 10 J,. 

44 6 0 

45 1 0 
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Observation Sessions Rearrests 

46 6 1 

47 1 0 

48 11 0 

49 2 1 

50 9 0 

51 1 1 

52 9 0 

53 11 0 

54 4 0 

55 3 0 
, 

56 1 0 

57 17 1 

58 6 0 

59 3· 1 

60 3 0 

61. 2 0 

62 7 o· 

63 8 0 

64 1 0 

65 3 0 

66 5 1 

67 9 a 

68 5 1 

69 1 0 

70 1 0 

132 



Observation Sessions Rearrests 

71 13 0 

72 4 0 

73 17 1 

74 9 0 

75 2 0 

76 5 0 

77 8 1 

Coefficient of Determination {R2) = .014 

*using measure number 3, arrests accepted by the 
District Attorney. 

+Rearrest = 1 
No Arrest = () 
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Raw Scores for Summary 
Table XI(a) 

A BETWEEN GROUPS COMPARISON OF FOLLOW-UP 
PERIODS FOR INMATES IN THE 

WORK RELEASE AND COMPARI SON GROUPS 

Work Release comparison 
Observation Group Group 

1 5.0 8.5 

2 5.0 9.5 

3 5.5 10~0 

4 6.0 10.5 

5 6.5 10.5 

6 6.5 11.0 

7 7.0 11.5 

8 7.0 11.5 

9 7.0 11.5 

10 7.0 11.5 

11 8.0 11.5 

12 8.0 12.0 

13 8.0 12.0 

14 8.0 13.0 

15 8.5 13.0 

16 8.5 13.0 

17 8.5 13.0 

18 9.0 13.0 

19 9.0 13.0 
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Work Release comparison 
Observation Group Group 

20 9.5 13.5 

21 9.5 13.5 

22 9.5 13.5 

23 9.5 14.0 

::.4 10.0 14.0 

25 10.0 14.0 

26 10.0 14.0 

27 10 .. 0 14.0 

28 10.0 14.0 

29 10.5 14.0 

30 lOGS 14.0 

31 10.5 14.0 

32 11.0 14.0 

33 11.0 14.0 

34 11.0 14.5 

35 11.5 14.5 

36 11.5 1405 

37 12 .. 0 14 .. 5 

38 12.0 14 .. 5 

39 12.0 15.0 

40 12.0 15.0 

41 12 .. 5 15.0 

42 12.5 15.0 

43 12~S 15.0 

44 12.5 15.0 

I 

Ii ,,;; 

' ..... ~ :~ 
-f' 
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Work Release Comparison 
Observation Group Group 

45 13.0 15.0 

46 13.0 15.0 

47 13.0 15.0 

48 13.0 15.0 

49 13.5 15.5 

50 13.5 15.5 

51 13 .. 5 15.5 

52 14.0 15.5 

53 14.0 16.0 

54 14.0 16.0 

55 14.0 16.0 

56 14.0 16.5 

57 14.0 16.5 

58 14.0 16.5 

59 14.5 16.5 

60 14.5 16.5 

61 14.5 16.5 

62 14.5 16.5 

63 14.5 17.0 

64 1500 17.0 

65 15.0 17.0 

66 15.0 17.0 

67 15.5 17.0 

68 

I 
15.5 17.0 

69 15.5 17.0 
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Work Release Comparison 
Observation· Group Group 

70 15.5 18.0 

71 16.0 18.0 

72 16.0 18.0 

73 16.5 19.5 

74 16.5 19.5 

75 17 .. 0 19 .. 5 

76 17~0 20.0 

77 18.0 20.0 

Work Release Comparison 
Group Group 

N = 77 
X = 11.74 X = 14.72 

Median = 12.00 Median = 15.00 
S = 3.37 S. = 2.45 
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Raw Scores for Summary 
Table XI (b) 

A WITHIN GROUP COMPARISON OF 
FOLLOW UP PERIODS FOR WORK RELEASE AND 

COMPARISON GROUP INMATES 

Work Release Comparison 

Not Not 
Arrested Arrested Arrested Arrested 

5.0 6~5 10.5 8.5 

5.0 7.0 10.5 9.5 

5 .. 5 7.0 11.5 10.0 

6.0 7.0 11.5 11.0 

7.0 8.0 11.5 11.5 

8.0 8.0 12.0 11.5 

8.5 8.0 13.0 12.0 

8.5 8.5 13.0 13.0 

9.0 10.0 13.0 13.0 

9.0 10.0 13.5 13.0 

9.5 10.0 13.5 13.5 

9.5 10.5 14.0 14.0 

9.5 11.0 14.0 14.0 

9.5 11.5 14.0 14.0 

10.5 11.5 14.0 15.0 

10.0 12 .. 5 14.0 15.0 

10.5 12.5 14.0 15.0 

10.5 13.0 14.0 15.0 
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Work Release Comparison 

Not Not 
Arrested Arrested Arrested Arrested 

11.0 13.0 14.0 15.5 

11.0 13.0 14.5 15.5 

12.0 13.5 14.5 16.0 

12.0 14.0 14.5 16.0 

12.0 14.0 14.5 16.5 

12.0 14.5 14.5 17.0 

12.5 15.0 15.0 17.0 

~ 
12.5 15.0 15 0 0 19.5 

13.0 16.0 15.0 

13.5 19.5 15.0 

13.5 15.0 

14.0 15.0 

14.0 15.5 

14.0 15.5 

14.0 16.0 

14.5 16.5 

14.5 16.5 

14.5 16.5 , 
14.5 16.5 

15.0 16.5 

15.5 16 .. 5 

15.5 17 Q O 

15.5 17.0 

15.5 17.0 
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work Release 

Arrested 

16.0 

16.5 

16.5 

17.0 

17.0 

1800 

Not 
Arrested 

Work Release 

Arrested 

N = 49 
X =11.92 

Median=12.00 
S = 3.47 

Not 
Arrested 

N = 28 
X =11.43 

Median=11.50 
S = 3.23 

140 

Comparison 

Arrested 

17.0 

17.0 

18.0 

18 0 0 

18.0 

19.5 

19.5 

20.0 

20.0 

Not 
Arrested 

Comparison 

Arrested 

N = 51 
X =15.14 

Median=15.00 
S = 2.30 

Not 
Arrested 

N = 26 
X =13.90 

Median=14.00 
S = 2.58 

tl 
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Raw Scores for Summary 
Table XI (c) 

FOLLOW UP PERIODS FOR tNMATES REARRESTED 
WHOSE CASES WERE ACCEPTED BY 

THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

WORK RELEASE AND COMPARISON GROUPS 

Work Re1ease1 . 2 
Compar~son 

Months Months 

5.0 10.5 

5.5 10.5 

7.0 11.5 

8.0 12.0 

9.0 13.0 

10.5 13.0 

12.0 13.0 

13.0 14.0 

14.0 14.0 

14.0 14.0 

14.5 14.5 

14.5 ].5.0 

14.5 15.0 

15.0 15.5 

15 0 5 16.5 

15.5 16.5 

16.0 16.5 
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Work Release 

Months 

17.0 

17.0 

18.0 

x = 12.17 
Median = 14.00 

S = 4.74 

142 

Comparison 

Months 

17.0 

17.0 

17.0 

18.0 

18.0 

20.0 

X 
Median = 

= 14.86 
15.00 

2.50 S = 
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Raw Scores for Summary 
Table XII (a) 

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF INMATES 
PARTICIPATING IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 

Educational Simple Arrest2 
Observation Difference Scorel Recidivism 

1 - .8 1.0 

2 - r 
.0 1~0 

3 2.2 1.0 

4 .9 ~O 

5 - .7 1.0 

6 -1.5 .0 

7 -1.2 .0 

8 2.3 1.0 

9 2 .. 9 .0 

10 .. 1 1.0 

11 .1 1.0 

12 - .8 1.0 

13 .. 0 1.0 

14 -1.9 1.0 

15 1.0 .0 

16 L.S 1.,0 

17 5.5 .. 0 

18 1.0 1 .• 0 

19 -1.9 1..0 

20 1.6 1.0 
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Education Simple Arrest 
Observation Difference Score Recidivism 

21 - .8 1.0 

22 3.2 1.0 

23 .5 1.0 

24 3.7 1.0 

25 - .6 1.0 

26 -1.1 1.0 

27 - .9 .0 

28 -1.5 1.0 

29 -1.4 .0 

30 -2.2 1.0 

31 -3.2 1.0 

32 -4.2 1.0 

33 2.6 .0 

34 -4.6 .0 

35 .5 1.0 

36 .2 1.0 

37 - .9 1.0 

38 -1.9 1.0 

Coefficient of Determination (R2) = .014 

lExpected score minus observed score. The differences 
were originally negatively skewed so that an inmate whoper~ 
formed better than expected would have a minus score. For 
clarity, the signs have been reversed. A positive score is 
to be equated with superior performance. 

2Arrest, irrespective of charge. 
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Raw Scores for Summary 
Table XII (b ) 

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF INMATES 
PARTICIPATING IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 

Educational Rearrest1 

Observation Difference Score (Quality) 

1 - .8 .0 

2 - .6 .0 

3 2.2 1.0 

4 .9 .0 

5 - .7 1.0 

6 -1.5 .0 

7 -1.2 .0 

8 2.3 .0 

9 2.9 .0 

10 .1 1.0 

11 .1 1 .. 0 

12 - .. 8 1 .. 0 

13 .0 .0 

14 -1.9 1.0 

15 1.0 .. 0 

16 1 .. 5 1.0 

17 5.5 .0 

18 1.0 .0 

19 -1.9 1.0 

20 1.6 1.0 
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Edu.cationa1 Rearrest 
Observation D:i.fference Score (Quality) 
~, 

21 - .8 .0 

22 3.2 .0 

23 .5 .0 

24 3.7 1.0 

25 - .6 .0 

26 -1.1 1.0 

27 - .9 .0 

28 -1.5 .0 

29 -1.4 .0 

30 -2.2 .0 

31 -3.2 1.0 

32 -4.2 1.0 

33 2.6 .0 

34 -4.6 .0 

35 .5 .0 

36 .2 1.0 

37 .9 1.0 

38 -1.9 .0 

Coefficient of determination (R2) = .011 

IState charges that were accepted for prosecution by 
the District Attorney. 
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Raw Scores for Summary 
Table XIV 

A WITHIN GROUP COMPARISON OF FOLLOW UP 
PERIODS FOR THE EDUCATION SAMPLE 
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Rearrest 
All Charges 

(Months) 

19.0 

-X 

19.0 

19.5 

19.5 

22.5 

Median 

Follow 

Follow 

Up 

Up 

Rearrest 
State Charges Accepted 

By the District Attorney 
(Months) 

Rearrest Rearrest 
All charges State Charges 

Period 14.5 16.6 

Period 16.5 18.0 

Standard Deviation 5.1 4.6 

• > 

-
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