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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the late 1960fs, reported offenses in New Orleans
were rising rapidly, by more than 100% during a seven~year
period. It was believed that a large proportion of these
crimes were being commicted by repeating offenders. These
factors contributed to the findings‘of a task force xéport
in August, 1971, which recommended the provision of several
social services by the Parish Prison designed to reduce crime
by impactihg 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 November, 1972,
Suit had been brought to the court relative’to the poor cone
ditions in the prison, and the court responded by ordering
immediate changes. Partly in response to the court order, a
rehabilitatibn program'Was written into the Target Area Crime
Specifics Program submitted to LEAA in 1973. ThefParish
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 programyof services to inmates that ine
cluded counseling, edu;ation, vocational services, recreationm,
and other social services,‘ This cbmprehensive program ha& |

reduced recidivism asfi£5'primary goal.k

viii

R T P S R e s o S L S SR T



This report is a study of the program during part of the
discretionary funding period, and it is also a discussion of
the isgsues surrounding the concept of rehabilitation. The
evaluator looks at the project from four perspectives:

1. Bt the brozdest level, he discusses the issues
of rehabilitation.

2. ‘The history of the project is reviewed.

3, The delivery of sexvices is analyzed to assess
the sfficiency of the proiject.

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

in a discussion of the issues surrounding rehabilitation,
the evaluator discusses sorne of the assumptions made by some
corrections authorities and treatment pfofessionals in the
ée&élopment of treatment programs. Generally, the assﬁmptians
focus on eriminal behavicr as keing due to a personality de-
fect and subject to correction throughrtreatment. Many
treatment prcgrams’have developed following from these as-
sumptions and within the constraints produced by funding
SOUTCES.,

The preliferation of treatment programs has created

demand‘far assessments of the programs,., and thus raised other

questions, a second issue area discussed in this report. - The

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

reséarchers'in'the assessment of the effects of treatment:

programs, and (2) the findings of the studies. The evaluator




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...the procedures by which prisons
are run and organized."

2. The second reaction is that the evaluator, by
using reduced criminal activity as a primary
objective of the program has ignored the long-
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 treatment.
Based upon this mandate and the evaluation design and program de-
seription (written prior to program implementation), the

evaluator uses recidivism measures as the test of program

effectiveness.

Project Hisltory

Conditions leading to the implementation of the Parish
Prison Rehabilitation Prbgram are reviewed above. The project
funded in 1973 was not immediately implemented, howevér, A

new Sheriff came into 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 backgiound for several
more months. By Januéry, 1975,~the'project waSvstaffedyand

began to«bekmore fuliy operational. The planning document




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.

The Delivervy of Bervices

The report includes a discussion of the services deliv-
ered during the yvear of operation studied here. Included is
a discussion of the classification methods useéc A review of
the activities of the various units within the rehabilitation
program gives an overview of the staff activities. Included
in the service delivery section are the following components:

1. Classification

2. Group Counseling

3. Work Release

4, EBEducation

Using available data, the evaluator tentatively con-
cludes the education program was the most effective éomponent,
The other components delivered only some of the servides
that were expected; tﬁé evaluator includes akdetaiied.disé

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~

ponents. This analysis focuses on the~¢ounselingfgroup, the

®i
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work release group, and the edugation group, each in separate
contexts since the overlap between groups was minimal {thosge
who partici?aﬁed in more than one service were eliminated
from the study). A ygroup similar to the rehabilitation popu-~
lations was established for comparative purposes.  In no
case was the recidivism rate significantly lower than for

those who recaived no rehabilitative serv1ces.

Conclusions

The evaluator conclades that the staff has made progress
in the development of servicas identified in the grant appli-
cation and expanding into areas nct mentioned previously.

He also concludes while the warious components have been im-
plemented, there is no evidence that they 1mpact criminal be-

havior.

Recommendation

Specific recommendations for the program include the fol-
lowings

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

2. Re-evaluate the possibility of an in-prison
vocational program. :

3. Revise program objectives, revising downward
expectations of behavioral change.

4, Review the problems of access to inmates and
work at achieving appre priate solutions to

5. kChange the language of Lhe program, away from
“treatment and rehabllltatlon, and de-emphasize
the role of counsellng.

®idi




Finally, the evaluator recommends clarification of and/

73

or changing of certain broader issues and practices in the

criminal justice system.
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Regponze by the Sheriff

In response to the evaluation report, the Criminal Sheriff

l
I

of Orleans Parigh, Charles C. Foti, Jr., summarized his re~

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

o
4

maent, immediately following the Executive Summary.




CRIMINAL SHERIFF

Parish of Orleans - State of Louisiana - New Qrleans, Louisiana 70119

"CHARLES (. FOTL IR,
Sheriff

April 7, 1977

Evaluation Subcommittee

C/0 Executive Committee

New Orleans Criminal Justice Coorxrdinating Council
1000 Howard Avenus

Suite 1200

New Orleans, Louisiana 70130

-Dear Evaluation Subcommittze:

I have askec¢ the New Orleang Criminal Justice Cooxdinating Council
to allow me the oppurzpnity to reply vo the evaluation of the Rehabilitation
Program at Orleans Paxish Prison. Needless te say, many of my staff
diszgres violsetly with the focus and methods wsed by the evaluator. My
coicerns are eluawhere, Firet, I am worriasd thuk the evaluation not be
ugsed as a I+wex te prevent the continuatio:r of aducation, job training,
and related cipsses.  These services are nesessary if we hope to encourage
the human potential in usme of the offenders. The evaluator makes this
point, but I would like s Te-emphasize it, Secand, I want to acknowledge
the evaluator's extensive isvoplvement with the program since January,
1975. I have no probleis with the procedures he uged; T am in the
process of modifyiag scwme ¢f our internal administracive yroporting.
Third, I have no reservations in citing the commitment of the staff of
the rehabilitation program. We have all learned that prisoms, particularly
parish prisons, are an extremely difficult enviromment for the operation
of an ambitious human services program. We have benefited from our
initial experiences. :

T am po% surprised that the evaluator found the program to have had’
minimal effect (in a statistical semnse) on the criminal behavior of the
inmates., I am persuaded by the argument that "programs' may not change
peoples' behavior. What really happens, I think, is that some people
make the decision to change the way they have been living. ' In making
this decision, they may take advantage of opportunltles available to
them. I have always seen the Orleans Parish Prison Rehabilitation
Program in that context, that is, providing opportunities to inmates to

_improve their educational and job skills. ~The important point, and I

believe the evaluation also stresses it, is that these kinds of services
should be available to inmates. TFor this reason, I disagree with the
evaluator when he makes recidivism the test for assgessing the effectiveness
of the program. LEAA is none too clear on this question, and I would

have preferred that rec1d1v1sm not be the only measure of the program s -

“impact.




Evaluation Subcommittee
(continued) ; : : page two

I have several regrets with regard to the way the program has
developed, and in each case, I have moved to re-orient the program and
to emphasize those components that we carried out most proficiently. In
all fairness, some of the problems have resulted from the conditions
which I acquired from my predecessor, including a federal court order,
severe overcrowding, and insufficient financing. In spite of these
restraints, I see now that the emphasis on treatment,_ rehabilitation,
and therapy that was stressed in the original language of the grant that
I inherited, gave an unrealistic picture of the real purposes of the
program. This situation subsequently hindered the program's operation.
We should have been concentrating primarily on developing skills, and
not promising to change the way inmates behave. On the one hand, T
don't think we can do that, and om the other hand, I don't think that we
should try. As firmly as I favor services to inmates, there is no way
of predicting what an inmate will do in the future. Sometimes we get too
involved in trying to help people and forget that we are invading their

. privacy.

In dealing with the findings of the evaluation, I have begun to re-
think the role of the program within the prison--keeping in mind that
those men are not in prison by accident. I have already hegun to reduce
the number of counselors substantially and placed new emphasis on the
teaching, job training, and job placement components, For those inmates
who. want to change their behavior, these are the services that are most
helpful. I am presently submitting a grant adjustment to the Louisiana
Commission on Law Enforcement to implement the changes in emphasis.

In addition to the Rehabilitation l”rogram9 which dig being renamed
as "Human Services", we will soon be opening a restitution center within
the new prison fac'lity, The purpose of the center will be to provide
a vehicle to reimbutse victims of property crimes and to make employment
available to inmates. Additionally, this will allow us to release
selected inmatesg under a controlled, experimental setting.

Both,the buman services and restitutien shelter programs are attempis

to reduce the costs that are inherent in institutionalized housing.. I

an convinced that we have to find a way to separate out first and marginal
offenders who may have the will to refrain from further criminal acts,
from fully committed criminals. The inefficiency of ocur early attempts
“at this kind of prediction are a necessary step in reducing the financial
burden on the taxpayer. At the same time, we must find a way to clearly
state severe penalties to persons persisting in criminal behaVLor. In
- my -opinion, we cannot do -one without the other.

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




PREFACE

The evaluation of corrections programs seems ﬁo inspire
both interest and controversy, ahd 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 éf the
assessment of corrections programs.

The reader should be careful tb note that several con-
SCious decisions were madekby the evaluator with regard to
the objective of the evaluation. The first decision was to
stress‘the goal bf reduced recidivism and to organize the
impact section of the evalﬁation around the issue of crime

reduction. This waé the evaluator's way of asking the ques-

tion, corrections for what purpose? Ultimately, policy-

makers must address this same guestion and arrive at decisions

regarding the funding of social serViceé within prisons.

If the reason for underwriting the costs of these services

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,support of thefParish Prison

Rehabilitation Unit. TIf, 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 fodus;upon.thefc¢ncept‘and;

meaning of rehabilitation, the evaluator has deliberately

i




raised an issue that goes far beyond the confines of Qr-
léans Parish or the state of Loﬁisiana, partly because fhe
issue is too large to ignore, and in part to.place the idea
0of social services in its proper perspective.

When reduced to its basic elements, much of "rehabili-
tation" is the providing cf opportunity for inmates to
learn, work, and recreate. Whether or notkthese are basic
rights of an inmate is a primary policy question in this
country. There is, in fact, no way to separate out a posi-
tion on the provision of services from a view of criminality.
The two>are intertwined énd because great disagreement exists
with respect to the meéning 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 behavioralychange programs and

the expectations that accompany them. By raising the issue

of crime reduction, the evaluator has sought to examine not

- the wisdom of social services but the promise of signifi-

- cant behavioral change.

Two aspects of the program that are not discussed in
the evaluation are (1) changes in the,iével of violence with-
in the prison, and (2) the efforts of the Sheriff and his
staff to prombte‘thegwork'of the unit and to develop the
public‘s intérést in‘they?riéonyand the,inmatés,‘ Neither
element can be méasured with any piecision, although £he‘

reduction in escapes has been dramatic and, according to

Soxvidi




“the Sheriff; homosexual rapes, drug traffic, and a wide
variety of violent behavior is substantially less. The
credit fbr these accompliéhments must be shared with the.
security staff, although the role of the Rehabilitation Unit
is considered iﬁportant in reducing'the problems;‘

With respect to prison innovation, the Sheriff is preé
sently undértaking the development of a xéstitution shelter,
in which the &ictim is compensated bybthe offender for thé
loss of property. This 1a£ést project is an éxample~of
the Sheriff‘s (and the city‘s) commitment to improving the
efficiency and fairness ofkthe criminal jﬁstice'System‘in
New Orlééns, | |

One final note; The reader is advised to carefully
sort out the various arguments and poSitions presented in
the~évaluationc As is customary, the evaluator is regquired
to;distill‘and intérpret LEARA program‘guidelihes and»ob— ,
jectives and to biend these'With the orientations of pro-.
fessionals in'the‘$ubject ared. The blend is never perfect,
and often significant‘ﬁisagréeménﬁ exists’eveﬁ'with régard
to the aséumptions used by"the'eValuator; That is; of
‘course, an inhérent problem; and'one that shall neVerkdis,‘
appear;‘ The role of thé éﬁaluaﬁqr'in%thiékcont6xt is’to :
'marshail the various arguments; sélect whét1hechﬁsiderSv‘
to be the appropriateiaSSumptions for the study, éﬁdktd
;prov1de documentation for hlS deCLSlona._ ’

In the preparatlon of thlS report, the evaluaﬁor re- 

celved substantlal cooperatlon from the Sherlff and the‘

xviii




staff of the Rehabilitation Unit. There is no question of the
‘commitmenﬁ of the unit to the provision of services. As a
rule, research evaluétions tehd to downplay the influence of
stéff 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 fuhction 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.

r"The evaluator wés aided in the preparation of the report
by the staff of the Evaluation Unit of the Mayor's Criminal
Justice Coordinating Council, including Mr. Stuart Carroll,
Ms. Marcia Slotnick,’and Ms. Cheryl Lyle. Two student interns
(from the University of New Orleans, Department‘of Urban
Studies, and Tulane University, School of Social Work),
TMx. Eleck‘Craig and Ms; Marci Onie, respectivelyi assisted in-
the data collection. Drs. Peggy Lentz and John Wildgen (of
the University of New Orleahs) cohtributed to thekdesigh of
vthe evaluation and, at the reéueét of the eValuator, :ead
-several drafts’of the paper,k Sections of the report were read
ahdvéritiquEd by the Cbrrections planner for the cJce, |
Ms. Mary Jo’Condon,;and,thé;fiscalvsummary was,proVidedfbyi,
the CJCC Grants Administrator,~Mrs; Ruth de lé Guerqnniere;'

fvThe‘vieWs are those Ofkthe writer.

‘Robert Sternhell
Director of Evaluation
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INTRODUCTION

The present study ef the Rehabilitation Unit of the
Orleans Parish Prison in Louisiana is funded by~a‘Target
Area Grant frem~the Law Ehforcement Assistance Administra#i'
tion (LEAA). The evaluation is largely post hoc, having
‘been undertaken once the program was well underway.‘ The
study covers thef0peretional period of Januaryrl, 1975;»1
through January 31, 1976, a 13 month 1engthc ’Ih certain
instances, the text refers to 12 months or one year; that
is not an error. Datakcollecficn Wasbsuspehded after
Januery, 1976, in order to allow the inmate population
sufficient time for‘release‘and a minimum'foliowéup period
of six months. One effect of closing data collectlon in |
”January,'1976, is to con51derably lessen the aggregate
services delivered by the project durlng 1ts‘Target Area
fﬁnding, which,expired in August, 1976. 'The figures pre-
sented in this report therefore do notsrepresent the’entire
projectractivity,; | |
| A number~of,areas are not discussed or,are’inadequeﬁely;
discussed,kieclﬁdihg measures of eostgeffectiveneSS and
descriptions of thevselection‘process'fer the work releese
lgprogram, Both of these topics, and other ’ wiLl'befine .
cluded in the evaluatlon report 1ssued in May, 1977 |

One flnal note.’ A detalle& dlscu531on of the stafflng

of the program 1s 1ncluded 1n Appendlx A.




" That discussion, entitled "A Final Organizational Analy-
sis of the Parish Prison Rehabilitation Program," was a
special report submitted to the Dallas Regional Office of

LEAR in February, 1976.

Rehabilitation: ‘The Issues

The develbpmeﬁt of rehabiiitation programs in prison
settingévis but one example‘of the shift in public attitude
and pﬁblic policy toward the convicted criminal, the role
of prisons, and the'definition of criminal behavior. The
establishment of formalized units in which ahy df~severa1
services may be available to inmates (i.e., counseling,
education; job training, drug counseling, etc.) should be
seen; alohg‘with indeterminate sentencing,'probation'and
parole, ahd’wotk‘releasé, as programmatic»evidenceﬂof the
major changes in the way that goVernmental agencies view
erriminaiity;~ The appearancé and diffusion of these programs
throughoutrthe'correétional system dffer'face validityktok
the magnitﬁde,of the éhanges’in pﬁblic policy. |

_As is the caSgé&ﬁﬁﬁajor'reorientatidns'ih public
policy, it;isgdif%iCult to isolate a single causativek
bkfaCtor3ﬁ¢ﬁﬁg e1ement (among séveral) thatfis~ceﬁtralj:
.-~&6”£ﬂ; re¢ent Changeskin cOtrectional philosophy and

| treatmenf is'the‘thesis that criminal behavior can be

modified through treatment. 'Such'modification«has, in




turn, been made possible by the acceptance ef the assump—v
tion that criminal behavicr occurs, to a substantiai degree,
because of defects in personalityal These defects are sus-
ceptible to treatment in much the same manner as physical
illness. That is, a~substantial but eSsentialiy unknown
percentage of "criminels" can be~re—educate&,~coun$eled,
traihed, and persuaded into fhe adoption of lifekstyles 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;z once popular'in,COrreCtions, has
- been replaced by more modest language and more conservatlve
objectlves. Nevertheless, the assumptlons have remalned
_’pretty‘much the same. Some of these assumptions are e restated.
below: | | | |

(1) Most.crime’ie not committed bif’evilgpei:sons°

(2) Criminal behavior represents an example of

the breakdown in the transm1551on of soc;etal
S norms. :

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

lThtherm‘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 nf
these terms has come under cr1t1c1sm. See Abraham S. -
»Blumberg,.Crlmlnal Justlce, (Chlcago~ Quadrangle Books,rl967).

‘ 2An example of this paradlgm is seen in Karl Mennlnger s
The Crime of Punishment, (New York: Viking Press, 1966)..




(4) Personaljty‘defecte are subject to correc-

tion through a variety of treatment-based
kact1v1t1es.

Not all of the above assumptiens are 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
divergencies,3> Nevertheless, these assumptions about crim-
inality appear throughout the treatment‘literature, and with
reasonable caution, can be theught of as the shared core of
corrections philosophy.

| Preceeding 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‘teﬁdyto'gather the largest amount of substantive
attention. (The overriding,issue’for correctiohs persohnel
has always been a financial one: .the,purSﬁitjof;funding.)

The proliferation of tfeatment Oriented.programs has, '
however, ereated cbnsiderableedemand fer assessments‘of the
effects of such progiamso Moreover, the demand for evalua-

tion of treatment programs has produced at least two major

3For example, compare Mennlnger, Ibld., to Glbbons, in
Correctlons- Problems and Prospects, p. 177-190, and
Eysenck, Crime and Personality, (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1964), for a quick and clear representatlon of some of the
different v1ewp01nts.




éreas of controversy: (1) the procedures, measures andrdef#
initions used by reséarchers to assess the effécts'of treat-
ment programs; and (2) the findings of these studies. Ward
and Kassebaum have made the rather persuasivé argument that
the disputes éré not independeht; that, in fact, the oppo%
sition to the research techniques that have been used is an
outgrowth of the negative fihdings of the research.?
This approaéh to the controversies is a perspéctive

n 5 an orientation that seéks

from the "soczology of knowledge
to dlscover relatlonshlps between ideas (in thls case, re-
search findings) and the producers or consumers of thg ldeas,
To support their contentionythat the controversies are a
product of,the’findingsvof the studies, they ciﬁe several
longitudinal examples in which early Support by corrections
administrators for evaluation turned to disappréval aﬁd the
raising‘off”controvexsy“ when the study cqndlusionsfwere

made public. Ward and Kassebaum conclude that the “dearth

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

attitudes toward réhabilitaﬁion.evaluatinns by coxrrections

personnel ° 6 :

4Ward‘andk Kassebaum, "On Biting the Hand That Feeds,"

in Evaluatlng Action Prodgrans, edlted by Carol WEluS, (Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 1972), pP. 301-302. : , S

SKarl Mannheim, Ideolqgv and Utopla. An Introduction

~to the Sociology of Knowledge, translated by Louis Wirth and

L Edward. Shils, (New York: Harcourt Brace, and World 1936)
- Refer to Chapter V, P.. 264-311 o :

6Ward and Kassebaum, og. 01t.,~p. 301.




With respect to the substance of the "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 officere and'administrafion’of prisons, In short,
priéons are said to interfere with the treatment oriented
programs. In fact, this may often be the case. 1In the
preseﬁt‘study, we wili‘find eubstantial evidence of in-
terference by prison guards, administrators, end, most im-

portant,,the<prGCedures by which prisons are run and or-

~ganized. It remains an open questionkwhether prisons ¢an
effectively operate both traditional incarceration programs
and treatment programs (as recommended by correctigne
authdrities). | |

| The second general‘category of reaction to the negative
eﬁaluation findings centers around the ebjectives of treat-
ment programs. Correctiens and treatment personnel‘dispute
ﬁhe cOntentiOnebyrevaluators and reseafehers 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 Prlson Management " by John C. Meyer,v
‘Jr,, p;_l3l—148 : , ‘




The argument fréquently stated is that there;afe a multi-
plicity of objectives, and most of them relate only in-
directly to immediate‘changes’in criminal behavior. The
nature Ofvthe treatment makes it difficult, even impossible,
to predicﬁ the long—term effects of the therapeutic ex-
perience,8 and that to judge the impact of the treatment
prbcedures on inmates through narrowly—based~measures of
rearrest and conviction is to 1gnore the 1ong—term changes .
in personallty.

This contention is an important one becéuse it brings
into focus many of the issues and points of confliet that
kﬁnderlie the funding of rehabilitation programs. Histor-
ically, with the;exception of thé Bureau of Prisons (and
private treatment agencies thatrwere churchy, voiunteer, or
foundation suppofted), the federal governmént has not been
deeply inveolved in the fundihg'cf treatmént,proqramsa‘kit
is only'in the last tw0'decades that~support fbr theSe
programs ‘has appeared° and with some irony, much/of the
funding has come throughvthe Deparument,of Justlce,, Wlth
thekinCeptién of the Law,Enforcément Assistance Administra-
tion (LEAA)'in»l968; the fhnding Qf c§rrections treétment

andrfehabilitation programs increased in frequency;gi‘As a

The use of the word therapeutlc is 1tself a toplc of -
controversy. Proponents of short-term counseling insist
that the relationship should be considered therapeutic..
‘The traditional psychoanalytic literature treats the con-
cept of therapy as a later stage of an exten51ve docto;»
patlent relatlonshlp.; : : :

91n 1976, Lou1S1ana - spendlng formula requlred that
- 40% of all state bloc actlon monles be allocated to cor-
rectlons., ; ;




consequence, the primary sources of funding for treatmen£

programs have become criminal justice agencies. For ex~

ample, the program under evaluation in this report hés,been

underwritten by the LEAA for the previous two years and will

bé further supported for at least one more year (énd;pOSSi—
| bly three) by the Louisiana Commission on Law Enfbréement.

" 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~
cideht noxr an;arbitrary decision that the initiation of
treatment programs funded by LEAA has been framed within
the goal of crime redﬁction. 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 Fdeveldpment of new meﬁhods for the pre-
vention and reduction of‘crime'and the detection, apprehen-
sion,’and rehabilitation‘of criminalsJAO Thus, a'program

using the languagekof rehabilitation should understand that

it will be held accountable for changes in c¢riminal behavior,
and‘that’the'languagé of the Aét is‘clear to the extent‘that an
agency accepting mbney for a rehabilitation program had ’ |
best be pre@ared to have as one of iﬁs goals ihe réductionk

of crime. It~Qould seem that the reason for rehabilita-

tion (i.e., rehabiiitétion for what purpoSes)'is built into

105ee Public Law 93-83, 93rd Congress, H.R. 8152,

'Augustl6; 1973, as amended by Public Law 93-415. Title I,
page 1. : : - o : g




the LEBA program‘rationale, and as such, would not requiré

- extensive discussion. Alternately, those treatment progiams'
with goals that go beyond the LEAA authorization, or are |
different, should seek out funding sources that sﬁpportf
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 ié no£ con-
fined to LEAA, however, siﬁce it is more appropriately an
issﬁe for all criminal justice agenciés and certainly one
in which some disagreement exists.ll

With regard to the present study, the selection of re~
cidivism measures as the prlmary test of program effectlve—
ness is based on two factors:

(1) The legislative authorization to LEAA.

(2) The lénguage of the program plan, in

which treatment and rehabili tatlon are
the central elements.

In the present context of LEAA, the issues for the eval-

uation of rehabilitationvprograms are reasonably clear: to

; l]‘,Kassebaum and Ward op. cit., have summed up the PO
“gition 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 1mpact on inmate behavior or reduction of re-~
cidivism. It is our contentlon, however, that departments

of corrections are agencies whose publicly stated principal
concern is with the: survelllance and control of inmate and
parolee behavior. The real 'pay off' of treatment programs
cannot be measured in terms of making happier or better ad-
justed ;nmates, or parolees who commit fewer or less serious
crlmes, but in maintaining order in the prlson Lommunlty and - :
1n reducing recidivism." ‘ L : ,




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 prbgram in Orleans Parish»Prison makes use of the
first criterion and, in addition, assesses‘program develop—
ment and éervice delivery. Cost analyses will appear in
future studies.

At this rpoint, it might also be appropriate to indicate
other issues that are not addressed in this report.' First,
the guestion of incarcération vs. deinstitutionalization is
outside the scope of this study. Second, the relationship
of the "prison experience" to recidivism is also external to
the study. - Third; this report does not treat the economic
impact of‘cérrections facilities (on the inmates or the enw
§1oyees). Each of these are important gquestions, and any
study of the "prison system":must ultimately take them into
account. |

A final note with regard to rehabilitation issues.

' Like other social action programs, there are several layers

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

efforts of the project'staff. ,QueStions'aboﬁt program im~ "

| plemenfation 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 cohcept about the behévior
of human beings and is logically distinctifrom the aspira-
tion and;concexns of any given project staff. In examining
the Rehabilitation Unit as implemented in‘Orleans Parish
Prison, the primary §bjéctive is to increase our knowledge
about the concept and its value, aithough in doing so we

will necessarily review the work of the unit.

11 -




IT

. DEFINING THE PARISH PRISON PROBLEM

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.

.4review of these factors is included'here so that the reader

will have at hand the récent‘history‘of Orleans Parish
Prison: (during 1973—1974).’ Because the unit was the pris-
on's 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
thé’result of a court order isSued by the Federal District
Court in N0vember;'l972; The court's order to thé then -
Sheriff‘(Lbuis Heyd) and thelcity bf New drleans outlined
thé'necessaryyreduction in the prison’populatich, the rapid
improvement of prison facilitie$ (including both the planﬁ.

and the ancillary equipment), and the incorporation 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‘Areak

Plan submitted to,LEAA in 1973.

12




When the incoming Sheriff (Charles Foti) took office
in April, 1974, progress on meeting the court ordet 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 housing4in
excess of 1,200 inmates,

Although construction of‘a new prisonkhad'begun;kthe,
magnitude of the‘disrepair'inkthe existing structure ef-
fectively prevented any major chenges. Moxeover, neither
of the twokrehebilitative programs had become operational.
It is fair to say that the corresponding administrative proe
blems were enormous-—far more serious than the new Sherlff
had (by his own assessment) ane1c1pated. The aggregated -
absence of response to the court order in the period prior
to Aprll 1974, had multiplied the problems of the prlson
and its management

, The increase in the prison population and the continuedek

disintegration of the physical plant forCEdkthe new'prison
, administrationvtO»emphasizeisecurity procedures and the elim-
ination of inmate attacks as priorities. Most of the energies
"of the Sheriff andkhis immediate staff were directed toward
the hlrlng of new deputles and admlnlstratlve staff and the
development of new procedures for the processmng and move—»
| sment of 1nmates;f The magnitude of these tasks was 1arge :

| enough to push all other con51deratlons 1nto the background,e

"*rehabllltatlon 1ncluded
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. REHABTLITATION MILESTONES

 Rehabilitation Grant
Awarded by LEAA to

Orleans Parish Prison

Project
Vacuum: 11/73-4/74
Sheriff Takes
Office--Begins
to Develop Unit
Project Starts
Period of Adjustment
Renovation
Completed
Project Operational
Focus of Study
July .November‘, April September " October January Decemberx

1973 1973

1574

1974 1974 1975 1975



A second factor--the absence bf persons with rehabiii—
tation expérience——reinforced the orientation of the new
administration toward security, peisonnel, and the upgrading
of the physical plant. Neither the Sheriff nor anyone'on
his administrative staff had worked in a rehabilitation proﬂ
gram nor had directed an institutionally-based program.
Despite the fact that the prison had been awarded a graﬁt
of some size to develop'such a unit, no one quite knew what
to do with it at the time the grantkwas aWardedkand until
afﬁer the changé in administration. Thé conseguence of the
absence of either administrative or rehabilitation experi-
ence was the extremely cautious deVelbpment of the Rehabili-
tation Unit, |

By January of 1975, a series of personnel changes and
new appointments (wifhin~the unit) effected the beginnings
of a fully operational program. These changes have been
‘discussed in a previous report submltted to the Dallas Re—
glanal Offlce of LEAA in February; 1976 (see Appendlx A).

The impact of therchangesrln personnel was visible in
three'areas.k First, the'level‘of aétivity accelerated.
'Seccnd, secutity was gradually accommodatéd‘toiallow for
~ the time.iy déli,véry of inme;tes. "I‘hird,,the Sheriff's sup—
pott of the unit increased subétantially:and With it camei_ 
‘a br0ader'ﬁnder$tahding from,his staff conéerning the rolé o
‘VOf the'Rehabilitation,Unit within the’pfison. These changes:

were crltlcal to the future of the unlt, and the contlnulng

15




increase in activity reflects the magnitude of the change

in attitude of prison administration.

Definition of the Problem

The immediate reason for thekdevelopment'of a Rehabili-

tation Uhit in Orleans Parish Prison was an oxder of the

’court in November of 1972 mandatlng an 1mprovement 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 heing committed in Orleans Parish. For

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

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

12 A ‘ ‘
greater than 100%. 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 YQuths with'previous-arrest histories‘and delin-
quency judgments 13

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

‘llkellhOOd of further 1nvreases due to- the hlgh number- of

juvenlle offenders catapulted the issue of modifying criminal

"behav1or to ‘the forefront of‘local criminal justice plan-f

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

leee the Mayor s Crlmlnal Justlce Coordlnatlng Counc11

Cr1m1nal Justice Plan, 1976, p. 43,

‘13Cr1m1nal Justlce Coordlnatlng Council, Ibld., p. 71,

Table III .
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Criminal JustiCe,Coordinating Council recommendedkthat, in
addition‘to_medical and diagnostic eervices, the Parish
Prison should provide the following services:
"(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 splrltual,
guidance and vocatlonal counseling. :

(4) Employment - Vocatlonal tralnlng and job
placement.”

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 unon,the city~parish com-

munlty.'l ~ ;

Behlnd the emphasis on dhanglng the behaV1or of crlm—
inals was the feeling thatla substantial segment of all
crimes were being perpeﬁraﬁed by repeat offenders.  The

“only available data as to the Validity Qf:ﬁhis theory is a

 study performed by the Sheriff's Office in 197l. Unfortu-

nately, there'ere;no records available from the research

, ‘14 Rehabilitation Task Force: Prellminagz Report'on
Rehabilitation, submitted to the New Orleans Crlmlnal Jus-
o tice Coordlnatlng Councml August 25, 1971. - : a

: : 15Mayor s Crlmlnal Justlce Coordlnatlng Coun011
"Comprehen31ve Plan, 1972 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

: ) . ' o 16
all sentenced inmates had one or more previous convictions.

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

, , ; U 17
‘the President's Task Force Report on Corrections, can. be

seen in the wording of the 1972 Comprehehsive Plan. Specif—‘
ic eméhasis is'pladed on (1) the provisionkof a broad variety
of serviqesyto the inmates, (2) overhau1‘of the recruitment
and ﬁraining of'allkcorrections perSOnnel, and (3) a firm
commitment to the pOtential for’changing the behavior of
criminals. Theée‘elements are the cornerstones of the na-

tional corrections movement and, as such, represent the.

- penetration of a national definition of criminal behavior

'(and thevproposedfsolutidn for criminality) to,Orieans Parish.

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

17
Task Force Report on Correctlons, Pre51dent s Com~

‘ ‘mission on Law Enforcement and the Admlnlstratlon of Justlce,
1967, p. 173-174. :

18



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 elassification, professional‘treatment,;and'
a broad spectrum of human and social services. Thie general
orientation was to serve as the basis for the logic and
structure of the proposed Rehabilitation Unit that was in-
cluded in thekTarget Area planning’document and that was

subsequently fundediin July, 1973.

The Rehabllltatlon Unit as Proposed in the Grant Appllcatlon t

The structure and organlzatlon of the Rehabllltatlon
Unlt were set out in the Target Area Crlme Spe01flcs Plan

that was submltted to the Law Enforcement As51stance Admln—

1strat10n in 1973 This document was wrltten*by staff plan-

ners of the Crlmlnal Justlte Coordlnatlng Counc1l in con—‘
sultatlon with the respectlve llne agenczes that would_be
sponsoring the eleven 1nd1V1dual projects. Thus,yln the

case of the prison Rehabilitation Unit, the logic and or-

ganization‘were~a‘joint product of CJCC planners and repre4~

,Hsentatlves of the Sheriff (Heyd)

The language and tone of the narratlve strongly reflects'

{prev1ous CJCC repo*ts on rehabllltatlon- and although the l‘

Jstructure of the unltrls somewhat general, 1t 1S~apparenta

from a- readlng of the plan that the elements of the program

are those dlscussed both in the 1972 Comprehen51ve Plan and

‘l,the 1971 Task Force report.

e Ty




The plan proposed to establish a program of compre--
hensive services that would include counseling and clessi—f
fication, education, vocational services, recreation,‘
religious counseling and services, family and social ser-
vices, and valunteer recruitment and development..18
(Midway through the initial year of operatiohj 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 ha?e 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 throﬁgh the use of psychological tests and
'an‘extensiﬁe intake interview. '"Based upon the results of
the tests, ah evaluafioh will be worked up in order to as-
- sign the prisdnerfto'a particular tier. w13 Addltlonally,
the results of the evaluatlon were tc be used as the ba51s

for the a351gnment of 1nmates to serv1ces- and.ln the case'

of educatlon classes, the partlcular p01nt of entry.

~ 18Target Area Crime Specmflcs Plan, Mayor s Crlmlnal
Justlce Coordlnatlng Counc1l 1973 P. 160—161

19 meacee, .:_:__b_l__q._; p. 161.
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Staffing of the classification unit was to be ac-
complished through a clinical psychologist andetwc "college
graduate’counselors“. The counselors were to serve in a
‘dual capacity, assisting in the classification procedure
and conducting individual and group therapy sessions.

With respect to the education component, there are
brief discussibns of the‘need for a GED pxogram;'specialized
teaching'techniques, and placement in the programkbased on
test scores admlnlstered by the Cla531flcatlon Unrtzo‘

The plan calls for three certlfled teachers, preferably with
‘backgrounds in special educatlon.

The plan indicates that the vocational training com-
ponent willffecus on basic skills in trades euch asycatpen-
try, welding, aud mechanic werk. ‘Emphasis is‘placed'on the
necessity to guarantee job placement for the released ihmate;
and although work release is not mentioned as a primary com-
ponent, it iskdiscuSSed as ahfasseciated,program.Zl, The
plan 1dent1f1 »s the Vocational Tralnlng Unit as cons1st1ng =
of three instructors and two jOb placement counselors.
| Equal amounts of attentlon are glven in the plan to a .
evarlety of actlv1t1es that are to bewdeveloped or expanded
'1nclud1ng regular dally recreatlon, rellglous counsellng,f
’famlly CrlSlS sect¢on to a551st the famllles of lncarcerated i e

kaen,‘and a volunteer program.22~

20MCJcc Ibid., p. 163- 164.

21MCJcc, Ibid., p. 165.

-zgmcacc,‘zbid;; p.’1664170;
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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 Qutdbmes. One
example of the problém is the description of {he classi-
fication and counsalingfuniﬁ, The psychological tests to
be’used are’neither identified or discussed, nor is there
an outline of the interview procedure to be used by the
counselors, Fuxther, thé plan does not include a discus-

sion of the decision pointg in the classification procedure.

Finally, it is difficult to deterniine the function of the

'counselingg‘in part because the methods are not explained

and the,anticipated'benefits are’nﬂtfdiscussed.w‘

£33 consequenéé of the level;of genérality, the pic-
ture of the program available to the reader of the plan is
that of’a’comprehensive and serious overview of a program‘

to be developsd at a later date. Historically, this was -

g partly'the intention of the planners who wrote the program

component. With the defeat of the incumbent Sheriff and

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

reality.

Implementation of the Program

As indicated in the background section of this report,

the program did‘not_becomé fully operational until January;* o

1975. This was roughly tWo’years after the initial plan'
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was written and ten months after the election of the new
Sheriff.23 During this interim‘period,‘noffurther‘con;'
ceptual development of the program occurred. In September

of 1974, the area being renovated,forkthe unit was completed,
but the program was further delayed foer months by a con~ -
flict between the Civil Service Commission and the Sheriff.
Thus, January, 1975, is recognized as the operations'starting'

date for the program.24

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 Maxrch, 1974,
April, 1974, andiMarch, 1975, neither of the three docu-
ments inclﬁded a discussion of the logic or expectations of
the‘prOgram‘or'specified staff'responsibilities, work loeas,
or program processes. o |

A grant adjustment submitted in August 1975, eight

months after the program became operatlonal requested seven

new p051tlons and the reclasslflcatlon of others to "place

greater empha81s on job development, post—release follow—up,
crisis oriented services for unsentenced lnmates, in—service
tralnlng (by psychlatrlc re51dents) for the counsellng staff

educatlon, recreatlon, and publlc relatlons.

23See the Target Area SlX Month Report ‘Robert Stern—

hell and Stuart Carroll, Mayor's Criminal Justice Coordlnatlng

’Counc1l 1974 p. 7-11 for addltlonal 1nformatlon.

4See Grant Adjustment Reqvest August 12, 1975;,
251bld., P. Z. ' i '



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

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 ambitidus‘descrip—
tion of program éctivity in a granﬁ»adjustment request
scheduled for submission in October, 1976.

The évolution of the progrém is partially_visible in
a formal organizational analysis performed by the CJCC in
= | 27
The stﬁdy compared the structure of the program’at tWokf
points, January, 1975, and Januéry, 1976. The entire study
is included in Appendix A, with several‘saliént points pre-
sénted below.’ ;ﬁfw- |

a7

The ana&ysié concluded that the original program plan

748 "been too ambitious for the level of expertise available

to the Sheriff. ‘“Ideaily, the program should have first

established its credibility in the prison through a narrow

range of tightly controlled activities, and dnly then,exé 

pand services and open new séctions."zsk Further, the Study

2671bid,, p.159-170.

’ 27 see Grant'Extension Request,‘February>ll,,1976,
Document #3, Robert Sternhell, "A Formal Organizational

- Analysis of the Parish Prison Rehabilitation Program."

281pid., p. 4.
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cited the absence of administrative experience for the ad-

ministrative staff.29

Subsequent changes in personnel during
l975yraised the potential guality of the management of thé
program, and the merging of components (from seven to four)
focused the energy of the program on a narroweyr rahgeVOf
activities; & |

The picture of the Rehabilitation Unit's selfédefinition
“that is contained in the'program's documentation (i.e., |
plans, grant adjustments, and reports) ié one of an awkward
and confused beginning, followed by'a long periodAof con~-
stant reorganization. That latter phase is still in process,
as the unit seeks to increasekthe efficiency én& ordex-
liness of its operations. In retrospect, much of the plan-
ning and organizational development should have occurred by
January,‘1975. ,Becausé'these activities were negléCtéd ih
the nine month period, April through December, 1974, cer-
tain management and service delivery ptdblems’still exist,

These will be discussed in the following séCtion,yorganiZa—

tion of the Classification Unit.

1. Oxganization of the Classification Unit

The~RehébilitationfUnit;Qpefates asfa‘netWOrkaf re-
lated, but semi-independent, components. I have termed

this arrangement a separateé service format and base the

291bid., p. 4.




designation on the procedures used by the staff parti—‘
cularly the work of the classification component. It is
useful to clearly distinguish theiseparate service fdrmet
ftom the comprehensive treatment plan. National trends in
correctional'Classification have emphasized a “total ap- |
proach to t:eatment“ through a comprehensive treatment,plan.BO
To implement a comprehensive pian,«it is necessary to |
"diagnose the problem of each offender in the institution
and to plan and administer an individualized treatment plan
to meet the needs of each prisoner.“3l‘
It is generally the case that such a‘diagnostic proce- -
dure requires active participation from a‘classification’oom—'
mittee,usuelly composed of members of the Rehabilitation
Unit, a warden,; -an administrator, a psychiatrist, a hedicel
doctor, soc1al workers, and spec1alists in various aspects ’
of the program (4. e., education, vocational trainlng, etc. ). 32,‘
The class1f1cation,procedure_used at Parish Prison is
substantially different from the committee model, and it
does not resemble variations such as the'”reoeption—diagnostic‘

system" or the ”classificationiclinic."33 The distinguishing

30 orrectional ClaSSification and Treatment ‘Leonard

,J Hlppchen, MChanging Trends in Correctional Philosophy and
Piactice," P. 17—24 A.C.A., 1975,

3Lpia., p. 20.
- 3%mpia., p. 19,
33

Ibid., p. 21.




feature of the Orleane Parish Prison C1assification proé
cedure is the level of authority vested in the individual
counselbf. Counselors function both askclaSSification
decision~makers and’as directors of group therapy pfograms.
In their capacity‘as claseification specialists, counselors
interview the inmate as the fifst step in the unit's pro-
cedures. The interview is‘bestkcharacﬁerized'ae a review
of aVailable services in ﬁhe unit by the ccunselof and ’
varying'levels of response by the inmate. Iﬁ is frequently l
the case that inmates will ask for elther a program, ak
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 physxcxans.

~In the ease of work release 1nqu1r1es,_the counselo: will
Qsﬁally'ad#ise the inmate,of'”hisfchances" but will in aﬁy
case forward‘the'request ﬁo the work release,component.

| On the basis of the interview, the eounselbr will
,recdmmeﬁd serviees for‘the inmate.' Although consultatlons
‘with the head of classification are not uncommon, the usual
_procedure'is for the counselor tO‘ultimately‘make “the re~
ferral'decisions. he product of the dec151ons,,rather than"
"a formal treatment plan, is a llstlng of serv1ces requested
by~the,1nmatekand.thoqght’to,be approprlate~by.the coun—*
selor. Additionelly,ethe cpunSelor_may add a CQmmentary)J,
~ and eccasigﬁallyla long{narrative‘appeare with’theklisting:

of services.




What are’the implications for this distinctive ap-
~proach to classification? Several are fairly apparent, and
'bearediscuseion. First, there is norimposition of a treat-
ment schedule for the inmate; so that the concept of di-
rected social change——arcernerstone of the ﬁheery of

rehabilitation34

~-~is operationally secondary.35‘ What oc~
curs in the,intake—classification pfocese,is’essentially

a setkof non~judgemental actions. That is,‘the couneelor
lists the services, discuSses them, and,aske the ihmate to
‘select those of relevance or interest;‘ This procedﬁre is
bésic to most;inﬁake‘practices,'irrespective of whether
'classifieation uses experts to make the decisions. In
Parish Prison, however, the counselor alene‘is éuthorized
ﬁo conduct the intake process by assigning’the_inmate to
services, or Withholdihg an assignment. Generally, this

- is a pro forma decision in which one area of judgement re-
guired of the counselor is to note unusual behavior that
might require a referral to a psychiatrist. wWhat distin-
vguishee the Parish Prison unit, at least in formal structure

and function, from the committee‘syStem is the absence of

34Pre51dent s Task Force on Correctlons, President's

F;CommlsSlon on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justlce, 1967,
P. 16. : ;

351 would make the distinction here between the rhet-
oric of the program which is that of directed change, and

the 1mplementatlon of the program, whlch dllutes that ob-
jectlve.k ' .
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a body of experts. The counselor’makes ﬁhevadmihiStrative
decision,'whereas the panel of experts is said to evaluate
each case according to‘their‘profeesionalvexpertise. R

There is no clear indication in the evaluatioﬁ liter-
‘ature on rehabilitation whether the “"body of experts" |
mechanlsm works, Therefore, it rema;ns an open,questlon
as to which prbcedure‘ls'more effedtive. .(Moreover, and
somewhat di5concertingiy, theiefis also seme Question as
;ﬁto the,actuai role of the panel of experts mechanism,ss)'
In any‘event, the point to e emphasized is that the Parish‘
Prison classification'pfccedure‘is different from the naé.
tional models that use experte as>deeision—makeré,

The second implicatianof the counselor decision-
- making procedure is that it does explicitly-what'is'often
done‘unobtrusively inkether rehabilitation érdgraﬁs;j It
assigns those inmates to serV1ces that they have requested
This explicit procedure is ba51c to (l) clarifying why per-
sonS'change thelr behavlor, and (2),;dent1fy1ng the relevant :
issues. |

The‘thira impiieation of the cqunSelor aSSignmeht yro¥e

eess isythefabsence,of‘a treatment plah, The language used

3636me of thesekproblems'are jdentified in "Problems
of Receptlon and Dlagnostlc Centers," AL C.A., Ibld‘,'
-p 28—32 S

37Se

Lewis, in Contemporary Punishment, edited by Rudolph Gerber
and Patrick McAnony, p. 194-199. ~ S ot SR L

29

e "The Humanitarian Theory ofyPunishment,” by‘C, s.
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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 "trouble-makers" are

identified and; in some ‘cases, removed). It appearSpfrom
discussions with the staff that they have broad general
expectations of inmate performance or goals. Thetlack 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
"successful" inmateeperformance, and the counselor decision-
making as classification, all teinforce 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

anojob—tralnlng components, by that I mean the rhetorlc

of the program does not link the components with an expected

outcome.38'

_The operation of the program as a network'of services -

'ln whlch "cla551f1catlon" is more llkely to be a clerical

procedure and the serv1ces run in qu381-autonomous fashlon

call have relevance to the structure of an‘evaluatlon of the

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

nents as separate entities.

; 38Agaln, the reference here is to the language of the
program. ‘It is an open question whether programs. that use
comprehensive treatment languageyln fact operatlonallze the

3 language, and also whether there is any 1mpact
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Before proceeding, however, it is important to’
’re—emphasize that the procedures used by the unit
are not necessarily "wrong" ox inappropriate. ‘There is
every indication that programs that use professional ex-
perts do not :each the impact they desire, even in those
cases where treatment is comprehensive andaa formal plan

is used.39

2. Organization of the Service Components

Whereas the grant application described seven service

40 and three anCLllary or support serv1ces,4lfas the

areas
program,developed it began to empha51ze some aspects and
Vdeéemphasize others. TWO;serv1cercomponents (rellglcus
counseling andfvolunteer,recruitment);quickly_became secon-
dary and were absorbed as‘subunits of other componehts,.
The vocational serVice component, after failingeto deVeiop
an,adequate'in~prison trainingkprogtam; hadeiﬁs emphasis
shifted to Cn;the~job training in conjunction with work
release. | i | | ’ |

Midway through the calendar year 197 three services

“had developedras the_core ofkthe_program:.fcounseling,

; 398ee Martlnson;“Robert "Wwhat Works? QueStionS, Ah* 5
“swers About Prison Reform," The Publlc Interest Number 35
Sprlng, 1974

4q30unsellng, educatlon,‘vocatlonal services, rellglousﬁ
counsellng, volunteer a551stance, recreatlon, and famlly
- social serV1ces. , :

41lerary, medlcal serV1ces, and psychlatrlc counsellng.‘;ka

o Lt T R T el T e



remedial education (GED and ABE), and vocational services/
work release. It is these components that will be the,'
focus of thé present evaluation réport., At the same time,
it is important notyﬁo‘diSmiss‘the 1evei of services 6r the
value of the ancillary coﬁponents; particularly‘tﬁe medical
and psychiatric referrals. Although most of the discussion‘
‘in thié repoit Wili by-pass these functions and their ef-

fects, the services delivered on a routine basis were an

important element of the total délivery’of services. These
were services réquired in the prison, and the Rehabilitation

Unit delivered them.
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EVALUATION DESIGN: SERVICE DELIVERY

The assessment of Service delivery will focus upon thé'
three primary service components: counseling, job training/
work;release,;and,remedial education. jAdditionallf, the-
delivery of ancillaryvserviceé will be briefly~discussed.

‘Because the delivery éf services withih the prisdn‘
setting is contingent upon regular access bf‘the inmates
~‘to>the unit, thé‘analysis of service delivery will bewp2é~
faced by a study of the’patterns of inﬁatg atteh&ance:iﬁ'

the unit.

Inmate Access: The Gétekeeper Fﬁnbtionr
The’RehabiiitatiOn Unit is‘lOCatéd’on‘the top floor

of the four—stoﬁy prison. Access to the unityby’inmates
is regulated by priSOn :ulés for "opén? hours (i.e., iimes
other:than‘meals 'andeOrk details). other constraints on
 attendance are prlson lockdowns. beioﬁsly the inmate can
alsovrefuse to attend Enforcement of the rules is Lhe
:prerogatlve of the securlty DlVlSlon——the prwson guaxds.;

‘ One way to measure the 1mpact of the prlson setting on
'attendance is. to compare the number of. requests to the
guards for dellvery of 1nmates to the unlt, to the fre»

‘Qquency ofidellverles., The’pract;ce 1n’the rehabllltat%onk




program was to provide a list cof inmates to the guafds, who
would be asked to bring them to the unit. Eleven montha of
daﬁa 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 £he logistical and security problems entailed
in operating a Rehabilitation Unit within the prison. That
is, the study may provide some indication of the degrcz 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 detefmine the size of the population given acceas to ‘the
~unit and the pattern of classification throughout the year.
Under the separate service - format used by the program,
classification is largely an. admlnlstratlve procedure rath-
er than diagnostic, so that the numbers will have greatest
meaning wiﬁh régard to thé client groups éoalescing’around

service activities,

‘Service Delivery: Counseling, Work Release, Education ;

& With respect'to the COunselingkcompohent, the pri-

'ma:y‘emphasis will'be~the patternkof attendance for inmates,'
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- Underlying the purpose of the group therapy sessions is the
necessity for substantial inmate participationfin order to |
approximate a therapeutic context. |

s In the case of work release, the objective listed in
the grant application is compared to the number of inmates
admittedkto work release during the test period.

The grant épplication identifies okjectives for the
educatlon and work release components but does not specify
one for ‘counseling. The measures listed are:

(1) To increase the écademié level of partici-

‘pating inmates by an average of one grade
level during the first full year Qf operation.,
(2) To place a minimum of 5% of all partici-
‘pants directly intoc jobs upon release during
the first full year of operation.
@ With respect to education, the program’has added speci=-
'flcatlon by separating out the GED from the ABE programs and
identifying 24 classroom,hours as the perlod in which the

educational gain is to be accompl;shed 42

In order to test
the education hypothesis, an index,of‘expeCted grade in-
crease per classroom hdur was derived using the following

formula:

__One Grade Level .042’gradevincrements per classroom hour
24 Classroom Hours e ,

The grade increment statistic (.042)‘Was.multiplied';

against the classroom hours of each inmate in order to .

42These revisions are contalned in a grant adjustment
scheduled for submission to LEAA in October,‘1976



‘arrive at an expected outcome ofygrade level improvement
for évety 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 déliveryfwill dwell
’brieflykon 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 tha£ is
used. In view of thie structure,kthere are’implicatiOﬁs for
the measurement of impact on'the inmate population. The
first impiication 18 thetyno eingle‘inmete'population can
be identified. Rather, .there are separate, but overlapplng,
subgropups of lnmates that coalesce around service componenfs.
For example, a percentage of those perscns in work release
will also have participated Significantly'ineone or more of
the other»ccmpcnents;'kTheioveriap in participationkis, |
A fertunetely‘for the'purposee of evaluation, minimal,VSO'thaE"‘
reletively independent subpcpulationsicanfbekideﬁtified ahd
Studied;43 As was statedcin an‘earlier’section, the primary
impact focus of the evaluation will be,en;the populaﬁions |
participating in the education, counseling, andftraining'
(work release) ccmponents. The objective of thekeValuation;~'
1th respect to lmpact lS to assess the magnmtude of be—ik

: hav1oral change as a consequence of part1c1patlcn in the

, 43 These S\bgroups have not been composed w1th respect
to ‘demographic factors or criminal histories. We have as~
sumed that no differences would be found among the coun~ .
vsellng and educatlon,groups.
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program's three priméry components.44 The major design
problem in the present research is one common to treatmeht
studiés:. contamination of one activity (and the experi-
mental group) by thé 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 ekperimental groups for the three
components; The specific procedure,is as follows. First,
all persons proceeding thtbugh intake andydlaSSificatiQn
duringrthe calendar year 1975 had case files prepared,by

the classification unit.‘ From these case files, lists of
partidipants in each of the three primary servide‘areas

were compiled; and names from one area were c¢mpared to
knaméé~fr6m~the twb other components. The three éxperiméntal
populatlons extracted through this procedure are considered
“to be 1ndependent of contamlnatlon.

In addition, a fourth group of inmates who were‘eligibie45

RS

4The reader should keep in mind that the partlcular
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 crlmlnal behav1or. Other issues and measures
- are secondary. : S L ’ ' i

SEllglblllty was defined as a sentenced 1nmate w1thout
tier or other prison restrlctlons.' This definition de
facto excluded persons with a history of murder or rape,
but did not exclude persons convicted of armed robbery oxr
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 emotional
,Vproblems, and 1nmates w1th “holds" from other jurlsdlctlons.
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for the program but for various reasons (i.e., either they
declined to participatetor their sentence was too short to
kallow fer any participation, or access to them was faulty
'so that their sentence had expited) did not choose to perti-
cipate were also identified for the purpose‘cf establishing
a comparisonkgroup; Because the group was formed through
post hoc statistical cohtrols rather than as a feature of
the’design of the project, the group is most aceutately de~
scribed as a unit for comperisoh. Nevertheless, the group
is thought to be nearly identical to the rehabilitation
populations that participated in elther the counsellng or
educational components. Most of the men cemprising the
ccmparison,group were simply overlooked in the/iﬁitial
months of the program to the extent that part1c1patlon in
~the program, once they were "dlscovered", was moot due to o
:elatlvely short periods of time remaining on’thelr sen-
tences. The'genesie of the group ista naturaiyouteome of
the inefficient'procedures of the unit in the early menths
of 1975 and’the rest:ietion of eccess tO'inmates'presented
by a prison context  The origiﬁal Sample for the“comparison’
group was lDO approx1mate1y a SO% sample of the total pop—
‘ulatlon 1dent1f1ed as ellglble, ClaSSlfled but 1acklng '
51gnlflcant partlclpatlon. of . the orlglnal 100 sample, ace~
curate crlmlnal hlstorles w1th no m1551ng values were avall—‘ :

,able~for 77 men. These 77 form the comparlson,group.k‘;
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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 accomplishment,‘ |

A second major design problem is the quality of in{

formation contained in criminal histories, the primary data

source in recidivism studies. The use of criminal his-~

tories always raiséS~CCnceptual and methodological problems,
and the present anaiysiS'is no exception. Thé most;per—
vasive methodolégical‘difficulty is the incompleteness of
such files. To have used a criminal history file is ﬁo
understand that missing values are rampaht and that data
loss is substantial. Conséquently, there are al@ays gques-
tions, and valid ones, about the representativeness of any
sampie;’control group, or comparison group; This is a- con-
tinuous éroblem for reSéarchers, and to deny‘ﬁhe impact of
the‘missing data is to mislead.

| | Concé?tual;probiems,are eqﬁally troubling. First, it
is’extraordinarily‘diffiCult to interpret the mass of arrest
and court evenﬁs for groﬁps of offenders;}‘The dominant im-

pression one receives from any group of offenders is the

‘Veryrhigh,number othQtal,arrests-—withka vaStimajOrity of

these~being;municipal‘rather than state charges. Of this

total,‘most'are not.prosecuted.46 fThose'thaf are prosecuted;"v

L ~This is particularly true in Orleans Parish, where -
the District Attorney (since 1974) has rejected 50% of all
cases presented by the police. e ' e ‘ S
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seem to be convicted. Of those conv1cted, very few serve
more~than’a Year.47 Were we to trace the percentage of
cases resulting in incarceration, from arrest,kwe would
invariably find less than 25%. TFurther, of this‘za%, less
than 10% are sentenced to hore than one year.> Note also
that standafd “good time" procedures reduce sentences to
1/2‘of the’time sentenced to serve. ‘Finaily,‘ptevious
estimates of arreSt recidivism range from 65% to 70%.
This;"rev01Ving dootﬁ effect makes it difficult to assign
meaning to the events used to measutekrecidiVism."That is,
the arrest event has a low leVel’of‘reliability,'and the
iength 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’tespect to
arrests, what meaning does a*municipal reairest,charge have
as a measure of fecidiviem or, howtcan we determine that je
a state charge refused by the District Attorney was orl—k
‘~glnally a valld arrest? The'researcher,has;no access to

- any of‘the informationfrequiredfto answef these types of

questions, nor the time to pursue them.

COmpoundlng the problem is the normal pollce procedurete .

of maklng arrests on the ba51s of offense locatlon and

",method.of operation. These are short~cut~procedures,that

27he average sentence to Parish Prison is lSﬁmonths,e

. whereas average actual time served is 6-9 months. The

differences are explalned by "good time" practices, See
Curtis & Davis, A Study of Correctional De51gn and Utlll—
zatlon 1n New Orleans' Years 1975-2000, 38. ’ S




in many instances are validated‘by effective prosecution.‘
‘However, many of these arrests (Nﬂunknown) contaiﬁ evidence
that’is inadéquate for the purpose of;prosecution.  The |
keffect‘of these poiice practices is to inflate the total
arrest picture relative to the court processed population.
Thus, at every stage of the "system",’frcm arrest to Pros-
ecution to conviction»to‘éentencingvto incarceration, the
population is thinned, leaving a shaddw of the original
numbers.

How does one ascribe meaning to any of the events in
such a process in order to develdp a‘measuré of recidivism?
To deal with Ehis prOblem'in even the crud@st manner re-
quires that sevéral definitions Qf recidivism be developed. -
The definitions listed belowvwill~§rovide“the'reader with
a measure of thé "drop off" that is present from arrest to
the decision to prosecute. We will use the different 
measureé in order to uhderscore what can only be a super-
ficial clarity present in most definitions of récidivism.
We will uée three méasures, each of Which;examinesfa dif-
ferent‘aspect of contact with the criminal justice system;‘
‘The first is‘the’mostkCOmmonm-simpléJrearrest.k

(1) The number of persoﬁs rearrested, irre-

spective of charge, whether it be municipal
or state. o ; : ‘

The problems'of'this‘measure have been discﬁssedv
eailier.; Its pﬁ:ﬁdse in this repbrt‘is,as a'éomparison:to.
the other measures~of”recidivism,'and“as‘é_cdmpéris¢ﬁ~to:‘v

‘1Kother‘studies~of recidivismrthat'uSé no other measures.
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The second standard is an attempt to distinguish the
more serious crimes; as measured by length of sentence'from‘
the legker charges.

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

Municipal charges are both frequent and iimited,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 timeylimi-

tations imposed by the study with the objective’of treatihg
~only charges of "serious" ﬂrlme that are substantiated by
arrest doéumentation. Thus, the follow1ng measurew—
(3) Number of persons arrested on state charges

whose cases were accepted by the Dlstrlct
Attorney :

Total Sample
This measure seeks to get at the quallty of the indi~
vidual arrest, separatlng out valid arxests based on sub-

stantial evidence from those in which evidence for the

~arrest Was found to be unsubstantial~ As 1nd1cated earller, N

the screenlng act1V1ty of the Orleans Parlsh Dlstrlct At~
torney allows for the dwstlnctlon. Slnce 1974,;he has,been

acceptlng~approx1mately 50% of thekCases pxeéenteé by‘the
oy o . « EEURE I '
New Orleans Police Department. ; ; {
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A. Counseling Component: Inmate Group

The case files fbr calendar year 1975 éhow 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 elimihated‘cases on which files
could not be found, the impact population was reduced to
95. An addifional requirement for selection to the test
group,waé 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 weék of March, 1975. 'All 95 inmates quali-
fied.A'The final criterion for selectioh was a‘complete cri-
minal history. If thenhistory could not be found or if the
arrest léading to the present‘inéarceratibnjwas not included,
ﬁhat inmate was removed from the test group. As a result
Qf this procedure, 18 inmates werefékcluded from the popu-
létion,’~Thefremaining 77 inmates form the‘counseling impact
population. The measure of céﬁnseling éffeétiVenéss usedr
yagéinst the group was definedvas;
’;I.  ExpoSure to counSeling (i.e.,ygroﬁp therapy)
will have a cumulative effect on the criminal
behavior of the inmates. Thus, as exposure
,increases,,recidivism‘should decrease,
To'tESt,cdunseling’effectivéness,'a'regression analysis
VWas'usedvon two measures of recidiviSm: arrests/allvcharges,
,and arrest qﬁalityf(state’charges accepted by the District

Atto:ney, divided by the total sample, minus open céses).,




B. Work Release Component: Ihmate Group

‘Case files show that 142 persons were accepted into
the component dﬁring 1975.  of thé 142 inmates, 18 were
schéduled for release after Marchklo,‘l976, the‘cuteoff
déte for the follow-up period. A record search‘of criminal
histories was conducted fdr this‘gfoup. Either as a re—A
- sult of the unaVailability of»recofds or recofds~that,were
either incomplete or failed to ieflect the known incarcera-
tibn history of the inmaté,'dr the intervention of legal
action that prevented the’opportunity fdr recidivism (in— ‘
'cluding such activities as (i) the issuance of a wa:rént,

(2) death, or (3) confinement for other reasons),'the e1_
igible group of 124 was pared to 77. These 77 inmates form
‘the work release test population,'

In order to aésess the’significance'of w¢rk release 
asﬁa causati&e‘(or cdntributing) factor in reduced rates
of criminal behavior, the work release exPerimental grcup i
Was cbmpared agaiﬁst a comparison group of inmates wﬁo’were
eligible'for the rehabilitétibnkprogramﬂbuﬁ‘who di& not
kpartiéipate.— | |

The comparative analysis‘requires thé‘usekbffcertain
 és$ﬁmptioﬁs. The dbjectiVe in~¢omparing théktwofgroups~is‘
to éstéblish a'point*Of referehce fér the :eCidivism S
‘ measuresfuséa agaihstkthe.work:releésefinmates.  The.opera-,;

tive assumptions are:



(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 afterward, is lower
for their clieng group relative to other
prison inmates, :

(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.

ITI. Inmates participating in a work release pro-
gram will exhibit rearrest rates signifi-
cantly lower than a comparison dgroup of in-

- mates eligible for the4£Fhabilitation program
but who did not enter.

' Simple comparisons of the two groups will be done using

two definitions of recidivism, rearrest and arrest guality.

(These measures are described earlier in this section.)

C. Education Component: Inmate Group

The program's records indicatc that 155 were referred

4B.E‘urther studies will examine this questlon. 'Evidence

of the dlfference in risks can.be seen, however, in the per-

centage of work release requests denied Dby the program. 1In

1975, an estimate of the percentage of requests denled was-

5% to 80%.

4%mﬁbedded in this expectatlon 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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ﬁo either the General EducationkDegree (GED) or the Adultr
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 cr;minal history
records for the 55 are avaiiable in 38 cases. This:group
receivéd minimal services from thé counséling component,
and none of the inmates were admitted to work réléaseQ

Interést~in the education~experimental’grbup is cen~
tered on the incfease in educational accomplishment as a
~predicto:,of a changé in life'styles. It is hypbthesized
in the graﬂt application that the acquiiing of increased
llteracy is at least a symptom of motivation of behavioral
change.

The hypbthésis has been opérationalized by the de-
velopment of a standardized index of educational gain.
The index 'is defined as the‘EXPected.increase in grade
level, divided byithe number of total'claSSroomfhours;and
is based on the expedted gain‘of One'grade level per every

24 classroom hours.

Index of Educatlonal Galn = Expected increase in grade
level (1.00) ' :

Nunber of total classroom
hours (24)

;Standard‘EXpectediIhcrement‘(per hour) =f.042

,“47‘;



The logic of the gain index is based on the importance
of thé magnitude of educational achievement.  Because there
are significant variations in attendancé pattefns,’the gain
indéx is used to éontrol the disﬁortions intrcduCéd by the
length of participation.

The standard’expected increment (.042) was then multi-
plied against the classroon hburs’for each of’the 38‘inmate
participants in order to obtain an expected grade incremeﬁt
for each person. The expecﬁed scores weré arrayed in com-
parison to the observed grade increments and the differences
noted. |

The measure of effeCtivenesé for‘the educational com—‘
ponent is listed below.

III. Educational achievemént 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 hypbthesized:relationship, a re-
gression analysis was uséd on the two‘variables. The de-
pendent variable was recidivism,‘defined by measures of
‘simple arrest and arrest quality.  The independent variéble
'was:the difference scorev(expécted,minus:observed~grade
iné:ement), k B -

Additionally,‘the rQCidiQism percentageé‘for each'of
the three measures will be showniso that the reader can
‘compare;them té the outcomes-for‘thevother‘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 educatieﬁ group. Recidivism rates are discﬁssed in
separate contexts, and the scores will not be aggregated.
‘The followéup periods (within whieh‘recidiviSm is‘ex—
yamined) are not standardized, and Vary considerably. The
minimum follow-up period was 5 months. The median follow-
up time Waskl3‘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, ¢; and
Table XIV). Raw scores‘are included in Appendix B.

The problem in 1nterpretatlon of these flgures may lie
in\the time allocated for recidivism. Rassebaum and Ward .
contend that ‘even 12 months is notka long,ehough period with
which to measure behav1oral change._ | }
| ”Even at 12 months, only 35% of our study sample

ha@ reports of_elthe: major arrests or re%%rn to

prison; that figure at 24 months was 54%.

'Therefore; the rearrest‘ra+e ieportea in the analyeie

may be an under—estlmatlon of the percentage of inmates that

'vreturn to crlmlnal behav1or. The use of the present follow~;

up perlods ;s dlctated; however, by~the:end ot,the‘Target

Area funding.

SQKassebaumTahd'Ward,"og.~cit.,vp.‘307,
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DATA COLLECTION

Information used in the’report was taken either from
project operations or was obtained through the New Orleans
Police Depertment. Project generated data was furnished’
to the evaluator after a two—Week review of the ihmate 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 fragmentary;‘and'the~analysis~of both service
delivery and impact will be conducted on a sample of‘55 of
the 125 ihmates who participated in the program.

The reader should be aware that the data is self-
reported by the unit. ©Nevertheless, andfdespite,gaps in
the data, the~evalﬁa£or is satisfied ef its reliabilityvin
terms of it reflecting actual events.

With regard to the,eriminal histories used to measure
impect, these were obtained with the assistance of the
’New Orleans Police Department through the use of the'poliee,

MOTION system,




VI

AN ANALYSIS OF‘SERVICEVDELIVERY: MEASURES OF EFFICIENCY

The GateXeeper Function

The analytic model identified earliét used the concept
of the gatekeeper function as the governor of~inmate parti-
'cipaticn, In Short,btheVunit'S~leve1'of sefvice'delivery
was said to be substantially affected by the access to in-
mates. In the‘prison setting, acdess is controlled by
security personnel who ére charged with finding the men
requested and‘bringing them to the unit. The upper limits
of serxvice delivery are set by the "suCCeSS“tof the guards
in their performance of‘this‘tasko

It was the feeling of both the‘programtadmihistration
~and line personnel that changes in guard assignments:had,,
brought to the unit men who'weréfmore,sympathetic and con-
scientious and that these changes Were>ref1ected,in the in-
creased access to inmates. ’That is, the new guards notkonly
- had "rank" but they were wiliingfto ﬁse this levéragé to
Secﬁre the remd&al bf inmates from the tiers. | |

Unfortunately, “the avallable data does not support the'
'~perceptlons of the staff Table T 1nd1cates that the per~ ,
centage of 1nmates not brought to the unit has 1ncreased ;
sllghtly during the perloi February through December, 1975
One possible explanatlon,for the mlsperceptlon by staff 1s

the substantlal 1ncrease;;nythetnumbers;of 1nmates,be1ng
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“Table I

ACCESSING INMATES: THE GATEKEEPER FUNCTION

R T Ry

%

i

2

Requests

Inmates Brought Up

Percent Brought Up .

52

1183

668

43%

CH # Not-
Reguests Brought Up Brought Broughtf
February 236 139 97 a1
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 47
October 1,569 784 785 50
November 1,257 710 547 43




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). ‘Duriﬁg that'five-month
periad, the number of requests for inmates incrrased 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 requests. | |

In trying to assess the meaning of'the figures; it is
nedessary to examine the reasons why men were nbt brought
to the unit. Five categqries of reasons.have been idenﬁified
for the nén—delivery of inmates. These éategories_are Sums‘
marized in Table II as sick, work (the man was assigned-to‘

a work detail and‘could not be 32cused), 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 was "locked

~down"), an outrlght refusal ny the 1nmate, or a schedullng

mlx-up in Wthh the 1nmate had prev10usly 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,'

réSidual~categOry; although by no méans hbmogehous; is an

1ndlcatlon of guard success rates in deallng w1th the prlson

securlty system.  It is also an lndlrect measure of guard

Commitmeht."The hlgh:rate of unexpla;ned'ncn—dellverles B
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Table II

REASONS FOR NON-DELIVERY OF INMATES

g o — -5 — -
Brought Sick | Work Legal Refusal out Unexplained Unexplained
| pebruary | 97 | 14 13 | 10 6 9 45 46
~March 172 8 42 14 6 '~19 83 48
 Apfi1V  1 27 | 21 | 44 29 44 25 | 84 - 34
My 286 | 17 65 38 23 14 129 45
‘gune | 357 | 13 37 30 a1 | 22 224 | 62
'7Ju1yk'5; 1 1,084 | ‘36 123 117 137 15 662 el
v“Augﬁét 1 879 39 100 35 235 | 26 444 - 50
September | ‘851 19 ;193': 56 222 21 | 340 = 39 |
‘October | 785 | 10 | 128 54 160 24 209 52
GNgvémber ©osa7 |12 | 132 22 | 9a 10 270 | a9
,ﬁPecembef 353 11 | 93 24 57 19 149 42
X ‘Unexplained No Shows = 258
% Unexplained No-Shows = 50



;(50%) infers that substantial problems still exist in the
gatekeeper functionn Mpreover; the percentege of unexplained
- non~deliveries increased afterkMay, 1975, from 42% toeSI%.
These figures suégest that the limits of service de-
1ivery‘are still relatively circumscfibed by the prison
setting. The implications of these findingekare,fWO-fold.
First, something is 0ccurring in the inmate retrievei pro;
cess that is detrimental to the program {(even if the "real"
reasen~is simply;poor documentation),' Second, these limi-
tations may or may'not,be susceptible to solutibn. 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~inmatesefdr purposes of classifi-
cation'is only indirectly related to the getekeeper EUnctioh;
kBecause it is typlcally a single event and because it is
related more to the number of sentenced lnmates thhln the
prison, the obtalnlng,of 1nterv1ews is not intimately re~’
lated to access. (See TablerIiI'and‘Figu%e 1.) 5 |

The data on 1nterv1ews does mirror what lS alrcady
generally known that act1V1ty in the unlt 1ncreased.rad1~'
cally in Aprll 1975, The number of requests were doubled

the number of 1nmates dellvered also doubled and classxfl-‘

“,catlon lnterV1ews,1ncreasedkdramat1cally;V'Whereas‘the_total,]'
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Table IIT

DISTRIBUTION OF CLASSIFICATION INTERVIEWS

interviews 42 | 27| 22| 61| 43| 50| 32| 37| 35| 34| 26| 27| 28( 464

.Cum;éizive - | 69| 91152 |195 | 245|277 | 314 | 349|383 | 409 | 436 | 464 || 464

', Percent of 1

Total ’.09 ’fOQ .05 .13 .09 ‘.*l .07 1.0814¢ .07 .07 .Q6 .06 ’,06 100




g

Number of Interviews

Figure 1

GRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF CLASSIFICATION INTERVIEWS

1975

2 -




number of interviews for the first quarter'was 21, the‘fig-’
ure for‘qﬁarter two’was 154. As Figure 1 demonstrates,
classification interviews decreased after June, but that is
probably a result of the reduced pobl of sentetced inmates.
(Threughoﬁt most of the yeat, the unit did not deal with
presentenced inmates, and the turnover in sentenced,inmates
is obviouslytleWer.) Although evidence is not immedietely
aﬁailable, it is probebly"the case that 80%'of the eligible
sentenced inmates had been interviewed by the end of the
‘third Quarter of 1975. The residual interviews were large—
1y the result 0of changes in inmate status (presentenced to
’sentenced), or new adm1s51ons to the prison. As no deflnl—
t1ve lnformatlon has been collected these last remarks

are speculative. |

The number of classification interviews indicated in

Table III is 464 forkthe 13~-month period. That is afeon~;
servative measurs. It is estimated that approximately 100
compieted interviews, condﬁcted during the first quarter
of 1975, have beene"lost“ as a’result of havingkbeen mis-~
filed in one of the prison‘s’major‘manual'filing'sYstems.
In light of the eoSts of retrieval, the cases haVe{been
tomitted from'the'stﬁdy;  A second source of under-counting
;Was the procesSing'of'GQ muhicipal‘prieonets,:for the’mest
‘,parteChargedFWith alcehol—related municipal viOlations.
These 1nterv1ews (and case flles) have also- been omltted

prlmarlly because they are well out51de the mandafe 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 1mportance- thernumbEr of
persons part1c1pat1ng in the group sessions and the pat-
terns of participation. Documentation available from case
files shows that 140 personS'attended one or more groupi
therapy sessions. Table IV arrays the distribution of at-
tendance. Note that twoethirds‘of the group participated
less than 5 times, and only 12%‘attended,on more than 10
occasions. L | | o

One explanationsﬁor,the low level of-rePeat attendance
at counseling sessions is the 1ength of Sentence,kwhere ’
the'amount'of time aVailable'for~attendancev(from date of

sentence to release) is short' In order to assess thls

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

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

Vlewed w1th extreme caut10n~because no controls were at—~

'~tached to the. selectlon procedure other than the 1mmedlate"

avallablllty of the inmate files.

Table‘v ;s a dlsplay of sentence to release days for:

,,the samplesand in addltlon,‘anvarbltrary 30 day reductlon_"

“for pﬁrposes’Of prlson processing, cla551f1catlon and ln-"

- tervmew, and ultlmate ass1gnment 1nto a group. The sampleﬂ"

. ‘,5‘9 ‘ :



Table IV

PATTERN OF ATTENDANCE AT GROUP THERAPY SESSIONS

Attendance Inmates:
once | o a5 (32%)
Twice E ‘ 14 (10%)
Three occasions | 23 (16%)
Four occasions - ] 13 ( 9%)
Fivé‘to nine 6ccasionS" : , '28 ‘»(20%)
Ten to,ﬁwenty,ocCasiéns , S 11 ( 8%)‘;‘
Twentyéone plus | R | 6 [’ ,(‘4%)k,
(29%) " |

X = 5,27

Median

il
W

L]

o
O

B R D
Rounding error .
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Table Vv

INMATE AVAILABILITY ~ SENTENCE TO RELEASE
A Sample of Inmates in Group Counseling

iR G

e s

e AR S s

Processing

I e g

Less : : 8

31-60 T | 11

S IY g s

61-90

91-120

i
i
%

121-150
151+
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of 40 Qas reduced from 50 because alllcases originating

' prior to NoVember,,1974,,were purged so that the final‘Samrk
ple does not euffer a time bias exaggeration. The resﬁlts,
in an aggregate sense, indicate that nearly 50% of the sam-
ple were "aVailable" for a period of 91 days or more, a

minimum equivalency of 12 weeks. These figures conflict |

with both tﬁe distribution of attendance and the median at-
tendance figure (see Table IV);

The problem of availability, however, is not ae’clear~
cut as was inferted earlier. .Three factors reduce avail-
ability:' work details, inmate refusals, and unexplained
non~aeiiver$e§. To what extent they reduce actualtavail-
ability is not khowh, but the combined impact ofvthe factors

(acknowledging that 50% of the sample were available less

than 90“days) results in a low level of repeattattendance.,'

The low attendance figure casts some doubt on the role
and objective of the'counselihg.' The unit deseribes group
counseling, its primary.modality;'as consiStingyof techni-
ques of Traneactional‘Analysis (fﬁ). Within the fields'of
psychlatry and social work TA is considered to be an in-

tensive psychotherapy, a mode ‘distinct from what has been

~labe1ed “orisis counsellng" or at a more tlme—extended level‘

?supportlve therapy“.Sl The objectlvekof psychotherapy is

51For definitions of these terms, see A Psychlatrlc
~Glossa£y, The American Psychiatric Association (New York:
Basic Books, 1975), p. 144 and 147. For a description of
the objectlves of supportive therapy, see Drs. Freedman,

Kaplan and Sodock, A Modern Synopsis of Comprehensive Text— .

book of Psychiatry (Baltimore: The William and Williams
Company, 1972), pp. 507-508. S o o
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self-analysis within a regular setting, at least once a
week, over a one to three year pei‘iod.52 This distribu—~,
tion of inmate repeat attendance, with a ﬁedian othhree,
and iny six inmates participating 21 or more times} pre-
cludes the effective implementation of the TA mode. A
second problem, and one of some contréversy,:is the appro-
pfiaténeés'ofrprofessional training for the £01e 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 pSychiatricksocial worker
is important, but ancillary.53 Increasingly, schools of
social work have disputed this requirement and argued that
the legitiméte role of the,psychiatric socialkworker is as
‘a therapist154k ‘ |
| The Rehabilitétibn‘Unitﬂworked toward the social work
definitionkof professiohal.requirements by hiring persoﬁs;
with Bachelor's Degrees and;Mastersfin'SbciaiKWOrk for
counSeling positigns.',The LEAA>would seem~to”sﬁppbrt'the
ksocialiwork position on'apprépriate:training,‘based'on the’
recommendafions;of'the Comﬂission on Standards and Gbéls

(Standard 11.9,‘#3) and a1so‘support the qualificatidns‘fdrk.‘

52Freedman, et Al Ibld,, pp. 504—507.

53A P. A., op.. c1t., . 148 . See also HlnSle and Camp— ‘
bell, Psychiatric Dictionary, 4th Edltlpn (New York-' : o

-~ oxford University Press, 1970) p.,785

54Helen Harris Perlman, "Soc1al ‘Work in Psychlatrlck

‘Settlngs," in American Handbook of Psvchiatry, edited by
Silvano Ariete (NeW’York°r Basic Books, l975), pp.~668—682




COuhselor‘as,listed in the grant application for the pro-

gram.

It appears, however, that the objéctives of counseling
as éefined Within Standard 11.9 are directed toward a,non—k
psychotherapeutic modality--although this is not entirely
clear.56 | |

The problem that LEAA standards and goals may have

created for itself is that it associated non-psychotheras«

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

ybehavioral‘change;57 It appears that the Parish Prison

Rehabilitation Unit may have made the same error, that is,
expecting behavioral change from short-term counseling.
They compounded the error, however, by describing the coun-

seling as Transactional Analysis--when the context prevented

" the immlementation of TA. Implementation, to repeaﬁ,'was
‘made 1mpossmb;e by the lack of con51stent access to inmates,

the low frequency of attendance, ‘the coerxcive settlng of the

prison, and the questionable professional experience of the

counselors.

55The Natlonal AdvmsorzﬁComm1551on on Crlﬂxnal Justlce
oudndards and Goals: Task Force on Correctlons, LEAA

i e

(Washlngton, D.C., 1973) P 385,
S61bid., p. 385.

57Thls confusmon may be a product of the vague language

- often used bv wrlters in: the area.
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Measures of Service Deliverv: Work Release

Vocational tralnlng and job placement were subsumed
by the work release program, a dlstlnct organization work-
ing in conjunction with the social services unit. The pro-
cedure is different from that specified in the original
gfant, in that work release persennel are largely resporn~ .
sible for the assignment of inmates to‘on;the—job training
ahd job placement. Moreover, because a variety of prcblems
have developed‘With respect to the serﬁiceS~available from
voeational training agencies, the:unit has beenkuneble to
develop the inepriSOn eourses 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
’perferming the initial intake‘inteIView. All sefious re-
gquests for work release were ferwarded £o the component
for further inveétigaticn end pfoeessihg.ss fDecisions re-
gardingkthe issuance of work release status were not 2
‘responsibility of the rehabilitation unit. |

Due to problems‘in‘reeord keeping, the number of per-
sons successfully’placed in'thekwork ielease program is

inexact;’ Documentation for 120 inmates exiSts, although

58Certa1n minimum eriteria common to work release pro~
grams were used as a guide including re51dence, f?u lys
nature of the arrest record, etc. . =
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it is probablé that perhaps as many as 30 other inmates
were reférred to work release from the Rehabilitation Unit.4
The larger figuré (150) is stili short of the 50%
objective Specifiedyin thé‘giant‘application,' (Fifty per-
cent of the 436 inmates classified during the calendar year
1975 is 218 inmates; 150 is 69% of that figure.)
Another related vocational service offered by the unit
is the testing of inmates in order to aid placement.
During the lB—month period, January,’l975 through January,
1976, 125 inmates weré testéd by the General Abilities Tést:

Battery (GATB).59

Measures of Service Delivery: Education

The eduéation component is divided into three general
areas of concentration. As a resuit of the low literacy‘
level of most inmates, a major emphasis has béen placed on
remedial coﬁrse work.~sThis is accomplished through Adult’,
Basic~Education Courses (ABE)‘and‘encompasses such subjects
as reading, mathematics,‘énd communication skills. 1In
addition, ABE prepares ihmates for the second area of,édu—
cational concentration; the General EquiValenéy Diploma
'fTest:(GED).‘.Those inmates successfully’completing the GED

are aWarded‘akhighischobl équivalency diploma; Thirdly,‘
baﬁdimoSt reéently, college level courses are'beingkprOVided

for those prisoners'th qualify. The are sponsored by a

g ‘59Thisffigure‘is'apprOXimate,‘butkis correct t.lO;“ W

- 66




local community college and are held in the claseroﬁs of

the Rehabilitation Unit. | |
V'During the‘lz month period of study,j135 inmates were

recommended to the educational component. Although'most'

were given the California Achlevement Test (CAT), less than‘

60 of the test sheet results were retrieved by the evaluator.

It is difficult to generalize from the “sample" of test re-
l'sulfs becauee there is no indication of their reletionship,
to the other test results; program administrators ﬁake the
- position thaﬁ the available results are fairly typicaiyof ;
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 resuit ef the major literacy deficiencies, fully
50%4 of the 135 inmates were ad-uidged incapable of enroll- |
ing in a program'that would prepare them;for,the:GED'high
school equlvalency test._ ‘~ege inmates,lwith gfade level<
‘scores between the fourth and 31xth, were a551gned to the»
ABE program, avachedule de51gned to prepare theglnmate to
’enter the GED program. TheVeffecﬁ‘of~the low leVel'of'
3~11teracy is to reduce the number of GED graduates. ThlS T
kobjectlve is limited both by the 11teracy def1c1enc1es of.
the 1nmate populatlon and the ameunt of tlme in which the
nteadhers have access to the 1nmates. U31ng ?4 classroom

~“hours as the average amount of tlme requlred to nncrease



ohe grade level, six to elght weeks would be expected per
one grade increased. The "average" inmate, with a CAT score
: of 8.11, would need at least elght months—-and probably more--
to reach twelfth grade competency.g Most sentences are far
- shorter. |

Of the 135 inmates recommended to education, it is
estimated that 125 entered the program. Estimation is re-
guired because a segment of the attendance‘records were
lost in proces51ng by the program. Because of the record -
‘loss, the pattern of part1c1patlon must also be estlmated-—
‘using partial records and test results as guidesg The test
results are the best guide to assessment. Of‘the'approxi-
mately:70 inmates‘that entered the GED program, 3l‘completed
it and subsequently took the test. The average length of,
time in the program for those that fook 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
taklng the GED test, 27 passed

I have taken a sample of 55 inmates who part1c1pated
VSLgnlflcantly (deflned as a minimum of 21 hours) in either
,the GED oxr ABE programs. As was dlscussed earller, the
sample is non—random and represents roaghly 45% of those
1nmates part1c1pat1ng in the educatlonal components; I
have no dlrectqmeasures of=+he~extent to whlch ‘the sampie~
‘ ref;ecfs the population,; However, the sample w1ll be u<ed’
for explahaﬁorynpurposes (1n order‘tO'use'the'best infOrél

mation available). Based on discussions with program

68




personnel, there is no reason to expect,the samplekto'be
‘significantly different from the entire population.

- The average inmate enrolléd'in the education program
has completed‘only'nine years of school. Of some surprise
in view of the overall performance of students in New Or-
leans public schools,60 the California Achievement Test
sCores given’to‘the inmatestprior to the course show the
averagde grade level to be iess than one year lower than
the highest grade'completed. ,Sixtywone percent:ofkthe sam—t
ple never attended high school,‘although’nearly all attend-
ed at least two years of Jjunior high'(89%). Table VI
presents the data. (See Appendix B. ) |

With reSpect to grade 1evel 1mprovement the results
are mixed. Although nearly one—half of the sample;exceedea’
“‘the proﬁect objective, the average'standardizedygrade in-
crement was only~,l7i ‘These outcomes'underiinekthE'impor—
tance of inmate motivationkwith regard to'performance,

Eech of’theiis men were "exposed" to roughly the same class—
room conditions;kYet there was ayCOnsiderable;disparityein G
grade increment -iPerhape the‘best indication offtheoim—"‘

por tance of motlvatlon ‘are the measures of standard dev1atlon:
for the~three'scores-r For the ex d outcomes, 8#1;3;‘

- for actualkobserved 5cores, S=l.7;3for ‘the dlfferenceeee:‘

,60Perhaps the best 1nd;cator of student performance in -
g'Orleans Parish schools is a publlcatlon of the Research and -
Development Division of the New Orleans Public School System, -
1974, titled Student Achievement Scores and Related Data.

'f~The report shows that the city compares unfavorably with
':_natlonal scores and w1th other urban school systems.'



which is the meaSure of relative perfOrmance~~S#2.0; “Thus,
, variation in performance increases as we progress‘from‘a
distribﬁtion of expected achievement to a distributionkof
;actual achievementl

Any assessment of service delivery is, of course, very
tentative, due in part to the state ofrthe records and in
part to the mixed 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, thewfiling of
test scores, and the initiation of7a;regular CAT testing,
~ schedule would go a lonQ'Way toWard'confirming'the tenta+
tive cOnclusiontof this report: that the education program
is- operatlng effectlvely and fulfilling the condltlons of

the grant.

A Note Concerning Other Services
The unit‘provides a‘Wide range'of‘serviCeshthat in
‘many - instances go beyond the~scope of the grantby‘These .
rservices ‘would ~therw15e not- be avallable w1thln the prlson,
:and the absence of these serv1ces would tend to decrease
'lhthe Stablllty of the lnmate populatlon and thus affect the’
vlevel of securlty requlred The most 1mportant of these
'serv1ces are the medlcal/psychologlcal referrals, the rec-.

B reatlon programs, and the art classes. The latter act1V1ty':
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is moviﬁg toward a self-supporting status, asathe products
of the classes are sold énd the monies returned to the in-
»mateé and the unit (to cover matérials). :Bedause‘these ser—
viceé are not easilykaggregéted,’it is difficult tofgauge‘i
the‘magnitude of their usefulness. It would appear that if
~ these services can be provided in addition tokthe primary
>éer§icés, the value of the unit‘inCreases substantially,
although that value cannot be assesSéd within the cohtéxt’
~of the present report. In sum, the prison requires thé
services to be availakle, and the Rehabilitation Unit has

fulfilled that fpnction.



VIiI

IMPACT

A. Counseling

Table VII arrayskrecidivism“percentages for each of\
the three measures.‘ Note that the figure drops dramatically
’as the rigor of the meaeure increases. We would expect that
ea recidivism standard based sbiely on convietione‘would show
ka éercentage‘figure between 20%—25%. In. this instance, only
- 30% of the members nythe counseling‘client group had cases
accepted by the'DistrictrAttorney (that were by definition,
state charges). — | | |

The follow-up period used for £he testing of recidivism
Was,not standardized, although a minimum of six months fol-

~ lowing release wes required. In order to test‘for equiva-
lency, the foilow~up periode for members of both,groups’were
~,arrayed., Table\nﬂishows'that the average times‘for;both'j
groups were 81mllar, w1th the rearrested population having
 a slightly longer post-release test duration. It is esti-
maﬁed that‘length of follow-up did not bias the resﬁlts,"
despite £he;non-standard'natu£e of the post—release periods;
The decision to use all the avallable cases was. based on
the de51re to maximize the size of the comparlson group at
'the risk of a loss of rellablllty. |
i The goal of the Counsellng Uhlt was to expose 1nmates

= to group therapy se581ons on,the'assumptlon that.lncreasedk
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Table VII

RECIDIVISM SCORES FOR INMATES
ATTENDING GROUP THERAPY SESSIONS
USING THREE MEASURES

W

Measures of Recidivism

District Attorney o ( 318
Total Cases - Open Cases : 79-4 -i ‘Aﬂﬁf

Number Rearrested ‘ ‘ 52 66
All Charges (State and Municipal)

Number Rearrested 0 s s
State Charges Only . ‘ L ,

Number With Charges Accepted by S

. Yof a1l cases, N*79-'_ '



Summary
Table VIII

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM
FOR THE COUNSELING GROUP

| Counseling , i
| Sessions Rearrest ‘Rearrest?
é R ~.019 - .014

lAll:arrests; state‘and municipal. N = 79

2 o : : o ~ o S
Arrests accepted by the District Attorney. N = 77
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exposure would affect theirtseif~analysis and indirectly
result in changes in behavior, including a (statistical) de-
 crease in recidivism for the group. To test this assumptiOn,‘v
I formed the hypothesis that as exposure increased, recidi—
vism would decrease. Recidivism, the dependent Variable,
was operaticnalized according to the definitions presented
in the design section for measures one and three.

(1) The number of persons rearrested either on
state or mun1c1pal charges.

(2) The number of persons arrested on state
charges whose cases were accepted by the
‘District Attorney.
In both cases, the dependeht vatiebletwas aichbtomous.
The independent variable, counseling sessions'attended,‘was
a straight-forward representation.
I1f a'relatiénship'existed between the number ofjcaun~
seling sessions and eitherkof the two:meaeﬁres ofkreCidivism,
»the regression score (the CQeffiCient of determination = RZ)
~wdu1d,show a strongtpositivekreletionship; ‘As Table VIII
indicates, the R® for simple rearrest (measure number‘l)‘wés
.014. I have coneluded that there iéyno baeis for the as-
~sumption that‘increésed expoeurelto edpnseling will, iﬁethe'
‘aggregate, reduce“the,incidence‘of‘reéidiviSm,‘ {The dbSer-"‘i
vations;and’their véluesfare'pfesented:iﬁ~Appendix B. ):'
 Descr1pt1ve statlstlcs for the follow up perlods are shown

1n Table IX.
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Summary
Table IX

" A WITHIN GROUP COMPARTISON OF FOLLCW'UP
PERIODS FOR THE COUNSELING GROUP

Persons Rearrested With:

Municipal Charges Or

State Charges. Not
Accepted’ By :

District Attorneyl

Follow Up §| ~  12.8 Months
Period:

Ry

gtatémc es

Accepted By
District Attorney

R QAR

. For Prosecution

13.8’Months

- Median ‘. o o
Follow Up | : 13.5 Months
~Period i ,

14.0 Months

Standard ‘év = 3.9
Deviation -

76




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—reperted in this study. One of

these areas is work release. Because of the peripheral

‘nature of the Rehabilitation Unit to work release (the unit

performs the initial,screening funetion for work release),
the activities of the iatter are outside the framework of
the study. Nevertheless, I have reported the outcomes of
a sample of those inmates whb entered work release aftexr
being screened through the Rehabilitation‘Unit‘beCause work

release has become the prlmary mechanlsm by which the voCa=-

tlonal training-job placement component has been 1mplemented,

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 gi#eh:v assuming’that'the'
selectioﬁ of inmates follOwsfacceptable proéédures‘and that
the goal of work release is in substantial part the devel—

opment of work—based mechanlsms for assisting the 1nmate

11n the reductlon of repeated crlmlnal acts.

The work release sample was tested on three measu*es
of~rec1dlv1sm,‘as was the comparlson group. ‘,I;had hypoth~

esized a substantial'difference~would‘eXiSt for the th

~groups based on the rlsk,factor assumed to be hlgher fox

.'the comparlson grcup.: Table){ dlsplays the rec161VLsm
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Table X

MEASURES OF RECIDIVISM FOR THE
COMPARISON AND WORK RELEASE GROUPS

Recidivist Work Release - Comparison
Measure Group v Group
Number Re-Arrested: L . {49) 6‘3% s | (52) 67%

All Charges

Number Re-Arrested: (34) 44% (31) 40%
State Charges Only2 , '

| Arrest Quality 19/72 2% 23/73  32%

Work release, N—77 Comparlson, N~77

2 Mun1c1pal arrests excluded

3 “The number of state arrests accepted by the Dlstrlct
Attorney, lelded by the total sample, mlnus open cases. .
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outcomes for both groups. Surprisingly, no differences
are present, althnugh as in the case of the counseiing
group; the recidivism’rates drop off dramatically'as the
definition ofirecidivism becomes more rigorous.

In order to increase cenfidehce_in the reliability of
the comparison, the follow-up period (the months from the
date of releese from prison to the data collection cut-off)
for each inmate in the two §roups was calculated, arrayed,
and aggregated.' Tables XIa, b and,cyrepbrt the~followihg
comparisohs respectively: between,groups, within grbups (per+>
- sons rearrested versﬁs those notiarrested), and a’sﬁbset of‘i |
those cases which were accepted for proseéutioﬁ by the Dis-
trict Atterney. DesCfiptive stetistics arekShown’for'each
~‘table,‘in¢luding_the mean, median, and standard deviation.

(The actual scores are includedrin'Appendix'B.)'

The fiﬁdings are important‘becaﬁse’they casf some
'doutiOn the function of workrrelease and the role of
kthekpiogram as a correctional unit}f~Workerelease pPro-
grams are intended to prQVide both a therapeutic and an
economicd benefit to the inmate, while at the same time,
risk to the community is said to be minimized. Risk, in‘
the cbhteX£‘of work release, has two distinct references.
rirst, risk refers to Lhe prnfection of the community
from persons charged_with serious crimes, most;notably;i
"crimes of Violence.‘ Personskechicted oﬁ sﬁchiehaigess
V‘are, in almost all instances, excluded from part101pam'

etion,,'With‘respect‘to,crime‘seriousness; a major issue

Cmg



Summary
Table XI, a

| A BETWEEN GROUPS COMPARISON OF
FOLLOW~UP PERIODS FOR WORK RELEASE
AND COMPARISON GROUP INMATES

A S T e A R QY A SR A 2 T P LB el A S

Work Release Comparison
Group ' Group
‘X Follow-Up Period - 11.74 14.72
% Median Follow-Up Period | ©12.00 | 15.00
% Standard Deviation ‘ 3.37 ‘ - 2.45

T T ; T : S

=
(|
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 Summary
Table XI, b

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

'Period

Work Release , g \Comparison

| Not o Not

Rearrested | Rearrested| Rearrested | Rearrested §
% | A
Follow-Up 11.92 | 11.43 15.14 - 13,90
- Period : ‘
Median : : : i
Follow-Up 12.00 ‘ 11.50 15.00 - 14.00

g1



sSummary
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
X  ®ollow-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

82

e e e = = = - . - g : S o st o D e




has been the exclusive usé of work release for persons
convicted of‘misdemeanors, whereas advocates of“the work ‘
release concept have stressed’the appropriateness’of the
concépt for lesser felonies, particularly persons convicted
of property crimesﬁl
The second definition of risk hés reference to the

potential of the inmate for recidivatihg. 'Thus, it is

co@mon for prdgramsrto exclude automatically persons with
drug\histdries, an extensive prior fecord, or one incident
of'escape. As a rule, prOgramsrtry to minimize the amount

of error with regard to inmate recidivism, particﬁlarly in

Ehe period during participation,in the program.~

| Due to the‘emphasis on minimizing risk, work release
populations are generally regarded as far less likely tb
récidivate than a;croSs-section‘of the prison popﬁlation

or even a sample of inmates eligiblé for the rehabilitation
program.e52 Although the comparisons drawn'ianable‘X'afe soméf
what short of achieving scientific precision, they gfa§h~r'
ically illustrate the absehéé,of any difference’in the
propensify to re¢idivate, irreépéctive df hoW’the.inmafe

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

‘ 610rder1ng,T1me to Serve Prlsoners, op. c1t., pP- 22-23

62 zalba reports that rec1d1VLsm rates for four work
release programs range from less than one percent to roughly
twelve percent.  See Seraplo R. Zalba, "Work Release: A

Two-Pronged Effort," in Corrections: Problems and. Prospects.;f, " ‘J‘ 

edited by Dav1d Peterson and Charles Thomas, P.. 263
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latlcns leaves many questlons unanswered. "

test for the distribution of risk factors in all the popu-

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.

Education

It was hypothesized earlier that inmate accoﬁplish-
ment in the educatibﬁal 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 teét'the hypothesis, edﬁéational performance was
operatibnalized by dériving an eXpected standardized score
per cléssrobm’hcur. Thekexpected change in grade level was
compared to the obsetved change‘and the,differences noted.

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

63See Babst, et. al., "Assessing Length of Instltu—f

" tionalization in Relation to Parole Outcome,? in Crlmlnology,'

Vol. 14, No. 1, May, 1976 P. 41-54.
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Evaluation Design and Méthodology: Impact.) The difference

scores were arrayed and tested against two measures of reci-
diviém, simple rearrest aud state charges accepted by the
District Attornéy. The results of the iegression analysis
érevdisplayed in Table XII. Noté that in néither case is
there any relationshipkbetween performance ih the classroom
and criminal behavior following ielease- (Therraw scmﬁes
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-
divism becomes more rigoroﬁs.; Table XIII shows the compariscn
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 XIV.)



Summary
Table XII

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE EFFECT
OF EDUCATION ON REARREST
USING TWO DEFTNITIONS OF RECIDIVISM

; State Charges Accepted
Rearrests By District Attorney
“All Charges ' For Prosecution
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B Arrest Quality3

Table XIIX

MEASURES OF RECIDIVISM RATES
FOR THE EDUCATION GROUPIL

Number Rearrested
All Charges

Number Rearrested

State Charges Onlyz‘

2Municipal charges excluded.’

3The number of state charges accépted by the District

_Attdrnéy,kdivided by the total sample minus open cases.
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“able XIV

A WITHIN GROUP COMPARISCON OF
FOLLOW-UP PERIODS FOR THE
-EDUCATION GROUP

Rearrested

Municipal Charges Or State Cha
State Charges Not Accepted By
Accepted By District AttornEy
District Attorneyl '~ For Prosecution

TS N AR R AR ML ke PR R R

Follow Up
Period

Median
Follow Up
Period

Standard
Deviation

N
2
i

15
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VIII

FISCAL SUMMARY

- The program was fundéd for $732,966, of whiéh $527,34l
were LEAA discretionary mbnies; the remainder cdnsisting of
local in-kind matching funds. See Table XV.

Four grant adjustments were requested and approvea.

Progress reports were submitted on schedule.,
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Personnel

Date:

Period:

L e B L QR

TOTAL GRANT ,

Table‘XV

November 18, 1976 o,

7/1/73 - 8/14/76

g R S A RS TR D e J' R T e e P s e e .r:;::"‘s:,airar:::‘u:r.-:w»w,«-a 7 TN BTV TS AT D MR I G T S PR Y, RS T

‘ PARISH PRISON REHABiLITATION PROGRAM FINANCIAL SUMMARY

LEAA CASH ONLY

v'Amount
Budgetedf

NPT

$756 158

Total

30 y‘s;ﬂ,.w':n SRS :x"i";\‘r« UL B

Expendltures

$545, 489

Belance

O TN SR R PN S

$210,669 |

Amoﬁnt
Budgeted

$387 767

Total

Pypendltures

iy LA T T L I T

$389 509

Fringe.

3 44,558

$ 19,286

$ 25,272 H

$ 23,007

$ 19.286

Equipment

$ 47,941

$ 39,561

$ 8,380

$ 47,941

$ 39,561

Y rravel

$ 2,400

. $ 1,639

s 761 |

$ 2,400

$ 1,639

Suppliee W

$ 10,600

$ 12,237

$ 10,600

$ 12,237

Renovation,

jconstruction

$ 83,626

$ 83,626

$ 83,626

$ 83,626

Other Direct

=0-

-0~

-0-—

-0-

f§Indirect

$ 41,077

$ 29,683*

$ 11,394 |

froran

Flnan01al summary prepared by-

$986,360

j*All 1n—k1nd not 1ncluded

$731 521

TRTR XS SRy

Ruth de

5254, 839 3

T S s R VSIAY R 5p RSy S et

la Gueronniere,

-0~

$555 341‘

o R S T N e P e oY R S S s N TN N AT

-0~

$545 858

Grants~Administrator




XX

'SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary -

In thie evaiuation,yi have focused on‘both the deliv-~
ety of services and the imgact ofkthose services on the
{goals of the proérémm Due*to:the structure‘of the program,
’i.e.; quasiuautonomousiService‘activities, the eValuation
has oovéred a,much‘larger' nere of concepts and measures
than is normarwy thé caé%‘rn a reaearo& evaluatlom.V To
simplify  the re,ﬂer's taek.in asseesing‘thé;performance“of
the program, the;&ﬂmmaryvistsegm nted 5; ebj=thves and

goals.

Objective Number 1: Counsellng

No objectlve for the counseling component wa s clearlj
1den+ ed in the Target Area Plan, end‘perhaps thxsfhas
contributed to’the delivery of services. Of the three

'components (counsellng, work release, and educatlon) eXn

amined in the evaluation, counsellng is the least eff1c1ent~~'

and the overall service dellvery is not adequate.'

This conclu51on is based partly on the pattern of in~
mate part1c1patlon 1n whlch the medlan number of group
therapj se551ons attended was three, and nearly 60% of the
| group attended four or less tlmes. The low level of at-
tendance made 1mp0881b1e the 1mplementatlon of the Trans~'

°‘act10nal Analysms mode of psychotherapy.:,A seconduproblem:~
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was the expeétatiOn that‘ncn—psychiatric trained peréonnel
would be responsible for implementing the intensive psycho-
therapy. Thﬁs,'if acéess tdvprisoners was assured, theré
wouldistili'be substantial doubt that the counseling unit
could adequately~implement:the bbjédtivé of an intensive

. therapeutic psychotherapy.

Objective Number 2: Work Release.

TO PIACE A MINIMUM OF 50% OF ALL PARTICIPANTS
DIRECTLY INTO JOBS UPON RELEASE DURING THE
FIRST FULL YEAR OF QPERATION.
As the’project developed during 1975, a major shift
‘was the incorporation of work release into the unit‘s'
activities. The unit screens all W§£k'releé$e‘request§
and forwards them to the work release program. During
thé Yéar,*apptOXimatelyylso inmatés were‘successfully
placed‘in;work release,‘ﬁﬂughlyk70% of the‘objéctive.
Given the evolutionary,naturekof‘the'program, thiskfigure
is‘adéquate. : | k |
- On the negative side,‘the unit has been unable to
develop in—prison,yocatibnal t:ainiﬁg) an original element
in,thé,deSignwdfythefunit.”“Fﬁrther, thé‘implementatioﬁ bf 
'Work‘réleaéehis*not a‘difect fﬂhﬁtionlof the unit; it
existed prior to'the‘ﬁehaﬁilitation~prdgram'and operates
Sbmewhat‘autbnoméﬁsly; L
Thé‘failﬁre tovdevelop ihéprison Gocatibnal training;‘
‘-and'thekfailﬁféfdf VoCaﬁiéhalktraihing‘agencieS"to'heip the’

unit, has seriously weakened the sefviceVdelivery 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 these inmates with educationai records (SS‘of an
estimated 125), nearly half exceeded the'eXPected grade
level improtement that Was;based on the standard increment
of one grade improvement per 24 Classroom:hours. More-
oVer, the average grade levelfimprovement for the 55 inmates
was 2.34, far'in excess of’the objective; and nearly all

rparticipating’inmates increasedktheir'CAT score‘byrone grade

 level. o | |

I am reluctant, however; to extrapolate From thls sample
to. the entlre populatlon of 125 for reasons dlscussed ear—
lier. ‘Nevertheless, inmate performancetls 1mpresslve, and
it would‘appearkthat«the educatiOn component has achie?ed;~

its servic'e,delivery,objective° s

Program Ob]ectlves" Conclus1on

There is ample eV1dence that the staff has worked to—"
ward developlng many of the serv1ces 1dent1f1ed 1n the_
orlglnal 9rant and expandlng 1nto areas not mentloned' S

',;Mlncludlng arts and crafts and work reJease. o
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In the three components under examination, the results

are mixed. Education is a successful component. Vocational

' training/wofk release is barely adequate, Counseling is

conceptually confused and 1neffect1vely implemented. The
operatlon of each of these components is affected by the
prison context, its rules, regulatlons, and the behav1or

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 Rshabilitation Unit,
and one of the qguestions arisingjout'ofkthe study is

whether such'a‘program can operate under what is normally

"described as medium security conditions.

ProgrambGoals

The program was unable to achieve any of the three pro-
gram goals in the areas of educatlon, 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;reoidiViSm will decrease.

On the whole, there is no ev1dence that the dellvery of the

- serv1ces has a relatlonshlp to the suspension of crlmlnal

A R O A A T TR

behavior.

Wlth rega*d to the meanlng of rec1d1v1sm as a measure,f;

the use of dlfferent deflnltlons ralses several 1mportant
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eSG xfﬂife

Table xvi

A COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM RATES
USING THREE MEASURES

Education Counseling Work Release Comparison [

Group , - Group , Group ) Group
 Number Rearrested 74% . 6% | 63% 67%
All Charges ‘ ; .
x3Number Rearrescedl ‘50% : :‘ 41% ’ 44% S | 40%

State Charges Only

eA;reét Quality? ";?_”“3 42%

lMimicipal'c'harges excluded.

: i 2The number of state charges accepted by the Dlstrlct Attorney, dlvxded by the
total sample, mlnus open cases,




guestions about procedures within the criminal justice
- system. Were a fourth definition of recidivism—_convictioh—-~
to be used, the gap between arrest and conv1ctlon would ap-
proach 45 percentage poxnts. There appears to be a need

- for clarification and tecbnciliation of the enforcement and

judicial functions of the system.

Recommendations

‘The absence of programmatic impact, coupled with the
inconsistenﬁ aﬁtempts at service délivery,'raisesiserious
questions abéﬁt the role of a rehabilitation program as a
mechanism for behavioral change. Results to’date seem to
indiéate no significant changes 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 heévily to the absence
~of impact. It is common to find the operatioh of a program
rcqntradicting‘its concept, and a case;mightkbekmade partic-
ularly in the area of coﬂnseling.y This would not, howeVer,
iexplainvthe behavioral outcomes for the ed@cation group.

A’secbnd explanation is that‘the priSOn‘éetting‘and
the securlty personnel diluted the impact of the rehablllta-
tion concept by 1mp051ng constralnts on the operatlcn of the
 program. To some extent,,thls,explanatlon is correct, as

'wasfshown in Chapter'V. 'It;is problemmatic;‘however,




whether these constraints were the major factors‘io thevk
program's failure to impact its goals.

Of a more generai cast is the explenation that be-
havioral change is not as readily modified by treatment
progrems as has been advertised. It may wellkbe‘that the
provision of services has no causal cohnection with behavioral
change and that the source of chenge 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 prOgrem
was a federal court order:in 1972. The findings of this
study preSent some’problems for iocal decision makers, who
are obligated to continue the operation of’thekunit; 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~manda£ed'by*basic human concerns. Newiorleans‘offiCials
will be debatingwthis questiOn,in the ooming monfhs.

The principal recommendation arisihg from this‘studyk‘
goes‘beyond.the data to fhe sYstem of criminal justice. B

It is 1mposs1ble to 1solate a rehabllltatlon program from

~the processes and loglc of the larger system. Clalms for

the potentlal of rehabllltatlon will remaln moot untll cer—‘

- taln 1ssues and practlces, among them "good time", proba—

~tion, and parole, are clarlfled or changed glven thelr 1n—f

herent contradlctlons w1th other aspects of the legal system;e,b.fVi
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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
that 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 educaticn

programs.

Re~evaluate the possibilities of an in-prison
vocational training program. Such a re-evaluation

should include an assessment of the function and

 purpose of work release.

~ 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.

Review the‘p:oblems of access to inmatesyand seek

, partial’solutions to the inevitable conflicts

between the requirementsvof security andithe pPro-

vision of social services.




There need be no inherent relationship bétWeen‘thé pro- ‘

vision of social services and the expectation that such

~services will “reform" significant numbers of offenders.

We have too eaéily forgotten that the linkage was initially
proposed as an hypothesis, to be tésted,’replicaﬁed, redem
fined, and jﬁdged.k Thus, the argument for social services
is hot necessarily ﬁhe argument for rehabilitation,’and
certainly an impressive case cankbe rade for the need of a

broad range of services to inmates.
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A TORMAL ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS OF
THE PARISH PRISON RELHABILITATION PROGRAM
(ra-1)

Intrcduction

The present report is intended to serve as an,analYtic'
ﬁOniﬁcring narrétiVe. It is neither an evaluation of program
performance;, a‘diseussioh ef setvice delivery,‘orka atudy.of
progran impact. The purpose of this report is £o t#éce the
development'of the rehabilitation progiam to its pfesent stage
and to arrive at some tentative conCluéions with regard to the
capacity of the piogram endkprogram personnel to implement e
rehabilitation unit as originallykdeseribed’in.ﬁhe’TARGET AREA
plan and subsequently revised, |

The reader should be aware of the ;imitations‘of this
report. First, the report is~not an eveluation because’ﬁhery
ﬁeasures used and the data collectedyarebinsufficient to jus-
;ﬁify the £it1e.evaluation.’ Second, statemehts in thiskreport
“have no reference to the sum total of project:performance during
the grant period or to the success of the program; Both topics.
are beyond the - scope of the present report |

The onjectlve of the study 1s to prOVlde the Dallas re~;‘
_'glonal office- w1th a-means of asseSSLng (l) the level of pro-

: fesslonal'organlzatlon and performance in the program, and _e
(Z)echangesfih the chérecter ef the‘organizetioneand’its‘ |

personnel.
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sethodoloay

.
.
&

Because the present study is a formal organizational
analysis, three measures are to be used. This type of analysis
-~ does ndt'focus on actual behaviqr of performance of the staff,
nor does it examine program outcomes. Tﬁe emphasis in this
apprpach is placed on the loéic of the brganizational structure
and the relationship of positions within the organization to
persons selected~to fill‘thOSG positions. The thrxee operational
kmeésures are: | |
| 1. fThé definition aﬁd function of the organization, with
primary emphasis upon the relationship among posi-
tions and the logic of task allocation (by position).
2. A épmparison of the level of education ambng staff
persons, relative to the education identified in the
planning document and grant adjustment.
- 3. A comparison of the level of relevant work experiencé‘
‘ among staff persons, relative to the experience iden-
tified in the planning document and grand adjustment.
- The method of analysis to be used is a comparison of the
rehabilitét;on unit as if,wés originally constituted in January,‘
k“1975, (Tl),to its ¢omposition‘anagorganization as of January,
1976, (Ty). During that periéd,'threé types of changes have
occurfed; ‘First, the structure of the uh;t has been moéified.
Soﬁéfcpmponéhts have been'eiiminafed; others‘have been merged.
;Seéond;:new:pe:sonhel‘have éntered the progﬁam;v'Third, existing
staff haveieiﬁher switched‘positions or takéﬁ~on’new‘function§;’

- Bach of these changes will be discussed and assesscd. -
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Background

The reader may find it useful to know the setting £for the

rehabilitation program, inasmuch as it has been a primary fac-

tor in the.determination of program developmeﬁt. In the stéte
of Louisiana, the Criminal Sherifflin each parish is the direc—-.
tot of the parish prison. An’electivé positlon, the present
sheriff defeated the incumbent in November of 1973 and took

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

: all fedexral orantg~that had prevmously been superV1sed by hls

predecessor. Additionally, he replaced the existing prlson

administrators with his own staff, and his choice of personnel

‘was clearly based on the problems and exigencies of the prison:

security and renovation. In previous years, prisoner escapes

had been a regular ocqprrence,,and the physical condition of

‘the'prison had deteriorated markedly. ‘As a consequence ‘the

‘supervision and stafllng of the rehabilitation unit was a

secondaryrcon51aeratlon. Moreover, the operation of the uniﬁ
was constrained by the emphasis on security and prison re-
organization.

As the .problems with!security‘and,Organization‘were gra—‘

;dually'reduoed during the periodkof April, 1974 through July,,

1975 and the structuve of Lhe rehabllltatlon program slowly

changed The presert otudy w1ll summarlze the. changes through

a formul organlzatlonal analy51s, to follow. " ;,4; R

‘ Results

, As 1t was oraolﬂally establlsned, the rehabllltatlon pro—,,
gram'conSLSLed of seven componenu]sectlons. Organlzatlonal
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Cbart H#1 illusttates the overall structure as driginally‘con-
ceived.l kOne major and obvious problem in the original program
was its anbitiousness, a flaw that is reflected in the nunber
of sub-units. It appears that in adoptiﬁg the framework set
out, by Crimin51 Justice Coordinating Council planners, theb
rehabilitation adminiSfrators failed to take into account (1) the
‘newneSs'of the sheriff, (2) the pfoblems in the prison, ahd

(3) the qbsence cf any tradltlon of coxlecflonal work or pexr-—.
scnnel, Given those‘constralncs,’and the advantage of hlnd~
'sight, it would seemn thatka more modest program might~have been

stabllehed as the goal. "The use of a family'services and
volunteer ‘sections at *he outset of a major structulal and pro-
"grammatlc lnnovaulonksuggests a mlsread;ng of the level of'
difficulty in,piogrém‘implemehtation.?.Ideally, the program
should have first establjshed its Crediﬁility'in the prison
throuch a narrow range ofltightly'cémtrolled ac%ivities, and
oﬁly’then~é2pand sétvicgé‘and open neW~se¢tion$.

‘The structural:préblems of the program (i.e., attempting‘

é gfeat numbef,of functions in an uhcertain, if not unfavorable,
context) werekreinforced‘by the pattern of staffing; The'sihglek
mos% iﬁpértant factor was the almost tbtal abéehce’of adminis;
tréﬁi&éféxperiehce amohg Ehose persons selected'tq'head‘the,“
;p}ogfam.r”(SeekPersonnél Chart “l) The tenuous'natﬁre'of de—

monstration‘programs has been . shown to requlle leadershlp and _

)

. 'lIL should bz noted that this chart was created after the ‘
~ fact by the evzluators. Neither tle planning document in the
. TARGET AREA plan . nor the ¢rant application provides an over—
view of positions. The chart dcw1ct° the actual "tructurw of
‘th“ pxoorum at t“at uﬂlnt - R
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an understanding of program management. Neitherdfhe program-
director nor any of his major admiﬁistrative‘staff had prior‘
management‘experience.‘ Moreover,. many had no experlcncc in
corrections or rehabilitation. Although most met the educa-
tional criteria for their posrt;ons,,the combined absence of
administrative experieﬁce and/or rehabilitation exPerience was
the moetrprominent characteristic of the initial staffing of
the rehabilitation unit. (The one exception to thie statement

may be the assistant director, whose diverse work experience

s

- probably provided a minimal level of prior management acti-

vity.) The one staff member with both education and experiehée
was hewly hired and untested in the program.

By January of 1975, the structure of the program had been
51cnlflchtly changed (See Organlzatlonal Chart #2) The
seven orlglnal independent units had’been mexrged into four

units,‘all of which are respopsible't0~the.Director of Coun-

_seling and Classification. Family and volunteer services are

now sub-units of the counseling division. The number of teach-
ers has been increasedeunithe,vocationaleeducation'ihstructors,
have been reduced

The most smgnlflcant changes 1n Lhe strui. sture of the pro--c

“gram have becn (1) the shlfts in personnel and (2) the developwfﬂ

~ment of new authorlty among certaln admlnlstrators._ Both typesdg};

oI chanoe have occurred gradually, and 1t lS dlfflcult to es~

‘tabllsh a precxse date.f The two ‘events of lmportance are the

vap901nrment of a new dlrector and the program 'S use of theief”

Dlrector of Counselzng as a member of the program management

kteam., (See Personnel Chart #2)




The new‘direétoi posscsses many of the requisite skills'
regquired in’the‘original grant application, He has a back-
‘ground in sociology andisociai wbrk and woxk experience. The
Director of Counseling aﬁdyclassification‘has,been wérking in
that capacity for a year and‘has, both bykqualifications and
experienée, raiséd‘the lével of potehtial péfformance for the
program. |

 Other changes in personnel reflect the'shift toward greater
professionalism in.the-unit. Hearly all embloyees have thé ap-
propriate’training, ahd many have prior experience (some have
accumulated that 6xperience on the job)., Although two of the
present staff seém inappropriate, that figure:represehts a

substantial reduction rom one year earlier.

Conclusion

A formal organizational énalysis 1eaves'many imporﬁant‘
f‘questions'unanswered. The usefulness of such an approach'is
limited tdian assessment bf'the'logic bf fhe structurefbfithe
program as idenﬁified,in'the grant;br p1anning'dbcuﬁént( and
as a ¢omparison of eduCatioﬁ“and experience required by the
Qrant'forkpositioﬁs in the program to the éctual histories of};
f:npérsdns hiréd.  g o o S k , e ,
It‘éppears;thatithe’prOgram'has; duripg‘the~éoursé of the
Qraﬁt;‘improved itsﬁorganiZationwand ﬁpgraded'the‘quality of
xpefsonneliin»adminiétrativefpositiohé., Judged on thekbaSis -

5 bf;organizatidnal charﬁs and staff histoxies, theiprOgram‘isj* v

~ taking an increasingly professional orientation.
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~ The present analysis; although favorabie, has limitéd im-
plicationé for the actual perfofmance of the‘unit or for the
impact of’ﬁhe unit on the goals identifiéd'ih the planning
document. ’Both of these aspects must await aﬁ evaluation of
the unit, scheduled to be released in June, 1976.

As an aid to the readex, we have includedkself~reported
statistics by the program,of service delivery and client through—‘

put as of January, lé?S.



PARISH PRISON REHABILITATION PROGRAM

:Qrganizational‘chart #1

&
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Assistant '
Director
% Stenographer
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Director of : Director of Director of Director of Director of
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- L Clerk ' ) ) — e
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Job Title

PERSONNEL CHART #1

Director

Jdb Rquirements

Admlnlstratlve expnrlence in a
successful rehab at another in-

stitution. Degree related field

{(prefer grad).

- Person Hired

A. J. Goubler

Assistant Director

Degree in related field (prefer

grad) . Work experience in rehab.

Harold Montgomery - B. s. and related

experlence'

e

Director of

Clinjical psychologist

Margaret De Blieux M E ngand related

Education/ExperienceV

Pre law, 3 yrs at UNO f‘j
LLB - Loyola . L

1"09 :

Counseling/Class experience

' : ' Certlfled counselor,f
Counselor College graduate .Gail Kelly .  ~ B.A, ~ Soc;ology :

: : ’ E A Some tralnlng-Gestalt
Counselor College graduate Elaine i . i "*M.S,W; » e
‘ o ‘ ~Cunningham =~ "Related experience

Director of
- ~Education

Most administrative experience

of three certified teachers

'Melinda Bravo - M.S.W. :
' S Related experlence

Teacher -

Certified teacher

Vacant ; e L Rt

'Teacher

Certified teacher

Vacant o eee




Job Title

,JOb Requirements

" Person Hired '

Director of
Vocational Services
(Job Placement
Counselor)

Most

experienced counselor

Terry Alarcon'

- M.S.W. L
~Related experience .

B.S. and related

Job Placement None listed Samuel Cowart
Counselor ' ‘ experience .
‘Counselor None listed William Frost 'Related'experienCe
Counselor None listed Charles Jones } B.S.‘— Business

‘ C Administration
Counselor None listed Ernest Laurent ———
Director of None listed Anthony ‘ 2'yrs college P.E.
Recreation - ' ‘Washington Related experience
Recreation worker None listed Vacant ——
Director of Family M,.5.W. Vacant e
and Social Services
Social Worker None listed ~ Phyllis B.A. - Social

~ Nabonne

Work major

Eduéation/ExperiénceJ“; 

0




Job Title

. Job Reguirements

Person Hired'

_ Education/Experience

Director of Volunteer

* Recruitment/Develop-
~ment : :

Cdllege'degree
‘Experience in vol.

Gail Terry

B.A.

Related experience -

Assistant

Experience with volunteers

 Vacant
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 PARISH PRISON REHABILITATION PROGRAM

Organizational Chart #2

Project Director

‘ » ‘ R ‘ Program Director ' o : FRT — ,  ,'
Chaplain's Office : ______,==T======== : reeq WOXk Release | -
| Assistant Director | R : SRR

l

Administrative Assistant

. Stenographer
I ~ ; ' _
-+ Director of Counseling & Classification
] : =7 :
- ; ‘ g - . .
~Director of Education L—--Counselor/Superv1sor o -Recreation Worker ~ ‘Dlrector of B
-Teacher - -Counselor ' Recreation Worker .-} Job Development: :
-Teacher -Counselor ; : Recreation Worker Job Counselor
-Teacher - -Counselor o Recreation Worker Stenographer
(Vocational Skills) -Counselor/Supervisor : : : Gl L P
—-Stenographer ~of Volunteers
‘ -Post Release Workers (2)
-Counselor -~ Tracker
—-Counselor =~ Crisis Clinic
-Counselor — Crisis Clinic

-Stenographers (2)

l
Prison Officer
; B |
[‘Prison Officer
A
{ Prison Offlcer]‘

jﬁPrlson Offlcer]




PERSONNEL CHART'#Z

Job Title Job Requirements Person Hired ’ ~Educéfion/Experiéh¢é‘g5 &
Director Graduate degree preferred. ‘Hillary Carrere B.A. in Soc;ology/
Administrative experience S ' . Social Work o
elsewhere ' : “Related admlnlstratlve‘ﬂ‘
'experlence ~ :
Assistant ‘Degree in related field Harold S M.S. in Recréation‘
Director (graduate preferred) Montgomery Substantlal related
Experience in rehab : ‘ eXperlence
Administrative- , Graduate'degree Terry Alarcon M. S W,
Work experience in '

Assistant

rehabilitation

» Related experlence

Margaret

Director of Clinical psychology M.E.D. and related
Counseling/ : ' De Blieux experience :
Classification ‘ Certlfled counselor
Counselor/ 'M.S.W. or related field A. J. Goubler Pre-law, L.L.B.
Supervisor ‘ L o
Counselor College graduate Esther Hill ~ B.A. - Sociology
Counselor College graduate Phyllis Nabonne .

" B.A. - Sociology
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T

Person Hired. 'EducatiOn/EXPeriénCév 

Release Worker

Training in Gestalt
~therapy and Trans-
actional Analysis
Substantial related
_experience

~Job Requirements
Counselor College graduate Gail Kelly > M"B.S;'-*Sociology
, ‘ : . Considerable volunteer:

experience ' ‘

Counselor/Superviéor College graduate Terry Geexr o  B.A. - English~,

of Volunteer Experience with volunteers : ‘ ‘Law school, related

Services organizational
experience

Counselor/Pre- College graduate ‘Fanny Harris'i‘ 3 yrs college

Counselor/
Crisis Clinic

-College gradﬁate

' Kenneth Lombard B,SQ,- Accounting

Related experience

e

Education

Certified teacher

Counselor/ College gréduate Not filled o o ——
Crisis Clinic . P '
'CounSelor/ College graduate Not filled X , g ———
Crisis Clinic : C

Director of Melinda Bravo M.S.W.

Related experience




Job Title _Job Requirements L . person Hired - JEdueation/Ekoeriencev

‘Teacher Certified teacher : : ~Diane‘Kelly.“  " B A,, Certlfled La.t e
' : : ’ o ' R teacher, special
’education, related
experlence

Teacher ' Certified teacher -  Adele Adler M. S“— Educatlonaﬂ" )
: ' L - Certified La. teacher
Teaching experience,»

Teacher | Certified teacher Sylvia Spears , B,S;'~,Art Education

(Vocational Skills) ; ; ‘ ‘ ' - Certified La. teacher le**
- Director of Job None listed - - ' Blfred Foster ; Q75 hrs college e
Development o ' : o o J.P. Sheriff's Office ﬂ,_ﬁ

Con51derable related ~
,work experlencef_~

Job Counselor None listed . Samuel Cowart . B.S., - Business
L ~ Administration
‘In Graduate School

Related work experlence

Recreation Worker None listed ; : ' - James Branche e Some college'l
R : ? kRelated experlence

Racreation Worker = None listed o '~ Ray Worthy ' College graduate L
' ' : o ~ Related work,experlencef
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Table VI

A COMPARISON OF HIGHEST GRADE
COMPLETED WITH CAT SCORES *

‘Highest Grade Completed CAT Score - Ty

10 | 11.8
o o 7.8
10 s 7.7
9 | 6.1
9 o 7.2
11 11.1
11 ' | - 12.8
10 ,k | | 9.5
10 : - . 10.5
8 a4
°s 8.6
9 6.0
10 11.0
6 10.5
8 B.5
'8  8.6
8 4.5
8 7.2
8 6.0
9 12.0
8 7.0
a7



Highést Grade Completed - CAT Score - T;

9 8.0
9 7.1
8 7.8
o8 ~ 6.1
s 2.1
10 o 11.1
11 | 13.9
6 o 3.5
7 7.5
9 | o 6.1
6 LT 3.0
1 : | 7.7
10 105
8 | o o 7.1
8 | ; : 7.1
w0 <1240
9 | 115
10 o 9.0
10 o : 7.6

10 : 9.9
;k 10 ) o ; : 6.1
8 “ Pl R 5.1

R o 120
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Highest Grade Completed CAT Score = Tl

7 o 6.1
7 | 8.5
O 6.8
10 | 10.8
9 | i 4.3
10 9.9
11 | ; | 8.3 
1 ! 1.0
9 4.7
si Grade Completed = 9.0 X CAT Score Tl = 8.11»
| No=55

*rhe Callfornla Achlevement Test. was admlnlstered prlor i
to the beglnnlng of classes. ‘ ,



INMATE GRADE LEVEIL, PERFORMANCE

| Expected Grade
Increment®

Table VII

Observed Grade
Increment

2.0
1.6
3.2
1.9
2.1

2.8

1.2

1.0
5.4

2.8

1.3

2.1

1.1

Difference

.8

2.1



Expected Grade ~ Observed Grade :
cIncrement . ' Increment ' Difference

2.9 | 1.4 . 1.5
2.9 1 1.8
3.5 2. | | 1.4
3.3 i.r 2.2
2.1 12 A .9
4.3 g e 3.2
4.0 | 1.0 | | 3.0
6.2 2.1 . aa
3.0 10 2.0
1.0 s -2.6 5
5. 1.2 4.6
4.8 5.3 e s
.6 i 1.2 -5
4.4 5.9 . -1.s
5 1.0 AT
L9 ra 0 i
soo ey B
HRE B D R
3.2 ~ S
~4f°'f," T ‘, 3,17V Rt _k‘ .9
220 aar  41.5'H
3 3;6 ‘ e N 7;1' R ,;3;5
- 1€1‘ v  L 6.6 : ' ."   ;_ _5,5 2
'1?5,,’  fk i ‘f:2;5 ' “Ai , vi 31?0 ,,

"i12lf_> 



EXpected Grade Observed Grade

Increment Increment _  Difference

3.0 Lo e

4.0 1.4 2.6

2.5 4.1 ~1.6

3.2 | 2.4 | .8

3.0 6.2 I

<9 1.4 ; - &5

1.1 4.8 -3.7

1.1 .5 .6

2.3 1.2 1.1
' Standard Grade Incfemént : ' = ,17
X ObserVed'Incremehﬁ S = 2.34
S for Observed Scores = 1;69

% Exceeding Expected\sﬁandard Increment =

45% (25)

Computed by multlplylng the standard expected incre-
' ment ( 042) per classroom hour against total classroom hours.
‘, For an. explanatlon of the standard 1ncrement see the section,
Evaluatlon Design: Serv1ce Dellvery. : : PRI

122




Raw Scores for Summary
Table VIII

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM*
FOR INMATES PARTICIPATING IN COUNSELING

Obsexrvation Sessions Rearrests™
1 1 1
2 59 1
3 32 ‘0 
4 45 0
5 3 =
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 L
19 3 0
; 20“‘ 1 0

123



S e s s st e

‘Sessions

Qbservation ‘ 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

S -

~ 44 11 1
45 4 0
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Observation

Sessions

Rearrests

46
47
48
49
50
51
52

53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
| 63
64 ‘
65 :
66
o
68
69
70 ik

=
1
17

G

o

PR e NIRRT S SCRUEN Y BV

13

17

0

(®]

O FH R K B R H 0 O H K O

IR =~ B R S K- SR > R W =



Observatién Sessions Rearfests
71 | 4 L 1
72 g 2 o
73 | 7 1
74 3 1
715 | -3 R
76 1 1
77 1 0
78 1 1
79 1 1

Cdefficient of Determination (R2) = .019

~Using measure number 1 - simple rearrest, all charges.

TRearrest

t =1
- No Arrest= 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

SRR

6.5 Months s 6.5 Months

7.0 el | 7.0 "

7.0 " :' e e

7.0 " | g5 o

7.0 % : 9.0

7.5 0 | 9.0

7.5 o %0 v
75 105 v

‘800 " | ' | ; | . 1205 . "

R

8,0 " ," | - . 14.0 “

i o 140 om
90 v | 4.0 v

9.0 DR ; ' 15,5 ‘;9 ; 
1.0 sl ss e
wo0 v 170 v
0.0 e g

w0 | 10 v

Loiaer



: Reafrests
: Rearrests State Charges Accepted
All Charges ‘ By the District Attorney
11.0 Months '~ 18.0 Months
11.0 | 185 o
11.0 " : v 18.5 o
11.5 " : 19.0‘ "
12,5 o : : 19.5 v
13.0 " 20.0 "
13.0 "
13.0 "
13.5 v
13.5
13.5 "
13.5 "
14.0 "
14.5  "
14.5 v
14.5 v
14,5 v
15.0 -
15.0 "
15.0 "
150 v
15,0 v
R lSQO f‘"’
, 15;5: “
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Rearrests
Rearrests ‘ State Charges Accepted

All Charges ' By the District Attorney

. . ’ ‘ : ‘ =

'~ 16.0 Months ‘
le.0 "
16.0 "
16.5 "
18.0 "
18.5 "
18.5 "
18;5 "
| 18.5 "
19.0 "
- 1%.0 "
'20.ok "

: ‘Rearrests‘ffk  ‘Rearrests.
S ——— M. é _All Charges State Charges
X  Follow Up Period 12.8 Mohths“ 13.8 Months
Median Follow’Up periga ‘g 13.5 ,,"  : 4.0 "
. Standard Deviation [ 3.9 ‘k4w‘ 4.6
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Raw Scores for Summary
Table IX

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM”
FOR INMATES PARTICIPATING IN COUNSELING

Observation , Sessions Rearrests’
1 S S -3 9
2 36 0
3 4 1
4 2 0
5 7 0
6 3 0
7 3 1
8 1 0
9 1 0
10 1 1
- o N 2
12 59 o
13 | 32 0
4 45 0
R | 3 0
16:‘ 3 0
o s 0
18 E 0
S e 3
20 . g o
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Rearrests

© A O A H M 0 A4 H 0o o A ~ o ~

- . Sessions

150 ERNEES IR X o S i M 2 T o 0 TR (o SN o HEERE o U o

46

11

10

Observation

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34;
35

36“

37

38

39

40

a1

42

43

44

45
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Observation

Sessions

Rearrests

46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57

58

59

| .
61
62
63 
64

65
66
67 -

68

83

_ 70 L

6
1
11

oW

u

1

0

o o R T = I

o

(e I o N © TN o R o ¢

o = o



Observation ; Sessions : Rearreste
71 13 0
72 N a 0
73 |17 o
74 9 | 0
75 2 0
76 | 5. | 0
77 | | g | 1

Coefficient of Determination (R2)~= .014

' U51ng measure number 3, arrests accepted by the
‘District Attorney._ ‘ :

.Rearrest‘ =1 - :
No Arrest =0
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Raw Scores for Summary
' Table XI(a)

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

Work Release Comrparison

Obser&ation , ~ Group Group -
s EEI 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
5 : " , : ,7;0 , : ‘11.5
e | 70 | 11.5
9 7.0 v 11.5
10 70 115
1 8.0 1L
12 8.0 - 12.0
13 8.0 - 12.0
14 - 8.0 13-°tk
15 | 8.5 13.0
lé 8.5 ' ‘ 13;ovk
k,l7 | 8.5 | | 13;0‘
 18" R ";: 9.0  713_0 
f‘19   1 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 3.5 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 10.5 '; 14_¢4'
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 . 14.5
37 12.0 . 14.5
38 12.0 14.5
39 12.0 15.0
10 12.0 15.0
41 12.5 15.0
42 12.5 15.0
~.L44v’} 12.5 15.0




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
58 114.0 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 15,0  ,177‘0" L
65 15.0 17,0
66 15.0 17.0
67 15.5 17.0
68 15.5 17.0
’69’ - 15.5 |

17.0



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
_ S N = 77
- X =11.74 X = 14.72
Median = 12.00 | Median = 15.00
: S = 3.37 S = 2,45




Raw Scores for Summary
Table XI (b)

A WITHIN GROUP COMPARISON OF
FOLLOW UP PERIODS FOR WORK RELEASE AND
COMPARISON GROUP INMATES

h
Work Release ‘ SR Cbmparison
: 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 1o
7.0 | 8.0 1.5 | 1L.s
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 o 13.0 |
9.0 10.0 13 13,o‘j
9.5 10.0 | 13.5 . 13.5
9.5 1 1005 . 4.0 | 14.0
9.5 | 11.0 14.0° 140
5.5 Cos I 1400 - 14.0
105 11.5 40 | 15.0
10.0 f, 12.5 f 140 |  15.0
105 | 125 | 140 ‘  v15;o E
 '10.5 [ 13.0 vk'V ‘f14;o k, if' 15.0
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Work Release

- Comparison

139

; - Not Not
Arrested Arrested Arrested Arrested
11.0 13.0 14.0 15.5
1.0 13.0 u 14.5 15.5
12.0 13.5 ©14.s 16.0
12.0 14.0 14.5 16.0
12.0 14.0 u 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 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 ‘4 16.0
14.5 1 165
14.5 16.5
14.5 | 16.5
14.5 | 16.5
15.0 'I’> ~i6(5‘:
15.5 165
15.5 1 17.0
155 | “;‘ 17.0
‘15;5‘7'f i 17.0



Work Release

Comparison
: Not - - Not -
Arrested Arrested Arrested -Arrested
16.0 17.0
16.5 17.0
16.5 18.0
17.0 18.0
~17.0 18.0
18.0 19.5
19.5
20.0
20.0
Work Release Comparison
; Not : , Not
Arrested Arrested Arrested Arrested
N =49 N =28 N = 51 N =26
X =11.92 X =11.43 X =15.14 X =13.90
Median=12.00 Median=11.50 Median=15.00 ‘Median=14.00
S = 3.47 'S =3.23 S = 2.58

S =2.30
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Raw Scores for Summary
Table XTI (¢}

FOLLOW UP PERIODS FOR INMATES REARRESTED

WHOSE CASES WERE ACCEPTED BY
THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY

WORK RELEASE AND COMPARISON GROUPS

" Work Releasel Comparison2
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 4.0
14.0 14.0
14.5 : 14.5
14.5 15.0
4.5 15,0
15.0 15,5
15,5 16.5
15.5 | 16,5;:'
16;0 ‘3116;Sk"

141




1
{
3

o
oy

Work Release - Comparison

Months ' ~~Months

17.0 v 17.0

17.0 | 17.0

18.0 - - 17.0

k 18.0

-18.0

20.0
X = 12,17 X = 14.86
Median = 14,00 Median = 15.00
= 4.74 . s = 2,50

]

Sample‘sizé‘is 20;’

Sample size is 23.




Raw Scores for Summary

“Table XII(a)

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF INMATES
PARTICIPATING IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

o ;»EducatiOnal> 1 Simp}e;AFrestz
Obsexvation Difference Score "Recidivism
1 - .8 1.0
3 2.2 1.0
4 .9 .0
5 R 1.0
6 =1.5 .0
7 -1.2 .0
8 2.3 1.0
9 2.9 4 .0
10 1 1.0
11 .1 1.0
12 - .8 1.0
13 .0 1.0
14 o -1.9 1.0
5 15, s | lnof : .O
;16 1.5 ‘1@0! 
17 5.5 .0
18 1.0 1.0
20 e Lo
“ _143   ’ ‘7__




‘Education e 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 o .0
28 . -1.5 | | 1.0
29 | -1.4 ' | .0

30 | ~2.2 = - 1.0
31 o3 S 1.0
32 | -4.2 o 1.0
33 - 2.6 o S .0
4 a6 .0
35 L s S 1.0
36 o .2 i 1.0
38 o -1 Lo

Coefficient of Determination (Rz) = ,014

4

lExpected‘score mihus observéd score. The differences
‘were originally negatively skewed so that an inmate who per-
~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. 2

| 2Arfés£,”irre3pectiVé:of:charge."




Raw. Scores for Summary

Table XII(b)

A REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF INMATES
PARTICIPATING IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

Educational Rearrestl
Observation Difference Score {(Quality)
1 - .8 .0
) P
3 2.2 1.0
4 .9 .0
5 - .7 1.0
6 -1.5 .0
7 -1.2 .0
8 2.3 .0
5 2.9 .0
10 .1 1.0
11 1 1.0
12 - .8 1.0
13 .0 .0
14 -1.9 1.0 -
15 ~L.0 .’o“ k
16 1.5 1.0
17 5.5 .0
18 1.0 .0
ﬁ;é - =1.9 L0
20 1.0

s




_ Educational Rearrest

Observatibn ~ Difference Score |  (Quality)
21 ™ - .8 K .0
2é :k | | 3.2 .0
23 | 5 .0
24 - 3;7" 1 1.0
25 | - .6 o | .0

26 -1 1.0
27 . .0
28 ' ’ -1.5 - ‘ .0
29 ~1.4 .0
30 R 2.2 | .o
I TR Y B I T
322 a2 1.0
33 2.6 .0
34 | a6 , 0
35 ' ‘ .5 . .0
36 - .2 1 1.0
37 | - .9 | - 1.0
38 | ~1.9 Y

' Coefficient of determination (R2) = .011

lState charges that were accepted for: px osecutlon by
the District Attorney

et
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Raw Scores for Summary
 Table XIV

R

A WITHIN GROUP COMPARISON OF FOLLOW UP
PERIODS FOR THE EDUCATION SAMPLE

N ... Rearrest
Rearrest , State Charges Accepted:

-~ All Charges By the District aAttorney
(Months) . (Months) o

il Aokipt 0

ER 5.5 o 11.0
| 6.0 1200
9.5 N s 12.0
e | 12,0

1.0 e 12.5

12.5 S 17.s

1.0 L o 18.0
140 |  19.0
B | 6.0 7 S - 20.0.
R
L '-"; 1700 | . 210
B e L e ‘f'21§0 |

é* R - , -17?5r',’7 b   , ,;Q~2295 .

R
7
i
IE
¥



¢

3

Rearrest

Rearrest State Charges Accepted

All Charges : By

(Months)

19.6

19.0
19.5

19.5

22.:5

the District Attorney
(Months)

Rearrest + § ~ Rearrest
All Charges | State Charges

X Follow Up Period

Median Follow Up Period

‘Standard Deviation

14,5  16.6
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