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To insist on the dignity of ths individl.«:tt, to a80Ul'S 111'.111 hlJaUh 
and eduoation, meanir.gfuZ ernp7..0yment, M06nt tilJ1.Tlf/ oonditione, 
to proteot his prilXlcy and tho integrity of his peroonaUty, W 
lmfor'ce hio rights thou.gh he my be tho l.t)(lst 'vnon{] us, to giva 
him pot.1er to affect hiD own Matiny--<mly thi48 00/: we hope to 
irwtU.Z, in him a COnct1X"t1 for others .. for thoU. iJeU-boiTlf/, their 
oofo1.1/, and the security of thair pl'operbd_ Ortz,y thus can 1L16 

bl"ing to M.m a regard for our BOCiety. our inatitutiolw, and Ola' 

purposes as a peopz'e that win render him inoapabZ,,, of oo:mti.t­
tinJ a ar'uoo. 

Ramsey C~kJ C:r'1~e in Amerioa 
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ABSTRACT 

The Adult Career Education in Corrections Program implements n two­
[010 purpose: (1) personnel training; and (2) model design. Th. Program 
was designed to provide training in adult career education to selected 
Individuals employed in corrections and correctiona-relnted agencies and 
to develop a generalized planning' model wtt'1 implementing delivery sys­
terna of adult career education for correctional settings. It was intended 
that the ultimate outcomes from the Adult Career Education in Corrections 
Program would be aoeial and economic benefite to society, and the career 
development of offenders. 

Staff development was provided through an integrated program of basic 
and advanced training for selected participants. Basic training was pro­
vided through an instructional system delivered in four regional ten-day 
seminars to ~articipants selected from amonr. those nominated by state di­
rectors of adult education and correctio~s, wardens and superintendents ot 
correctional agencies und institutions, regional and national off~cers in 
educnt10n and corrections. The purpose of the basic seminarr was to equip 
participants with basic skills and knOWledge for planning, implementing, 
and evaluating delivery systems o[ 3dult career education in correctional 
settings. 

The advanced training was provided through a staff develop~enr system 
delivered in a national five-day seminar and ten-day internship to parti­
cipants selected from among those successfully completing the baaic train­
ing program. The purpose of the advanced training was to equip partici­
pants with specialized knowledge, skills, and attitudes for effectively 
implementing leadership roles in the planning, implementation, and evalu­
ation of adult career education for corrections. 

The gcncrali~edplannin& model, produced in 1972-73. was evaluated 
and revised through the application of systems techniques. Twenty-three 
simulations were made to test the planning model. Internal and outoide 
evaluations were made of the model. Revisions and refinements werp made 
implementing feedback (rom simulations and cvaluattryns. The planning 
model was used in simulations of real-life corrt~ctLonal environments for 
the purpose of designing delivery system models for designated corrections 
settings. 

Dissemination activities of the Adult Career Education in Correr.tions 
Program included preparation of mlltctials, distribution to regional cen­
ters, and presentations to national and regional professional groups, 
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Resultfl 

The training activities in 1973-74 resulted in equipping 64 individ­
uals with basic knowledge !\nd skills fot' phnning, implementing, MId eval­
uating adult career education in correctional settings. Seventeen itdi­
vidunls were trained tor leadership roles in furthering the adult carecr 
education conrept in correctionn. 

The model design activities resulted in development of a generalized 
planning model of adult cnreer education for c~rrectional settings, and 
design of 21 delivery system models for correctional agencies or institu­
tions in 16 utates and Canada. 

Dissemination activities resulted in producing prototype copies of 
the generalized planning model of adult car.er education in corrections, 
a supplementary companion volume for USf> with the model, 8 related model 
of adult basic education in corrections, and 3 Bl1pplement8ry compllnion 
volume for the hasic education model. PrototypP copias of the models and 
companion volumen ~ere distributed to regional centers. Pres~ntations to 
professional Eroups ~ere made Lo describe the n~ture, use, ~nd anti~l­
pated results from using the modelo in correctional 8ettings. 
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PRQ';RAM Pt]RPOSE NID OBJECT 1 YES 

L~ tne cOfl'ectiona~ setting, t1uJ student muot c'langa two BotB 
of ber.aviol'B in ol'der to become a contributing member ot Booi­
ety. lie must; aoquil'e oki L1,o, the Za 1( of which preVetlt him 
from reapirl{] tho 1'61XLl"da of our society, and he mUllt become in­
dependent of the kindo of envil'onmentat events and r£'linfol'ce­
ments whioh have m:zintaiued hl:o antisociaL bei1aviol'. Thttrl, oa­
reel' education must stritJe not onl.y !.n.tll the providing of a 
fWlOtiona~ Uteracy) but aLso stJtive to:.)2rd assistino in the 
re-&ooiaUzation of the offender. The f]paZ of t.h8~a!"t..~1' EJ'du­
cat-ion cta'!'1,au7,um t11/,/8 becomes a f()unilation VPOtl I.)hioh the stu­
dtmt can base ftfl;ure Opel'I:I.tion as a mentaUy eflioient, eoono­
mica1,1,y se1,f-sufficient, and 80Cia1,ty productive individuaL. 

Leonard R, .'l.1"Z't, ~areer Education CU!l'icutt.4TI. 

MODEL DESIGN 

te--------AND ---------1 

PERSONNEL T~NING 
~-----, ~------, 
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Purpolio of tho l'ro$tllm 

The tlC!<'d for Adult Carctlt Educlltion in Con'crtionll 

Thc purpolle of tho Adult Cllrc~cr EducllHon 1n Corrccciona ProgrAm wu 
to prDv1d~ car~~r education to the population of adult ofCcndcra 1n th~ 
natlon'~ cotrcctionnl lnatltutlons. ThiB purpooc wao implemented through 
a program of scaff development and IlI<>dcl dOfl1.gn, tlul rCBulta of which LIre 
(lXP!.'lctcJ to contdbutc lIub8tllntln~ 1)' to ar:l.ievClllll.!nt of economic bcncHU 
to eocicty lind peroonlll growth dnd dev"lopmcnt of adult offendcl·o. 

The model (or tho Adult Career Education in Corrections Prograa rCllto 
on .lie pr(!mi~ J thllt 1I0whcn~ in today'o society is the need for career 
education more cdtical thftn in the nation'o correctionAL inotltution~j' 
lind that c.orreccions [(lr8onncl t trained to una the Ekills of oyotems ap­
proach Qnd equipped with 40 underst~ndin& of the concept~ and principles 
of career ~duclltion, can deliver career education programs effectively 
and efficiently to adult offendern. The need to prtpare the. nstion's 
adult offenders (or meaningful and rewarding porticipation 1n the world 
of work, and positive, productive contribution to aocial well-being 10 
great. 7he Adult Career Education in Corrections Progra~ ie meeting th18 
need through 11 staff development system which achieves Il IXlUltlpUer ef­
fect, coupled with the deeign of career education models for implementa­
tion in the adult correctLonal instLtutlon8 of participsnte in the tr~in­
Lng program. 

The Nation~l .Advisory Council in Adult Education (1973; 1974) iden­
tified correctional refor~ sa one of the priorities for action in adult 
education and recommended development of c~rccr·oricnted adult education 
for those in correctional instHutLons. /."ormer ChleE Justice of the 
United States, Ramsey Clark (1970) pointed to the vital role of correc­
tions in rehabilitation of the offender: "r.f correctionu fall to rche­
bilitnte, then all the efforts of police, prooccutors, nnd judgeu can 
only speed the cycle of crime" (p. 21). 

The off~nders in the nation'G correctional institutions, for the 
most part, are lacking in the knowledge, akillb, nnd attitudes for pro­
ductiye p~rticipatinn in the worlJ of work. The adult offenders have 
not acquircd the interpersonal skills needed for effectively establishing 
and Ilaintllinlng hcalthy social :-clationllhip6. They te.,d to be lacking illl 

lin understanding of the responsibilitjcll \lhich citl%enship impoaes. In 
almost evcry instance the adult offendut' is lacking in decision-ti14king 
skills. Offenders hllvc not achieved llclf-fultillt'lCnt. It hao been ea· 
t~,rMted that eighty-five pt'rcent of Blatc ;>tits"Q il".!lItIteB tlrc school drop­
outs. Nearly a) 1 of thel adults 1n peed institutions 1n lhe United StAtcs 
arc lacking in thlo\ educational, vilcational, and socisl skills neccslIsry 
for entering And maintaining gainful employment n~ A level for supporting 
on~self and dependents. The American Bar ASBociation estimated the av­
erage educ"tional achievement of offenders at fifth to eixth grade le\lel. 
with lit leut forty percent laclting prior \Jork I'xperience. (American Bar 
Aoaociation, 1971). The men and women in the adult correctional insti­
tutions have dintorted Ylllues, Their valued nre not co~pAtible \lith toe 
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value. of 4 worK"oriented oociety. They need to dcve~op work~orlcnted 
valuea And to implelU10nt theu vtlluea in their lifo I!tylco. They tend to 
be insecure, univeroally are found to have a low oelf-1mago, And are lack­
ing in nelf-diocipline and Rolf-direction. 

Host adult offendern arc not aware of tho opportunltioo Avnllabl~ to 
thom in the world of work. They ore lacking in oclf-undcrotandin8 llnd 
not fully aware of their own capabilities And potential. They usually 
have hlld Httlc opportunity to explore the occupational options which 
Inight be open to them. They rootit likely tiro totally unfamiliar with the 
c1ulltt1rB of occupations constituting the world of work. They lIro hcld.ng 
in cmployah1l1ty skills and job-seeking technique". "Tho pOl"Centage of 
inmates in all institutions who cannot read or write is staggering. An· 
other and large.ly overlapping category is tn/ldc up of thoDe who hev(' no 
marketable skills on which to baae even a minimally succcDoful life" 
(Burger, 1971, p. 11). 

The failure of corrections ao a .ystem of punishment and retribution 
is a fact. The 80cial a.nd economic coste are staggering. It has been 
conservatively estimated that it costa opproxillllltely $11,000 a year to 
keep a person in a corrertlonal institution. A five-year sentence costs 
the taxpayers $55,000 (Sharp, 1972). It coots the American people 8 stag­
gering $2 billion annually to Ilupport the criminal juotice system--l1 sys­
tem of Belf~perpetuation and circularity. T~e number of adults being 
denied the opportunity for realizing their potential for a healthy cr..C6r 
devalopment ia by no meano inoignificnnt. The correctional inotitutiono 
pf this nation admit, control, and release an estimated 3 million indi­
vidualo each year. On any day during the. year roughly 1.3 million indi-
viduals are under correctional jurisdiction. The American Bdr Associa­

"tion projects the 1975 average daily population In correctional institu­
tions at 1.8 million individuals (Ame~~can BAr Assooiation, 1971). Out 
of a total inma.te population of about :.26,000, the adult felon inatitu­
tions account for some 222.000. In B',Jition tl~ere are roughly 800,000 
on probation LInd paro]~. Theoe are the adults who have sinned aga1nst 
society, And vill return to sin ogain--unless they arc provided with the 
training and treatment to prepare them for productive Bnd constructive 
participation in the free world. Despite the iron bars snd security locka, 
the doors to the prioons of the nation Are, in fact, 6winging doon. per­
petually opening Bnd shutting, opening and shutting--letting the same per­
Bons in llnd Ollt, in and out. Hurphy (1972) concluded, " ••• the correc­
tions system is correcting few. In 1931 it was e8ti~ted that 92h of the 
prison population had been in prison before. Today we h.l\',V£. reduced this 
to the glorious figure 0;: approximately 807." (Hurphy, 191'2, p. 23). 

As long as the corrections syntem perolets in compulnory confinement, 
"'ithout providing programs specificdly designed to p'"epare the offendera 
for productive and consr.ructive roles in the free ,ociety, there is lit­
tle hope of stopping tbe swinging door. The need is for a vehicle Ahich 
can deliver to the sdults incarcerated In the nAtion's prison8 ft program 
of activities and experiences to prepare them for Buccessful participa­
tion in the wo~ld of work, satisfying roles in their families and commu­
niticv. Career educetion ia Buch • vehicle. 

4 
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The Adult Career Education in Corrcctiono Program waa establhhed 
for the specific purpOQe of providing career education to the adult of­
fendern in the netionla prisons. The concept of adult career education 
1n correctiona in not to be confused ~ith either career education for 
public ochoa I acttlnga or vocational trnining in prLuona. Adult career 
education in corrcctiono 10 a planned program for developing the kno~· 
ledge, okillo, attitudes, and valuea to equip offenders for fulfilling 
their 'I\om unique nccda through o\..cupational dccioion-making, cmployabUi­
ty, Docial nnd civic reaponsibLlitiea, constructive leisure-time activity, 
and Belf-fulfillment. It prepareD each individual for meaningful pursuit 
of vocational, avocntionnl, Docial, civic, and personal commitments. 

Goals of the Adult Career Ed'ication in Correctiono Program 

The Adult Career Education in Corrections Program i~p1ement8 a two­
fold purpose:' (1) staff development, and (Z) model deoign. The PrClBulII 
model ia predicated on the asoumptioL that a oystematic approach to plan­
ning, implementation, and evaluation of career education programs for of­
fenders io esoential for optimizing personal and 'Bocial outcomes from the 
nation's adult correctional institutionfl. It 11 afloumed that for the IDOst 
part the adult offenders in the nation's prisons can develop healthy self­
identities and can achieve the vocational maturity essential for realizing 
individual well-being and contributing to social welfere. 

The miosion of the Adllt Career Education in Correctl.ons Program is 
implemented in two major goals and their oupporting objectiveo: 

GOlll 1. Traini!}S of selected corrections personnel in the theory 
and practice of systematically planning, imple:n.entins, and cvaluatins. 
car~er education for adult correctional iDstitutions. 

Objective la. Given a five-day advanced seminar and a ten-day 
8upervised internshi~, 18 participunto will acquire understanding of adult 
career education as dcmonotrated by scores on a postteB~ at 80% criterion 
level; and will develop understanding of sys-ematic planning and delivery 
of adult career education as demonstrated b:1 Icorea on & poattest at 80% 
criterion level. 

Objective lb. Given a five-day advanced seminar and a ten-day 
supervised internship, 18 pa~ticipants will develop capabilities for lead· 
erohip roles in adult career education 1n corrections, ao demonstrated by 
fl"'ores on a performance teat in technical assistance, 8upcrvioion, ad­
ministration at 807. criterion level • 

Objective lc. Given a fivc~day advanced seminar and a ten-day 
fJupcrviaed internship. 1B participants will delllOnstrate positive attitudeo 
toward implementetion of adult career education in corrections, by scoreo 
on an attitude b.ventory of 3.0 or higher on Do 'I~point scale. 

Obtcctive ld. Given a ten-day basic seminar, 64 participants 
will acquire basir knowledge of adult career education and DY3tems ap­
proach 8S demon6~~dted by 6coroo on A poatteot at 80% criterion level. 

5 . 
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Ob~cctivc Ie. Givens ten-day baoic seminar, 64 participants 
will ~cquire baoic okillo of syotematic planning of adult career educa­
tion in correctional ncttings, as demonstrated by scol'CS on a performance 
test at 80% criterion level. 

Objective If. Given a ten-day basic seminar, 64 participants 
will demonstrate p08itive attitudes toward implementation of adult career 
education in corrections, ss demonotrated by scores of 3.0 or higher on 
an attitude lnventory with I.-point rating scule. 

Goal 2. Development of a generalized planning model of adult career 
educ:ltion, with designs for 24 implementing delivery systems of adult ca­
repr education. 

Objective 2a. GiVQOan ~xperimental version of a generalized 
planning ~odel, following a serieo of simulations, evaluations, and re­
vf.sion, a final planning model will be produced. 

Objective 2b. Given a planning model and prOVision ex su~er­
vision and guidance to participating teams in design of delivery systems 
of career education, a total of 24 delivery oystem models will be pro­
duced ror implementation in designated correctional settings. 

6 . ... 
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PROGRAM METHODS AND RESULTS 

The undereducated ac1uZt in a ool'l'eotiona'L i.n8titution has to be 
a Tr08t Uke~y candidate for ac1uZt educator8. Sooiety, in gen­
Grot stands to benefit, as weU a8 the individua~. AocoI'd­
ingZYIt the aduZt educator 8houZd give priority to attempti,'19 to 
Zearn • • • steps and prooedures. • • • 

The federal, government shou7,d provide 'teaacl'ship to t1uz f1tat4t.o 
in providing individuaZ8 in oarrectiondl.inotitutiona eV8:M,J type 
of ac1uZt education opportunity whioh my be of benefit in the 
r.;habiUtation proo6s8 (National. Advisol'Y Cot~oil, on AduZt Edu­
cation, 3974, p. 61). 

MODEL DESIGN 

/<&-------AND ---------1 

PERSONNEL TRJ.INING 
~-------, ~-----~ 
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Methods and Resuleo of T~ainin8 

An articulated program of advanced and basic oeminars, offered in a 
national framework through regional and local participation, wao provided 
to accomplish Goal 1, Training of corrections personnel in theory and 
practice of elanning, iruplernentins. and evaluating :areer education in 
adult correct10nal institutions. The training was offered through na­
tional and regional seminars designed to bring together selected indi­
viduals from different settings with a variety of experience backgrounds. 

The training model implementD the aosumption that optimum results 
can be obtained th~ough a multi-level syotem of national and regional 
seminars to equip participants for subsequent leaderahlp roles, with 
training and technical assistance responoibilities in local settings. 
The training model is designed to prepare individualo for two levels of 
leadership responsibility. Those completing the advanced training will 
be prepared for assuming top leadership roles, consulting with state a­
gencies, engaging in regional pla-.ning, working with organized groups 
and associations, taking the inItiative to plan, organiz~, and direct 
staff development efforts at local level. Those completing the basic 
training ~rill be preparec' for planning, organizing, llnd conducting llemi­
nars, workshops, and cor:erences on adult career education for the staff 
members of their adult correctionsl institutions, as yell as being pre­
pared to take leadership roles in seeing that delivery system models 8r~ 
implemented in their respective institutions. 

The method used in providing training at both basic and advanced lev­
els impleme .• J II syste;.ls approach to staff development. The goals are im­
plemented in behavioral objectives. Learning experiences Rnd environments 
are created and contrived which can be expected to achieve the objectives. 
Evaluations are made to determine the effectiveness of. the learning exper­
iences and environments in achieving the objectives. The learning experi­
ences are made up of activities, wi.th supporting hardware and software. 
The scope and qequence of the curriculum are established. After the total 
curriculum, with its implementing units, has been developed, each unit is 
simulated to test its effeLtiveness in relation to the objectives it is 
supposed to achieve. Revisions are made as indicated by the feedback from 
the simulations. Each activity is designed to meet the criteria of ~­
~ to the objectives and relevt~ for the learners; responsibility 
placed c;m the learner'3; reinforceroent to the learners. Both formative 
and sUll'8U8tive evaluatit.ns are madla. A second component of the training 
method is the partic~.;.ant sclection. Prerequiaites are cstllbliohed for 
each training prog;'am, and participants are selected on. the basis of hav­
ing satisfied these prerequisiles. 

This metlll dology is used in planning and conducting training at both 
basic and advn ~ed levels. Differences in the ~wo train~ng programs r~­
late to criteria for participant ~election, training objectives, and scope 
and sequence of learning experierces. 
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Purpose: 

Partioipants: 

ADVANCED 
TRAINING 
A Five-Day Advanced Training Seminar 

and 
A Ten-Day Supervised Internohip 

Thi(l pl'Ogl'an1 ~ d6oi(Jnod to provide advanced troitl'ing 
in thMl1I and appUaation af systemo approaoh in ro1.ad 
tion to t];.a dove"Lopnent and implementation of cal'OOl" 
education p:'O(Jl"ame in ariminal. jUCItiae SflttingS. !/!h.e 
progr'am B(lugllt to prepare setooted pal'tioipants for 
tGohnical. (~8oiotanoe and training rol.es that r..>Oul.d oon­
t~bUt8 t.) improved and ~~nnoootivo oarsor-based adul.t I 

1xzsic eci1JCatWn for Btalf artd offm:der in a1.l. aspoots 
of the oriminal. jWJtioe aY6tem. 

:l'tll'ticipants in thio program llCld oonrpteted basio train­
it~ in systems ro8Gar~n, }lCld oontributod to ddvel.opment 
and imp1.ementa-non of a conoeptlJlll rradel of adult bCUl1'.c 
education in c"),l"rectionB, and had trw oompetoncies and 
BpeciaUsed skUl.e for t.eaching adutts and proViding 
toohnicat assist<znce to agencies and institution8 of 
the criminal. justice s//otsm. Par-r;wiptmta G88i01f9d 
teohnical. assistance and traini.ng l"osponeibUUios re ... 
lating to deve1.opment, implementation .. and 6ool.uation 
of oareer education in tho orimina 1. :justice system. 

HODEL DESIGN 

~------- AND ---------1 

..... 
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Advanced Training Pnrticipanto 

Ms. Janice E. Andrews 
Personal Growth Center Coord ins tor 
Federal Reformatory for Women 
Aleraon, West Virginia 

*Mr. Don A. DaviD 
Corrcctio~al Superintendent 
Pa1mi!r Correctional Center 
PalDl(!r, Alaska 

Mr. Ellsworth H. Heidenreich 
Executive Assistant 
Oregon Corrections Division 
Sa1elll, Oregon 

Mr. Eugene E. Hilfiker 
Superviaor, Vocational Training 
Oregon State Correctional 

Inatitution 
Salem, Oregon 

*Mr. Dean Hinders 
Programs Administrator 
South Dakota State Penitentiary 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota 

Mr. J. Pratt Hubbard 
Curriculum and Hedia Specialis~, 

Educational Services 
Department of Offender Rebabilitation 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Mr. Charles H. Huff 
Education Specialist 
Federal Penitentiary 
Leavenworth, Kansas 

Mr. James B. Jones 
Advanced Studies Coordinator 
Federal Reformatory for Women 
Alderson, West Virginia 

Mr. Stanley F. Kano 
Executive Director 
Helping Industry Recruit 

EX"'Offendera 
Minnd~poli8, Minnesota 

Mr. Ralph L. Nelaon 
Superintendent 
Willow Rlver Camp 
Willow River, Minncoota 

Hr. Joseph OreBlc 
Supervisor of Educational Progra~ 
Youth Corrcctlonal Institution 
Bordentownl New Jersey 

*Mr. James B. Orrell 
Princlpal, Education Department 
San Quentin Prison--Bayview Schoola 
San Quentin, California 

Mr. Joe F. Salisbury 
Teacher-General Education 
Federal Correctional Institution 
Milan, Mlchigan 

Mr. David L. Shebaea 
Assistant Supervisor of Educational 

Progrs.mn 
New Jersey State Prison 
Trenton, New Jersey 

Hr. Glen B. Smith 
Vocational Learning Laboratory 

Coordlnator 
Federal Penitentiary 
Terre Haute, Indiana 

Mr. Richard F. Svec 
Administl'ative Aide to the 

Superintendp.nt 
New Jersey State Prison 
Trenton, New Jersey 

Hr. Robert Van Gorder 
Program Director 
Palmer Correctiunal Center 
Palmer, Alaaka 

*Mr. Stanley F. Wood 
Director 
Sandstone Vocational School 
Sandstone, Minnesota 

*These par"icipant8 received speclal training and practice to pre­
pare them for advanced leadership rolea. They interned RS te&m leaders. 
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Advanced Training Method 

.Partic!~~nts in the Advanred Training Progrruu 

Participants were selected for advanced training from 1lIl10ng the pool 
of 363 personu wo had completed 11 basic oerninur betwep.n 1970 and 1973. 
ThoDe selected had demonotrllteu cllpabi11tieo for developing and illlplemcnt­
ing models of adult basic or adult career education for correctional seC­
tings. All advanced training participant.: had shown a motivation to llC­

complish the miosion of adult basic or adult career education tn correc­
tions, und had received ratings of 3.0 or higher on d 5-point scale to 
evaluate potential for leadership development in relation to adult career 
education in correctiona. Eighteen persona were ij(llc~ted for advanced 
training. Choice of participants wao based on the following criteria: 

1. mastery of bal>l.(' concepts and principles of systematic planning 
of adult career (basic) education in correctiona A8 shown by successful 
completion of basic seminar program 

2. demonstrated urdprstanding of concepts And principles in the 
generalized planning model of Adult Career Education in Corrections 

3. de~onBtrated potential for leadership roles in career education 
1n corrections 

4. deconstrated motivation and commitment to accomplioh the mission 
of the Adult Caree~ Education in Co=rections Program 

Participants selected for advanced training were provided trannpor­
tation, meals, and lodging. No stipends were paid to participants. In 
the selection of ~~rticipants, no discrimination W88 made on the basis of 
race. color. sex, or nationpl origin. An effort was made to insure equit­
able geographic representation. 

Setting of the Advanced Training Seminar 

The five-day advanced training IIP.minar \.as held at the Center for 
Continuing Education, Univ~rsity of Chicago, from october 31 to November 
4, 1973. The! setting f"r the aeminAr provided a nelf-contained working­
living environment in which an intensive, residential program could be 
implemented. All services and accommodations needed to implement a train­
ing model were available within the conference center facility. The uni­
verni.ty library lind bookstore 0:\ the campus were eAsily accessible to par­
ticipants. The daily schedule was 8;00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., in add,iHon to 
group snd ir.dividua1 assignments during the evening hours. The Center for 
Continuing Education at the University of Chicago waa sel·cted 4S the 
seminar site because of availability of all essential 6upport serviceo, 
central geographic locbtion, and absence of distractionB. 

\-, 



Setting for the Supervised Intelnohip 

The supervised internship p'ttion of the advanced training program 
took place at th~ four ten-dll~ _ .. ic seminars, between January nnd Hay, 
1974. The interns were divided into four teams, and aomigned to on in­
ternship at basic seminars conducted at the Center for Continuing Educa­
tion, University of Chicago; Henry Chauncey Conference Center, Education­
al Te&ting Service, Princeton, l~w Jersey; Center for Continuing Educa­
tion, University of OklahoiJa, Normanj and Center for Continuing Education, 
Kellogg-West, Pomona. California. Intern teams were made up by taking 
into account the seminar environment having the greates, potential for 
contributing to the growth of the indivicual participant, as well as re­
lated environmental factors ouch as combinations of individuals to make 
a group of individuals reinforcing to each olher. 

Program for the Advanced Training Seminar 

The planning of a meaningful program of adult education to accomplish 
advanced training goals required (1) defining objectives, (2) arranging a 
learning envir oment, (3) providing learning experiences, and (4) ossess­
ing program effectiveness. The objectives for the advanced training semi­
nar focused primarily on developing participants' knowledge and enhancing 
motivation in relation to the advanced program goals. 

The leabning environment created at the Center for Continuing Educa­
tion was as free from efficiency-reducing factors as possible. An effort 
waD made to provide good food and comfortable living quarters. MeetLng 
rooms were arranged tc accommodate large group, small group, and individ~ 
ualized activities. Facilities were arranged to make the use of audio~ 
visual equipment and materials as an integ=al part of the env~ronment. 
Attention was given to heating, lighting, ventiliation, and furniture. 
Displays and wall posters were used to reinforce the Hcope and saquence 
of the curriculum. 

Learning experiences ~ere created to achieve the seminar objectives. 
The selection of information to input to the participants was a critica1 
factor in developing experiences. Information input came from partici­
pants, readings, and presentations. A search waD made to identify read~ 
ing materials on career education, adult career education, systems ap­
proach. The results of the Dearch produced a liDt of available software. 
From among the items which were highly rated and relevant to the objec­
tives, a nun'ber of relevant items were Delected. In areas where nC' eoft­
ware appropriate for achieving the seminar objectives was found, recource 
persona were contracted to prepare papers and make presentations or give 
demonstrations to the participants. A progr~d booklet was prepared 
and sent to all participants before the onset of the advanced seminar, to 
provide review and reinforcement of the concepts and principles covered 
in the basic proGram. The learning experiences which were provided to 
participants during the advanced seminar included lectures, general dis­
cussions, buz~ groups, task groups, discussion groups, reaction panela, 
film presentations, slide-tape presentations, simulation gameD, individ­
ualized activities. The learning exp~riences were arranged to provide 
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inutruction and practice in planning inatructional programs, implemetlting 
program designs, and evaluating programs. Experiences were provided also 
to devalop lcadcrahip traits and behaviors. Among the individualized ac­
tivities ~lcre aaaignmento to varioua roleo during the course of the pro­
gram. ,/>11 participants served in a number of 'roleo, including chairper" 
son, recorder, reactor, group leader, to~m member, obaerver, evalu~tor. 

A pret~ot given the first day Bsaeaocd input of participants' skills, 
knowledge, and attit1ldes in relatioh to career education, adult education, 
and syoteolll approach. Daily evaluations were made to rate each learning 
experience. A poattest given the laat day of the seminar assessed the 
output in term3 of participants' skills, knowledge, and attitudes in re­
lation to the seminar objectives. The results of the postteat were vali­
dated by participant self-evaluation. The proceso of the se~inar waa e­
valuat~d by participant ratings of the various components of the training 
process. 

Prosram for Supervised Internohip 

The internship program was designed to give supervised practice to 
each trainee in conducting training programs and in giving technical aO M 

aistance related to planning and implementation of career education for 
adults in correctional settings. The intcrthlhip included individual and 
group cOllTlseling with trainees, directed prr.ctice in team teaching, di­
rected ~ ;tice in conducting a staff development program. Simulations, 
feedback sesBions, role playing, and self-evaluation te~hniques were em­
ployed. Each intern planned, prepared, org~nized, and preaeuted a unit 
on career education in corrections. Thia includ~d preparation and pre­
sentation of a major lecture, monitoring task group activitieo, use of 
hardware and software, and evaluation of the unit. support serviccs were 
provided by other members of the team, as each it,tern, in turn, implemented 
the major responsibilities involved in presenting a unit. Each intern 
also was required to carry out technical assistance and supervisory re­
sponsibilities. Each intern was responsible for supervising one or more 
of the basic seminar participant teams, anet to provide direction, aaoia­
tance, evaluation, and inatructioll to the team in planning a delivery 
syatem model of career education for a designated correctional institu­
tion. Interns practiced akills of supervision, counseling, communication, 
and interpersonal relationships. Interns met each evening with the direc­
tor for a feedback session, evaluation, and instruction. The team leader's 
supcrviaed internship included rcsponoibilities and instruction in program 
organi~ation and aciminintration, as well as planned experiencen to con­
tribute to the enhancement of leaderahip behaviors. Evaluation of the ad­
vanced participants, was made by basic participants, in addition to aelf­
evaluations at the end of the ten-day internship. 

Advanced Training Program Results 

Advanced Training Participanta 

Eighteen participants were selected for advanced training. One 
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particlpant completed the seminar, but was unable to participate in the 
internship. The 18 participants represented 11 atates and B of the 
10 U. S. Office of Education regions. The geographic diatribution of, 
participanta by statee and Office of Education Regiona is shown in Table 
1. 

U. 

Table 1 
Geographic Diatribution of Advanced Training Participants 

by State and 0; S, Otfice of ~duca~~ng1ons 

Number of Number of 
S. CfUce of State of Participant Participants Participants 

Education Emp lov! len t bv state by Region 

II New Jersey 3 3 

III Weat Virginia 2 2 

IV 'Georgia 1 1 

V Indiana 1 ~~ 

Michigan 1 

Minnesota 3 

VII Kansss 1 1 

VUI South Dakota 1 1 

IX California 1 1 

X Alaska 2 4 

Ore30n 2 - -
Totnl 18 18 

Inspection of Table one reveals a fairly equitable distribution of partl­
pants, with ,oix from the east coast, seven from the middle states, and 
five from th.:! weat. Of the four te;:-, leadera, t\~O were from the middle 
states and two were from the western states. 

Examination of the participdnt rooter of page B reveala that five 
of the 6ighteen interns were from the federal system, twelve were from 
state correctiona systema, and one was from a private agency. All four 
of the individuals selected for team leader training were fr~m correc­
tions systems. 

Personal characteriatics, educational employment backgrounds' of the 
18 pnrti~ipants arc shown in Table 2, which prescnts a description of the 
participants by scx, age, education, and job classification. 
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Table 2 

Sex, Age, Education. and Job Classification or 
Advanced Trailing Participants 

Sex 
Male 

Female 

'Characteristic 

Total Participants 

~ 
20-24 
25-29 
30-3/+ 
35-39 
40-4'+ 
45-49 
50-55 

Total Participants 
Median Age: 37.0 years 

Education 
Less than BA 
BA 
MA 

Total Participants 

Job Classification 
Educational Adminlotration . 

Supervisor/Principal/Director 
Assistant Supervisor 
Education Spe~lalist/Coordinator 
Teacher 

I~stitlltional Acfministration 
- Superintendent 

Executive/Administrative Aide/Assistant 
Program Director/Administrat~. 

A8ency Administration 
Director 

Total Participant. 

Number of 
Participants 

17 
..1. 
18 

o 
5 

. 3 
2 
2 
5 
1 

18 

1 
6 

11 

18 

4 
1 
5 
1. 

2 
2 
2 

1 

18 



Inopcction of Table 2 revcllle thot tbere vuro mora IlIAlCtl than !emaleD j 
that although tho median lise "Illd 37.0 yun. tho dhtr1bt.tion Will bl­
oodlll, with tho two pukll in "SC, 25 to 29 and 1,5 to 1,9. ThQ putict­
pantll uere woll cducatedj 11 out of 18 having QArn~d tha HRorer', De­
gree. They nll held rosponaLblo jobo, with 11 out oC tho 18 boing 1n 
the field of education. 

The objectivcll of the AdvAnced TrAining ProgroltN wet'C l)r particLptlntt.l 
to increase their knovlcdSd of Adult CAreer educationj to develop skillfi 
of oynt:.ematicnlly planning and ddivcrLng programlS of adult career educll­
tion; to develop capnbll1tLo6 for leadership rolell, by acquiring skL:l. 
for tcchnicll1 aaoiatancc, /lupervLoion, And 4dminintrlltionj and to enhance 
pooitive att1tud~o to l.r.nplem.ent&tion of adult careor education 1.1l ~orrec­
tiona. 

The knowledge, Bki110, and attitudes of the advanced participants At 
the oooc1uoio11 of thCl training prn&ra..m constitute th" product" of the lld~ 
vanccd training program. I~ output eVAluat!on of tho advgnced tralnLng 
progt'alll was accomplished by comparing pOBlt~6t Bcorce agatnst the crite:::­
ion levels eot6blished for acquiDition of knowledge and dcvelop~nt of 
skf.lls implementing the program objectives. Cc."tll?&rillon of pre- lAnd poat· 
teat IIcorea provided an index of partic:1pant gro .... th in relation to thtl 
program objectives. Tho reBults of Il test to de.tenllina in psrt tho ex· 
tent to \.'~ich Objective 14 wos achieved tire giv~n in Table 3, "'hLch rc­
porto t,:b.e reou1to of A pretest nnd IS postteot t.o Qosen participants I un­
deroto~ding of adult career educ3tion. 

Objective 

Knowledge 

Table 3 

Mean Scoree on Pre- and pORtr~6~S 
of Participant Knowledge of 

Syatet:Ultic Planning a Implementation 
of Adult Career ~ducation in Correct1on~ 

Pretent PotJttcat 

N Hcttn Score* H Helln Score* 

18 57.89 18 64.44 

* Possible scor~ - 10~ 

!,:!Gdn 

6.55 

Inspection of Table 3 indicates about 6; percent: gain it). knoYledge duri~ 
the five-day seminar. Pretest results show that none of the participants 
had achieved the objective before the let.linar. The pOHrest Bcore of 



64.44 18 roughly 15 polnte bolow the criterion level of aOt. Prior ex­
l:Ii)r1cl'1cCl haD dcmonotratcd that there will be ,about l.l 10-point differen­
tinl which is &ccounted for by fatigue factor. The participanto nrc e~­
tfcro.oly tlred Ilt tho ond of the intenolvQ S-day sominar program. The 
additional 5 poLnts below the criterion level cUn be accounted for in 
thi. inll tltnc~ by de f1 c1.cncLeo in the measurement process. rhe test 
8hould have been adminLotcrcd at the end of the IS-day program. Itom 
IIMlyol..o of the poatteot rcvc41cd Ll number of iteIM which faUed to dis­
criminate. The fact that the !nternB were able to succeasfully imple­
ment the AkillB of systematic plnnning of a ten-day training program, to­
gether with the reQulta of oelf-cvllluatiooa and ratings of bade oeminar 
pArticipants at the end of the IS-dLlY progrrun, support the thcsia that 
the training objective related to acquioition of knowledge of ~areer edu­
cation IIlI5 achieved more than the teat reoulte; 6uggest, and that errors 
in mea8urement ac;count for the failure to demonlltrllte this achievement 
on the posttCGt. Thu results of aelf-evaluationa shown in Table 4, pro­
vide a further index of the achievement of Objective la, the acquisition 
of knowledge about adult career education, 8S well as giving an index of 
the achievement of Objective lb, developlOOnt of leadership skills. 

In 

lb 

lb 

Ib 

Table 4 
Participant Self-Evaluation of Achievement 

of. Advanced Trcining Program'Objectives 

Mean 
TraininR ProRram Ob1ective Score* 

Knowledge of planning adult career 94.25 
education in corrections 

Knowledge related to aciministrati·ve 84.25 
leadership 

Knowledge related to supervisory 80.05 
leadership 

Skillll of leadershipl.technical . 84.50 
8aaiatance, supervision, adminis-
tration 

*Possible score ~ 100 for each item 

Examination of the self-evaluations reported in Table 4 point up the dis­
crepancy b~tween the posttest results and self-evaluations on participant 
knowledt,·e of planni.ng adult career education. The self-evaluation mean 
score of 94 25 for knowledge of adult career education is almost 30 points 
higher than the posrtest score for achieving thia objective. The mean. 
score of 82.93 for the three items on the self-evaluation related to lead­
ership skille, Objective lb, suggests that lIbjective lb relating to skUl 
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development and knowledge of lldminiHrAtive and Bupervisoxy functions to 
implement adult career education wan achieved. n160e reaulto of the 
self-evaluations relating to achievement ci Objectives In and lb are BUp­
ported by performance ratings of the interns made by baoLc seminar parti­
cipanto at the conclusion of the ten-d~y internship. The particivante in 
the bade training program rated the interns on rnaatery of content, skUl 
in cOmD1'lInicatiol1, llnd lenderohip skills related to adult career education 
in corrections. The rcaulto of these ratingo arc given in Table 5. 

Table 5 
Participant Rntingo* of Interna' Content Mastery, 

Communication and Leadership Skills 

Communi- . Leader-
Content catic.," chip 

Intern Hasterv Skills . Sk111s 

A 4.00 3.91 .3.69 
B 3.61 3.82 3.61 
E 3.62 3.69 3.34 
C 3.55 3.33 3.56 
D 3.33 3.4:- 3.49 
H 3;25 3.25 3.22 
J 3.23 3.08 3.14 
G 3.22 , 3.27 3.29 
L 3.16 3.16 3.03 
F 3.13 3.20 3.33 
M 3.11 . 3.26 3.02 
K 3.00 3.23 3.11 
I 3.00 3.2:c. 3.17 
Q 2.89 2.95 2.79 
P 2.85 2.92 2.80 

**N 2.75 2.67 2.97 . 
**0 2.63 2.72 2.81 

M" 3.20 3.24 3.20 

* Scale m 1 (low) to 4 (high) 
** Did not meet criterion level of 2.80 

The criterion level of 707. allowing a lO-point adjustment for fatigue, 
would be equivalent to a rating nf 2.80. Inspection of Table 5 reveals 
that on content, con:munication, and leadership skillS, all but 2 parti­
cipants ref\ched the criterion level. These results, together with the 
self-evaluations, seem to lend strong support for the conclusion that 
training objectives la and Ib were achieved at a higher level than was 
indicated by the results of the p08ttest given at the end of the 5-day 
seminar. The faihlre to demonstrate achievement of the objectives on 
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the poattest was no doubt a function of measurement error. 

Ratings for mastery of content ranged from 2.63 to 4.00 on a 4-point 
ocale. The mean rating overall was 3.20. Ratings for akill in communi­
cation ranged from 2.67 to 3.91. Ratings Eor leadership skills ranged 
from 2.79 to 3.69, The mean ratings of interna on content mastery and 
communication skill by seminar is given in Table 6. 

Table 6 
Mean Ratings* of Interna' Content Mastery. 

Communication and Leadership Skills by Seminar Location 

Interns Interns 
Seminar Interns' Coomuni':' Leader-

~ Location Content', cetion ship 
N Mastery Skills Siti 11 a 

Chicago 19 2.96 3,06 2.96 2.99 
Princeton 11 3.47 3.53 3.47 3.49 
Norma 13 3.16 3.28 3.08 3.17 
Pomona 12 ldQ. 3.08 3,22 3.17 

tl for 4 seminars 55 3,20 3,24 3.18 3.21 

* Scale m 1 (LOW) to 4 (high) 

Inspection of.Tab1e 6 shows that interns in the Princeton seminar 
were rated highest in both content mastery and communication skill. as 
compared to :I.nterns in the other three seminars, Interns in three of 
the seminars were rated slightly higher on cOlllllUnicationskil1s than ort 
content mastery. The ~nterns in the Princeton seminar were significant­
ly higher on rating of leadership skiBo than in the other three seminara. 

The achievement of training objective lc relating to development of 
positive attitudes of participants toward imp1ementingndu1t career edu­
cation was evaluated by an attitude inventory, PartiCipants responded 
to indicate their feelingo of. pleasure and the value they attached to 
basic concepts of adult career education in correctional settings. Table 
7 shows the results of this evaluation in terms of feelillga of pleasure 
and \V'orth attached to the concept's of adult career education in correc-

. tiona. 
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Table 7 
Mean Ratings. of Participants' Fecling9 of Fleasure and 

Worth Attached to Adult Career EC:uclition Con(,!epts 

Participtlnt Pretest Postt~st 

Feelings Mean Menn 
MGain 

n Rating n Rati\1J.l; 

Pleasure 18 3.44 18 3.65 .21 

Worth 18 3.71 18 3.88 .17 

* Scale • 1.00 (very little) to 4.00 (very m ~h) 

Inspection of Table 7 reveals Q relatively greater gain in feelinga 
of pleasure than in feelings of worth attached to the concepts of imple­
menting adult career education in corrections. However, it will be not~ 
cd that the degree of worth was significantly higher in the beginning 
than the degree of pleasure attached to the concepts. ·R&tings of both 
pleasure and worth were high, even on the pretest, being 3.44 snd 3.71, 
res'pectively on it 4-point scale. This is taken to reflect the positive 
motivation of the participants selected for. the advanced training Pl'O­

~ram. 

Advanced Training Program Process Evalpation 

The procesc implemented in the advanced trainingl'program was evalu­
ated by means of participant r~ting8 on three dimensions: .(1) training 
activities; (2) training materials; and (3) program organizations. The 
results of the partid.pant l;·at.i.ng of training activities are given in 
Table 8. 
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Table 8 
ParticipBlOt Evaluation of Advanced Training Seminar Activities 

Activity 

Particip~lting in general discussions 

participating"in task groups 

Participating in simul~tion of unit plan 

Participating in informal discusoions 

t! Rating*' 

3.88 

3.88 

3.88 

3.83 

Completing Task Assignment 7: Units 3.72 

Completing Task Assignment 2: Self-Appraisal 3.55 

Being a chairman and/or recorder 

PQrticipating on listening teams 

Completing Task Assignment 6: Public Speaking 

Listening to resource persons 

Reading assigned ref~rences 

Completing Task Assignment 3: Career Game 

Listening and/or watching AV presentations 

Completing Task Assignment 4: Teamwork Model 

Listening at banquet session 

. Using supplementary references 

Completing Task Assignment 5: Sncwgate 

Meeting others at social hour 

Completing Task Assignmen! 1: Communication 

*Rating Scale ~ 1.00 (low) to 4.00 (high) 

3.38 

3.38 

3.38 

3.33 

3.33 

3.33 

3.27 

3.27 . 

3.22 

3.00 

3.00 

2.94 

2.83 

Examination of the ratings given in Table 8 clearly revea13 that ac­
tivities involving active participation and doing faI' outranked the more 
passive activities. In prior years of conducting the advanced training 
program, the use or lupplementary references has consistently been the 
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lowest rated activity. This year the rating on une of supplementary ae w 

tivity, 3.00 on At 4-point IIcde, Iluggests that this woo aworthwhUe ac­
tivity. Thia year the lIupplementary reference guide linted the pages on 
which variouB concepto were covered. Poonibly thia new format mAde the 
use of the reference materinla eAsier. The high r.atinge carned by gort­
eral ,and inforrn.al diIlCUDOl.On and participation in tank groups indicate 
that interactf.on among participantll 10 scen tie a very worth!:1hlle and pro­
ductive learning activity. 

Participants in the advanced ttsining program were required to r~ad 
eight aelectioua. Seven of the required rendingo we~6hort papers. the 
rn.ain reading requir~meut vas the Model of Adult Career EducLtion in Cor­
rections. It \fllO 116swood thllt eElch plu:t1cipant would nced to be a Ill4B­

ter of the content of tho model, in order to be able to implement a lead­
ership role in helping others to use the model for plonning, implementa­
tion, or evaluation of adult career education in corrections. 

The ratings of the materials included on the required reading l.ilt 
are given in Table 9. 
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Table 9. 
P~rticip.nt Evaluation of Required Reading Materials 

r----------------------------------------1---------------T--------------1 Required Reading Materials 

Ryan, T. A. (E~.) Hodel of adult CLlreer education in 
correctiona, Honolulu: Education Research and De­
velopment Center, University of Hawaii, 1973. 

Ryan, T. A. Cosl oetting in group counneling. In 
J. Vriend.4nd W. W. Dyer (Eda.), Counseling effee­
~ively in groups. Er~lewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Educational Technology Publicationo, 1973. 

Ryan, T. A. A new conviction: Career education in 
corrections. Paper prepared for the American Cor­
rectional Association Congress. Seattle, August 13, 
1973. 

Ryan, T. A. Pre-seminar programmed booklet, 

Hayball, K. W. Evaluation of career education in 
correctiona. Honolulu: EDRAD, University of 
Hawaii, 1973. (mimeo) 

Hinders, D. Hardware/software and facilities to 
support career education in corrections. Honolulu: 
EDRAD, University of Hawaii, 1973. (mime 0) 

Schwebel, M. Groups for the emotionally distraught., 
From J. Vriend and W. W. tyer (Eds.) Counseling ef­
fectively in groups. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Education Technology Publications, 1973. 

Morimoto, K. Listening. Harvard Educational Re­
~, 1973, 43, (247-249). 

Morimoto, K. Ambivalence and our responses. ~­
vard Educational Review, 1973, 43. (249-255). 

*Rating scale • 1.00 (low) to 4.00 (hi8h) 

!! Ratings* 

4.00 

3.55 

3.50 

3.50 

3.00 

2.83 

2.72 

2.S5 

Inspection of Teble 9 reveals that the Hodel of Adult Career Educa­
tion in Cor~ectionB, in fact, was rated 4.0 on a Bcale of 1.0 to 4.0, 
lIupporting the assumption that this planning model W86 an invaluable ele­
ment in the advanced training program. 'l'he two articles by Morimoto on 
listening and role ambivalence were rated relativ~ly low by the partici­
pants, in terms of the contribution of these itemS to the training pro­
gram objectives. It is poasible t.hat more guidance was needed in helping 
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participant8 oee the relationship of the concepts covered in thesc artl­
clea t:o the ltHlderahip concept which weB implemcntrd in the program. 

The progra.m organization was cvaluat ,d at the end of the five-day 
seminar. The factoro included in the rating were in four c/ltegorieo: 
program information, corfcrencc facilities /lnd servicoo, ntaff qualifi­
cations and competencieo, nnd time allocation and utilization. The r~· 
suUs of the progrNll organ1.tation rating arc givcn in Table 10. 

I 

Table 10 
Participant Evaluation of Advanced Training Program Organization 

Organization 
Factor 

Program 
Information 

CO"lference 
Facilities 
and 
Services 

Staff 
Qualifications 
and Competencies 

Til!1e 
Allocation 

n .. 18. 

Item 

Adequacy of pre-oeminar in­
formation 

Accuracy of pre-oeminar in­
formation 

Seminar location 

Coffee service and maalo 

Liying accommo~ations 

Physical arrangements for 
the work scssions; meeting 
rooms, equipment, lighting. 

~ualificBtionG and competen· 
cies of resource personnel 

Qualifications and competen­
cies of staff 

Rating 
of lte.m* 

3.61 

3.61 

3.77 

3.55 

3.83 

3.77 

3.55 

3.88 

Time for group activities 3.50 

Time for meeting with. other 
participants 

Time for meeting with staff 

The length of the seminar 
5 days 

Daily time Bchedule 

3.27 

3.27 

3.33 

3.16 

*Ratirig ~cale - 1.00 (low) to 4.00 (nigh) 
?n 

tl It8tLng 
of Organi­
. zational 

Factor 

3.61 

3.73 

3.72 

3.31 
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lnapectiou of Table 10 reveAls a generAlly high rating 00 the program, 
organizntion. Conference facilitieo aod services and otaff qualifications 
and competcncicn ~~rQ rated 3.73 and 3.72 re8pe~tivel~ on 4 Bcale of 1.0 
to 4.0. 'Chp. ratings on program information lind time allocation. 3.57 and 
3.31 reopcctively, were well above the Average: ond Aufficiently high on . 
Q Bcalo of 1.0 to 4.0 to indlcllte that thene elcttlCnto in program organ1z:a-. 
tion aloo lIare satisfactory. It i:l intereoting to note that tho rating 
on time ollocotion, 3.31, was conoide~~bly highcr than the rating of 2.43 
given in 1972 when the advanced training "!'minar was only four days in 
length. 

Overall the proceoo evaluation reflects a viable model for the a~­
vanced training program. The elements which combined to make up the 
training process were sLrong indivIdually And in combination. nlO appa­
rent achievement of the advanced training program objectives i6 no doubt 
in large measure a function of the viability of the advanced training mod­
el. 
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ACE C 

Purpose: 

BASIC 
TRAINfNG 

Chioago, IZ~inois 
Princeton, Haw Jersoy 
NOrtral1 , Ok UI 11Orrr:l 

Poroona, CaUfol"rlia 

Janua1'y 28 to Feb1'Ua1'Y 7, 1974 
Februal'}j 9 to 19, 1974 
Aprit 21 to l~y 1, 1974 
May 12 to 22, 1974 

This se1'iGS of regional seminaro ws deoigrwd to PI'O­
viae haoic tnaining in theory and applioation of oyo­
tents app1'Oaoh in the devalopmant and impZementation of 
career education progl"al718 fo1' aduZ.t oOl'l'eotionat i.~1-
stitutions. The seminal's oought "'.0 equip pa1'tioipants 
~th the baoic knOWledge, skills, and attitudes essen­
tial. fo1' effootively planning adult Oa.l'eo1' education 
progl"al71s and fo1' ptayirl{J an actiw pal't in subseqw.mt 
implementation of these pl"Ogrom8 in theil' 1'oopaotive 
cOr'l'eotional insti tutiot1s or agencies. 

Participants: The participants in the basia BIJI1tt'naI'S inol.uded l'apl'e­
sentatives from administratio:l, secta'ity, meohanical. 
and food oervioes, industry, caae m::magement, pro/xz .. 
tion, parole, education, co"munity treatment, and 2'e­
presented federul, state, and looal oOl'reatio~lQt 0Y8-

terns. Rarticipants were setected on .the haoi8 of a 
dem:motroted potential to contl'ibute to and profit 
frcxn the scmitlQl' prognam. 

MODEL DESIGN 

MID--·-------------~ 

PERSONNEL TRAINING 

'. 
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BABIC TIlAIN! la:; PAnlICIPAlft ROSTEIl. 

Mr. Mark D. AlbQl~t 
Account~lnt III 
Department of lnotitutionm & AgencicD, 

Dividon of Youth & P'wly Services 
Trenton, New Jerooy 

Mr. V. Clydu Al~Gpiger 
. Eductlt i(ln Coordinll.tor, RoSion II 
DepartlJ)(mt of Offender Rehabilita .. 

tion 
Hacon, Georgia 

Kr. .John J. nell 
Academic Iostructor 
Miooourj, State Penitentbry 
Jefferson City, Missouri 

Hr. Stephen D. Benowitz 
Director Crf Education 
Rahway State Prioon 
Rahway, New Jersey 

Mr. Charles A. Bergstrocil 
Instructor 
Marquette Branch Frioon 
Marquette, Michigan 

Mr. Maurice O. Bissonnette 
Manpower Planning Officer 
Canadian Penitentiary Service 
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada 

Mr. Laurier L. Boucher 
Regional Consultant 
Ministry of the Solicitor General 
Ottawa, Ontario,' Canada 

Mr. Ronald L. Brugman 
TCMher, Academic and Sp~cial 
Safford Conservation Center 
Safford, Arl~ona 

J.ir. Daniel A. Caotro 
Washington Intern in Education 
U. S. Bureau of Prisons 
Waohington, D. C. 

Mr. Ronald D. Clement 
Teacher II 
Trenton State ~rison 
Trenton, ~w Jersey 

l-ir. EtJtolloe Cliftor. 
PriBon VocatiOnAl Instructor 
Pontiac Correctional Center 
Pontiac, Illinois 

Mr. Terry J. Clifton 
Scbool TeAcber 10 
Michigan Intensive Program Center 
Marquette, Michigan 

Mr. Frank D. Colegrove 
School Teacher 10 
Michigan Department of Correction. 
Lansing, Michigan 

Mr. Richard P. Coolidge 
Supervisor, Library Services 
South Carolina Dcpart~ent of Cor-

rectiolUl 
Columbia. South Carolin. 

MD. Betty L. Davis 
Education Adminiotrator 
Ari~ona Youth Center 
Tucson, Arizona 

Mr. Rusaell C. Dixon 
Institutional Instructor 
Stato Correctional Center 
Juneau, Alaska 

Mr. Jack Eng 
ABoietant Director, Adult EdUca .. 

tion Resource Center 
Montclair State College 
Upper Montclair, Nnw JerBcy 

Mr. Donald W. Frederick 
Correctional Counselor 
Fedoral Community Treatment Center 
Detroit, Michigan 

Mr. George M. Hagerty 
Teacber Administrative 
Fort Grant Training Center 
Fort Grant. Arizona 

¥x. Mario A. Iz%o 
Bdv.~ation Supervisor 
Auburn Correctional Facility 
~uburn, New Yor~ 



Mr. Harry H. Jackson 
Vocational School Supervisor 
Menard Correctional Center 
Menard, Illinois 

Hr. Roy L. Jackson 
Supervisor of Adult Education 
Stato Department of Education 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

Hr. Thomao N. Kennedy 
Teacher II 
Youth Correctional Center 
Bordentown, New Jerse~ 

Mr. tohn F. Klopf 
Correctional Supervisor 
Fc~eral Correctional Institution 
Lampoo, California 

Mr. Allan M. Krischo 
School Principal 12 
State Prison of Southern Hichigan 
Jackoon, Michigan 

Mr. Frank Lander 
Director, Rahway Occupational 

Training Project 
Rahway State Prison 
R~hway, New Jersey 

Mr. Kenneth H. Limberg 
School Teacher 
Cassidy Lake Technical School 
Chelsea, Michigan 

Mr. Leland Q. Linahan, Jr. 
Counselor III 
Lowndes Correctional Institution 
Valdoota, Georgia 

Hr. Francis Lipscomb 
Corrmunity Program Officer 
U. S. Bureau of Prisons 
Newark, New Jersey 

Ms. Carol A. Lobes 
Director, Project No Return 
State Department of Administration 
Madison, Wisconsin 

Ms. Jacqueline L. Lucier 
Coordinator, Inmato Release 

Program 
New Jersey State Prison 
Trenton, New Jersoy 

Mr. Norman A. MastbAum 
Counoelor 
n.I.R.E., Inc. 
Minneapolio, Minnesota 

Mo. Nora K. McCormick 
Research Ana).yot 
Department of Corr ~tiono 
Frankfort, Kentuck) 

Mr. Richard J. HcKenna 
Assistant Supervisor of Educa­

tional Programa 
Youth Correctional Inotitution 
Bordentown, New Jersey 

Mr. Robert E. Miller 
High School Teacher 
State Dept. of Youth A.tthority 
Preston School of Inuuatry 
lone, California 

Mr. Thomas S. Mohler 
Education Coordinator 
Camp Hox,ey~Michigan Dept. of 

Corrections 
Cadillac, Hichig&n 

Hr. Will G. Nnjjar 
Community Service Superviuor 
Minnesota Department of 

Corrections 
St. Paul, Minnesota 

P~. Sandy X. Oppegard 
Program Co~rdinator and Assitant 

to the Director 
n. I. R. E., Inc. 
Minneapolis, Minneaota 

Mr. Robin E. Otio, Jr. 
Electronics Instructor 
Federal Penitentiary 
Steilacoom, Washington 
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Hr. Kenneth M. Parker 
Assistant Training Officer 
Utah State Pri80n 
Draper, Utah 

Mr. Robert H. Parks 
Vocational Education Supervisor 
Missouri Training C~ntQr for Men 
Moberly, Missouri 

Mr. John A. Paulson 
Teacher AdminiBtrat;or 
Arizona State Prison 
Florence, Arizona 

Mr. Kenneth S. Perlman 
Education Director 
Eastern New York Correctional 

Facility 
Napanoch, New York 

• Mr. Leonard A. Portuondo 
Education Supervisor 
Katteawan State Hospital 
Beacon, New York 

Hr. Jerry E. Pounds 
Auto Mechanic& Xnstructo~ 

Federal Peritentib~y 
Atlanta, Ge~rgia 

Mr. Hermenegildo L. RI,lm08 
Industrial Arts (Voc.,) Instructor 
Youth Training School 
Chino, California 

Mr. Randolph B. Rankin 
Principal 
Women's Correction Center 
Columbia, South Carolina 

Hr. Harris Rowzie. Jr. 
Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor 
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

Mr. Joseph J. Schuitema 
School Teacher 10 (School Counselor) 
Hichigan Reformatory 
Ionia, Michigan 

Mr. Ronald J. Schuster 
Director 
Sando tone Voc&tional Schoo~ 
Sandstone, Michisan 

Mr. Eddie L. Smith 
Reading Specialist 
Federal Penitentiary 
Atlanta, Georgi3 

Mr. Richard P. Spayde 
Teacher 10 
Michigan Training Unit 
lonin, Michigan 

Ms. Mary L. Stuckeaschneider 
Academic Terlcher 
Missouri Tr~ining Center for Hen 
Moberly, Missouri 

Hr. Roy L. Van llouten 
Training Officer 
Utah St"atc Prison 
Draper, Utah 

Hr. Otto W. Walter 
Supervisor of Library ServiceD 
Missouri Department of Corrections 
Jefferson City,.Missouri 

Mr. Warrell W. Wegner 
Apprenticeship Consultant 
California Division of Apprentice-

ship Standards 
Los Angeles, California 

Mr. Daniel J. Weir 
ASdi&tant Director (Socialization) 
Collins Bay Institution 
Kingston, Ontario, Canada 

Hr. Robere Wiarda 
Employment Coordinator 
Willow River Camp 
Willow River, Minnesotn 

Mr. D. Bruce Wililama 
Senior Research Analyst 
Division of Community Setvicea 
Frankfort, Kentucky 
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l~o1c 1r01011\8 Method 

Pcrtlclpanto in thu bnolc training .em1naxo 1n 1974 ~ero Gc1ectcd 
from tI,Illon8 thoDe who ru~dQ l!ppl1.cation for the bllGic trainlns by l.Iubl'llit­
tins an application form. confldonti.al evaluat10n, oclf-evalu4tlon, and 
cart1t:ic.ation of cmploYlrient. Tho .clection proc~d\lro \/U deR1,sn(ld to 
min11dzu rll'jectiono, And allio to 1nllUt'(1 Goloct5,on of 11 hOl'llOgcncoua group 
of individunlo who would succeed 1.n tho progt'jUlI. 

State directors of adult educAtion, state director. of correctional 
warden; of correctionAl inGtitutiono, raglona1 officero of the U. S. Of­
fice of ~duc8tion. of£iccra of the Adult EducAtion Staff Devolopment Pro­
jects, and headquarterB ctaff of the U. S. Bureau of Prioonl And U. S. 
Office of Education were invited to nomin~tc individualo to b~ baole lemL­
nar pBrticipo.rltCl. The rcqueot was for nominations of two to four indi­
vidualn to constitute Q participant team representing an inatitution, 
~gencYt or state. Nominator" werc Asked to nominate person8 ~lO odtia~ 
fled the f.ollowing criteria: 

- emplOYlOOnt In adult: education in corrcctionG, with valid contract 
for 1973-7/. 

- education or experience to benefit fro~ the training 
- capllbility of IWlkl11g a significBnt contrib\ltion to the program 
- capacity for lcodcrGhLp 
- capacity for logical thinking 
- capacity for working under 8trcs8 
- capacity fot" personal snd profculon41 growth 
- ability to worK with others 
- competency in communication 
- cOrmlit:ll)(!nt to usc the akills developed in the. seminar to improve 

the lnntitution or agency. 

A concerted'cffort was made to publlcl~c selection criteria nnd to 
el~botAte in detAU the tral'ning 80lliG and methode. All nominecG were 
invited to make application for the ballic trlllning program. The selec­
tion of participants wau made £roll1 ttmong those submitting applications. 
No discriminAtion W~B mAde on the basia of race, color, sex, or national 
orig1.n, Tht! finnl aelection "f partieipants took into account three 
fnctou: (1) rcco=endlltion of the nominatorj (2) geogrcphic location 
~f c~ployment; and (3) rating on the "election criteria. Costs for trav­
el and Rer diem of pArticipants in the bllai,: training aeruinars were paid 
by Btate, federal agency, institution. or private organization, Parti­
cipant support C/l..!tle from 11 nWllheI' of Bources. including adul t education 
atate block grant training funds, state departments of corrections train­
ing budgets, stAte institutional budgets, federal (Iud stBte prison in-. 
dustr1.ea budget~. La\/ Enforcement AssistAnce training granta. In Addi­
tinn to basic 6~minur participants. a 11~itc~ number of administrators 
were invit~d to participate 4~ special delegateD for the ftrst three days· 
of the "I.'minar. 
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Four ten-day basic training seminars were held between January 28 
and May 22. 1974. The first seminar. for participants from midwestern 
stateD, was held at the Center for Continuing Education. University of 
Chicago, from January 28 to February 7, 1974. The second seminar, for 
participants from southern snd eastern states was held at the Henry 
Chauncey Conference Center, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New 
Jersey, from February 9 to 19, 1974. The third seminar, for participants 
from southwestern states, was held at ,the Center for Continuing Education, 
University of Oklahoma, Norman, Oklahoma, from April to Hay 1, 1974. The 
final seminar, for participants from western states, Alaska, Hawaii, and 
the Pacific Basin territories, was held at the Kellogg West Center for 
Continuing Education, California State Polytechnic University, Pomona. 
California, from Hay 12 to 22, 1974. The settings for the four basic 
seminars had in common the capability of providing a self-contained, live­
in environment for learning and living which would contribute to achieve­
ment of the training goals and facilitate the development of teamwork • 

... 
Progl:'ilm for the Basic Training Seminars 

The development of the basic training program involved {I) defini­
tion of objectives, (2) arrangement of the learning environment, (3) pro" 
vision of learning experiences, and (4). assessment of program effective­
ness. 

The objectives for the basic trainipg seminar were for participants 
to acquire an understanding of adult career education and systems approach; 
to develop skills in applying systems approach to design programs of adult 
career education; and to develop positive attitudes toward systematic 
planning and implementation of adult career education in corrections. 

The environment for learning which was created at each seminar loca­
tion was intended to be as free frem distractions BS possible, reinforc-' 
ing the seminar objecttves, and contributing to the efficient functioning 
of the model which was designed for delivering the ten-day basic seminar. 
A concerted effort was made to provide good food, good service, and com­
fortable living accommodations. Meeting rooms had adequate hea~ing, ven­
tilation, lighting, electrical outlets, l.:u:'ge tables, comfortable chairs. 
Facilities were selected which would accommodate arrangements for large 
group work, small groups, as well as individualized activities. Adequate 
support services including audio-visual hardware and software, typing 
serVices, reproducing services, and personal services were important com­
ponents of the environment. Any training program must have an environment 
conducive to learning. It is especially critical to have a problem-free 
environment in delivering an intensive, concentrated program like the 
basic training seminars. Displays and wall posters were used at each 
seminar to contribute to the learning environment and stimulate motiva­
tion on the part of participants. 

Lcarning experienccs were created to achieve the basic seminar ob­
jectives. Each learning experience, with supporting hardware and softWBt'C,' 

37 
42 

! 

I 
I 

t 



.. 

waa designed to achieve a specific learner objective.' Group and individ­
ual methods were used in organizing the learners. Techniques included 
role-playing, simulation games, lecture, group discussion, film presenta­
tions, slide-tape presentations, reacti~n panels, evaluation panels, ob­
server groups, field trip, buzz groups, and task groups. Social modeling 
and planned reinforcement were implemented to increase participant moti­
vation and develop planning and implementation skills. Hardware and soft­
,~are were selected to support the learning experiences. The program uti­
lized videotape recorder and monitor, audio recorder, opaque projector, 
overhead projector, filmstrip projector. 35 rom projector, and 16 rom pro; 
jector. Films, slides, tapes, posters, 'realio, books, and workbooks were 
used in the program. In order to insure the input of content relevant to 
the program objectives, a search was made ~£ the literature on adult, ca­
reer education and systems approach, snd publications were selected which 
were appropriate to the program scope. In areas where there was a lack 
of published information, or in which it was felt that a live presenta­
tion would be more effective than reading, contracts were given to resource 
persons to prepare papers and make presentations or give demonstrations to 
the participants. The advanced participants who were serving their intern­
ships at the basic seminar performed inatructicual, superviBo~J, anu te~h­
nical assistance functions in relation to the basic seminar goals. Each 
basic participant was assigned a number of responsibilities to implement 
during the seminar, which were intended to contribute to the achievement 
of the seminar goals. These included responsibilities for being program 
chairperson, recorder, group leader, reactor, observer, evaluator. The 
program was designed so that participants in the basic seminar would ac­
quire understanding of prinCiples and concepts during the day, with prac­
tice in applying related skills for planning adult career education. Dur­
ing evening hours, each team of part~cipants, working under guidance and 
supervision of the director and one of the interns completed assigned 
sections of a delivery system model of adult career education for the 
team's correctional institution. At the concluBion of the ten-day semi­
nar the delivery system model was completed, together with a sample cur­
riculum guide. The del:l.very system models were designed for implementa­
tion in the correctional institu.tlons of the participants, not as academic 
exercises. The curriculum or program guides were to be completed upon 
return of the participants to their respective institutions or agencies. 

The scope and sequence of thE~ program were carefully and systemati­
cally planned to implement the training object~ves. The first day and a 
half was devoted to mastery of systems concepts and principles: and the 
acquisition of skill in using basic system technique. The next six and 
a half days were devoted to developing knowledge and acquiring skills for 
planning ~dult career education delivery systems. Finally, the 'last two 
days W.ere cuncerned with design of implementing program or curriculum 
guides, and developing s):.111s of implementation. The program was inten­
sive and comprehe\'1sive. For ten consecutive days activities were sched­
uled from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., followed by team work, ~taff consultation, 
and independent study in the evening hours. During this ti~e partici­
pants developed an understanding of the conceptual framework for adult 
career education in corrections, learned the basic principles and tech­
niquea for processing informatio~ related to adult career education in 
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corrections, learned how to make a needs assessment for adult career edu­
cation, developed an understanding of management responsibilities and func­
tions involved in imple~nting adult career education in corrections, and, 
finally, developed skill in setting up an evaluation for adult career edu­
cation in corrections. 

The effectiveness of the basic seminar program was determined by a8-
sessing each learning activity on a continuing basis during the course of 
the seminar, as well as by assessing the knowledge, skills, and attitudes 
of participants at the beginning and again at the conclusion of the ten­
day seminar. Process ev~lu8tion was made by rating seminar activities, 
hardware, software, per~onnel, and organi~ation. . 

Basic Training Program Results 

Basic Training Participants 

-
The selection process is an important part of the Adult Career Edu-

cation in Corrections Program. Out of 129 individuals who made applic4-
tion, 63 participated in the basic training seminars. The optimum size 
for the training seminar has been found to be 15 to 18 individuals, and 
it was intended that the participant enrollment in the basic program would 
be between 64 and 72. The selection of participants according to their 
affiliation with state, federal, or county correctional systems is shown 
in Table 11. . 
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Table 11 
Affiliation of Applicants for Basic Training Seminars 

Applicant Status 
Nominees Direct AJ.>Plicllnta Total Total 

Aff1J.:J." Accept lncom- Total Accept lncom- Total Appli- P8rti-
adon to pIe tel NomineE to pletel Direct cants cipants 

Parti- Not Ac Appli- Part!- Not Ac- Appl1-
cipate cepted cants cipate cepted cants . 

Feders 5 6 11 1 0 1 12 6 

State 55 37 92 0 19 19 111 S5 

Local 2 ~ 6 C I 0 0 6 2 -
Total 62 47 109 1 19 20 129 63 

InBpeceion of Table 11 shows the total number of individuals parti­
cipating in the basic training program was 63, including .'>5 from state 
corrections systems, 5 from the federCll system, and 2 from local systcmB. 
Actually, 64 were selecte~ and 1 failed to arrive at the seminar. The 
applications were mostly from individuals who were nominated, and from 
those in otate co~rectional systema. Direct applicants accounted for only 
6~%'of the total applications received. Eighty-six percent of the appli­
cants were from state inaitutions and agencies. 

In addition to those selectedss basic seminar pa~ticipants, there 
were six individuals ~1ho attended for the first three days of the semi­
nar, and four at the Norman Seminar. The special deleg~t~8 were assigned 
to work with participant teams from their respective otatea, or in the 
case of two of the delegates who did not have teams participating' from. 
their states, to work with participant teams from states cloaely related 
to their home states. The special delegatea were as'signed regul4J' program 
reaponaibi1ities. They contributed to the seminar program, and their en­
thusiaam, support, snd guidance proved to be in~aluable to the teams with 
which they worked. 

Participants in the basic training sem1~lara came from 17 states and 
Canada. The place of residence for the participants in the four basic 
training seminars is sho~ in Table 12. 
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Table 12 
Geographic Distribut1.on of Basic Training Participants by 

Seminar Location 

Semimlr l.oCB t ion 

State CHIC* PRIN* NOru-t* POMO* 

Alaska 

Arizona 

California 

Diet .. of Columbia 
• 

Georgia 

Illinoi-s 

Kentuckv 

Louisiana 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

New Jersey 

New York 

South Carolina 

Utah 

Wsshil1gton 

Wisconsin 

Canada 

Total 

*CHIC - Chicago 
* PRIN - Princeton 
*NORM - Norman 
* POMO - Pomona; 

5 

8 

2 

4 

3 

22 

.. ,~ ... , .. 

2 

4 

I. 

l' 

2 2 

2 

2 

3 

4 

2 3 _.-
3, 

2 

2 

2 

1 

12 14 15 

'41 

TarAt 

.. ~-
2 

4 

4 

I 

4 

5 

2 
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5 

4 

9 

3 

2 

2 

2 
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3 

63 
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Insp'~ction of Table 12 reveals that participants in the basic train­
ing seminar held at Chicago came from four states and Canada. The group 
included participants from three midwestern states and the state of. New 
Jersey. Participants from New Jersey were assigned to the Chicago semi­
nar, as it has been found that when participants attend a seminar locat-
ed close to their place of work and residence, there are too ~gny distrac­
tions and the partjr.ipanta do not. fully ~enefit from not contributing op­
timally to the training progt'sm. The setn.\nar held at Princeton, New Jer­
sey had participants from five southern and eastern states, in addition . 
to one participant from a midwestern state. The participant from the min- . 
west applied after enrollment in the Chicago seminar was closed. The sem­
inar at Norman, Oklahoma had participants from thre~ southwestern states, 
one southern state, and the state of New Jersey. !he New Jersey partici­
pants were assigned to the Norman seminAr for the same resson the other 
New Jersey team was assigned to Chicago. The Pomona seminar had partici­
p-~nts from four western states, Alaska, and the District of Columbia. The 
participant from the District of Columbia applied too late for enrollment 
in the Princeton semi.nar. 

Participants came from different institutions and agencies, and frnm 
a wide geographic area. TIley ranged in age from 24 to 64 years. Seven 
participants out of 63 were women. Table 13 gives the sex and age of the 
basic seminar participants for the four seminar locations. 

Table 13 
Sex and Age of Basic Training Participants by Seminar Location 

Personal Seminar Location 
Characteristic eRIOI: 

Sex 
Male 20 
Female 2 -
Total 22 

As.,e 
20-24 0 
25-29 8 
30-34 2 
35-39 3 
40-44 4 
45-49 2 
50-54 2 
55-59 1 
60-64 0 -
Total 22 
Modal Age 27 
Hedian Ap;e 36 

. *CHIC - Chicago 
*PRIN Princeton 

PRIN" NORW POM()A 

10 13 13 
. 2 1 2 -
12 14 15 

1 2 0 
5 5 3 
2 4 4 
1 0 0 
0 1 0 
1 0 7 
1 2 0 
0 0 1 
1 0 0 

12 14 15 
27 27 47 

29.5 29. r> 45,3 
*NORM ./ Norman 
*POMO .- Pomona 

1&1 

Total 

56 
2. 
63 

3 
21 
12 
4 

·5 
10 
5 
. 2 

-1 
63 

32.5 

' . 
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Inspection of Table 13 reveals that one out of every nine was female •. 
Each seminar had one or two female participants. '£he participants in 
Princeton, Chicago. and Norman seminars tended to he younger than the par~ 
ticipanto i~ the Pomona seminar. This difference in age is shown most 
clearly by comparing the modal ages for the four sem1narB~ whicll indicates 
that participants in Chicago, Princeton, and Norman averaged about 27 years 
of age, whereas participantll :I.n the Pomona seminar hnd a modal age of 47. 

The participants had similar backgrounds of experience and education. 
Th~ comparison of the educational bar.ksround and job titles of the parti­
cipants in the four seminars is shown in Table 14. 

Table 14 
Educational Background and Job Titles of Basic Training 

Participants by S~nar Location 

Participant Seminar Location 
Education and Employmeht CHIC'\' PRIli* NORMA' POMO~ TOTAL 

ParticiEant Educat!on 

Less than B. A. 
B. A. 
M. A. 

Total partici.pants 

ParticiEant Job Title 

Educational DCEsrtment 

Supervisor/Director/Principal 
Assistant Supervisor/Assistant Directol 
Coordinator/Specialist 
Counselor 
Teacher 

Institutional Administration 

Program Director/Officer/Supervisor 
Program Assistant Director 
Program Coordinator/Analyst/Specialist 
Training Officer 

AgencI Adminintration 

Program Director 
Prog~am Coordinato~/Con8ultant 

Total Participants 

'*Clll: - Chicago 
*PRTN - r~~nceton 

* NORM -. Norman 
1( POHO - Pomona 

3 
6 

11 
22 

4 
0 
2 
1 
8 

'3 
1 
2 
0 

0 

.J. 
22 

, 

2 0 3 8 
5 7 7 25 

.2- 2- .J. 30 

12 14 15 63 . 

5 4 4 17 
1 1 0 2 -

1 1 1 5 
0 2 0 3 
1 4 6 19 

1 0 0 4 
0 0 0 1 
2 2 1 7 
0 0 2 2 

1 0 0 1 
0 0 .J. 2 - -

12 14 15 63 



Inspection of Table 14 reveals that the educllti.onal background of 
participants in the four seminars was roughly the same, with the excep­
tion of having more participants who had completed the Master's Degre~ 
enrolled in the Chicago Seminar. Comparing the educational backgrour!.d 
of the basic participants as revealed in Table 14 with the advanced parti­
cipants as revealed in Table 2, it can be seen that whereas there were 
about the same number of participants with Master's Degree as with the 
Bachelor's Degree in the Basic Training ProgrBlll, there were twice as many 
with Master's Degrecs as with Bachelor's Degrees in the Advanced PartLci­
pant group. The employment baclcground, as revealed by analysis of the 

,job titles of the basic and advanced participants (Tables 14 and 2) also 
shows that the advanced group were employed more in administrative posi­
tions than was the case with the basic participants where roughly one 
third were teachers. In comparing the employment background of the basic 
participants in the four. seminars, it can be seen (Table 14) that the com­
position of the four groups was approximately the same. 

Basic Training Program Output Evaluation 

The objectives of the Basic Training Program were for participants 
(1) to acquire knowledge of adult career education and systems approach 
(Objectives J.d(l) and Id(2), respectively); (2) to develop skills of \lS­

i08 systems approach to design models of adult career education del iVE'~ry 
systems (Objective le); and (3) to develop positive attitudes toward'im .. 
plementation of adult career education in corrections (Objective If). 

Evaluation of the basic training program output. that is, the know­
ledge, skills, and attitudes of participants at the conclusion of the 
training ,program, was made by analyzing scores on a posttest given at 
the end of the training. These scores were .analyzed in terms of the ex­
tent to which participants in each seminar reached the criterion level 
of achievement for the objectives related to acquiaition of knowledge 
and development of skills. The scores were analyzed further to provide 
an index of improvement from pre- to posttest. Finally, an attempt to 
obtain some measure of validation was made by correlating the posttest 
scores against self-ratings msde by the participants on achievement of the 
three objectives, acquisition of knowledge of adult career education and 
systems approach; dr~elopment of skills in designing systems of adult ca­
reer education; and development of positive attitudes tor implementing 
adult career education in corrections. 

The adjusted criterion level for achievement of Objccti..!s ld(l) and 
ld(2), acquisition of Knowledge aabout adult career education and under­
standing of concepts and principles of systems approach was set at 28, 
and the criterion level for developme,lt of skills of systems was set at 
42. The criterion level for the achievement of the two objectives, com­
bined. was established at 70. Table 15 shows the percent of participants 
reaching the criterion level III each of the. seminar locations. 
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Table 15 
Percent of Participants Reaching Criterion 

Level* on Postteot of Achievement of 
Objectives by Seminar Location 

Total 
Score* n-19 .!!r.:12 

70 - 100 42 
60 69 32 
50 59 21 
40 - 49 5 
30 39 0 

*Criterion Level 

**CHIC - Chicago 
**PRIN - Princeton 
**NORM - Norman 
**POMO - Pomona 

58 
0 

34 
8 
0 

• 10 

TOO'AL 
n-13 n .. S8 

23 43 41 
46 28 28 
31 22 26 
0 0 3 
0 7 2 

Inspection of Table 15 shows that a total of 41 percent of the par- . 
ticipants renched the criterion level on the poattest over achievement 
Ii,f objectives related to acquisition of knowledge and development of 
f;kills. On furthel' examination it can be Been that 69 percent, that is, . 
over two-thirds of the participants, in fact did score above 60, that is, 
within 10 points of the criterion level. In comparing the achievement of 
participants by se[Qinar location, it can be seen that roughly 70 percent 
of the partici.pantB in the Chicago, Norman, and Pomona seminars reached 
within 10 points of the criterion level. In the Princeton seminar. how­
ever. 58 percent actually reached the criterion level, with no scores 
falling in the band 10 points belot-t the level. ThuD, nltho\'sh fewer par­
ticipants actually scored within 10 points of the criterion level at the 
Princeton seminar, in fact. a significantly greater number actually reached 
the criterion level. Over twice as many participants in the Princeton 
seminar reached criterion level, compared to the Norman,participants. 

The v,ariance in achievement by participants in the four seminars is 
further elaborated in Table 16, which shows the results of the pre- and 
postteots in relation to achievem.er,t of the specific training objectiveo. 
for the four seminars. 
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'table 16 
Mean Scores* on Pre- snd Poattesta for Achievement 

of Traini',o.g ObjecUvea'lr* by Seminar Location 

Objec- Pn,Ulilt 

tive** PHlC*rl ~111**'" 'NJIi<..rl. ,,', .... 

Idel) 

ld(2) 

1d 

Ie 

Total 

n-22 ' n"'13 

7.73 9.54 

9.45 11.1S 

17.18 20.69 

12.63 8.92 

29.81 29.61 

POfloible 
Score 

*Objeetive Id(l) 20 
Id,{2~ 20 

Objective 1d 40' 
Objective Ie 60 

TOTAL 100 

!l1l14 

9.57 

10.57 

20.14 

9.71 

29.85 

roM~ 

n-15 !! 

6.27 8.28 

9.40 10.14 

15.67 18.42 

8.79 10.01 

24.46 28~43 

Criterion 
~ 

11. 
14 
28 

. 42 
70 

:!In: C'idnl 
n .. 19 

15.63 

16.26 

31.89 

34.24 

66.13 

seminar Locat{on 
Poattest 

~lUll*** ~ ... ., ... t.>iii.~'" 
!l-12 !lOIn ~14 !! 

15.2JJ 15.62. 14.86 15.34 
~ 
t 

16.00 15.77 14.50 15.63 

31.25 31.39 29.36 30.97 

34.75 32.30 34.78 31 •• 02 

66.00 63.69 64.14 M.99 

*** CHIC - CbicCBO 
*** PRIN - Princeton 
*** Hcmi· - Norman *** POMO - Pomona 

**Objective Id(l) 
Objective Id(2) 
Obje,;:Uve 1e 

understanding adult career education 
understanding sy~tems approach 
skill in designing delivery Sy6tc~ 

= 

ClUe**' 

7.90 

6.81 

14.71 

21.61 

36.32 

Gain 

PRIN**' ~'* . !! 

5.11 G.05 8.59 7.06 

4.6.5 5.2.0 5.10 5.49 

10.56 11.25 13.69 12.55 

')~ 0 ... ____ v_ 2~.59 25.99 24.00 

36.39, 33.84 39.68 36.55 
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Examination of Table 16 reveals that mean scareo on the pootteat for 
. participantlJ I lI,chicvement of Objective ld, understanding adult coree: dUM 
cation and SyotcruD approach, was above the criturion level of 28 for all 
aeminaro. Mean Georeo on the poatte~t for the participanto' underatandtag 
of theBe concepto ranged from 29.36 for Pomona participanto to 31.89 for 
participants in the Chicago &cminar. Participants in Princeton and Norman 
scored about the oame with I~an acorns of 31.25 and 31.39, rcopectively. 
The mean poatteot Gcore for achievement of Objective let acquisition of 
8~il1 in deoigning delivery aystoma of adult career Oduc4tton. waD below 
the criterion level for all ocminars. Participant performance on the 
postteat on acquisition of theae skills \~a8 roughly the GMlO for the Chi­
cago, Princeton. lmd Norman Belllinars, with mean ocores of 34.24, 31 •• 75, 
and 31.78, renpectively. The mean pootteot score of 32.30 on oki11 devel­
opment wao about 2 points le08 for. the Pomona participants then for parti~ 
cipants in the other three seminara. The total mean Dcor.CO on the pOBt­
teat. including both knowledge and skill development, did not differ 8ig~ 
ni£icantly for the four seminaro. Howav~r, it can be aeen from Table 16 
that the achievement of participanto in Princeton and Chicago was practi­
cally the name, with total mean scoreo of 66.00 and 66.13, respectivel~, 
and: that the per.formance of participants in the Norman and Pomona semi­
nara WaG about the same, with mean scores of 63.69 lh:a 64.14, reopectively. 
When the individual differences of participants at the beginning of the 
seminar are taken into account, it can be s~en that the greatest gain was 
made by participants in the Pomona seminar. This is accounted for pri­
marily by the gain in underotanding of concepto and principles of adult 
career education. As revealed by the pretest Bcore of 6.27 on Objective 
1d(1), understanding of adult career education, Pomona participants were 
Bigniflcantly lower than thoDe in Norman nnd Princeton oeminars, where 
the ~an preteot scores over concepts and principleo of adult career edu­
cation were 9.57 and 9.54, respectively. Chicago participants oeored on­
ly slightly above Pomona participants with a mean score of 7.73 on under­
standing of adult career education before the training program began. The 
p08ttest score of Norman participanto, 63.69, which wao roughly 2 pointn 
below that of Chicago,and Princeton participants, i8 accounted for by a 
2-point: difference on the subteot over Object1.ve le, skill in designing 
adult career education aystema. Analysis of the performance of individ­
ual participants on this oubteot rev~aled that the participant8 8cored 
roughly 2 pointo lower than in the other seminara on the section of tho 
tcst which wan testing simulation skil10. The 2-point difference betw~en 
the total poatteot Bcore for Pomona participantB end those in Chicsgo 
nnd Princeton can be seen (Table 16) to be n function ot a 2 point dia w 

crepancy between the Pomona pdrticipants' mean score on the kn.owledge 
8ubtest and the mean noores at participants in the other nominars. 

'In an effort to valida.te the 'results of the objective teOt of parti­
cipant achievement of the training objectives, a self-evaluation was made 
by participants to assess their achievement of the two objectivcs: (ld) 
aClluir1ng undcretanding of adult .:.arcer education aud oyatema approAch; 
And (le) developing nkillo in designing Lclivcry systems of adult career 
education. The result of the 8elf~evaluationG made by participants to 
assess their achievement of these objectives io given in Table 17. 
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Table 17 
I'artic1.pant Self-Evaluation of Achievement 

of Ranic Training Prograru Objectives 

t"""':' " Ob.1ec- Mean Scorca* by Seminar Location 
tive 

Number 
Objective 

ld Knowledge of adult career 
education 

Id Knowledge of systems ap-
proach 

Subtotal - OLjective Id 

Ie SkU1 in uoinS uyatems 
techniques/designing oyo-
tems of adult career educa-
tion 

Total 

---
*Poooible Score: 

Objective ld • 40 
Objective Ie • 60 
Total Possible - 100 

CllrC*' PRIN*,J UORM*~ 
n .. 19 ,n."'12 ,n.-l3 

1?2S 19.10 16.45 

!h?1 1!& 17.30 

34.00 37.75 35.75 

.2ill ~ ~ 

85.75 91.60 84.80 

**CHIC - ('111c880 
**PRlN - Princeton 
**NORM - Norm!1n 
**1>0110 - Pomona 

POM()k~ TarA! 
!l0l14 nm58 

18.45 18.30 

!!h1.Q :t7:.1§ 

36.55 36.05 

&2Q ~ 

88.45 87.65 

When the results of the self-e\'aluation given in Table 17 are com­
pared with the results of the objective p08ttcst (Table 16). it can be 
seen that in general the self-evaluations are hi~her than the o\>jective 
posttest results. On the achievement of Objective Id, understanding 
adult career education nnd systems approach, participants' self-evalua­
tions were on the Mvera~e five points higher than the results of the ob­
jective teat. Tha self-evaluations of the devclQprnent of akills in de­
signing d~iivery systems of adult career e~ucation were considerably high~ 
er than the posttest results, with an averllge difference of 21 points. 
These resulto appear to 8upport result~ of the objective test on achieve­
ment of the training objectives. Th~re 1s some. suggestion that the re':O> 
suIts of the objective test over skill development may, in fact, be spuri­
ously low. 

One of the objectives (If) of the bar.ic training seminar we. to de­
velop positive attitudes' of participants toward implementation of adult It 
career education in their respective cori1cctional institutions. The \1 

achievement of this objective wa. assessed by analysis of ~esponses to 
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. an attitude inventory. The results of the evaluation ure ohown in Table 
18, whi.ch reports the mean ratings of the participA.lto I feelings of plea~­
ure and worth attached to concepts of adult career education. 

Table 18 
Mean Ratings* of Participants Feelings of PleAsure and 

Worth Attached to Adult Career Educa'tion Concepts 
by SeminAr Location 

Seminar Mean RlltinKs on Pleasure and Worth 
P'cetest Poattest 

Location n. J:l** \1** Total .!.! p** 101** !--Total p** 

Chicago 22 2.90 3.16 3.03 19 3.39 3.57 3.48 .49 

Princeton 12 3.48 3.63 3.55 12 3.68 3.88 3.78 .20 

Norman 14 3.07 3.60 3.33 12 3.48 3,77 3.63 .41 

Pomona 15 3.27 3.57 3.42 14 3.34 3.56 3.45 .07 

11 for 4 63 3.18 3.49 3.33 57 3.47 3.70 3.'58 .29 
seminars 

*Scale - 1.00 (very little) to 4.00 (very much) 

**p - Pleasure 
**~1 • Worth 

Gain 
W** 

.41 

.25 

.17 

( .01) 

.21 

Total 

.45 

.23 

.30 

.03 

.25 

Inspection of Table 18 reveals 'generally very favorabJe participant 
feelings it. relation to implementing adult career education in correc­
tions, as indicated by the responses to the attitude inventory. On a 
scale of 1.00 to 4.00, pa.rticipant ratingo for t!le ,four seminars at tro:. 
conclusion of the b~sic training se~nar ranged from 3.45 to 3.78, with 
all ratings significantly above the chance mean. The most favorable rc" 

. sponse8 were from the basic training participants in the Princeton and 
Norman seminara, with mean ratings of 3.78 and 3.63, respectively. Par­
tiCipants in Chicagl\> and Pomona had about the same feelings, uith ratings 
of 3.48 and 3.45, respectively. The greatest change in attitudes was 
8hown by the Chicago participants. This is accounted for by the rela­
tively low ratings on feelings of ple8aure and worth attached to adult 
career education concpt'tB at the beginning of the program. Comparing 
basic participants to advanced participants (Tables 7, IS) it can be 
scen that advanced. participant a are more highly motivated and have de­
veloped more positive attitudes to Adult career education in corrections. 
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The procelli'! J.mplelllllot«!d in the bulc trAlnlns progr&l.ll "lUI evaluaud 
by 1\1oI11I.ml pf partlclplwt utlnSIl on threo dlm.en.ion.: (1) trdnlng I1ctt­
vLtlclii (2) training ruterhlfli cnd (3) progt'l2l1l ot·Sllnlutlon. ThQ rCiulu 
of the pArticipant racins of trAining ActLvitieo nro gtven 1n Table 191 

Table 19 
Pllt"t1c1pant E\'tllUAtlon of Bailie Trdning Seminar 

Activities by Scminnr Loc.tlon 

Acthlty 

Part 1c!pllt l ng vtth te .. m IfICmlH!u 

l'llrttc1pat1ng in inform.al diacuu1on. 

Engaging 1n dialogue with utAff 

Mectll~ others at soci.l hour 
.' .. 

Participating 1.n dlecu.aio" groups 

l'art 1eL pa ting in tAsk groups 

Engaging in dialogue ,with resource 
persona 

LiDtening to rcaourc~ persons 

Li5tcnl.ng to otaff presentations 

Participating tn g~ner41 df.l'lcua,-
610n8 

Participating in reaction panels 

Participating in f!~ld trip or dem-
otlatrations 

1.1ri: tening At banquet .eo8ion 

Reading Assigned references 

Reading .upplclIlentary references 

!1 Rating 

*Rat1ng Scale - 1.0 (low) tl gh) 
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SCIilin4l.r l..oc4t:lon 
~1-nC-k1l fi>RU~' Ho.~ 1l:'0M<J1"' 

3.60 l.n 3.62 3.69 

3.25 3.90 3.54 3.83 

3.10 3.60 3.54 3.62 

3.30 3.91 3.23 3.38 

3.10 3.13 3.31 3.54 

3.15 3.55 3.15 3.54 

3~10 3.73 3.00 3.31 

~ 

2.93 

2.90 

3.00 

3.05 

2.80 

2.50 

2.61 

2.32 

2.98 

3.82 2.92 3.38 

3.55 3.08 ~.46 

3.73 2.46 3.17 

3.36 3.08 3.31 

3.45 2.77 3.38 

3.27 2.92 2.85 

3.00 2.67 3.23 

3.10 2.58 2.83 

3.57 3.06 3.41 

**CHIC • Chic.go 
**PRIN - Princeton 
**NORM - Norman 
**POHO Pomona 

tl 
Rating. 

3.71 

3.63 

3.41 

3.46 

' 3.42 

3.35 

3.29 

3.26 

3.25 

3.24 

3.20 

3.10 

2.89 

2.88 

2.71 

3.26 

• 

• 



• 

• 
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Examination of the ratings given in Table 19 reveals that team parti­
cipation had the highaot mean overall rating, with 3.71 on a scale of 1.00 
to 4.00, and that it was the highest rated activity at three of the four 
seminara. Interaction with other participants aud with staff was the next 
higheot rated activity, with informal discussion with participants. dia­
logue with ataff, meeting others at social hour, and participating in dis­
cussion groll?S rated next highest \'1ith mean ratings of 3.63, 3.47, 3.46, 
and 3.42, respectively. The pasoive activities were rated significantly 
lower, with ratings of 2.89, 2.88, and 2.71 for listening at banquet ses­
s10n, reading assigned references and reading supplementary references, 
respectively. Overall, activities which allowed for active participation 
were rated higher than those that were passi,ve. When Table 19 is studied 
to determ1ne differences in relation to seminar location, it can be seen 
that almost without exception the activities in the Chicago seminar were 
rated lower than in the other three seminars. The program was the same 
in the fOllr seminars. Two exceptions to the low rating given to activi­
ties at Chicago were the field trips and general discussions which were 
rated next to lowest in Chicago, with the lowest ratings being given to 
the Norman seminar. In ~lmo8t all instances the activities at the Prince­
ton seminar were rated sign1ficantly higher than for the other thTee semi­
nars. 

The curriculum for the basic training program assumed that partici­
pants should have a core of relevant information, part of which would ~e 
provided through required readings. Reading assignments were made d~ily 
for the first seven days to contribute' to .achievement of the training 
program objectives. The evaluation by participants of the required read­
ing materials for the four seminars is given in Table 20. 

" 
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Table 20 
Participant Evaluation*of Required Reading Materials 

by Seminar Location 

Required Reading 11aterialo 
Seminar Location 

(liii~*'1i R!l~ !tlOrui~ OMO*" . 
Ryan, T. A. (Ed.) Model of adult career 3.70 4.00 3.75 3.85 
educati0!L.!!!. corrections. 

, , 

Ryan, T. A; , . 'Ailui!:' basic educlltion in 3.42 3.80 3.45 3.73 
corrections: Training and model imple-
mentation. . ,- . 

Silvern, L. C. LOGOS language for sy8~ 3.29 3.33 3.17 3.50 
tems modeling. 

Silvern, L. C. S;:£stems ensineerins Ilf,!- 3.07 3.56 3.08 3.20 
plied tu training. 

!! 

3.83 

3.60 

3.32 

3.23 

Systems analysis? tfuat.' 8 that? ChaEA- 2.80 3.30 2.92 3.20 3.06 . 
iug Times. 

U. S. Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. Cllrear educatio~. 

Mean Rating 

*Scale • 1.0 (low) to 4.0 (high) 

**CHIC Chicago 
**PRIN - Princeton 
**NORM - Norman 
**POMO - Pomona 

2./.4 3.11 2.91 3.00 2.87 

3.06 3.48 3.17 3.41 3.27 

'-', 

Examination of Table 20 reveals that two of the required readings 
were rated significantly higher than the others, the Model of Adult Ca­
reer Education in Corrections, which is the generalized planning model 
used by participants in designing delivery systems for their respective 
institutions, and the alticle by Ryan on adult basic education in cor­
rections. All of the required refer~nces were rated high, indicating 
that each contributed to achievement of training program ()b.1p.ctiv.es.· 
With only one exception, the required readings were rated higher by the 
participants in the basic training ~elninar atPrinc~ton'than by parti­
cipants in the other three seminara. The workbook by.Silvern used in 
developing proficiency in using the 1.OOOS language for system modeling 
was rated highest by Pomona participants, followed by the rating given 
~y Princeton participants. 
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A set of supplementary references was available for use by partici­
pants on a voluntary basis. The traveling library of supplementary ref­
erences constituted an important part of each seminar. These references 
were rated in terms of usefulness in achieving the training objectives 
only by the participants who used them. Table 21 shows the results of 
this evaluation, including the number of parUcipants who used and eval·· 
uated each reference. 
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Table 21 
Participant Rating* of Supplementary References by 

. Seminar Location 

Seminar Location 
Supplementary OhicllRo Princeton ~orman Pomolla 
References 11 M !l .!! .n !:! n. 11 

Systems techniques ~ prog~am. 12 3.08 9 3.78 12 3.50 6 3.33 
of counseling & counselor edu-
cation by T.A. Ryan 

Pre}!aring instructional objec- 11 3.36 7 3.57 11 3.09' 7 3.29 
~ by R.F. Mager . 
Career education: Handbook for 9 3.11 5 3.40 11 3'.09 5. 3.40 
imelementation by U.S. Office 
cf Education 

Develoei!!8 vocational instruc- 4 3.25 6 3.33 10 2.09 2 3.00 
~ by R.F. Mager & K.M. Beach 

The honest politician ',s guide. 6 3.33 4' 3.25 10 2.80 7 2.86 
to crime control by K. Morris 
& G. H&wkins 

The Modern eractice of adult 7 3.00 4 3.25 9 3.00 3 3.00 
education by H.S. Knowles 

Educational s~stem 2lannl~ 5 3.20 5 3.20 10 2.80 4 3.00 
by R.A. Kaufman 

Care~r education: What it is 7 3.29 6 3.00 10 3.20 3 2.33 
and how to do it by K. B. 
Hoyt, et a1. ' 

Materials and methods in a- 6 2.67 5 ~.40 10 2.70 2 3.00 
dult education by C. Klevi~ 

The crime of Eunishment by 9 3.22 7 2.86 11 3.16 3 2.33 
K. Menninger. 

Evaluative research strategies 6 2.67 4 2.75 11 2.73 4 3.25 
and methods by American Insti-
tute for Research "-

Instructional s~stems by B.H. 3 2.00 4 3.00 10 2.90 2 3.00 
Banathy 

Administration of instruction- 5 2.60 3 3.00 10 2.70 2 2.50 
a1 materials orsanization by 
J. C. Chut"ch . 

Seminar ~ 6.8 2.96 5.3 3.21 O. ~ 2.94 3.7 :.!.96 

*Sca1e • 1.0 (low) to 4.0 (high) 
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Total 
n H 

• 
39 3.42 

36 3.33 

. - ; 

30 3.25 

22 3.12 

27 3.06 

23 3.06 

24 3.05 

26 2.96 

23 2.94 

30 2.90 

25 2.65 

19 2.73 

20 2.70 

16.1 3.02 



· . 

Examinatio", of Table 21 shows that the three 8upplementary references 
which wer.e most wid,ely used ''lere the highest rated. Ryan's article on sys­
tems techniques fot counseling and counselor education, Mager's book, Pre­
paring Instructional Objectives, and the U.S. Office of Education pUblICA­
tion, Career Education: Handbook for Imeleruentation, were the highest rat­
ed of the supplem(mtary references, with ratings of 3.42, 3.33, and 3.25, 
respectively. All references included in the supplementary group received 
ratings above the chance mean. lhc Norman seminar had the highest percent­
age of participants making U3e of the supplementary references, with about 
74% or the participants in the Norma" seminar reporting that they used these 
Inateriala. The Pomona seminar had the least use of the supplementary ma­
terials, with only 25% of the participants making use of these references. 

In order to provide an environment conducive to learning, and to ef­
fectively deliver learning experiences which were relevant, reinforcing, 
and placed responsibility on the learners, attention was given to dissem­
ination of pre-seminar information to participants, 'arrangement of con­
ference facilities to optimize learning, allocation of time to achieve ob­
.1~(),t,ives. These factors in the program organi.zation were rated by parti­
cipants in the four seminar locations. The ratings are given in Table 22. 
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Table 22 
Participant; Evaluation*of Basic Tl.'llinlng Program Organization 

Organizlltion 
Item Factor 

Adequacy of pre-sem-
inar information 

Program 
Information Accuracy of pre-sem-

inar information 

. Seminar !! 

Seminar location 

Coffee service and 
meals 

Living accoar...oda-
tiona 

Conference Meeting rooms: ta-
Facilities bles and chairs, 

and lighting, venti la-
Services tion, heating 

Working facilities 
in 11 ving a'~eas: 
desks, chairs) light-
ing, heating, venti-
lation 

Seminar !:! 

Time for group acti-
vities 

Time for informal 
meetings with other 
participants 

Time Time for meeting with 
Allocation staff 

Length of the semi-
nar, ten days 

Daily schedule 

Seminar !:! 

Total Program Factor M 

*Scale - 1.0 (low) to 4.0 (high) 

61 

Seminar Location 
~HIC*~ PRlNidr NOR}1+.>\ POHO** 

2.26 3.00 2.54 

2.74 3.27 2.54 -----
2.59 3.14 2.54 

~ 

3.28 3.73 3.31 

3.63 4.00 3.62 

3.50 4.00 3.54 

3.45 3.64 3.71 

2.85 3.73 !:.ll 

3.34 3.62 3.49 

2.15 2.73 2.36 

2;05 2.27 2.23 

2.40 2.80 2.23 

2·3112:iJZ 2.00 

£:!9. ~~ 2.31 

2.30 2.71 2.23 

2.74 3.22 2.75 
*~UIC - Chicago 
**PRIN - Princeton 
HNOR~1 - Norman 
+.,r,pOMO ,. Pomona 
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2.08 

~ 

. 
2.16 

3.71 

3.69 

3.92 

3.17 

h!?2. 

3.60 

2.00 

2.06 

2.08 

2.69 

,!.dE! 

2.25 

2.67 

l.1actol 
!! M 

2.47 

Z.59 
2.70 

3.52 

3.74 

3.74 

3.57 

3.66 

3.17 

2.32 

2.16 

2.38 2.38 

2.46 

~ 

2.96 2.85 

• 
.,..; 



Examination of Table 22 reveelathat participant. in the Chicago And 
Pomona seminar. felt pre-seminar informAtion waB not Adequate. Tho four 
conference centers at which the seminars were held wore,rated very high. 
juotU'Ying(;,;~d decillion to hold futuro acminan at thuc 10cat iona. Tho 
Henry Chauncey Conference Center of the Educational Testing Sorvice at 
Princeton. New Jeraey was judged the most satisfactory of all. with a 
ratin6 of 3.73 on a Bcalo of 1.00 to 4.00. The werking facilities in tho 
Uvin.g areas whero IDOSl': of tho tCIl!ll activities took place 'tIere hold ol1ght~ 
1y leao than optimal at Pomona and Chicago. whore deak Dpaco and lighting 
wera not ao aatisfactory au at the other seminar locationa. Ratings in 
general on time allocation reflected a deoire for more timo. and length­
ening of the Dominar. 

In addition tl> these organir:atian factors. two of the moat critical 
elemento insofar 8S delivering an effective training program arc Itaff 
Rnd fcoource peraonnel. At the basic training progr~ tho .taff wa~ 
made up of the director and the intern team of advanced seminar pArtlci~ 
pants. At each seminar. resource persons contributed to the progrnm 
through their written papers on assigned topics and their presentations 
or demonstrationa at the seminars. The intern team members made formal 
presentations. monitored task group activities. tutored individuals. and 
directed individualized activities. 

'rhe ratings of the intern tealllS serving at the four semipara. given 
in 'fable 6. ShO~l that the interns I mastery of the aubject matter. skUl 
in communicating, and skill in giving technical assistance And supervi­
Sion. ranged from 2.99 at the Chicago seminsr to 3.49 at Princeton, with 
a rating of 3.17 for the intern teams at Norman and Pomona. These rat­
ings are sufficiently high to indicate a strong staff component in the 
delivery system, 

. Resource persons constituted an impori.t&ut element 'in contributing 
'to achievement of the training objcctivcs. Resource persona were rated 
by participants on their mastery of subject matter and skill in communi-

• cation. The res~lts of these ratings are given in Table 23. 
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Rellource Chicugo 
Person Content ~o1Hi. 

MIlBtery §~ n 

A 2.63 2.84 

B 2.63 2.88 

C 3.26 3.16 

0 3.07 3.13 

Seminar 
tl 2.90 3.00 

Table 23 
Participant Rating* of Resource Peraon. 1n the 

B/!:.ic Training Progra.tI1 by Sc:ninar Location 

~ 

Se.minar Location 
Princeton Norman 

Content ~8r.'1·1l~ni- Conteut J.io~nl-
tl Haaterj at 00 M Mastery ~~hyn. H 

5ill1 

2.73 3.22 3.09 3.15 4.00 3.92 '3.96 

2.75 3.44 3.09 3.27 3.38 3.46 3.42 

3.21 2.89 2.82 2.65 2.67 2.50 2.58 

3.10 3.89 3.73 3.81 

2.95 3.36 3.18 3.27 3.35 3.29 3.32 

*Scale • 1.00 (low) to 4,.0 (high) 

===:::= 

l'ot:Xlllii---

cootlf.!nt!-'O~f¥~' 
Mut,cry ~ei [yo !! 

2.75 2.83 2.79 

3.33 3.25 3.29 

3.00 3.00 3.00 

3.33 3.42 3.37 

3.10 3.13 3.11 

.. 
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Inspection of Table 23 revea18 there wao little variance in compe­
toncieD of tha reoource paraons at the different seminars. Those lit the 
Chicago seminar were rated lC~'est, overall, with a rating of 2,95 on a 
scale of 1.00 to 4.00, The highest overall rating, 3.52, wao for the re­
source persons at the Norman seminar. The rating of 3.27 for resource 
porOOnB Ilt the Princeton seminar was only slightly lo"1ct' than the top 
rating at Norman, and the rating of 3.11 given for resource persons at 
Pomona wns well above the 3.00 level which is conaider.od minimal for op­
timal contribution to the program objectives. 

When all of the factors in the training process are combined, the 
relative con9iotency in delivery of the baDic training program can be 
seen. Thin oynthesis of ratings on the trainin& process by semi.nar lo­
cation i8 given in Table 24. 

Table 24 ' 
Mean Rating* of the Proceoa in the. Bssic Training Program 

by Seminar Location 
t. , 

Traini~g Factors 
SeClinar Location 

iCHIC*~ IPRIN'Irl iNo~ POMO* 

Resource Personnel 2.85 3.27 3.32 3.12 

Intern Teall'l 3.08 3.73 3.04 3.39 

Informat ior, 2.59 3.14 2.~4 2.16 

Facilities 3.34 3.132 3.49 3.60 

Schedule 2.30 2.71 2.23 2.25 

Activities 2.98 3.57 3.06 3.41 

Materials 3~06 3.48 3.17 3.41 

Seminar !1 2.89 3.39 2.98 3.05 

.*Rating • 1.0 (lo~) to 4.0 (high) 

~*CHIC - Chicago 
**PRIN - Princeton 
*"''NORM Norman 
**Pmlo - Pomona 

!1 

3.14 

3.31 

2.59 

3.57 

2.38 

3.26 

3.21 

3.07 
-

Examinstion of the ratings in Table 2[. of the basic training prot),es8 
8S it was implemented in the four seminar locations clearly shows the con­
sistency which was lMintainad ..tcross the Chic~go. Normall, and Pomona semi­
nara. Differenceo in ratingo for these seminar locations were not signi­
ficant. However, the rating of 3.39 for the seminar which '!las conducted 
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in Pr1ncvton i. signific.ntly higher than th~ other three. OVerall, Chi­
C8g0 had the lowest rating, with 2.89, followed by Norman ~nd Pomona, with 
ratings of 2.98 and 3.05 reopectively. 

Participant comments ~bout the baoic training seminar furthijr 8ub~ 
stantiato the high ratings which wore given on· the training procooa: 

The fact that this 11 A new series of leminaro does not de~ 
tract from the obvious skUl in organization and planning making 
up the entire program sequence. (ChiC4g0) 

OVerall the pr.ograu was fantestically planned down to the 
smallest detail. (Chicago) 

All the experienceo, activities, dilcuosions have footered 
an awakening of some of my own strengtho. (Princeton) 

It was 8 great program. (Norman) 

Content of seminar 1a outotandingl (Pomona) 
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Methods and Results of Model Design Activities 

A systematic effort WAS made to accomplish Goal 2, Development of ~. 
generalized planning model, of adult career education, with dcsigna for 
implemen~i~g delivery systems for 24 correctional inotitutiono. The math­
odo which were iInplemented to develop a generalized planning model. of adult 
career education and produce deaigns for 24 implementing delivery systema 
were related closely to the methods carried out to achieve the training 
objectives. 

The Adult Career Education in Corrections Program implementl a bade 
assumption that both training and model design are es.ential for the ac­
complishment of 'long-term, lasting effects. It has been held that both 
components are esseQti&i .. thElt either by iteelf is not Bufficient. There-. 
fore, at the same time that 'an articulated", training vrogram involv:ing 
both basic 9,i.td advanc!ed levels of t.rB1ni~ was being carried out, a gen­
eralized p~anning model was being developed, and delivery system models 
were being produced. The basic thesis of the Program io that delivery 
eystema of adult career education are needed in correctional institutions 
and that development of staff for effe~tive implementation of the system 
models is equally important if the needs of society and offenders 'are to 
be met. 

It 1s incumbent upon society to provide diverse, yet more,effi­
cient and better coor<;linated delivery systems to aosure the par-
ticipation of the educationally disadvantaged. • The need 
is for 4 Clyste.m of continuous career guidance and training, 
whereby the individual's personal aspirations, avocational and 
vocational needs may be reconciled. (Worthington, 1972) 

Method of Developing a Generalized Planning Model 

The development of a generalized planning model is accomplished 
through a five-stage process. The' five steps involved in developing the 
planning model are shown in Figure 1. 

1972 

CREATE 
PROTOTYPE 

1973 
PILOT TEST 
SUBSYSTEMS 

updating 

1974 
SERVICE 

UST 

1974-75 
FlEW 
TEST 

Figure 1. PrOCCbd of Developing a Planning Mode~ 

1975 

INSTALL 

c.) 
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The first version of a generalized planning reodel for adult career 
education in corrections was produced in 1972. This was accompliahed by 
first conducting a national work conference to establish 4 conceptu~l 
fraNcwork for the model, followed by 4 needa assessment to determine n~edr 
for adult career educRtion in correctional institutions in the nation, 
and, finally, by synthesizing 8 prototype, that is, a model which imple­
mented the conceptual framework and would meet the asocssed needs. The 
National Work Conference of Career Education in Corrections was held in 
Chicago, October 25 to 28, 1972. The Conference opened on 4 note of 
challcnge, 4S the Recommendations for Action propoeed by ~he National 
Advisory Council on Adult Education in 1972 were presented: 

'l'hG. CounoU l'eaOlT11119nd8 the inm6diate dovo'Wpmtmt of .. 11(;­

ticmat plan providing individuat8 in oorreoticmal. inatitutiona 
overy type of edwxz.tional. opportunity wllio1t researoh and e~­
penence indicate m:zy be of benefit in the fJ9l.f~eYUJt.Xll. pro­
ceos. ., 

'.I'htl CounoU furothel' l'ecoTmlBndiJ that 8peoial. professional. 
l'etraining and training opportwtities be 1112M atxzil.able to in­
dividua~8 emp~oyed in the correational. lieU. 

'l"he Counoit 8upports the ooncept of Oal'eel'-oriented sdu­
ca'i:ion for adult8. By adding ita voioe to the many al.ready 
joined in developina careei' education direotions, th8 CounoU 
8t:r.'011flly Ul'gea incZusion of aountletI8 number8 of adults who 
witt,,· benefit from adul.t e.ducation wUh a career l'OM!Il:ll. ap­
p't'oach. (p. 13) 

The Conferenc~ on Career Education in Corrections was action-oriented, 
reflecting a synthesis of thought provocation, idea exp~oration, and con­
~ept testing. A concentrated effort was made to stimulate and provoke 
participants to think, to create, to conceptunlize. To stimulate thinking 
information waa provided in the form of selected publicationa on career 
education. To provoke participants to ~xplore new ideas, a set of six 
papers was prcpared, each on the aame topic, representing six points of 
view: corrections, education, economics, offp.ndcrs, justice, and lebor. 
To set the stage f~r confrontation and idea-testing, a panel ~f partici­
pants reacted to the six papers. To optimize intellectual rcsources and 
maximize participant contribution, task groups were formed to identify 
elcments for a conceptual fram~work of adult career educatJ,on in correc~ 
ti~nB. ParticipanLa in the conference brou;\ht a broad background Qf ex­
perience and points of view, coming as they did from labor, industry, 
management, manpower economics, psychol03Y, sociology, education, correc­
tions, political science, social and com~unity service. Pnrticipants, 
nominated by a panel of experts in their reapective fielda, i~eluded re­
present8~ion from both sexes, various Qinority groups, offender~, all 
age. levels from youth to mature adults, aud all geographic l"eglons or the 
nation. The result of the work conference was publication of & conccp­
tuol framework of adult career education in corrections (ayan, 1972). 

A needs 88selHlment was cor,ducled by surveying a representative sam­
ple of adult: corrc\!tional institutions in the United Statcs to determine 
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tho noed for prosrama of adult carecr educAtion In the correctional In­
atltutS(JOIl of tho nAti.on. 'l1lCI rCUlu1ta t)f the lIurvey revealed that by 
And large Adult offender. vcr~ lacking io omployabillty Gkll1., Vero In­
&dcquAtcly pr~parcd for cArrying out civic re8pon;ibLlLtle., did not con­
tribute to theLr cocWlunLt1.ao, vare lacking in ",odt~oriontcd vAluu. lacked 
the okUh of dClchLon-lMklns, And generally had warped oolf-concepts. 
SOtIlO of the cleHklntl! of cnrCQr edUCAtion \lere found oporating in a ;ft1:v 
lnat:f.tuti.on" but no proj,)rluM 1n whicb the/HI olementl) wure purpoufully 
contriv~d end felnted in carGer educGtion OYStum3 Were found. 

The conceptuAl £rAlDC!\lork eatablhhcd no a b4lic ptcrnllle the AUWI'IP­

Hon t.hat clientli in correction. ahould be afforded the opportunity to be 
fully prepared for family, cit-hen.bip, eochl, voc~tlona1, and avocation .. 
al rolell. The: needs UlICtlIUnent pointed up the! lack: of tntcgratiori of ex­
perience. in the corrections uottinga to contribute to lelf and career 
developlDCnt. In the conceptu4ll frolllllCtwork four god. of adult career edu­
cation in correction. were aynthe.iEed. These goal. vere for offendera 
to 

1. develop employability skill. 

2. develop decieion-making oki11s 

3\ licquit'(~ \lork-oriented vaIue~ and attitudea 

4. develop capabilities for civic and aocial responsibilitie, 

S. achieve ~elf-fulfillment. 

A preliminary verdon of the generalized phnning model (If adult 
career education WIUI oyntheohed, incorporatina: the U\'c goah and re­
flecting the conceptual frame .... ork e&tnbliohed by the work conference. 
The prcliminaci planning UIOdel WlU siawllttcd to test the llubs)'lItcms of 
the model. In thla pilot test, carried out 1.n 1913, 32 simulations vere 
msde, This .lollJS accompl1.ohed by u91ng the pre 11.miwtry Io'cuion of the 
planning model in oilDl.ll,lltiontl. with the real-life 5itulltlonl in 32 cor w 

rectionnl I1cttingo. The reBults of the silDUlatioM provided tha b$(lia 
for vlllid8tlng the subsystems in the pllllltli.ng l!1odel. Following the cora· 
pletion of the e;iJnulationu fll.l1de in 1973, and UGlng the rellultl! of evAlu­
ative feedback from the simulations, the preliminary version of the model 
yas revised. 

The mode 1, incorporat.ing modL ficatio1l9 to the I>reUm.1nary verlii.on. 
then was subjected to d Gervice test. in order to validate the totalsy •• 
tem. Thls WllS aecompl1shed through evalUlltiotls !!!Ade by four outside eval­
uators, anti twenty-one 6i.l:IIUllitionll oade in 1974. during which time the 
planning l!1odel vas used to sir~14te the real-life situation in tyenty­
three correctional l.nnitut1.ons. The service tes.t of the model, which 
rC15u1ted iu polnt.ing up the need for lninor. tII<Xlificationa And reHnementa 
was followed by field te&tlns. carried out in late 1974 1n two,corree· 
tiona! inotltutions. The re8ults of model tut1ng carried out between 
1973 llnd 1975 provided the buh for revising and refining the prelillillAl'1' 
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vcr&ion of the prototype and completed development of the planning model. 

RelJult& of Developing a_Plonning Hodel of Adult Career Education 

The model which trD,S synthesized finally in 1975 1& ready for inBtal· 
lattonln correctional institutions, snd cnn be expected to be 8 viable 
product for planning effective programs of career education for adult of~ 
fcndaro. 

The (inal Iltago. in testing and revioing the model were completed in 
1973, 1974. and 1975. During thh time the model V48 tested by BtJI.'Ieooing 
reaultA from uaing the model to simulate 23 real-life corrections settings 
and by analyzing results from evaluation~ made by outoide evaluatoro 8S 

well as users. Table 25 presents mean r"itings for the subsystems which 
made up the planning model In 1973-74: ~l.O) establishing a conceptual 
framework; (2.0) processing information~ (3.0) 8soe.sing need.; (4)0) l.im­
plementing management responoihllitie8; (5.0) implementing program; and 

·(6.0) evaluating the system. 

~ 
, ,I 
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Table-25 

.',.~ ," ... 
. ;,~: "':.~~:. -·r . ~ ~ 

" .. ' .. 
, . ~ '.""" . 

Evaluation~of Model of Adult· Career Education in Corrections 
by User.Groups 

JUiting User 
Criteri.a Group 

1. Conceptualization 1 
of Ideas ~ 

3 
4 

!1 
i 

2. Logical Organiza7 1 
tion 2 

3 
4 

!1 

3. Style 1 
2 
3 
4 

}of 

4. Usability 1 
2 
3 
4 

!1 
-

M for criteria I, 2,'3, & 4 

*Rating Scale ... 1 to 5 

-1 - Poor 
2 • Excellent 

~ 
" 1.'0 

: 

22 4.13 
12 4.31 
14 4~26 
15 !:.ll 

4.25 

22 ,~. 29 
12 4,~1 

14 4.27 
15 4.35 

4.28 

22 4.45 
12 4.27 
14 4.29 
15 4.34 

4.34 

22 4.19 
12 4.45 
14 4.26 
15 4.44 

4.34 
., 

(4.30)1 

.. 

71 

SubsYlltems 
2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 §.O 

4,.19 3.99 3.91 4.08 4.09 
4.33 4.51 4.43 4.37 4.42 
4.32 4.34 4.32 4.38 4.40 
4.42 ~ ,~ !t:.!t! ~ 

-4.32 4.31 4.18 4.31 4.34 

' •• 23 4.20. 4.21 4.23 4.23 
4.46 4.15 4.37 4.13 4.40 
4.25 4.26 4.23 4.43 4.20 
4.34 4.38 l:Jm i:1! ~ 
4.32 4.25 4.18 4.25 4.31 

4.45 4.37 4.41 4.36 4.36 
4.33 4.41 4.28 4~33 4.38 
4.29 4.21 4.32 4.35 4.36 
4.29 4.30 4.17 !t:.ll ~ 
4.34 4.32 4.30 4.32 4.36 

4.42 4.30 4.23 4.28 4.30 
4.37 4.44 'f.36 4.31 - 4.50 
4.28 4.18 4.38 4.53, 4.47 
4.19 4;50 i:l§. 4.36 ~ 

4.32 4.36 'f.33 4.37 4.41 

. 
(4.33) (4.31) (4.25) (4.31) (4.36) 
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lnopecti,on of Table 25 reveals a generally ~trong model in all ,reas, 
suggesting the need for refinement more than major revision. Comments by 
evaluators pointed to some confusion in the area of goal definition-, ,Tb18 
subsystem was given special attention in the synthesis of the final model. _ 
The result was to establish the function of goal definition 8S a separate' 
subsystem. The final model, then, W8S made up of Geven subsystems, instead 
of six, as wa5 the case during the service testing in 1974. Thefi.eld teat-
ing, done in 1974 and 1974, validated the seven-stage planning MOdel.: J" 

, ' .. ' 
flow-
sev­
de­

The 

The generalized planning model, in ~ts final form including both 
-chart' and narrative, provides a guide for systematically carrying out 
en stages deeme~ essential. for establishing and maintaining effective 
livery systems of adult career education in correctional, institutions. 
model provides operating guidelines for implementing each of the seven 
stages: 

(1.0) Establishing a conceptual framework in the particular setti.ng 
in which the career education program is to be implemented 

(2.0) Processing information to analyze the real life situation in 
the corrections setting 

(3.0) Assessing needs in the setting in which the program is ~o be 
implemented 

(4.0) Defining management subgoals and client objectives to imple­
ment the five goals of adult career education 

(5.0) Formulating splnn for an adult career education program in 
the specified setting 

(6.0) Implementing the adult career education program 

(7.0) Evaluating the system operation. 

In the generaltzed planning model, each of the seven stages is des­
cribed. In a supplementary volume which was prepared to accompany the 
generalized planning model, examples and illustrations are given for each 
of the seven stages. Together these two publications, the model and sup­
,11~e,I~ntary volume, together with the Model of Adult na'sic Education and 
.its comnanion volume, offer any correctional iqstitutionor agency a vi-
able set'·of tools for establishing and maintAining effective programs of 

'adult career education, thereby, implementing the recommendation of the 
National Advisory Council on Adult Education (1974). 

Phs wu1.ereducated adu'lt in a correctionaL in8titution nas to be 
a T/r)8t l.il~el.y candidate for aduZt educators. Society" in gen­
eral. stands to benefit~ as weZ"L as t11e ind'ividual.. Aooordingl.y, 
the adu.U educator sllou'l.d give priority t<> attempting to 'Loam 
eteps and procedures. • •• Tlte foderal. government shoul.d pro­
vide 'Leadership ••• in providing individual.s in correc-tiona'L 
institutil»18 every type of adu'lt eduaation opportunity whioh 
my be of benp.fit in the 2'enabi'Litation proces8 (p.~l). 
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The adult educator, the correctional staff member, can find in the 
following set of publications the r.uideUnes to steps and procedures for 
effectively planning and implementing career education programs forad~lts 
in the nation's correctional institutions: 

Model of Adult Career Education i,t Corrections, by T. A. Ryan, R. S. 
Hatrak, D. Hinders; J. C. V. Keeney, J~" Oresic, J. B.::>rrell, 
and H. G. Wells. Honolulu: University of Hawaii, 1975. A 
generalized planning model for use in planning and implementing 
programs, .of adult career education in correctional settings. 

Perspectives for Career Education in Corrections, edited by T. A. 
Ryan. Honolulu: University of Hawaii, 1975. A companion v~l­
ume to the Model of Adult Career Education in Corrections, with 
supplementary information, illustrations, and examples to elu­
ciate each chapter in the Model. 

Model of Adult Basic Education in Corrections, by T. A. Ryan, D. W. 
Clark, R. S. Hatrak, D. Pinders, J. C. V. Keeney, J. OreBic, 
J. B. Orrell, A. R. Sessions, J. L. Streed, and H. G. Well •• 
Honolulu: University of Hawaii, 1975. A generalized planning 
model of adult basic education in correctional settings. 

Education for Adults in Correctional Institutions, edited by T. A. 
. Ryan. Honolulu: University of "Hawaii, 1975. Two volumes. A 

companion publication to accompany the Model of Adult Basic Edu­
cation. containing supplementary information, illustrationa, and 

'examples to eluciate each chapter in the Model. 

Method of Designing Adult Career Education D~very Systems 

Goal 2 of the Adult Career Education :i.n Corrections Program called 
for development of a senp.raHzed planning model with 24 implementing deliv .. 
ery systems of adUlt career education in corrections. 

In 1974-74 the obj~ctive was to design 24 delivery systems ofad~tt . 
career education implementing th~ generalized planning model. 

The method employed in order to accomp'Ush this objective was to pro­
vide supervision and guidance to participating tea~, of basic seminar par­
ticipants to assist each team in designing a delive~'Y system model for the 
correctional institution or agency. of the team's choice. The advanced sem­
inar participants, who were serving internships at the basic seminars, were 
assigned to supervise the various teams of basic seminar participants. Each 
complete delivery system conSisted of a narrative and a flowchart model for 
delivering an adult career education program to the offenders in the desig­
nated correctional setting. Each team of participants prepared a comp·lete 
information, processing form .• to provide all available data on the reql-life 
situation at the designated correctional setting. Tnis information was run 
through the generalized planning model in order to produce the delivery sys­
tem model for the designated corr~ctional setting. 

«i 
'\j/ . , 
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The intent was to produce 24 delivery aystePI models. lwenty-four 
teams were oelected fo'r participation'tin the basic seminal", and each 
team was responsible for producing a delivery system ,~dQl. The parti­
cipant teams came from local, state, and federAl inltitutions! and ABcn­
cies. Table 26 reports the affiliation of the particips\'l.t tellMS selee,­
ted f.or the 1974 basic training seminars. 

Table 26 
Affiliation of Participant Teams 

Selected for Dasic Seminara 

Seminar 
Team Affiliation 

Fed-
Location eral State Local Totsl 

Chicago 2 5 1 8 

Princeton 1 4 0 S 

Norman 0 6 0 6 

Pomona 1 4 0 5 

Total 4 19 1 2/+ 
" 

.,,\ 

Inspection of Table 26 reveals that one-sixth of the p~rticipant teams -
selected for the basic seminars were from state correctional inotitutiono 
or agencies. 

Results of Designing Delivery Systems of Career Education 

Twenty delivery oyatem models were completed and one design was par­
tially completed. Team 19, which had been selected to represent the .tate 
of Kansas, did not appear at the baoic 8emina~, and it was too late to 
call an alterna~e team. Team 04 had to leave the seminar carly, and wa. 
unable to compiete the flowchart JIlIodp.l. Teams 02 and 03 produced model 
designs, but at the time the models were simulated on Da7 8 of the ba.ic 
seminar it was found that the t~o models had major design errors which 
would necessitate practically a complete redesign. The teamo were not 
able to complete the redesign task within the time limits of the seminar • 
Thus, the objective of producing twenty-four delivery system designs was 
not met. 
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The delivery system dcsl~ns were for a wide g~?8raphi~ ~~~3e. The 
locations of correctional institutions for which delivery Oy8t~ designs 
were made in 1973 (Ryan, 1973) and 1974 in shown in Figure 2. 

1973 
y-

o 
x 

ill!!. 
• county jail/local agency 
o et~te/terrltory 
... federal 

Fignre 2. Locations .of Delivery Syatesu of Adult Career Education 
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Examination of Fiaure 2 revealo tbat over the two-year pe~iod dur­
ing which delivery eyotem of adult career education were deoigncd for 
correctional institutiona, sore syotem model. were produced for midwest, 
southern, and eastern states than for the Rocky Mountain, westorn, or 
8outhvestel:n areas. The institutions for which delivery system !!!Qd~1s 
were made in 1974 are listed in Table 27. 
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Table 27 
Delivery System Designs by Geographic Region and State 

r-------~--------~--~-----------.'----------------------~ ~' __ R_e~8~i_o_n __ 4-~ __ S_t_a_t_e ____ ~ _________ ~_. __ I~n~B~t~1~t~u~t~i~o~n~/~~~e~t~lc~y~ ___________ ~ 

Northeast New Jersey 

New York 

Canada 

Southeast Georgia, 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Now Jersey State Prison, Rahway 
New Je~ncy State Prinon, Trenton 
Youth Correctional Institution, Bordentown 

Eastern Correctional Facility, Napanoch 

Joyceville Institution, King'bon, Ontario 

Fedenl l'enitentiary, Atlanta 
Lowndes Correctional Institution, Valdoota 

Frenchburg Correctional Fac~lity, Frenchburs 

Louisiana State Penitentiary, Angola 

South Carolina Women's Correctional Institution, Columbia 

Midwest Illinois 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Wisconsin 

Northeast Alaska 

Washington 

Southwest Arizona 

California 

Utah 

Federal PenitentiAry, Marion 
Pontiac Correctional Facility, Pontiac 

Cassidy Lake Technical School, Chelsea 
Michigan Reformatory, Ionia 

H.I.R.E., inc., Minneapolis 
Sandotone Vocational School, Sandstone 

Missouri Training Center for Men, 'Moberly 

Oregon State Farm. Or~gon 

State Correctional Center, Eagle River 

Federal P.enitenti~ry, McNeil Island 

Arizona State Prison, Florence 

Youth Tr~ining School, ChinD 

Utah Sttte Prison, Draper 
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In8pection of Table 27 reveals that five delivery uystema were d~­
aigned for inoti~ution9 in both the Northeast and Southwest, with ~i8ht 
designs pr~duced for Midwestern states, and only two and three for the 
Northwest and Southwest, respectively.. 

The deUvery nyotem modelo we're evaluated by outside rating on the 
ex.et.G to which they met criteria of effective system design. Each mod­
el wao rated on three dimensions: flowchart, narrative, and syatem prin­
ciples. The flowchart was rated on technical grounds. 'The narrative Wall 

rated on conceptualization of ideas, logical organi~atioll of ideaa, com­
pleteness, writing style, and practicality. The completQ model, including 
both flowchart and narrbtive, waD rated on extent to whic:!h it implemented 
fbur baoic principles of systems approach: (1) wholeness" that is, the 
extent to which the moc.el includes all essentiJlI elements fot Btl effective 
adult career education delivery system; (2) compatibility, that is, the 
extent to which the delivery syst~m model is uniquely designed to meet 
the express needs of offenders in the particular correctional institution 
and to function within the parameters of that setting; (3) optimization, 
that io , the extent to which the delivery system model can achieve the 
five goals of adult career education: developing decision-making skills, 
developing employability skills, developing work-ori~n,ted values, devel­
oping capabilities for civic responsibility, and achievins self-fulfill­
ment; (4) systemAtization, that is, the extent t~ which there is integra­
tion ac~oss departments aIlrl functions and articulation from pre- to· post­
relells£!. in achieving Cllree'r. education goals. The maximum rating p08si.ble 
for the three components, flowchart, model, and principles wao 5.0, 15.0, 
and 20.0, respectively. The maximum rating posoible for the complete mod­
el was 40. The ratings of the twenty models completed in 1974, given in 
Tilble 28, show menn ratings of 20.66,21.16, 22.25, and 24.04 for models 
produced at ChicJ.1go, Pomona, Princeton, and NorDUln seminars, respectively. 
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Table 28 
Ratings of Completed Delivery System Models by 

Basic Training Seminar Location 

PrindW-u: -TotaL 
Seminar Team Flowchart Narrative System Model 
i,Qcation !-lumber nnHnll' Rating Rating Hll.Clt~~~ 

01 4.20 7.07 10.30 22.31 
05 2.55 7.72 B.20 18.47 

Chicago 0(, 3.20 11.19 9.95 2l •• 34 
07 1.82 4.97 11.BO l,B.59 
08 2.42 S.25 8.85 19.52 

09 3.06 9.41 11.55 24.02* 
10 3.l2 10.22 9.25 22.79 

IPrim:eton 11 2.15 8.10 6.35 16.60 
12 3.12 10.97 8.95 23.04 
13 4.55 11.41 8.85 24.61* 

14 4.29 10.70 14.65 29.64* 
15 4.61 9.83 10.15 24.59* 

l~orman 16 2.64 8.16 5.85 16.65 
17 3.60 7.77 9.55 20.92* 
18 2.57 9.92 15.90 28.39* 

20 3.96 5.56 6.40 15.92 
21 2.61 4.81 10.80 18.22 

Pomona 22 4.76 8.79 10.20 23.15 
23 4.46 11.82 15.05 31.33· 
24 1.76 7.80 7.00 16.56 

!1 Rating 3.28 8.76 9.98 22.03 

Range 1. 76 M4. 7E 4.61:'11.82 5.85-15.90 15.92 -31.33 

Rating Scale 0-5.0 0-15.0 0 ... 20.0 OM40.0 
L... 

*Teams uho had special delegates working with them 

~"-
Model 
Rating 

20·,66 

22,25 

24.04 

21.16 

22.03 

Inspection of Table 28 reveals the complet.ed ~odelo produced at Chi­
cago, Princeton, and P~ona were rated roughly the uame. The model0 pro­
duced at the Norman seminar, rated relatively higher than models produced 
at the other three seminars. 

When the mean ratings for the three co~ponent. of the model evalua­
tion are compared by seminar location, it is pouiblc to explain more colll­
pletely the higher mean rating for the models produced at Norman. Table 
29 shows the model ratings by rating component for the f'1ur seminar loca. 
tions. 
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Table 29 
Mean Ratinga of Delivery System Models 

by Rating Component and Seminar Location 

i System 
Flowchart Narrative Principles 

T6tal' 
Hodel 

Location Ratin Ratin~ RatinR }l6ltilllR 

Chicago 2.84 8.00 9.82 20.66 

PrincctC'n 3.24 10.02 8.99 22.25 

Norman 3.54 9.28 11.22 24.04 

Pomona 3.51 7.76 9.89 21.16 

M for all 3.28 8.76 9.98 22.03 4Seminarll 
Rating 0-5.00 0-15.00 0-20.00 0-40.00 Scale 

Inspection of Table 29 reveale that the Norman·Scminer modelo rated 
higher than the models in the other three seminars on all componentll e~­
cept the model narrat~ves, where the ~rinceton models were olightly highel~ 
than the Norman c;)dels. The superiority of Norman models is re.f1ected 
particularly in the higher ratinga on the application of Systt';ll'h princi­
ples, where the Norman. rating ~TaS signifi.cantly higher than for the other 
three seminars. The flowcharts produced by the Chicago partic!.panta were 
noticeably lower in rating on technical grounds than for the other three 
seminar locations. 

When the ratings for the models produced in 1974 are compared against 
ratings for delivery system models produced in 1973, a significant differ­
ence in found. The overall mean rating for the 1973 delivery system II!Odela 
was 16.46 (Ryan, 1973), compared to an overall mean rating of 22.03 for the 
1974 models. The r~nge in slightly less for the 1974 modelB, Also. with 
ratings of 15.92 to 31.33» compared to ratings of 8.83 to 2~.73 for 1973 
models. It 1/3 highly ponEible that in part the higher ratings may be ac­
counted for by improvtements made in the pla;'lning model following the 1973 
simulations and evaluationn of the planning model. It ulso may be that 
having special delegates assigned to work with participant teama contrib­
uted to higher performance. This seems likely in light of the fact that, 
as shown 1n Table 28, the models produced by teams having special dele­
gaten in general avet:aged higher than models produced by teams without 
special delegates. 1Ihe highent mean ilaUng for a nt't of models by ll1emi­
nar location WIlB 24.04 for 'tile mode 1s loroduced at NOt'llUlO, where four of 
the five tealllS had special delegates. The second highest r!ting. 22.25 
was ~or th~ set of model~ produced at the Princeton aemlnac, ~lere two of 
the five teams had special delegates assigned to them. The two loweat 
ratings, 21.16 and 20.6,6 were for tbe models produced at Pomona and Chi­
cago, respecti.vely where no special delegateB were 8BDi.gned. 
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Whe" the ratings on the models are considered in light of the parti­
cipilr.t achievement of training objectives, it !.a notl·\rpri.oing thl:,t tne 
model ratings were as near alike as they were. It \1111 be rcruembet'ed . 
(Tables 15 and 16) that the participants in the f~llr leminars were not 
significantly different on achievement of the tbtlning objectives. When 
compared to the ratings of delivery system models &nd participant achi,eve­
ment of training obj~ctives in 1973, the imporlance of an integrated p~o­
gram of .training and oodel design becomes increasingly apparent. In lSI.73 
the achievement of training objectiveo at the ;Pomona seminar was ligni.n,­
cantly lower thatn at the other three seminars, and the delivery .yst~m 
models produced at the Pomona seminar were r&te~ significantly lower than. 
at the other three seminars. 
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Froarl'lI QuteO!l?~,!, 

The Adult. CAtQOr r.duc:atS,oll 1n COl'uctlonli Progr •• "'at a nltional of­
fort to equip offender. 1n tha nntlon'. correctional Inatltutlon. wtth tbe 
knawledgd. skillo, And attLtudas for productLvo participation 1n .oc(cty. 
Tho Pwgrlllll \111.8 II Ilululva undctrtAklns duigood to l.mplctlitlnt tho recol'l'l2e!l'Id •• 
tiona o( th'" 1972 lilltlonal Advhory Council on Adult ~duc.t1on for "d6vd .. 
opQCnr: of Ii nAtioutl1 plAn provi.dlng IndividuAle 1n COl'r<tctional Inetitu­
t1on8 (Ivery typo of educat10nnl opportunlty vhl.ch ruouch and eXpfrLCince 
t.ndiciltc may btl of bencf1t in tho ul(-UtWJal proce .... (p. 13). 

The Program tlU dedsncd to 'ehhy .. two "ajor &oala: (1) tnlnlna 
of .elected corrfteti~n. per.~nD~l in the thsory and practLe. of .y.te~ •• 
tiCAlly planning, 11:plc!Oent1ns, and evaluAt1.ng c::areer education for adult 
c::orrectlond inlJtitutions; and (2) development of a gcnenUud planning 
modal of adult career education with deli.sn of 24 implel'/llCntlng delivery 
.yatem •• 

The Program provid.ed trdning to eighty-one !ndividuall, 64 bavin" 
received b40ic training and 17, advanced :raining. The Program wa. ro­
IIponoible for developing & genu'alhed planrting model and l!I .upplct'lWlutary 
voh.tnO, And for: produc.lng twenty-one deHvery eyate. ItoOdeli of adult ca· 
reer education in corrections. A r~ldtcd model of Adult Ba.ic Education 
in Corrc~Cionm 40d a companion aupplemeot4r);vol~ developed in the Adult 
Buic Education Program from 1969 to 1972, (Ryan, 197211) were pupared for 
dluelUin .. tion. 

!!!!!.~~0tII!.! 

When the 'resulu of the tra1nins cO"llponent of the Adult Car~er Edu­
cation i.f1 Correctiooll Program are interpreted 1n l1Sht of the 1'roe(l811 eval­
ulltion, i't cao be o.Idd with tl/Jsurance that the stnff deve!l"\'lmfmt model (Ill­

pleroented in. the Adult Career Education C01:rcctlon:l Progrltrll hu been Un­
equivocally dernoMtrAte4 to be 6\1ccdliftH. 'l"hc train1.ng progull c::onaiete 
of 4n Articulated program of bn~ic and 4dvanced .eminsra, closely inte­
grated With the f\loction af designing delivery aY8tcl'l IQOdclll. of adult cA­
reer education for correctional settings. 

\ 

The training objectives for bach bailie And advanced ee:adnara appell' 
to have been achieved close to, if not beyond, the criterion level set 
for the participants in the '1974 aemin&1"IlI. The renults of t.he .elf-evd­
\Iation for both basic and advAllced seminaro et1:'o~ly luggeat that the to ... 
BultD on the objective postte/Jt are depressed. The follow-up of partici­
pant. perfcrmance upon their re~r\rn to their respective inBd.tution. and 
agenCif:8 strongly sl,lblltAntiat~!Vthe ll,1.gher" level achievement AI indicated 
on the I:lelf~evalllations, 80 opposed to the" relAt.i~e1y lo .... er IIcoru \·epoi'ted 
on th_.objcctlve teata, The discrepancy in 8corcs between objctt1V~ telt 
lIod se"H-eva1uat1ons no doubt could be accounted for in largo!CDeutire by 
the cond1.tions of testing. Thc constraint of time coupl~d \11th the inten­
sive s::hedule for £lve to ten con4lecut1ve day. re.ult Ji~Jl:indUe efhcta of 
fatigue: factor. 1n the basic program II tradeoff ~a tUde': In,)orcjer for . '! 
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.~ch partlclpating to&~ to b~ provided with ft completed, typed copy of 
• dolivery .yotom wodel for Itl institution, before leaving the .eminar, 
• lAtn nisht of arduoul work on tho part of tho participant. LI requlred 
tho nisht bdare tho pOlttalt h ftdID1nilterl'ld. Thh follov. n1ne dey. 
of lntcndvo Pludy. It 11 felt that the lmp4ct which can be mado on tho 
c.orr:ocHonl sctt1ng through l.mplcWlnt~t1on of a completed modal of an 
adult Car(llH oductlt1on doUvery eyett-Ill i.e lncnuod m.anyfold by \'lrtuc 
of Wllt1ng i.t pOlllllbla for tlt\ch tClllal ta.entbor to hov~ 1n hend the completed 
mode 1 on return to the corrcctiollll aet tins. '.rhh IlOCUlIlpt1on haG baen 
bornoout WIny tltMG ovor 11'1 the ycarD dut'lf\! whf.ch th1n l'ro;raa hu boon 
OpCl"4ting. 'rhug. it hao been concedod that thlll 10l1li of po1ntD on A pOIt­
uet 8COro hll\Ore tlllm countc.rbtilallaced by tho actual 1n:plomentfttlon acti­
vltf.c. wh1ch tAke place becAusc partlc1pnutl Are able «t the end of the 
letn.llulr to tllka back to the1r rcapectlve loKtltuttoo. a completed deliv­
ery ayatea model. 

The ro.ulte of the pOltte@t ad.int.tered to advanced training .~!n&r 
particlpaoto appear not to reach criterion level, but thf.1 muat be iotaL­
preted in light of ~ho teltit18 tf.me. The poettut VII Ad:n1nhtered At tbe 
conclu.1.on of tho five-day eeminar, vhen, 1n fact, 11: ahould have h, <'D 

g1.ven at the coftclus1on of the 1nternllh1.p. The advanced program h ,> fif­
teen-oay program, And, therefore, it would not b~ expected that cr1terion 
level on ach1evcIllcnt of objective. vould be !'eached.&t the end of the Hr.t 
third of the prograM. this 10 borne out by tho ratings of adv.nce~ FartL­
ef.penta given by the ~aG1c p4rt1clpantl at the concluo1on of the intern­
.hlpe. Thel!le rlltinge, given Ilt the end of the advanced prosrala, do,1n 
fact, .how attai~nt of the progra= gOdls. 

The procc.G evaluations for both advanced and ba.le trAtnl~ prosr~ 
reveal vlable models. The only factors wh1ch appeAr to warrant coneider­
atlon for modifiCAtions are ti.1ll(I ar;d l.nfor1l'!at1on. The ti.me factor actual-
1J CAn b~ 1nterpreted to be 4 p081tive eV$luat10o~ although the r.cing ap­
penD loVf!r than for other procelllJ varLablell. The fact that parl:ic1p&nta 
vant the progralll to be of longer dUrAtion /lIusseac. thAt thl!Y ~anl: to learn 
more. thAt they are Ilf.ghly llIOtlvaled. nits is borne out by the h1~hly 
poslth'c rat1ns. given on th" attitude 1nventor1ea. The t.nformatI6~ he­
t~r reflects tn large QCQlurc a problem of late p,oce'llng of enroll~nt •• 
It PUlllb~r of pltTti.c.ipllIct;"; vere !!e!!!gned to tca.£;H; liice 1n the tfii1.n1~ YCo,;', 
In mAny C&U~8 it waa necessary to call alternates, du~ to unforeseen con­
tlng1:tlcLe .. lIr1l!ing at the various correct~ooAl 1t'1.titutiolll. Thh ~ant 
that thou! pftrt1cipantfl W'llo were enrolled late 1n the yeL\r 4lctually did 
not have til~ to receive the pre-seminar infonution .ufHc1ently fer 111 
.dV~l1~e to ,~dequately study it. 

In general, the trllinlng r:aodol, incorporating both advanced and bu~ 
i.c training progr4ll!S, hal been proven to be Viable, as demon.trated by 
participants developin& the knowledge, 8kill~, and att1.tudel to iaplcwent 
the program objectivcc, and even more lmportantly by the p&rtlclpant per­
forrMnce in utlplem,t:nt1ng the goala of adult cueer education in their re­
Ipective correctional iustitutionlJ and ageuciea. When the training compo­
nents of the ProgrtUC I.e considered in ll.ght of the &ccomplhhment. in de­
.1gning de11very lIystem ,del. Qr adult career education. the real payoff 
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f~om the inveatmcnt in thi. Progr'm can be aeen. 

~~eftlgn Outco~ • 

Over It three-year period, the develop~nt of a generalized plannlng 
ml.~d\~l of Adult enreer Education in Corrcctions hal becn comphted. The 
planning model hAS been thoroughly telted, reviled, teated egatn, and 
(urther revhed And reflned. The model haa had the bastc lubaYlltema, 'or 
comp\Qncntll tested, lAS well. as hllvl.ng the compl,etc prototyptl both pilot 
teatt\d And fleld tcated. The flnat product frol+\ thllt development procell 
h IS vl,able planning model' for UDe in delt'lgnlng effective and efficient 
ayate\u of career education for the adult correctlonal In.tltutiona in 
this natlon. 1he Program alao produced between 1972 snd 1974, a total of 
52 delivery systems of adult career education for implementation in 28 
ItatcI, Guam, fuerto Rico, and Canada. 

~ Challenge 

Between 1972 and 1974, the Adult Career Education 1n Correction. ha. 
-provided basic training to 142 persons and adv3nced training to 35 indi· 
viduala Ifrom correction.. These 177 graduates fro:!! the Adult Career Edu­
cation in Correctioos Program constitute d cadre of highly qualified, co~­
petent individuals capable of implem.entlng le.derahip rolel In the:,:;ontln­
ued efforts to install adult career education in the correctional institu­
tiona of the nation. The frult. (rom the Adult Career Educ.t.lon in Correc­
tions l'rogram are this grOl.lp of leaders :Jnd the generalheci plannlng model 
with its ltuplerocnting deHvery systema. 

The challenge nOV ls to imp',er:nent an effective progr'lIl of dinsc.mina­
tion and tet~hnlclIl aJs1stance 10 the potential for videspread and luting 
effect. can be re~liEed • 
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