





clearly in

favor of CAI over traditional instruction, yielding an even more
impressive

mean effect size of .42.

In 20th- and 2lst-century prisons, administrators have responded to the
call

for increasingly modernized educational opportunities by updating the
technology used in their programs by acquiring computers and

technological

instruction programs. Proponents of these technology-based programs
report a

wide range of positive effects, from improved achievement on
standardized

tests to a reduction in disciplinary problems and decreased rates of
recidivism (Hall and Bannatyne, 2000).

CAI is one element of the technology-centered programs now used in a
"tutorial" fashion in prison classrooms in which inmates learn basic
educational skills. Theoretically, CAI should be well-suited to the
implementation of Noad's suggestions for inmate instruction, because CAI
i's

reputed to take account of individual needs based on educational
assessment

and involve the learner, provide immediate feedback and evaluate learner
achievement (Fletcher-Flinn and Gravatt, 1995; Squires and McDougall,

1994) .

There is, however, considerable controversy surrounding the use of CAI
with

undereducated adults, despite the number of writers who adamantly favor
what

appears to be a meritorious approach. Skeptics have suggested stronger
controls on research designs that compare CAI to traditional

instructional .
methods (Blok, van Daalen-Kapteijns, Otter and Overmaat, 2001; Kulik,
Kulik

and Cohen, 1980; Rachal, 1993, 1995). Indeed, to date, none of the
prison-based research has employed a true experimental design to include
subject randomization and the use of controls. As a result, prison

studies

that have attempted to compare CAI to traditional instruction generally
are

inconclusive as exemplified in studies by Siegel (1979), Diem and
Fairweather

(1980), and Spivey (1992).

Therefore, this study used a true experimental design intended to
minimize

disruption of the regular conduct of the prison educational program (and
thus

to minimize the possibility of a researcher "expectancy” or "Hawthorne"”

effect), randomly select equally sized control and experimental groups,
equalize the treatment times of the groups and allow for adequate CAI
time to

ascertain the treatment effect size, if any.

[Graphic omitted]Additionally, the study sought to explore the elements

ggrrectional education that may influence inmate outcomes, many of which

Ziiraneous to the treatment (instructional techniques) given and unique

;iizgi environment. Apart from the methodological concerns identified by ‘

Siigics are factors inherent to inmate education that typically are not ‘
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