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Introduction 

I 

PORT (Probationed Offenders Rehabilitation Training) is a community­

based, community-directed, community-serving correctional program located 

in Roches~er, Minnesota. The PORT program grew frQm concern and dissatis­

faction of local judiciary, the bar association, law enforcement officials, 

correctional personnel and citizens with the limited means for the dispo­

sition of the offender. The ineffectiveness and high cost of institution­

alization as a major means of controlling crime and delinquency spurred 

community leaders to seek more efficient and effective ways to control 

crime and delinquency through rehabilitation within the community context. 

PORT was established as a non-profit corporation in October, 1969. 

During the past three years, PORT has received funds from a v.ariety of 

ins~itutional sources. In order to put its funding on a more long term, 

substantial footing PORT is seeking permanent financing from tl,e state 

legislature. To appeal its case to the legislature, PORT realized the 

necessity of conducting research into its methods, philosophies and programs. 

In the fiscal year 1971-72, PORT budgeted for an outside, professional 

research team which would look into the program from various pe'rspectives. 

The purpose of the research report was to bring to the legislature an un­

biased, objective analYSis of the PORT program. This report attempts to 

fulfill this desire. 
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On February 29, 1972, the Board of Directors of PORT contracted with 

u 'research team from Mankato State College to evaluate the PORT program. 

The research team consisted of a political scientist, a sociologist and 

a psychologist. These social scientists applied the expertise. research 

techni ques, and ins i ghts of thei r respecti ve academ'f c di sci p 1 i nes to tht~ 

study of PORT. The report was completed on October 15, 1972, and sub­

mitted to the Executive Committee of the PORT Board of Directors. 

II 

Before describing the scope of the report, it might be well to sug­

gest s()me of its limitations. First, the report does not attempt to ghe 

a histo\"y of the program. There are various sources from which this kimf 

of information may be gleaned. Second, no description of the hierarchial 

organization of the program is listed. Many pieces of literature, all 

printed by PORT, are available for those interested. Thi'rd, there is no 

effort made to describe the manifold programs in which PORT engages. This 

report seeks to measure goal fulfillment; and where programs are relevant, 

they will be discussed, but no systematic definition of programs is given. 

Fourth, no statement or defense of the philosophy behind PORT is 

suggested. The research team was tied to no particular corrections philo­

sophy and remained neutral on this point. Professional corrections spe­

cialists and sociologists with academic expertise in the field of correc­

tions were purposefully kept off the research team. It was thought that 

these types of professionals might be biased 1n favor of or against the 

PORT methodology. Therefore, to be as unbiased and objective as possible, 

the research team consisted of those outside the field of corrections. 
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Finally. the team did not investigate the criminal justice system in 

the Rocheste'r area~ Even though the inter-relationships between the 

various components of the system are important to the studY of PORT. no 

attempt was made to comprehensively d~Jine roles and behavior of profe~­

siol'/als within the system or the cl1entsthey serve. Of cOli~e. as d,1f­

ferent parts of the system relate di rectly to PORT objectives, they will 

be discussed and evaluated, but no more than this is intended by the 

report. 

III 

This report does, on the other hand, measure goal fulfillment. The 

founders and directors of PORT have set fou~ objectives to be achieved by 

the program. They are: (1) to control criminal and delinquent behavior 

without reserting to institutional or probationary programs; (2) to reduce 

commitments to state institutions from the geographical area served by 

PORT; (3) to provide 'a new and less expensive method for rehabilitating 

societal offenders; (4) to see if the PORT method of control works and 

might be replicated in other areas of Minnesota. 

This report seeks to provide scientific information which measures 

whether or not PORT has achteved the four goals outlined by its founders. 

Does PORT methodology control behavior of criminals and delinquents? If 

so, in what way, and will the remedy last? Has the state saved money by 

rehabilitating the offender within the community context and will recidi­

vism be below the present rate? Can a PORT program be instituted in com­

munities with less resources than those of Rochester?' The report deter­

mines whether or not the goals of PORT have been achieved and offers 

I 
1 
f 
f 

" 



·' ,..._-•• __ , _____ ,~ ___ ';;."_~-c" • ..:'~_':' .. " c...;~,;,', ',,"""'- ".~----,--~,---~-~ 

" t<~j1i~~~~~~Z<I'~'~;.·~·""·" 

~, ' 

.' 

4 

recommendations on how the program can be made more effective. 

Control and Rehabil i tat,j on of the Offender 

I 

The primary purpose of PORT is to control and rehabilitate the of­

fender under its jurisdiction. 

'linquent behavior while the offender is being treated. 

to create an environment which will help the offender to seek con 

tive and more ~cceptab1e alternative courses of action in society. 

section of the report presents data which measure PORTis Su~cess or fail­

ure in achieving the gna1. 

The research design called for three measuring devices to test for 

goal achievement in the areas of control and rehabilitation. The first 

device creates comparative statistical pictures of past PORT client.s. ' 

From October.!, 1969 to June 1, 1972" seventy-three offenders were pro­

cessed by PORT. Of the seventy-three, fifty-four were considered good 

subjects for a full evaluation. The other nineteen past PORT clients 

(PPCls) were not used in the data collection schema for a nUnber of reasons. 

First, official records 1.n these cases were spotty and incomplete. We 

sought to measure behavior through adoption of several variables and in 

order to fill data cells we needed complete institutional information. 

Second, a number of PPC's were in the program for only a few days. 

We desired to measure the program's success and felt that only those who 

had experienced the full weight of PORTis method should be used as sources 

for the final report. Third, quite a few PPC's were unavailable for 
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personal interviews which hampered the data collecting process. These 

considerations left us with fifty~four PPC's. The conclusions reached 

in this section describe the PPC's we dealt with, but since the number 

is seventy-five percent of the whole we feel the findings in this sec­

tion of the report are descriptive of the past PORT clientele. 

Furthermore, the first measuring device looks at the behavior of 

the PPC with regard to a number of variables. The variables are: basic 

demographic data, job performance data, school pr?gress data, bank and 

credit rating data, family and community Success data, police contacts 

and arrest record delta, and PORT experience data. We sought to use 

these variables to mleasure the PPC's behavior before he entered PORT, 

duri ng hi sPORT exper'i ence, and after contact wi th PORT. The report seeks 

to create a comparative statistical profile of PPC's which measures the 

effectiveness of the PORT method of control and rehabilitation. 

The second measuring device centers on selected offenders from in­

stitutions, probation, and PORT. The research design called for an in­

tensive investigation of fifteen ex-offenders from institutions, fifteen 

from probation, and fifteen from PORT; all of whom had been placed 'in 

these correct; ons al ternatives by judges serving the Olmsted County area. 

We further divided the samples by'breaking each group into juveniles, 

youthful offenders, and adults. Using a coding, and random selection 

method we produced forty-five names: fifteen juveniles, fifteen youthful 

offenders, and fifteen adults. We believe these names are representative 

of the average offender from the Rochester area in the diffe,-ent age 

brackets described by st~te law, who have been in an institution, on 
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probation. or participated as a resident in the PORT program. 

The purpose of this measuring device is to compare the three groups 

of ex-offenders with each other. We were interested in seeing if the 

PORT method was more or less successful in controlling and rehabilitating 

than the traditional practices. We used the same variables discussed in 

our PORT comparative statistical profile. This report, then, uses two 

compar~tive statistical devices to test whether PORT is successful in 

controlling and rehabilitating offenders. 

One technical note needs to be stressed at this point. It could be 

argued that an N of fOloty .. five is too small to be descriptive of all 

relevant offenders for this study'. Even though we took special precau­

tions to make the sample represe,ntative, the point is still not impor­

tant. We are comparing the thrEle groups of ex-offenders to each other, 

not to the whole. This procedurre has been used in the past and has proven , 

to be quite successful. We hope similar results will be forthcoming in 

this report. 

Before getting to the third measuring device, we should mention the 

time frame wh'ich was used for the two comparative devices. We used the 

period from October. 1966 to JUI,e. 1972 as acceptable years from which 

to accumulate data on the fifty··four PPC's clOd the 'forty-five ex-offenders 

used in device number two. We felt that a ,'espectable comparative sta­

ti'~ltical image wOU~"t'9r::froril device one if we sought data three years 

prior to the incorporation of PO,RT. We also felt that data for a six 

year period would pennit a good analysis for the N forty-five sample. 

Finally, the third statistilcal device consisted of~~)n objective 
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analysis of subjective data. We held intensive, indepth. personal in­

terviews with sixteen past PORT clients. In these intervie~s we probed 

for motivation and a personal view of the PORT method of control and 

rehabilitation. What emerges is the PPC's viewpoint on what is right 

and wrong about PORT. From the interviews some interesting and prova­

cative suggestions for changes in the PORT program are forthcoming. 

II 

Demographic Data 

This section will present basic demographic data about the fifty­

four past PORT clients on whom we gathered information. Our attempt is 

to demonstrate the typically social background of the PPC. Further, we 

will show some basic characteristics of the average offender. This 

material is offered with a qualification. The statistical picture of 

the average PORT client is descriptive of no one in particular, but is 

a mathematical description of the past PORT clientele. 

At the date of entry, the average PORT resident is seventeen years 

of age. He comes from a family whose religious background is either ' 

Catholic or Lutheran, a phenomenon explained by the large Catholic and 

Lutheran population in the Rochester area. He also comes from a large 

family. which averages five in number. and. quite a few past clients 

have more than eight brothers and sisters. Forty-eight percent (N = 54) 

come from homes where the mother and father are living together; six 

percent have parents who are separated; thirty-one percent have parents 

I~ho are divorced; one of the parents is deceased i~ eleven percent of 

\, 
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the cases; and the home situation could not be determined in four percent 
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of the cases. The family environment for most of the PPC·s appears to 

be less than desirable. 

The economic background of the PPC·s family presents some interes­

ting data. Seventy-eight percent of the PPC·s come from homes where the 

father is a blue collar worker; only twenty percent have fathers who are 

employed in white collar positions; and two percent are from families 

where the father is a professional man. The overwhelming majority of 

PPC·s come from family environments where the father works in the less 

prestigious, lower paying jobs. This finding seems to challenge the 

contention of some that PORT resiQcni~ come, relatively in similar num­

bers, from all classes and family backgrounds in the Rochester area. 

Since more of the PORT residents are juveniles (fifty-three percent). 

gener'al information about school performance gives us interesting bits 

of knowledge. The average 1.0. for adults in PORT is 95; the average 

1.0. for youthful offenders in PORT is 101; and the average 1.0. for 

. juveni les in PORT is 95. The average I.Q. for all PPC·s is 95. The 

average I.Q. for PORT residents is lower than the national average and 

lower than those in concomitant age groups. This information must be 

viewed somewhat skeptically, however. because different I.Q. tests 

measure for different chara.cteristics all of which might not be cOlllllOn 

to the PPC. On the other hand, the general conclUsion which might be 

suggested is that this information gives us a general 'picture of the PPC 

resident·s broad intellectual capability. 

The PPC is not a success in school when he enters, PORT. Forty-six 

percent have dropped from school at sometime in their academic careers. 

1 

J' 



. ..,. 

9 

While a full picture of the academic life of the PPC will be drawn in 

another section of this report, we can, at this point, suggest that 

school lifE! is not apparently acceptable to most when they are admitted 

to PORT. I~e wi 11 fi nd, though, that academi c performance is enhanced 

through the PORT method of control and rehabilitation. 

Comparati'~ Performance Analysis of Past PORT Clients 

Ther'~ is always a disparity between attitudes and actual behavior. 

We tried ~o collect hard, objective data to answer the question about 

control and rehabilitation. In doing so, we set up a number of descrip­

tive barometers which could tell us if actual behavior patterns changed 

for the PPC's bef9re s during, and after their PORT experience. We sought 

to determine measurable changes in the performance of the PPC. Did PORT 

really, in objective terms, rehabilitate the offe!"de.-? 

Job Success 

What kinds of success do PORT clients have with jobs? Is there a 

difference in job performance before, during and after the PORT experience? 

We used length of time on the job, kinds of jobs undertaken, reasons for 

job termination, and job perfonnance evaluations as the criteria to 

measure job success. The data show some interesting trends. 

We assumed that retaining a job over a period of time was an indi­

cation of stability. Recognizing that people change jobs for a variety 

of reasons, we still felt that this criterion was a good indication for 

measuring the effectiveness of the PORT program. Clients work while 

being rehabilitated and the program stresses personal pride in doing a 
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job well. 

We found that the average tim~ on the same job was twenty weeks 

prior to the PORT experience. While in PORT, the average time spent on 

the job was only thirteen weeks. However, the average time spent on the 

job after- PORT was sixteen weeks. Obvi ous ly, there are many prob 1 ems 

with this data. The data are not complete because little attempt is 

made by.PORT to follow the job success of past clients. We dug up much 

of this information on our own. Also. the time spent in PORT averaged 

out to seven months and four days. which means clients. after PORT. 

might change jobs. Further. fifty-two percent of the PORT clientele are 

juveniles who do not hold jobs for long periods of time. Even so, there 

is a slight improvement in job tenure after the PORT experience. On the 

other hand. PORT could not be called successful in causing a drastic 

change in time spent pn a similar job. (see page 11) 

Almost one hundred percent of the PPC's have held jobs which can at 

best be called meanial. hard labor. Prior to PORT. while in PORT. and 

after PORT. the PPC will work in the lower paying. blue collar job clas~ 

sifications. This fact can be explained from the demographic data. The 

average client at PORT comes from a large family where the father works 

as a laborer or in some other blue collar position. The client will 

possess a low I.Q. and not be motivated to improve himself. Also, most 

clients are juveniles who can usually get only the most low paying jobs. 

Even so. the data shows that there is no movement among PPC's to the 

higher p~ing, white collar jobs. 

Other data, which is too sketchy to picture, also suggests that 
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there is only a slight improvement in attitudes of PPC's while on the 

job. Quite a few are still fired. or quit. or are laid off. or just 

do not show up once hired. But once again, the data is not complete 

enough to draw a clear idea on this point. 

12 

On the other hand, we did get a clear picture of how some PPC's 

did on the job prior to. during. and after their PORT experience. We 

sought to contact all of the employers of the fifty-four PPC's on which, 

we were obtaining information. We looked to those who employed the PPC 

before. during. and after his PORT experience. We were able to contact 

employers of thirty-six of the fifty-four PPC's who employed the PPC 

before his PORT experience. Eight percent of thePPC's (N = 36) re-
.' , 

ceived an excellent rating from their previous employers; fifty percent 

received a satisfactory rating; and forty-two percent received an un­

satisfactory rating from previous employers. 

, We then contacted employers who gave jobs to PORT cl1~nts (N= 42). , 

The employers gave excellent ratings to six,teen percent e gave satisfactory 

ratings to fifty-nine percent; and gave unsatisfactory ratings to only' 

twenty-five percent of those they employed who were PORT clients. 

Finally'. we located employers for twenty.;.six PPC's who employed 

the PPC after the PORT experience. The employers rated sixteen percent 

as excellent. fifty percent as satisfactory. and thirty-four percent as 

unsatisfactory. The difference in job performance after the PORT ex­

perience is not dramatic. There is a nine paint increase i., unsatisfac­

tory ratings and a nine point decrease 'in 'satisfactory ratings. but the 

excellent rating ,remains the same. 
r.'. 
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PRE-PORT 

Job Rating 

Excellent 8 

Satisfactory 50 

Unsatisfactory 42 

PORT . 

Job Rating 

Excellent 16 

Satisfactory 59 

Unsatisfactory 25 

16 

50 

Unsatisfactory 34 

100 N =- 36 100 N =- 42 100 N =- 26 

We conclude from this finding that there is a fifty percent increase 

in excellent job perfonnance by people who have gone through PORT. There 

is also a dramatic decrease: in unsatisfactory job ratings from before the 

PORT experience to the per:fod of time when PORT controls the offender 

(seventeen points). There is, on the other hand. a nine point increase 

in unsatisfactory job perfonnance ratings from the time of the PORT ex­

perience to the past PORT time .period. PORT does appear to control the 

offender while he is under their control. but there is slippage once 

the PPC is on his own. This finding is readily understandable. 

School Perfonnance 

Another barometer which measures PORTis ability to control and re­

habilitate centers on school performance. What is the level of school 

progress for the PPC? Does the PORT method help the client do better in 

school? Is there a lasting effect on the desire and actual perfonnance 

of the PPC in his school years? We gleaned information from the Roches­

ter area junior high schools, high schools, the vocation-technical 

school and the Rochester Junior College~ The data measured the PPCls 

pre-PORT, PORT and past-PORT school record in the following areas: com-
\ 

parative averaged~s absent from school, comparattve gradepotnt average. 
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nunmers and kinds of contacts with assistant principals. extl"a curricu-

lar activities. school honors. nunmers of times school was dropped. and 

whether or not the PPC graduated from his respective school. The find 

ings present a rather clear' picture of school progress for the PPC. 

Absenteeism. we are told, is a good measure of maturity. stability. 

and desire to achieve. Those who are not at school tend not to do well. 

nor to participate fully in the ongoing activities which provide a whole­

some atmosphere for community socialization. The average school absen­

teeism rate for PPC's before entering PORT was nineteen d~s per school 

year. Even though PORT emphasizes school attendance and attention to 

school work. the average nunmer of days miss~d per year. per PORT client 

was fifteen. The rlunmer drop is not ~iignificant because of sampling 

problems and the difficulty of getting up-to-date data. (see page 15) 

The interesting point. however. is that the average nunmer of school 

d~s missed by PPC's does not go up after the PORT experience. The num­

ber remains at fifteen. The PORT staff should not take great pr1t1.~ in 

their efforts to keep residents in the classroom. The';-mpression of the 

PORT staff is that significant improvement in client attitudes and per­

formance in school takes place. but in fact the improvement is minimal. 

The fact is understandable given the social and economic background of 

the PPC and his low I.Q. 

Another indication of school success is grade point average" Most 

people associated with the PORT staff are convipced that residents im­

prove their grade point averages while in PORT and that this improvement 

will carryover after release. There is an improvement in grade point 
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average. Before PORT, the average grade point is 1.453. During the PORT 

experience, the PPC accumulates an average grade point of 1.57 and after 

rp'l~ase from PORT, he accumulates a 1.580 grade point average. (see 

page 17) 

Even though school administrators and teachers make an effort to 

help the PORT resident, the level of grade attainment does not improve 

significantly. Evidently. social background, intelligence, and the low 

motivation of the PPC make it impossible for him to succeed in school, 

no matter what efforts are made by the PORT staff and school people. 

Another barometer we used to compare pre-PORT school behavior with 

past·PORT school behavior was the number of contacts with junior high 

and high school assistant principals. Assistant principals are the 

policemen of the school system and student contacts with them are usually 

for infraction of rules and policies. In looking for the kinds of con­

tacts PPC's have had with school assistant principals, we set up a num­

ber of categories; truancy, smoking, fighting, impertinence, expulsion 

and suspension. We were interested in seeing if these kinds of contacts 

increase or drop in frequency as the young man goes through school at the 

same time he is a PORT resident. Further, we measured to see if PORT 

control in this field lasts after the PORT experience. 

Of the fifty-four PPC's we investigated, thirty-one were juveniles 

when they came to PORT. In 'looking at total contacts between the assis­

tant vice principals and the thirty-one PPC's we found the following: 

prior to PORT there were fourteen truancies. two smoking violations, two 

fighting incidents, three impertinences, three expulsions. seven suspen­

s ions. and fi ve contacts other' than those menti oned. Total contacts 

Il 
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between the thirty-one PPC's and assistant principals were thirty-six. 

When PORT controls the behavior of its clients in school. total 

contacts with assistant principals drops. Contacts now consist of nine 

truancies. seven smoking violations, one fighting incident; one imper­

tinence. two expulsions. and seven suspensions. Total contacts now be­

come twenty-seven in nunDer. 

However. the most dramatic story told from this data centers on the 

fact that total contacts with assistant princ;pals drops to eight after 

the client is released from PORT. Only five truancies. one fi ghting in­

cident, one suspension, and one non-categorized violation were recorded 

for the PPC. PORT control and rehabilitation in this field appears to 

be quite successful beyond the client stage. Perhaps the past client 

has grown up, or is now pursuing a vocational training program, for it 

appears to be most successful. (see page 19) 

Our investigation of school performance suggests a number of pain­

ful truths about the PPC. First, he does not participate in extracurri­

cular activities. Of the thirty-one clients we looked at only three 

participated in these activities before PORT, while in PORT the number 

increased to' five, and after PORT the number decre~sed to one. None of 

the PPC's were ever honor s~udents and the highest grade point average 

of any PORT client was a 2.6. Also, the drop-out rate is most disturb­

ing. Thirty-nine percent were drop-outs prior to PORTi thirteen percent 

permanently dropped out of school while they were in PORTi and another 

thirty-nine percent dropped out after their PORT experience. From what 

we could determine, over fifty percent of the fifty-four people we 
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investigated had permanently. or at one time or another, dropped out of 

school. 

Our conclusion is that PORT does control the cl1ent both during 

and after the PORT experience with regard to his school career. However. 

PORT does not appear to rehabilitate the, PPC. Grades do not improve 

appreciably, days absent from school remain constant, activities while 

in school are ~ot positive. and the drop-out rate is alarming. The one 

bright spot occurs in total contacts PORT clients have wfth the assis­

tant principals. Here there is good improvement which suggests PORT's 

ability to control 1n this field. 

Credit Rating 

Another barometer we developed to measure PORT's effectiveness cen­

tered on the client's credit rating. We obtained information from the 
' .. 

Rochester Area Credit Bureau which showed the development of a community 

sense ofresponsibi Hty on the part of the PPC. The credit bureau gives· 

ratings of "prompt", "medium", and "slow" to people who have established 

credit at businesses and with banks in the Rochester area. We compared 

'the PPC's pre-PORT, PORT and past-PORT credit ratings and emerged with 

some interesting findings. 

There were seventeen PPC's who ha~ continuous credit ratings through 

their pre-PORT, PORT and past-PORT experiences. Of the seventeen. forty­

one percent had prompt ratings. six percent were medium, and fifty-three 

percent received slow credit ratings prior to PORT control. During the 

PORT experience, however, credit ratings improved. Fifty-three percent 

were prompt. six percent were medium. and forty-one percent were slow. 
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There is a dramatic decrease of 19 points in slow ratings from pre­

PORT to the PORT residency and an increase of twelve points in prompt 

ratings which remain steady after PORT. The only negative finding, in 

this respect. ;s a six point increase in slow ratings from the PORT ex­

perience to the pas~-PORT living patterns. In all, credit rating does 

improve from the time the client is put under the PORT method of control 

and rehabilitation. 

Prompt 

Medium 

Slow 

Family Success 

Credit Rating Table 

PRE-PORT 

41 

6 

53 

100 

POR'" 

53 

12 

35 

100 

N = 17 

PAST-PORT 

53 

6 

41 

100 

We also tried to measure family success for the fifty-four PPC's. 

Was there an increase or decrease in marriages. divorces. separations 

and remarriages before, during and after the PORT experience? Was there 

an effort to seek professional help if the PPC was having family problems? 

Most of the PORT ,clientele are single. but some are married and one has 

nine children. Prior to PORT there were four divorces and one separa­

tion, but, during PORT there was only one divorce and no separations. and 

after PORT only marriages took place. 
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Although the data are insufficient and inconclusive, there does appear 

to be some stability brought to family lives because of the PORT method. 

We assume added age brings some maturity, but b~ond this little can be 

shown. Further data need to be developed on this variable, because 

family success should be a good indicator. 

Conmunity Success 

We looked at community success as one way to measure PORTis capabi­

lity to control and rehabilitate criminal or delinquent behavior. We 

investigated church activity and associations in conrnunity organizations. 

We found that prior to PORT, sixteen percent were active in church, while 

twenty-six percent were moderately active and a surprising fifty-eight 

percent were not active. 

The PPC tends not to participate in conrnunlty organizations. Only 

seven were members of the YMCA, one was a boy scout, and only one helped 

the United Fund. However, during and after PORT community participation 

diminishes to nothing. Perhaps the emphasis on self-rehabilitation pulls 

PPCls away from community organizations. This lack of community success 

should be addressed by the PORT staff. 

Criminal Behavior: 

The fin~l variable we used to measure PORTis capacity to control 

and rehabili'tate was the most difficult to implement. This variable 

necessitated invest,igati,ng arrest records of the PPC. We probed city 

po 11 ce records, county sheri ff records. and FB I reports. ,We looked at 

the criminal records of the fifty-four PPC's for information before he 
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went to PORT, during his PORT experiences and after his PORT stay. The 

comparative data dramatically gives evidence that PORT does control and 

rehabilitate the societal offender in aggregate terms. 

The graphs and tables in this section are self-explanatory, but 

perhaps a.few comnents would be in order. The total nurmer of crimes 
i 

(felonies, gross misdemeanors, and misdemeanors) committed by PPC's 

(N = 5/t.) prior to their PORT experience totaled 473. During the PORT 

stay, PPC's committed only 24 total crimes. Obviously,PORT controls 

effectively while the offender is under their jurisdiction. The most 

important finding, however, is that PPC's committed only 47 total crimes 

after their PORT stay. 

The table breaks down crimes into three categories. This area of 

criminal law is extremely complex. 
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III 

The second measuring device, as previously mentioned, compares 

selected PPC's with selected ex-offenders from institutions and proba­

tion, all of whom were commended to the custody of these corrections 

alternatives by Rochester area judges. The same variables were used 

to compare behavior prior to, during and after the respective correction 

experience. The following constitutes a summary of the data. 

This data summary suggests a number of points about the social and 

economic background of ex-offenders from the Rochester area. The average 

offender is young and comes from a large family where the parents have 

experienced various kinds of marital problems. The average offender 

comes from the blue collar working family, and little upward economic 

movement is noticed. The average I.Q. is below the national average and 

the percent of school drop-outs is quite large. These findings are 

fairly similar to those which described the past-PORT clientele. The 

trend seems to be marked and should be addressed by the different social, 

political, and religious organizations in the Rochester area. (see page 

29) 

Comparative Performance Analysis of PORT, Institutional ~ Probation 
clients --

Job Success 

Length of time on the job is one w~ to measure responsibility and 

maturity. Of course, people change jobs for a variety of reasons. and 

job tenure may not be the only way to show stabi1ity.,but we believe it 

is one indicator which m~ demonstrate the effectiveness of a rehabi1i-
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA N = 45 

Probation (N = 15) Institution N = 15 PORT (N = 15) 

21.5 22.6 19.5 

(67.0%) Lutheran (47.0%) Lutheran (54.0%) Catholic 
(40.0%) Catholic 

4.4 3.3 4.4 

53.0% Together 53.0% Together 40.0% Together 

7.0% Separated 20.0% Divorced 7.0% Separated 

20.0% Divorced 20.0% Deceased 20.0% Divorced 

20.0% Deceased 7.0% Undetenni ned 7.0% Undetenni ned 

87.0% Blue Collar 87.0% Blue Collar 60.0% Blue Collar 

13.0% Whi te Co 11 a r 13.0% White Collar 33.0% White Collar 

7.0% Professional 

101 81 96 

105 95.5 115 

106 109 97 

105 96.5 102.5 

53.0% 73.0% 27.0% 

N 

11th 10th 11th ~ 
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tation program. We should also mention that this kind of information 

is difficult to develop and consists of spotty and questionable sources. 

Nevertheless, the findings are as follows: 

Tenure Pre 

in During 

Past 

N = 15 

Probation 

27 

35 

36 

N = 15 

Institution 

48 

27 

N = 15 

PORT 

15.5 

30 

10 

The PPC shows a marked increase 'In job tenure while iii residence, 

but after his experience, he tends to drift into previously established 

job patterns. The probationary client shows a continued increase in job 

tenure, while institutionalization does little to develop in the offender 

a sense of job stability. Using the IIjob success ll variable, probation 

seems to be more rehabilitative than either PORT or institutionalization. 

We also found that the overwhelming majority of ex-offenders (ninety 

percent) held blue collar positions both before and after participating 

in correction programs. Furthermore, there was no movement from blue 

collar to white collar professional careers by ex-offenders. 

We further collected information from past and present employers 

of the ex-offenders used in this study. The findings are informative. 

N = 15 N = 15 N = 15 

Performance Probation Institution PORT 
Rat'ing Pre-Ouring-Post Pre-OUring-post Pre-OOring-Post 

Excellent % 10 8 15 9 17 33 

Satisfactory % 70 60 54 70 55 66 17 

Unsatisfactory % 20 40 38 15 36 17 50 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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We asked each employer to rate the name we gave him. Some employers 

were fuzzy in t~emembering employees who worked for them some years pre­

viously, but generally they remembered quite well the kind of job the 

ex-offender did, either before or after the corrections experience. 

The PPC increases his excellent rating from nine to thirty-three 

percent before and after his PORT adventure. This increase of twenty­

four percent is dramatic. On the other hand, the PPC's unsatisfactory 

rating increases fourteen percent. In general, though, the PORT method 

controls the offender while in PORT, and after PORT the image which 

emerges is mixed. 

An interesting statistical picture surfaces from the "job ratirlg" 

data for institutional ex-offenders. Excellent ratings rise seven 

percent, and their unsatisfactory ratings decline a dramatic twenty-

three present, while satisfactory ratings i~crease sixteen percent. In­

sti tutions appear to help the offender do a better job after he gets ou'" 

of prison. However, as shown before, the job tenure decreases. It is 

difficult to explain this disperity, but employers were'generally favorably 

impressed with the work accomplished by ex-offenders .who had been insti­

tutionalized. However. the information for the past probationer was 

not sufficient to draw a conclusion. 

In general, we can conclude that probation and institutions do an 

acceptable job of rehabilitating the Offender by creating the desire to 

improve job performance. PORT. though less successful. also does a 

comendab 1 e job in he 1 pi ng the offende,r to realize the importance of 

good job performance. 

, ,/ 

.1
1

. 

.. .iI 



, " 

\' ' 

\ 

32 

School Performance 

We collected comparative grade point average data for the forty-five 
" 

ex-offenders we used on our sample. The following constitutes a summary 

of this data. 

N = 45 

G.P.A. 

Pre 

During 

Post 

Probation 

1.68 

1.85 

1.26 

1!!!li tuti on 

1..36 

1.74 

2.31 

l!QB! 
1.72 

1.03 

2.18 

The data speaks for itself and we offer' no interpretation. (see 

page 33) 
~, . ~ 

School progress can also be measured by looking at drop-out rates 

for the ex-offender before, during, and after his corrections experien~e. 

The following graph makes some obvious points. (see page 34) 

All three corrections alternatives control the offender, at least 

while he is under their jurisdiction. Hf)We'ler, a~ter the PORT experience, 

at least for this sample, no drop-out wa,s recorded, while thirteen per­

cent of the post-institutional offenders dropped out and seven percent 

, of the ex-probationers dropped out pf high school. Total drop-out rates 

are also interesting. Forty percent of the ex-probation people dropped 

out of school at one time or another, seventy-three percent of th~ in­

stitutional clientele dropped out of school, and forty percent of the 

PPC's in the samp1~dropped out. On the other hand, drop-out rates for 

offenders' in allrf'~hree correction alternatives were reduced drastically 
f I. 

from pre-correc'lion school experience. No cor~~ction program seems to 
J ~ 
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provide help for this perennial problem. but PORT and probation are 

much better in their field than institutions. 
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Again. we found that the sample of forty-five past offenders demon­

strated the lack of extra-curricular activity engaged in by ex-offenders l 

either before or after corrections. There were no honor students, and 

very few engaged in extra-curricular activities. The only school accom­

plishment seems to be that of those who could graduate from high school; 

a number did. Sixty:"six percent of those of age who had been on proba­

tion graduated. twenty-seven percent from institutions graduated. and 

thirty-four percent from PORT graduated. (see page 36) 

Family Success 

We could not develop sufficient data to compare the offenders in 

this area. Of the data we did accumulate. the conclusion would seem to 

point toward a notable lack of success in family relationships. There 

were great numbers of divorces and separations for each group. But no 

final conclusions can be offered at this point. 

Community Success 

Again. the data is insufficient on this point. We can s~ that 

church activity and cOJllllunity participation are almost non-existent for 

all these groups of ex-offenders. 

Rehabilitation Time 

The following graph suggests that PORT spends much less time on 

rehabilitation than 'the other two corrections alternatives. (see page 

37) 
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Criminal Behavior 

In this section we compared arrest records of the three groups of 

offenders, looking at types and numbers of crimes comnitted prior to, 

during. and after the ex-offender's rehabilitation experienc'~. The 

tables and graphs are sel f-explanatory. but a few COlmlents might emph~i 

size the obvious. 

When looking at total crimes (felonies. gross misdemeanors. a~d 

misdemeanors) cOJm1itted prior to rehabilitation we find PPC's cornn,tted 

fifteen crimes. past inmates cOJm1itted ninety-nine crimes, and past 

probationers cOJm1itted fifty-nine crimes. 'During the rehabilitati'Jn 

experience. all three correctional alternatives do a good job at ~on­

trol, However i after rehabilitation the data shows the followi~9: 

PPC1s COJm1it seven crimes, past inmates cornnit fifty-five crimes, and 

past probationers cornnit nine crimes. PORT controls. in this regard. 

much better than the other two types of corrections programs. 

IV 

The third measuring device was subjective in nature. The purpose 

was to collect subjective. attitudinal data to see if PORT controls de­

linquent and criminal behavior. The question is: Do PPC's believe 

their attitudes and behavior patterns have changed because of the tech­

niques and processes used by PORT? 

The research design called for determining PPC attitudes and opinions 

about the workability of the criminal justice system and PORT to reha­

bilitate. Sixteen PPC's were interviewed in depth. The interviews 

averaged one hour in length and were intensive. The respondents made 
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up a cross-section of,the past PORT clientele. 

The questions sought to answer where and from whom the PPC learned 

of PORT. We were interested in finding out if perspective offenders 

were knowledgeable about PORT prior to the offense and if that infor­

mation caused offenders to seek out certain j~dges, lawyers, or proba­

tion officers who would recoimtend PORT over an institution. In other 

words. 'were offenders less hesitant to commit crimes knowing that PORT 

would be their fate if apprehended? Further, was there an effort by 

the offender to "con" his way into PORT? 

. Only two percent (N = 16) knew about PORT prior to the offense. 

Twenty percent heard of PORT before or di rectly after the prel iminary 

hearing. However. forty-four percent found out about PORT prior to 

sentencing. 

First knowledge £f PORT 

Prior to offense: 
Preliminary hearing: 
Prior to trhl: 
Prior to sentencing: 
At sentencing: 

Percent 

2 
20 
20 
44 
44 

100 N = 16 

In probing further, it was found that judges, lawyers and proba­

tion officers informed their clients that PORT was the only alternative 

to institutionalization, and when l'ie.aring of the program at PORT the 

offender would. in all cases but one, choose PORT. Ninety-four percent 

of the respondents knew PORT was a less rigorous, more attractive way 

of paying one's debts to society. 
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Source 2f knowledge about ~ 

Judge: 
Lawyer: 
Probation Officer: 
Police: 
Friends: 
PORT staff: 

44 

Percent 

11 
12 
54 
0 

11 
12 

100 N = 16 

One must conclude, then. that knowledge of PORT is not a catalyst 

which creates crime. Further, it appears that no effort is made by the 

offender to appear before a particular judge in the hopes of going to 

PORT instead of jail. The offender's knowledge of PORT comes, in the 

;main, when he is asked to choose betwee PORT and institutionalization. 

PPC's held a number of strong opinions about the criminal justice 

system itself. We sought to ask questions which would elicit their at­

titude; about the alternatives to PORT. their opinions about the adequacy 

of the pre-sentencing procedures in the criminal justice system, and 

a.bout attitudes on the screening process for admittance to PORT. The 

tenn livery effective" means the PPC is enthusiastic about the alternative. 

"effective" means the PPC thinks the alternative functions, but nothing 

more; and "not effeciive" means the PPC believes the alternative is 

dysfunctional. or. that it does not work. 

Attitudes a~out alternatives ~fQ!L N = 16 N1/N = % 

~ () v ery Eff t' ec lve Eff ti ec ve N t Eff ti 0 ec ve Ttl o a . 
~. 

PORT 20 57 23 100 . . .. 

Probation 7 23 70 100 . . , ... . .. . .. ....... , .... "1' ............. . . 
,-

Institution 0 7 93 100 

CJS a 30 62 100 

_______________________ ~~ __ ~ ____ ~_~_.l' 
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Twenty percent of the respondents thought PORT was very effective; . 

while fifty-seven percent .;nought it effectiv'e; and twenty-thr'eepercent 

believed PORT to be not effective. To most respondents, the PORT. method 

permitted individual evaluation of personal problems. ,This individual 

rehabilitation technique was constantly stressed as the most important 

part of the program. 

Seven percent of the interviewees thought probation to be very ef­

fective; twenty-three percent believed probation effective, but a stag­

gering seventy percent thought it ineffective; and ninety-three percent 

believed institutionalization to be not effective. 

PORT is much more preferable to jail because it is easier to go 

through, and it makes a conscious effort to help people see their prob­

lems. An overwhelming majority felt probation was easier than PORT, 

and hence more desirable, but felt it was not effective. Just about all 

f~lt institutionalization provides no rehabilitation whatsoever. The 

respondents appeared to be torn between the ineffective freedom of 

probation and the moderately controlled freedom of PORT. They wanted 

counseling and individualized rehabilitative help, but desired maximum 

freedom. 

A large majority of the respondents felt that pre-sentencing pro­

cedures within the CJS were adequate (eighty-one percent). Most felt 

the system was fair and all felt that PORT was a viable device for re­

habilitation. However, we found a notable lack of personal knowledge 

about how the CJS works, among the respondents. 
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Attitudes about pre-sentencing procedures 

Excellent: 
Adequate: 
Poor: 

46 

Percent 

12 
81 

7 

100 N = 16 

Eighty-one percent of the interviewees were satisfied with the 

screening process to gain admittance to PORT. A few were unhappy with 

the PORT clients at first, but later found them helpful. Most were im­

pressed with the desire of the PORT staff to understand their problems 

and to seek individualized solutions to them. A few thought the whole 

process was petty and resented being questioned by clients at PORT. 

Attitudes about PORT .§,creal1ing procedures 

Excellent: 
Adequate: 
Poor: 

Percent 

12 
81 
7 

100 N >.: 16 

Finally, we asked questions about the ppels self-motivation before 

his admittance to PORT. A majority knew they were not self-motivated 

prior to the PORT experience. Most proposed the philosophy that self­

motivation IS based on an awareness of oneself. Most were self-disap­

proving of their lack of knowledge of personal problems prior to PORT. 

The same majority stated that PORT made them aware of themselves and 

their problems and increased their desire to become full participants 

in society. 

Pre-PORT self-motivation 

Highly self-motivated 
Self-motivated 
Not self-motivated 

Percent 

12 
38 
50 

100 N = 16 
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We made every effort in our personal interviews with ppe's to find 

out their opinions about their PORT experience. These attitudes get to 

the heart of PORT's ability to control and rehabilitate the societal 

offender. We asked questions about the techniques PORT uses to con­

trol and the programs operated to rehabilitate. The following is a 

summary of our findings. 

One of the primary tools used by PORT to control the behavior of 

the client is the classification and point system. The purpose of the 

system is not only to control behavior but to show clients the conse­

quences of unacceptable conduct. When a client has gone through the 

system, he is released from the program. Obviously, the client's de­

gree of.freedom is based on his position in the system. It is equally 

clear that ppe's would have definite opinions about a system which so 

entirely effects their personal lives in such a vital way. 

Twenty-four percent were very posit"lvely in support of the existing 

system. Thirty-eight percent were satisfied with it and another thirty­

eight percent were not satisfied with the point and classification system. 

Attitudes, about the classification and point system 

Very positive~ 
Satisfactory: 
Unsatisfactory: 

Percent 

24 
38 
38 

100 N = 16 

We found that those who were self-motivated, favored the system; 

those who were not, tended to dislike it. Most thougnt the system help­

ed to motivate them to do well at PORT. The thirty-eight percent who 

were not happy with the system were candid in their dislike. Some were I 
, I 
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unhappy about the IIpettyll rules; some were chagrined that young "kids" 

could determine the relation and amount of freedom they experienced; 

some thought it was IIfascist" control. Sixty-two percent, however, 

felt the point and classification systems were necessary and in the 

interest of all PORT clients. This group agreed that the system ef­

fectively controlled their behavior. Anyone who broke the rules knew 

he would eventually be caught and would lose pOints. This appears to 

be an extremely effective determinant. 

We were also interested in seeing if old friends were retained 

while the client was in PORT and whether or not the friends the offender 

made while in PORT 'I'?re continued after release. The theory behind 

these questions was that peer influence is important and old friends 

may have gotten him into trouble in the first place. Does PORT help 

move the offender away from objectionable peer influences toward more 

healthy, positive peer attachments? 

Thirty-six percent responded that they had no association with old 

friends while in PORT. Fifty percent said they occasionally continued 

old acquaintances, and twenty-two percent answered that they continued 

old associations. Most clients tried to get away from the past, because 

they recognized that old friends were not helpful in their rehabilitation 

programs. Most said that PORT encouraged new relationships which helped 

clients to see their problems and to try new ways in solving them. PORT 

does control peer association which tends to have a positive effect on 

the rehabilitative program of the client. 

, I 
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Retained old friends while in PORT Percent - --
No: 36 
Cccasi onally: 50 
Yes: 22 

100 N = 16 

Most saw new friendships established while in PORT as a positive 

i nfl uence on control and rehabi 1 i tati on. Forty per,cent thought new 

friends at PORT were rehabilitative; forty-seven percent believed that 

new associations moderately supported their efforts to reform; and only 

thirteen percent saw new friends as a hindrance to their efforts to 

become functional members of society. 

Peer association while in PORT - --
, Rehabil i tati ve: 
Moderate Support: 
Negative Support: 

Percent 

40 
47 
13 

100 N = 16 

PORT tries to integrate all age groups into their program. Most 

felt this integrated peer association increased chances for rehabilita­

tion. A few felt that mixing age groups corrupted younger clients, and 

some examples were given. Some also felt that group sessions with 

their emphasis on candor destroyed trust, but most felt that mixing age 

groups was helpful, especially for the younger clients. There appears 

to be an almost complete lack of information exchanged between clients 

on how to do bigger and better crimes. In other words, the atmosphere 

at PORi seems to be strongly supportive of control and rehabilitation. 

We also sought to measure if peer association patterns changed after 

PORT. We found that fifty percent did not retain old 'friends after PORT; - . 

that nineteen percent occasionally kept old friends after PORT; and that 

--------------= ........ _ ......... - ... --_._ .. _---_ ... --_._---_ .. _ ... _----.-- .. ---_ ... 
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thirty-one percent did keep previous friends after PORT. If old friends 

are not helpful for complete rehabilitation, then PORT has succeeded in 

making a positive contribution to the client's future. PORT seems to 

drive people away from old friends toward new relationships. An even 

more dramatic statistic which shows t~e effectiveness of the PORT reha­

bilitation effort on this pOint is the fact that while in PORT fifty 

percent occasionally kept old friends, but after PORT only nineteen 

percent kept old friends. 

Retained Pre-PORT friends afterPOR~ 

No: 
Occas i ona lly 
Yes: 

Percent 

50 
19 
31 

100 N = 16 

Of collateral interest is that the PPC does retain his PORT peer 

relationships. The study showed that thirty-one percent did not retain 

PORT friends after release; that forty-three percent occasionally kept 

PORT friends; ana that only twenty-six percent maintained PORT peer 

affiliations. The conclusion would seem to be that PORT experience 

.moves the PORT client away from his old friends and even moves the PPC 

away from his friendships assumed while in PORT. Who takes the place of 

these old friends is not known. but a definite change has taken place. 

Retained PORT friends after PORT 
.;..;;;..;;.;;;..;.,;,---- --
No: 
Occasi onally: 
Yes: 

'7. 

P2rcent 

31 
43 
26 

100 N = 16) 
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Probably, the most important device used by PORT to rehabilitate is 

group counseling. The purpose (if groups is to urge clients to d\scuss 
'\ :\ 

thei r problems and to seek ad vi ce from others who may have ins i gh-ts into a 

so 1 uti on. Ru 1 es, the exchange of i nformati on. and deci s ions about: ad­

mittance and release from PORT are all considered in group sessions'. 

Group counseling is at the heart of PORTis rehabilitative effort. 

We were interested in finding that a majority of the respondents' 

enthusiastically supported the procedures and results of groups. A 

majority thought groups showed them how to understand themselves and 

their relationships with society. A majority also stated that groups 

permitted individualized help which eliminated personal problems. Fifty 

percent indicated their' attitudes had changed about themselves and society 

and most felt groups definitely controlled behavior. 

Attitudes about group theraBY N = 16 N1/ = % 

Ttl o a s H 1 f 1 e1p' u s h t omew a N H 1 ~ 1 ot e pi"u 

100 

100 
100 

100 
100 

! 
Helps understand self and relation 50 12 38 

, 
; 

to society 
He 1 ps unders tand persona 1 prob 1 ems 50 12 38 
Changes attitude about self and so- 50 12 38 " 
ciety " I:' 

" 

Helps control behavior 44 25 31 \ 

General attitudes about group 47 16 37 \ 

therapy \ 
Some felt the relationship between seeing and solving problems was 

good because of group counseling. However, others felt that clients would 

"con" each other and the PORT staff while in groups. The reason given for 

such behavior was based on the natural desire to get out of PORT sooner 

and into the community without any controls. Some felt "ratting" or 

-~- ~~----- -'- -~-' '~---'-'---''------
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"squea 1 i ng" on each other (requi red by PORT) di d bri og out prob 1 ems and 

unacceptable behavior, which then could be looked at and solved. 

Most also felt that attitudinal changes did take place while in 

groups, but what happened and how or why was never verbalized by the 

respondents. The general picture presented to us by the former clients 

was of a successful program administered by a responsible and concerned 

staff. The overwhelming majority of PPC's either liked or disliked 

group counseling, (eighty-four percent) very few were in the middle. 

We also sought to find whether or not PPC's generally thought PORT 

rehabilitative. Fifty-nine percent said yes, thirty-five percent said 

occasionally and only nine percent said no. PPC's exhibit a strong 

confidence in the PORT program. Those who responded favorably to the 

question also volunteered the philosophy that PORT will only rehabilitate 

if the client wants to be rehabilitated. 

Does PORT rehabilitate --
Yes: 
Occasionally: 
No: 

59 
32 
9 

100 N = 16 

The conclusion from the subjective interviews would seem to be quite 

clear. One, offenders learn of PORT after committing the offense and 

from either judges, probation officers, or possibly attorneys. PPC's 

like probation best, but feel it is less effective than other alternati­

ves; a11 detest institutions, and most feel PORT is effective, but still 

desire more freedom than PORT gives. 

Most feel the criminal justice system is fair and realize their 
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problems need to be solved. Most feel the methods PORT uses to control 

and rehabilitate are useful and positively contribute to their chance 

to "make it" in society. PORT has a strong influence on peer associa­

tion which appears to be positive. In general. PORT is a success in the 

eyes of those who have been through its program. 

v 

We conclude that PORT does control and rehabilitate. While the 

program does not control and rehabilitate in all instances, in general, 

OL\r fi ndi ngs do tend to support PORT. 

Reducing Rehabilitation Costs 

I 

One of the goals or objectives of the PORT program i~ to provide a 

new and less expensive method for rehabilitating the societal offender. 

With the annual costs of corrections increasing. the PORT program seeks 

to rehabilitate and control more effectively than traditional institutions 

at a much lower cost. This section of the report will show that PORT's 

costs are far below those of the state's correctional facilities. 

To measure costs we analyzed PORT's yearly budgets from 1969 to 

1972, and the budget estimate for 1972-73. We then develoJed from the 

aggregate data yearly and daily costs per client. After analyzing 

PORT's budgets, we secured data from the research division of the State 

Department of Corrections, comparing the average annual and daily costs 

per inmate from 1969 to 1972 for the various corrections institutions in 

the state. Again, we used budget estimates for 1972-73. We then com-

-~--- ---
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pared annual and daily costs per inmate/client for the traditional state 

corrections institutions and PORT. What emerges is a cost comparison 

which clearly demonstrates PORTIs lower costs. (see page 55) 

Some percentage growth··tompari sons demonstrate the cost effi ci ency 

of PORT. From 1969-70 to 1972-73 PORT experienced a fifteen percent in-

crease in budget expenditures per client, per year. On the other hand, 

the Minnesota State Prison's expenditures grew twenty-nine percent. 

The increase for the State Reformatory for men was twenty-one percent 

and the State Training School increased by thirty-four percent. Finally, 

the Minnesota Home School increased their expenditures by thirty-three 

percent, while the Minnesota Reception and Diagnostic Center increased 

their budget by nine percent. Finally, the average increase in budget 

expenditures for state institutions was twenty-one percent. Thus com­

pared to the state institutions, PORT has kept expenditures at only a 

slightly increasing rate. 

Furthermore. PORT was far less expensive than the average state 

institution. In 1969-70 PORT was $4,031.07 less expensive per year, 

per client than the average cost per inmate, per year. In 1972-73, it 

is estimated that PORT will be $4,127.34 less expensive per year, per 

client than for each inmate in state institutions, averaging costs for 

all institutions. The cost disperity between PORT and average insti­

tuti or,al costs continues to grow and may be one important reason why 

PORT should be so attractive, financially, to the state legislature. 

Taking the fifty-four PPCls we investigated, all of whom had 

averaged seven months and four days exper; encing the PORT method of 
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AVERAGE COST PER INMATE OF MINNESOTA CORRECTIONS INSTITUTIONS 

1969 - 70 1970 - 71 1971 - 72 

InstitutO A 1 Dail A' 1 AI . _.- ...... _-- -~ ~ . -.. -. . . 

Minnesota Reception & 
32.08 113,655.76 Diagnostic Center 11,710.57 37.41 12,246.20 33.46 

Minnesota Home School 7,104.67 19.22 99,997.12 27.38 10,186.92 27.83 

State Training School 6,892.23 18.88 8,188.43 22.43 10,238.95 27.98 

Camp #2 (Thistledew) 4,954.17 13.57 6,999.03 19.17 6,610.07 18.11 

Camp n (WRC) 6,269.62 17.18 5,268.97 14.83 5,792.23 15.87 

State Reformatory For Men 4,196.30 11.50 4,415.60 12.09 5,200.04 14.21 

Minnesota State Prison 3,254 .. 84 8.92 3,423.02 9.38 4,420.69 12.08 

P.D.R.T. 3,296.42 9.03 3,147.59 8.62 3,595.06 9.85 

1972 - 73 

- -.... _--

12,811.66 . 

10,437.47 

10,410.79 
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control and rehabilitation, we figured that the State of Minnesota over 

a three year period has saved $225,416.52. This figure is arrived at by 

averaging PORTis cQst per client, per year from 1969-72, and averaging 

the institutional averages for the statels corrections system for the 

last three years per inmate, per yea'.... Subtracting the for'mer from the 

latter and multiplying that number times fifty-four gives the saved 

amount. No state money has come to PORT, so we do not nefed to subtract 

that amount from the total. It must also be remembered t.hat for each 

offender kept out of a state institution and placed in PORT, the state 

saves $4,174.38 per year, per client. Of course. these figuY'es are 

averages, but a general picture still emerges which speaks, financially, 

in favor of PORT programs. 

On the other hand, these figures do not represent the important re­

cidivism rate concept. In the next section we will discuss in detail 

PORT recidivism. If recidivism is high for the offender who has gone 

through the PORT method of rehabilitation, then obviously he is going to 

be subject to control by the State Department of Corrections once again. 

If PORT recidivism is higher than institutional recidivism then the 

savings by the State of Minnesota suggested above will be less, but if 

recidivism is below or about the same as institutional recidivism, then 

the figures previously quoted will stay the same or even increase. We 

believe the stated figure is a re~listic one. 

Finally, we have dealt here with fifty-four ppels, but seventy­

three have been in and out of the py·ogram. Some of these have recidi­

vated, others were short termers, and others for a variety of reasons 

, 
\ 
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checked in and immediately out of the 'program. PORT costs bare the 

burden of these changes, but we were unable to figure them for many 

reasons. So we offer this cost data with tha qualification that averages 

are not preferrable to exact data and other components should be pumped 

into any cost analysis. However~ we think this information is reputable 

and tells an interesting story. 

Commitments to State Institutions and PORT 

I 

One of the major objectives of PORT is to reduce commitments to 

state institutions from the geographical area serv'ed by the program. 

It should be quite obvious that if offenders are sent to PORT, they are 

not being placed under the jurisdiction of the probation system or the 

State Department of Corrections. However, the matter is not quite so 

simple and this section will suggest some problems with commitments 

from the Rochester area. 

From what we could gather, from judges, probation officers, and 

others, every effort is made by the criminal justice system in the 

Rochester a,"ea to rehabi 1 itate and control the offender under the proba­

tion system. If those involved feel it wise and prudent, given the 

nature of the offense and the character of the offender, the offender 

will be placed on probation. However, if the case is otherwise, then 

the judge, in consultation, will choose between an institution or PORT 

for control and rehabilitation. 

From records. interv'iews, and other sources. we feel that the 

judges would have committed most of those who have been •. or are now 
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presently in PORT, to state correctional institutions. Therefore, since 

as of June 1, 1972, ninety-three offenders have been, or are now under 

PORT jurisdiction, we can say with confidence that PORT has reduced 

commitment to state institutions by eighty-nine offenders. Of the re­

maining four offenders, one would have gone to county jail, one to a 

foster home, and two remanded to the custody of the court. We desired 

to picture this finding by drawing a graph showing a declining commit­

ment of offenders to state correctional institutions from Rochester over 

a three year period. However, because one of the correctional agencies 

in Rochester would not cooperate with us, we cannot carry out our wish. 

A commitment drop of eighty-nine is dramatic and should be received as 

such by those reading this report. 

The matter of commitments, however", is complicated by the recidivism 

concept. We hypothesized that if recidivism 'was high for PORT clientele 

and a good number of those were placed il1 institutions, then the reduced 

commitment finding would not be impressive. Our research developed the 

following data: Thirty-three percent of the PPC's (N = 54) were placed 

in state correctional institutions after their release from PORT for 

having committed crimes once again. Of that percentage, twenty-four 

percent were institutionalized once and nine percent were institutional­

ized twice. Six percent of the PPC's were placed on probation, and 

twenty-four percent were placed back in PORT for another try_ Of the 

twenty-four percent, eighteen percent were placed back in PORT once and 

six percent were placed in PORT twice. Finally, seven percent of the. 

PPC's were placed in the county jail • 
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There were some other findings which mayor may not have a bearing 

on the recidivism problem. Of the PPC's (N = 54) twenty-two percent 

had been arrested by the police, but we were not able to determine the 

disposition of these cases and, therefore, could not find out if these 

offenses might have added to the recidivism rate. We also found that 

four percent of the PPC's went AWOL permanently and no one knows where 

they are. We cannot report, then, on twenty-six percent of our universe. 

If one takes all recidivism categories into conSideration, then 

seventy percent of the PPC's have recidivated. However, when determin-

ing reduced commitments to state institutions, the recidivism rate declines 

to thirty-thY'ee percent. This is the figure with which we would prefer 

to deal. This means, then, that of the fifty-four PPC's, thirty-seven 

may be seen as permanently reducing commi tments to stat'e i nstituti ons 

from the Rochester area. This figure is important because of the costs 

per inmate, per year in state correctional institutions. (see page 62) 

These.data become understandable when one consi~ers other findings 

about the histories of the PPC. Before coming to PORT, thirty-nine 

percent of the PPC's had been in state correctional institutions, seven­

ty-four percent had been on probation, and twenty percent had been in 

the county jail (N = 54). While in PORT, thirty percent of the PPC's 

went AWOL. However, this figure can be misleading because many of these 

clients were gone only for one night or at most a few days. Fifty-two 

percent were placed in the county jail for disciplinary reasons for a 

few days, and then permitted to come back to PORT. Another reason ex­

plaining the high recidivism rate is the short amount of time spent in 
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the control and rehabilitation program of PORT. This data leads one to 

conclude that recidivism is a fact of life in corrections and that PORT 

does a good job in trying to minimize it. 

Our finding is that PORT does reduce commitments to state correc­

tional institutions from the geographical area it serves. Without the 

recidivism problem, the reduction in commitments would be dramatic. If 

PORT type programs were made available on a state-wide basis, many in­

stitutions would decline graphically in inmate populations. 

PORT and the State of Minnesota 

I 

Can a corrections program similar to PORT be replicated in Minnesota? 

Given the nature of PORT, the community in which it is located, and the 

present leadership -- is it practical to think that Minnesota should 

develop other PORT programs? 

This section will suggest that the PORT concept is viable, but that 

certain steps must be followed in order to set up a functioning program. 

PORT may be replicated in other areas of Minnesota, but we have been im­

pressed with the unique nature of the Rochester area. Community approval, 

leadership and resources are not peculiar to Rochester, but each of these 

factors is abundant in the area and has contributed greatly to the suc­

cess of PORT. The following pattern should be used in establishing PORT 

programs in Minnesota. 

II 

First, a basic community corrections problem must be identified. 



I 

I 
I 
I' 
I 
f , 
I' 
I 

f,: 
;1 

t 
" 

r 

64 

In the case of Rochester, two judges determined that the two correctional 

alternatives were not adequately controlling and rehabilitating the of­

fender. People with similar conc~rns must be brought together to dis­

cuss the problem so that it is clearly stated and readily understandable. 

Second, all agencies in the community wHich have a part to play 

in the problem must be brought together for consultation. In the Roches-

ter' case, welfare, law, mental health, vocational rehabilitation, and 

correction field service agencies were all called upon to contribute to 

developing a program which would provide a remedy for the problem. 

Third, the professional people working with these agencies should 

be divided up into a variety of committees all of which would look at 

the problem from many perspectives. The committees would present their 

findings to the whole and then a rough plan for solving the problem 

should be developed. This part of the pattern is mote difficult than 

it might appear at first glance. Practical and theoretical knowledge 

is necessary to truly get to the problem. Study groups and formal re­

ports should be required to fully start the program moving forward. 

Fourth, after the study has been completed, the group should formu­

late goals clearly and precisely. The Rochester PORT study group de­

cided their objectives would be to keep offenders out of correctional 

institutions whenever possible; to establish a resident facility to 

control behavior of committed offenders, while protecting the community; 

and to try to culturally integrate the offender back into the community. 

The stated goals will be necessary for studies of the program after 

adoption as well as for formulation reasons. 
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Fifth, once the goals of the proposed program are adopted it will 

then be necessary to expand the basis of support. Additional community 

leaders should be contacted and more resources identified. 

Sixth, the committee should begin an investigation of cOlrmunity 

support for the proposed program. If the community is hostile, then 

the program will fail. With community support, the program will still 

be difficult to fully implement. Through education involving community 

leaders and interested citizens, and giving the community a sense that 

the program is in their interests, a PORT program can be started with 

a minimum of hostility. The committees should monitor press reports, 

community gossip, and constantly correct misapprehensions and false 

remarks. 

Seventh, all organizations, beyond these already participating in 

the project, which could have any impact on the establishment and opera­

tion of the program should be identified and contacted. Many forces, 

both positive and negative, within the community may not be readily 

apparent and should be searched out. Some of these organizations, both 

public and private might be: State Department of Corrections, law enfor­

cement personnel, social and political organizations, business and in­

dustry, and educational organizations. 

Eighth, who contacts the key people in each of these yroups is 

extremely important. He or she, should be enthUSiastic, possess the 

respect of the community and wield influence. Contacts should be 

personal, friendly, and forceful. 

Ninth, a general meeting of all people so far involved in PORT and 
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those recently contacted should be held. Here the program should be 

discussed and clarified and all misunderstandings, hostilities» and 

negative attitudes should be aired, challenged and answered forthrightly. 

At the meeting, commitments should be made by various people and groups 

to support the program. 

Tenth, a definite plan of action should be developed. Committees 

should be established to formulate the plan. Some committees might 
, 

be: capital expenditures committee, operating expenditures committee, 

program committee, etc. Money will be an all important problem and a 

committee should look for sources of funding. 

Eleven, the relationship between PORT and the legal system should 

be investigated. Judges, probation officers, must support the program 

fully, or it will not be successful. However, other legal problems 

remain. What legal structures are important to PORTis aims? What 

state requirements must be made to set up and operate a PORT program? 

Twelveth, permanent staff for the program must be found. The 

director of the program must be oriented to corrections realities, 

possess human relations skills, have a sense of humor, be flexible and 

cre~tive. and have worked in problem solving situations previously. 

We feel that these steps, which were followed by PORT, are realis­

tic in setting up a community based corrections program. Rochester is 

fortunate to have all the resources necessary to make a PORT program 

operate successfully. However, other communities, with less resources, 

could start a PORT program if they follow these twelve steps. All that 

is needed is leadership and desire. 
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PORT and Community Leaders 

I 

Subjective information was gathered from a series of taped inter­

held with PORT staff, members of the judiciary, school officials, 

local law enforcement and correctional officers and other interested 

citizens. The purposes of these interviews were three-fold. First, 

we hoped to be able to glean some of the attitudes of the Rochester 

community t~ards PORT. Second, we hoped to receive insights into the 

program from people who possessed expertise in the field of criminal 

justice. Although a great deal of objective "hard" data had been gathered, 

it was felt that people who had observed the program, often at close 

range, would be able to pinpoint problems and indicate areas needing 

improvement. A difficulty with using this type of information lies in 

the very subjectivity of the remarks being made. Informants may concei­

vably transmit heresay, built their own biases into the testimony, or 

share their visions of what should be, but which often is not. 

Finally, one particular group of people was interviewed with a 

specific purpose in mind. This group was made up of police officers 

and sheriff's deputies. These peace officers held ranks ranging from 

patrolmen or deputies up to captains, but all of these men shared one 

common characteristic; all were active officers out in the field. A 

major concern of the study was to determine the degree of illicit ac­

tivity among PORT clients. It was recognized that arrests and convic­

tions might not serve as accurate gauges for criminal acts. It was felt 

68 

that although escaping arrest, PORT clients might well be having con­

tacts with the police. Therefore, officers in the field were queried 

as to whether or not they were observing or meeting PORT residents dur­

ing the course of their patrols. In short, the officers were asked 

whether or not they were coming across present or former PORT residents 

II ins trange places, at odd hours or wi th dubi ous compani ons ". 

Interviews were conducted in one of two ways, either singly or in 

small groups. The three judges, Dr. Tyce of the Rochester State Hos­

pital, the various school officials, the Sheriff, the Chief of Police, 

the Captain of the Police Department's Juvenile Division and the County 

Attorney were interviewed singly, usually in their own offices. These 

interviews averaged about one hour in length, although some ran con­

siderably longer. Questions were of the open-ended vari~~ty, there usu­

ally being twelve to twenty questions of a rather general nature. Inter­

viewees were encouraged to speak at length. The interviewer frequently 

came back to a topic and rephrased a previous question even though an 

apparently clear answer had been given earlier. Many of the same ques­

tions were asked of all interviewees, although it was recognized that 

the roles and knowledge of the interviewees might be quite different. 

For example, the judges, probation officers, the pyschiatrist and prose­

cutor were asked about the thoroughness of pre=sentence investigations. 

The juvenile probation officers, Rochester police officers, Olmsted 

County Sheri ff IS deputi es, and PORT counselors were i ntervi ewed in sma 11 

groups ranging in size from two to five in number. These sessions varied 

with reference to degree of the responsiveness. At least one group was 
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extremely reticent and even hostile to th . t . e ln erVlewer. Other groups 
were lively, friendly and informative A f R . group 0 ochester police 

officers from one shift indicated substantial although n t d' o lsrespectful 
disagreement among its members concerning the effectiveness of PORT. 

The group interviews tended to have a narrower scope in terms of the 

questions asked of the members. A group of deputies would be queried 

primarily about the non-arrest contacts and control abilities of PORT , 
while the PORT counselors would be queried more about the procedures in 

PORT, such as the group sessions. The probation officers received a 

battery of open-ended questions covering a broad range of topics simi­

lar to those asked of the judges, PORT dire;:.tor, etc. Finally, one 

Rochester patrolman was interviewed separately. This particular in­

dividual had been identified as being a vocal critic of PORT, and as 

one who was keeping an active newspaper file on PORT clients and their 

alleged wrongdoings. Although the file proved to be non-existent, the 

officer was indeed a vocal and willing critic of PORT. 

II 

The following pages will attempt to summarize the major conclusions 

of each group or individual. Following the sumaries of the various 

interviews, we will attempt to point out some of the points of common­

ality or of disagreement brought out in the interviews. Last, we will 

state some opinions about the interviews and the subjects of the inter­

vi ews. ' 

The order in which the initial conclusions will be written is as 

follows: 
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A. The Lawmen 

1. Rochester Police Department (9 officers plus the indivi-
dual officer mentioned above, from two shifts) 

2. Olmsted County Sheriff's office (4 deputies) 

3. Sheriff VonWald 

4. Chief Mackin 

5. Captain Briese (Captain of juveniles) 

6. Captain McDermott (Captain of detectives) 

B. The Schoolmen 

1. The Assistant Principals of Rochesters Public Secondary 
Schools: Mr. Bianchi of Central J.H.S., Mr. McKay of 
John Marshall H.S., Mr. Cal1ipy of Mayo H.S., Mr. Moore 
(Guidance Counselor) at Mayo H.S., Mr. Hollister of 
Kel10g J.H.S., Mr. Bonthuis of John Adams J.H.S. 

2. Mr. Jansen from Rochester Junior College 

3. Mr. Hodges from Rochester Vocational-Technical School 

C. The Corrections People 

D. 

E. 

1. Mr. Anderson and Mr. Griffin from Olmsted County Juvenile 
Probation Department 

2. Mr. Hagberg, the Field Parole Supervisor, State Department 
of Corrections 

The Legal System 

1. Judge Olson, Judge Franke, Third Judicial District 

2. Judge Scanlan, Olmsted County Juvenile Court 

3. Mr. D. P. Mattson, Olmsted County Attorney 

Others 

1. PORT Counselors 

2. Dr. Frank Tyce, Psychiatrist, Rochester State Hospital 

3. Jay Lindgren, PORT director 
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The lawmen 

It was not surprising to find that the men in the front lines so 

to speak, namely the men in patrol cars, took a somewhat hard-line to­

wards PORT. This hard-line was found to be both in terms of attitudes 

towards the PORT concept itself and towards the PORT clients' alleged 

illegal activities. In general, the peace officers agreed that the 

mixing of adults, youthful offenders! and juveniles at PORT was unde­

sirable. The offlcers felt that PORT might be a desirable program for 

first offenders, but that the frequent practice of sending people with 

previous convictions and repeated offenses to PORT was both ineffective 

and undesirable. Although no one could produce evidence to prove the 

point, several expressed fears that a II school for crime" could emerge 

due to the mixing of first offenders with prior offenders. There was 

some consensus that PORT was too lenient with its residents. The pa­

trolmen and deputies tended to feel that PORT was lenient with residents 

who got into further trouble while in PORT, that PORT tended to "cover 

up" for some of these offenders, and that PORT di d not carry out threat­

ened punishments against residents who had gotten into difficulty. In 

short, the police and sheriff's deputies felt that PORT was not taking 

the necessary action against people who violated rules, or who cOlTlllitted 

criminal acts while at PORT. They also felt that there was a reluctance 

to send violators from PORT away to regular penal institutions. 

With regard to the questions about control and non-arrest contacts, 

the interviewees were frequently contradictory. Not surpisingly, none 

of the offi cers had or knew of hard data concerni ng contacts or arres 1;s 
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of PORT clients or ex-clients. All of the officers agreed that PORT 

clients had gotten into trouble for offenses as varied as curfew viola­

tion, fighting, shoplifting, car theft, liquor violations and narcotics 

violations. Only the one officer named earlier, as a critic, seemed 

able to recall specific incidents and to name names. Despite the above 

belief that PORT people were getting into further difficulty, there was 

apparent agreement that PORT did a better job than probation. Indeed 

the probation system seemed to be far'more lax in the eyes of some of 

the officers. One quote worth repeating was " ••. if the probation of­

ficers and parole officers would come out between midnight and two, lid 

show them where their people (i.e., probationers) are." A corrment favor­

able to PORT vis-a-vis probation was "at least theylve (PORT clients) 

got someone to talk to". 

A negative comment conce·rning non-arrest contacts with PORT clients 

was made by one officer who claimed that the police were coming into con­

tact three to four times with clients before "action" was taken. By 

action he meant that either PORT would strongly discipline these clients 

or that the latter would be sent off to a state institution. Other of­

ficers however, denied having had personal contacts with PORT residents. 

The question was raised as to whether the officers were provided 

with lists of PORT clients by PORT. Although there was frequent contact 

between PORT·and police officials with regard to discussing the handling 

of clients who were picked up, it appeared that the officers were not 

being supplied with up to date rosters. One dates list was produced, 

but the officers all professed ignorance at an up-to-date ongoing listing. 
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This factor suggests that our queries about police observations of PORT 

residents could be answered only in those cases where the patrolman or 

deputy had known the client previously. On the other hand, contacts 

leading to arrest or detention could be verified as the residents would 

be detained in the Olmsted County jail until PORT staff could come to 

pi ck them up. One of the jail ors stated that "a few" had come back to 

jail after being at PORT, and that several had been held while in jail. 

He could be no more specific than this, but he seemed to look favorably 

on the PORT program. 

A fi na 1 observati on is that it appeared to the 'j ntervi ewer that 

those officers who had gone as observers to PORT, or who had taken 

courses with Ken Schoen at the Junior College, looked more favorably at 

PORT than did those officers who had not been similarly exposed to PORT. 

Four men were interviewed who might be classified as the top people 

in law enforcement in Rochester - Olmsted County. They were Sheriff 

VonWald, Chief of Police Mackin, Captain of Detectives McDermott (RPD) 

and Juvenile Captain Briese (RPD). In general, all four of these men 

were favorable to PORT and appeared tQbe better disposed towards the 

program than were their men. 

Turning to the area of control first, although these men all recog­

nized the fact that some PORT clients got into further difficulty with 

the law, they nonetheless appeared to feel that relatively few clients 

did so, Furthermore, the Sheriff stated that of the crimes proved to 

have been committed by residents at PORT, most were misdemeanors. The 

three Rochester departmental officials all commented negatively on people 
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who came out of the regular penal institutions, and indicated that the 

latter were harmful ir. many ways to the community. 

An insight was given by Chief Mackin who felt that the fact that 

not everyone succeeded in PORT was a good sign. Had the latter occurred 

we would be worried that PORT was "stacking the deck" and taking only 

those who would be likely to be rehabilitated. 

The juvenile officer, Captain Briese, believed that PORT residents 

stayed out of trouble to a "good extent" after their release. Although 

he had no statistics, his impression was that ex-PORT clients were less 

likely to get into trouble than the former institution people were. 

All of the above officials commented favorably on the relationships 

between PORT and their respective agency. Interestingly, enough, one 

of them commented on the fact that his department was kept informed of 

who was at PORT and why they were there. All of the above believed 

that there was no differential treatment of either a positive or nega­

tive nature by their men towards PORT residents. 

The top police officials concurred in the feeling that PORT had 

been successful in changing both behavior and attitudes, and that few 

clients had recidivated. 

In response to the question as to why PORT was more successful than 

either probation or institutionalization, several reasons were put forth. 

The fact that the residents would live a more normal life than in an 

institution was dted, as were the chances given for gainful employment 

or education, the group sessions, and the fact that the clients were 

treated as "human beings who arG expected to improve". 
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In addition to his favorable attit d . u e regardlng PORT's rehabilita-
tive success, the Sheriff cited the belief that PORT was cheaper than 
the traditional manner of correction, something which has been borne 
out by this study. 

All of the above officials gave the PORT sta~,f, particularly Mr. 
Lindgren and his prede M sessor, r. Schoen, high marks for leadership and 

cooperativeness. Two of the four stated that the PORT concept would 

and should be expanded both in Rochester and into other areas. 

With regard to some of the criticism coming from the police rank 

and file towards aspects of PORT, the top brass seemed to differ. They 

did not all fear that PORT was a "school for crime" to the extent that 

some of their officers did. In terms of the type of person being sent 

to PORT, the sheriff pointed out that PORT had taken a wide range of 

criminals at the onset (e.g., an armed robber, an arsonist, car thiefs, 

chronically drunk and disorderly, etc.), as an experiment to see how and 

if change could be effected on them by PORT. He assumed that with time 

and experience that low-risk types would be screened out. 

One major criticism was heard. This had to do with the charge that 

people for whom PORT could do little were not always sent off to insti­

tutions. This critic felt that at the point where it was realized that 

PORT could do little for an individual that the client should be sent 

back to court. The court could then review the person's record at PORT 

and decide how he should be handled. This would, in the opinion of the 

speaker, be preferable to simply releasing the presumably recalcitrant 

rE~sident. 
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Final,ly, comnents were heard giving credit for PORT's success to 

the community which had supported the PORT concept. Although there had 

been some initial fears about the public's safety, these had been largely 

allayed. Many business and professional people had supported PORT at 

its inception, and employers had been more than willing to cooperate. In 

the interviewee's opinion, they (the employers) were if anything, biased 

in favor of people in PORT as opposed to others. 

Schoolmen 

A key group were the educators. Because of the many juveniles and 

youthful offenders, the public schools probably could not have escaped 

involvement had they so wished. Many of the PORT clients were sent back 

to school, usually to the city's junior and senior high schools. A few 

of the older ones were enrolled in the Junior College or area Vocational­

Technical School. The assistant principals in particular were singled 

out for interviewing. The reasons for this were that the assistant prin­

cipals typically handle discipline and attendance problems, and are the 

ones to whom the teachers go with student personnel problems. The ex­

periences of the schools and their principals were somewhat uneven due 

to differing enrollments. For example, John Adams J.H.S. had had only 

two students who were at PORT, while Central J.H.S. had ten and Mayo 

H.S. had seventeen. 

The schoolmen, particularly the assistant principals, tended to 

reflect a high degree of consensus in their attitudes toward PORT. All 

of them gave the PORT staff praise for being cooperative and meeting with 

the school to discuss client-students and their problems. Several of the 
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assistant principals indicated that their main role had been to keep PORT 

informed of a student1s progress, academic problems, attendance and the 

like. The schoolmen seemed to credit the PORT stafffor ensuring that 

students (who often had previous truancy problems) came to schoo1. 

Apparently, in a few cases, attendance had been enforced by sending the 

client to schoo1 under the escort of another resident or a counselor. 

A series of questions was asked concerning academic performances. 

This area can be broken down into three areas; attendance, disciplinary 

problems and achievement. The first of these categories was, as has 

been stated, definitely improved. Regarding discipline, the general 

opinion seemed to be that there had been an improvement. Although there 

were the usual violations of no smoking rules and some fights, it seemed 

as though serious breaches were rare, if occurring at all. One of the 

high-school assistant principals commented on the fact that one problem 

at PORT (which obviously would have affected school performance) was 

IIrunninglf. Another man commented that his school had enrolled two boys 

who had not been rehabilitated, remained truant (despite the escort 

system apparently) and who "achieved very little success in school II. 

The school administrators believed that academic achievement, i.e. 

grades, went up while students were at PORT. One of the men attributed 

this to special study programs and supervised study sessions held at 

PORT. More than one of the school officials commented that he believed 

that PORT was taking the place of parental support, and if anything was 

f" f d' the homes of many of these providing a degree of support no. oun 1n 

young people. This comment perhaps serves to explain a somewhat dis-
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turbing phenomenon noted by Virtually all of the schoolmen. Namely 

that upon being released from PORT, school performance dropped notice­

ably and in a number of instances, the student left school altogether. 

This was seemingly verified in a number of interviews with youthful 

ex-residents who admitted to having dropped out of school after being 

released from PORT. 

Two other interesting areas of commentary concerning school perfor­

mance were mentioned. The assistant principals were asked about student 

associations on the part of PORT clients. Several commented on the fact 

that the boys seemed to associate either with their old friends, or more 

frequently with other boys who were at PORT. The other comment was that 

PORT boys did not participate in any extra-curricular activities whatso­

ever. This particular remark was made by the administrator from Mayo, a 

school which had a comparatively large number of PORT youths enrolled 

over the last couple of years. 

At the risk of moving from reporting into interpretation, let it 

suffice to say that this fact casts some doubt upon PORT's ability to 

change attitudes about school. 

The schoolmen seemed to prefer PORT as the alternative to insti­

tutionalization or to probation. One administrator suggested that PORT's 

controlled environment could and did offer positive reinforcement for 

good behavior, something which probation obviously could not do (i.e., 

probation has only negative reinforcement such as the threat of sending 

a boy to Red Wing or a yee camp). 

Despite the drawbacks mentioned above, several of the school admin-
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istrators reaffirmed that PORT was a success and had brought changes in 

people IIwhich the school could not effect ll • 

The assistant principals all felt that there was no discrimination 

agai nst PORT boys by teachers or by the other students. ~1embers from 

the latter group had made some complaints due to the extra work en­

tailed in writing special reports on the PORT students. Even so, most 

teachers had, if anything, bent over backwards to help these boys. It 

did not appear that there was any ongoing, in-service program to acquaint 

the facilities with PORT or its goals. 

In contrast to the public schools, the two post-secondary schools 

did not appear to distinguish the PORT students from the rest of the 

student body at all. The Junior College apparently had no idea as to 

how many residents were enrolled there, and at the Vo-Tech, the teachers 

were not informed at all about PORT students being in their classes. 

Save for attendance, on whi eh Vo-Tech was very s tri ct for everyone, 

there were no reports normally made about PORT people. 

In summarization, the school people were generally enthusiastic 

about PORT and felt that it had successfu11y changed student behavior 

and was ochieving some degree of rehabilitation. Several said there was 

no change that they would like to see in the program. 

Corrections People 

In-depth interviews were held with the people involved in probation 

and parole in Olmsted County. Their role was crucial, since some of 

them were involved with PORT clients at several functions. Pre-sentence 

reports were made up on the juveniles before a court appearance. These 
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reports were perhaps the paramount influence on the juvenile judge. 

Many PORT residents had been on probation prior to sentencing to 

PORT. In addition, when a person was sent to PORT, a contract was drawn 

up between the P.O., PORT and the probationer. Finally, upon release 

from PORT, many residents still had to serve a period of probation. 

Consequently, the probation officer could send a probationer back to 

PORT or to an institution for violating probation rules. Legally, the 

P.O. is responsible for the client while he is at PORT. If the client 

was creating disciplinary problems at PORT, the P.O. could officially 

hold the client in jail. 

As was the case with the top lawmen and the schoolmen, the correc­

tions people seemed to hold PORT in high regard. Both juvenile probation. 

officers had been involved with PORT from its inception, one of them 

serving on PORTis Board of Directors. The State Parole Supervisor served 

on the screening committee for PORT. Therefore, there was a higher de­

gree of involvement than was the case with the other groups interviewed. 

Some of the lawmen had cast doubts about various aspects of the 

screening process, and, it will be recalled, charged that certain hardened 

types with 16ng prior criminal records were being sent to PORT. In the 

case of juveniles, the P.O.IS felt that the screening was thorough and 

accurate. 

The P.O.IS are responsible, as noted,· for preparing the pre-sentence 

investigations. The social history, chrono10gica1s and police reports 

go to the judge and,if he decides to send the boy to PORT, to the PORT 

screeni ng comliii ttee as we 11. The probati on supervi sor bel i eved that 



I 
! 
1 
I' • 

I 

I , 
1 i 
I 

Ir~ .. 
Ii 

" , 

II','" r 
.~ 

•

)1 

f 
! " 

81 

there is adequate information in the reports to evaluate the person. In 

addition, the person is placed in PORT temporarily for two or three weeks 

for screening by the PORT staff and residents. The P.O. IS could recall 

only one person who had been rejected at PORT despite the P.O.IS recom­

mendations. Whether this proves the thoroughness of the pre-sentence 

reports or the leniency of the PORT staff and residents is open to 

debate. 

Both P.O.IS cla'imed that generally, the IImost difficult ll juveniles 

were sent to PORT. Normally, probation gives the boy the necessary 

support to keep out of difficulty. In other words, the probation officer 

attempts, on a once a week basis or less, to supply the supervision and 

discipline which are typically missing in the home lives of the boys. 

If the boys still cannot make it at home, then P.ORT is considered. This 

admi ssi on about sendi ng the di ffi cult boys to PORT is in 1 i ne with Chi ef 

Ma.ckin!s belief that PORT was not IIstacking the deckll, etc. 

The P.O.'s also stated tilat since the initiation of the PORT pro­

gram, it had been possible to send far fewer boys away to state institu­

tions. Before PORT, there would be anywhere from eight to twenty Olmsted 

County youths in institutions at any given times; since the advent of 

PORT, the average was only about two • 

. With regard to effectiveness, the interviewees felt that although 

some PORT residents got into trouble upon leaving PORT, the majority 

had impy·oved. In some cases, the improvement was a matter of degree, 

the problems being still existent though of a lesser nature. The P.O.IS 

differed in their opinions in the area of behavior, one feeling that 



f, 

" 
f; 
0' 
( 

I , : 

" ; 

, ., , . 
, '", 

t.~.~~.,~--.-. e , .... '""'''_;,~,_,,,_ .. ,, .• ''': 
~;.\ '''''3t:''" .-" ,-~ ~ .... ":.~- ~ _. ,6-,,,,,,,.,,,,, 

.' ---. 
• 
II 

• r . 
! 

82 

improvement could not really be determined, while the others felt that 

PORT controlled lias good as any other institution". 

The P.O.IS tended to agree with the observations of the schoolmen 

with regard to the associations of PORT residents. The fact that resi­

dents might go back to their old friends did not seem to bother these 

men, however. One even felt that the PORT experience might have a 

beneficial influence on the friends of a boy in PORT . 

Both P.O.IS preferred PORT to institutionalization. A reason in 

support of PORT was given by one P.O. who stated thatreadjustment problems 

were far less, as the client was already in the school, the community, 

the job, etc., when he left PORT, which was, of course, in complete 

contrast to a person leaving an institution. 

Finally, with respect to the group sessions. it was difficult to 

elicit a strong opinion. save the belief of one that group therapy is 

not the only way to rehabilitate. Otherwise. the corrections people 

were generally quite positive in their attitudes towards PORT. 

The Legal System 

The interviews with t,he four prominant members of the legal system. 

the tw~ State District Court Judges and Juvenile Court Judge and the 

County Attorney focused mainly on sentencing procedures. In some ways 

these interviews were the most interesting, in that wide differences of 

opinion were uncovered. 

It seemed that all of the judges agreed with each other. and with 

the P.O.IS. in believing the pre-sentence investigations to be more than 

adequate. In fact. one even suggested that too much time was spent on 
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the PSI IS. 

Once the accused has plead guilty, the PSIls may be ordered unless 

the judge determines that simple probation will be sufficient. If such 

(probation) is not the case~ then the judge will eventually have to 

decide whether to sentence the defendent to prison or jail, PORT or 

probation. In theory, at least, all of the judges, but most particularly 

the two who handle adult offenders, will take certain criteria into con­

sideration. These criteria include answering the following questions: 

was it a crime of violence? Will a particular sentence be acceptable 

in the community? Will an institution help or harm the defendent? Can 

PORT rehabilitate the accused? In practice, however, the cut-and-dried 

criteria listed above break down due to the philosophies of the judges. 

One of the judges prefers not to send people to the institutions 

and, in fact, has placed practically all convicted defendents either on 

probation or has ordered them to PORT. The latter decision places the 

burden upon the PORT screening committee regarding actual admittance to 

PORT. In contrast, the other judge stated that he did not believe that 

&eryone should go to PORT, and that in point of fact, all of the insti-

tution sentences had been handed down by him. 

The latter judge believes that the screening committee is somewhat 

influenced by the fact that a judge has asked him to act on a prospective 

client for PORT. A judicial referral may be looked upon as being tanta­

mount to endorsement, and consequently, the committee is reluctant to 

reject anyone. The County Attorney also felt as did this judge, that 

PORTis screening procedures needed tightening up. The judge believes 
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that the screening committee should adopt a precise set of standards. 

It appears that here he has an ally in the prosecutor. 
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The first judge did not believe t~at the defendents knew that they 

would be sent to PORT rather than to prison. The second judge stated 

that most defendents were not interested in going to PORT until they 

discovered that the alternative was jail. In other words, PORT may be 

the eas,ier way out for some. The latter also believed that although 

self-motivation for rehabilitation should be the prime criterion in 

sentencing to PORT, PORT in fact received people who were not so moti­

vated and who were really unwilling to be in PORT. Although these 

people may have gotten past the screening committee, their reason for 

doing so was to avoid institutionalization. We would like to add that 

one adult ex-resident said that he had chosen PORT because he "didn't 

want to be locked in a cage". 

Another difference of opinion was that the first judge stated that 

he doubted that local defense attorneys were well informed about PORT; 

therefore, they would probably not attempt to get their clients to plead 

guilty so as to be sent to PORT rather than jail. The county attorney 

commented on the fact that many defense lawyers would attempt to bargain 

with the prosecution so as to send their clients to PORT. He believed 

that most people knew about PORT and that many people in trouble "conned" 

their way into PORT • 

Although one does not find an exact dichotomY of permissiveness ver­

sus the strict law and order approach in this group of interviewees, one 

does find a wide range of beliefs and perceptions about how the sentencing 
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component of the criminal justice system works. 

Others 

The researchers spoke with Jay Lindgren, the present PORT director 

and with Dr. Frank Tyce from the Rochester State Hospital. The doctor 

is a strong supporter of PORT and might even be called its "godfather" 

Here it not for the recent negative connotations given that term. Dr. 

Tyes was questioned most heavily in the areas of screening and group 

therapy. 

Surprisingly for a psychiatrist, the doctor did not feel the scre­

ening procedure should rely overly on psychiatric and psychological 

techniques. He placed great faith in the lay screening committee (which 

in reality contains several professionals including himself) and believed 

that the intuition and perceptiveness of the committee members was normally 

effective in screening out unmotivated people. In his belief in the ef­

ficiency of using the intuition of the sensitive laymen, he was in agree­

ment with at least one of the judges. In common with that judge, Dr. 

Tyee felt that self-motivation was the key to acceptance to, and success 

in PORT. Dr. Tyce admitted that the committee had always voted positive­

lyon referrals to them, but did not seem concerned about the implica­

tions of the nearly non-existent rate of rejection. 

The psychiatrist spoke at length about the rationale behind group 

therapy. Since it may be assumed that his views are well known to PORT 

board members, it is unnecessary to spend time in recounting his discus­

sion. The one most interesting comment was, however, that the PORT ex­

perience was considered a failure if the client committed crimes of the 
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same or worse nature as he had before entry to PORT. PORT was success­

ful if the crimes were less serious. These remarks would seem to be a 

repudiation to the lawmen who were concerned with a rather wide range 

of violations, many of a rather petty nature. 

We interviewed two young men who were counselors at PORT. Both 

were college students and had been at PORT for a considerable length 

of time (over a year). Agqin most of what they told us about their 

functi on is known to the PORT SorH"d. Therefore, a di scuss i 011 of thei r 

remal'ks is unnecessar.)!. Th~ di d, however, i ndi cate that in the course 

of their work, they had received few calls from clients bein9 in trouble. 

Since they would be likely to be called upon to retrieve err1ing residents 

from the custody of the Sheriff this seemed to indicate that perhaps the 

remarks of some police officers were in exaggeration. On the other hand, 

perhaps other staff members were, for one reason or other, getting those 

calls. Also, they were not precise as to the meaning of infrequent calls. 

Although the counselors generally defended the point system, they seemed 

to believe that the rules of PORT were not fixed enough, we~e too change­

ab 1 e and often petty or II ri nky-di nk ". Many PORT c 1 i ents agreed wi th the 

last during their interviews. The counselors felt that perhaps PORT was 

too lenient with the residents and that it was easy to get away with 

things. They believed that cliques were "getting around" the general 

tenets of "squealing" at the group sessions~ and that a lot was going 

on (through these cliques) which was unknown to the staff, e.g., stealing, 

drinking, drugs. 

A criticism raised by one of the schoolmen and by one of the depu-
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ties was related to the use of the county jail for disciplinary purposes. 

Although for different reasons, these qentlemen felt that PORT was in­

correct in sending unruly or difficult clients to jail in order to 

"think things over". The deputy resented the use of the jail as a 

"hotel" and obvi ous ly felt that if PORT coul dn I t handle the person that 

he should be sent away period! In contrast, the counselors felt that 

the jail should be used more than it was, and apparently believed that 

a few days in a lock-up was often beneficial. 

Summary of Con,cl usi ons 

It is very difficult to attempt to pull together some varying op­

inions about such a wide-range of topics. It should be obvious from 

reading the preceding pages ,that there were both areas of agreement and 

disagreement to be found among the people spoken with. 

When comparing PORT with the typicql ways of handling offenders, 

namely probation or institutionalization, there appeared to be some 

agreement on the part of those interviewed. Perhaps in reaction to the 

popularly and professionally held dismal views of prison and reformatory, 

most felt that PORT was a better way than sending people off to insti­

tutions. To be sure, there was disagreement over whether anyone should 

go to PORT, or if prison might not bea better place to send some people. 

Nonetheless, there seemed to be few champions if any, for the institu-

tional system. 

The probation system was credited for working for some, but not 

for enough, people. Most of those queried seemed to rate PORT as a 

superior system to probation, particularly in the area of cnntrol. Or 
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put another way, many felt that people in PORT were supervised better 

and were less likely to get into further trouble than those placed on 

probation. 

It was not clear if a majority would have favored the expansion of 

PORT type programs as a replacement for probation. Some probably would 

have, especially for first or second offenders. Others, such as the 

P.O.!s themselves, obviously felt that probation was effective with more 

of its clients. The caseload, for the juvenile officer in particular, 

is heavier than it should be. With a smaller caseload, it still remains 

to be seen if probation would be more effective in keeping people out 

of difficulty with the law. 

Most people, even most of the more critical lawmen, would end up 

by s ayi ng that PORT was a pretty good program. The genera 1 inference 

was that with a few changes, such as tougher screening, tighter rules 

or a greater willingness to get rid of recidivating clients, PORT could 

be a good program. 

With regard to control, most felt that PORT did a better job than 

probation. In view of the different mileau of each system, it is not 

surprising that this would be the case. PORTis clients must come back 

to PORT every night, while the P.O. only sees his clients once a week 

at the most. Even so, there was disagreement as to whether PORTis 

control was adequate. The police and counselors seemed in agreement 

that it ctluld have been a lot better, meaning stricter. The psychiatrist 

on the other hand was more sanguine. The schoolmen seemed to be gener­

a.lly happy with PORTis control. Perhaps the school activities were easier 
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fot" PORT to keep tabs on than wer"e other more anti -soci a 1 acti vi ties. 

which would go on outside of school. 

With regard to PORTis overall effectiveness, i.e., the ability to 

rehabilitate and to change attitudes, there was a lesser difference of 

opinion. Some of those interviewed seemed to feel that, at least on a 

temporary basis, PORT was successful in this respect. The schoolmen. 

were the most definite in this, perhaps because they had some hard data 

at their disposal. Most of the rest supposed, but could not prove, 

save for specific examples, that PORT was successfully rehabilitating 

its clients. 

As was indicated in the discussion earlier, there was substantial 

disagreement over the screening process. It appeared, theory notwith­

standing, that literally no one was being turned away by the screening 

committee. Even so, several of the interviewees were obviously satis­

fied with the adequacy of the process. Otn2rs were not. At times, even 

within the smaller groups being interviewed, there was great contradic­

tion. For example, one peace officer spoke of the need to screen out 

·some of the more hardened types b~fore they got to PORT. A few moments 

later, another officer stated .that PORTis claims to suc,cess were based 

on the fact that they were taking those who were most likely to succeed. 

Although some certainly would not agree, there seemed to be at 

least a bare consensus in favor of tougher screening. Whether or not 

it would be possible to set up more fixed standards is beyond the co,n­

fines ot· this section. But. it is apparent that some people would feel 

more comfortable if it were possible. 
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We would like to make a few final comments about the interviews. 

First of all, it seemed that some people had strong opinions with sur­

prisingly little knowledge to back them up. This was most apparent 

among the lawmen. Many of them felt reservations~ yet could not cite 

s trong. 'rea.~ons for them. On the other hand j a number of peopl e not 
- ... ' I 

iJ1t<imijltely connected with PORT had strong positive feelings about the 
" '. 

prograiiJ\.·' Again, not all of them could bring out any substantial evi-

dence tO'back up why they felt so good about PORT. A couple of the 

educators fell into this category. 

Last, we feel that many of those interviewed want to believe good 

things about PORT. This was particularly true amongst those who had 

been closely associated with the program. That this personal involve­

ment occurred should surprise no one. Although it cannot be measured, 

one wonders how the fav9rable press, both locally and nationally, and the 

community-wide hard sell of PORT affected people's attitudes. One dan­

ger may be that expectations for PORT are unrealistically high. On the 

other hand, ; t ; s probably correct to say that PORT coul d not have come 

about as a community-based corrections program without this support. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

I 

Our conclusions should be quite obvious after reading the previous 

sections of this report. We believe that the PORT program has sUlccess­

fully fulfilled the four objectives outlined by its founders. POHT does 

control and rehabilitate the societal offender within the corrnnunity con­

text, without resorting to institutionalization and probation. This 
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conclusion is qualified by the recidivism problem. Even though, looking 

at some of the variables, rehabilitation is not clearly defined, and 

control, in some cases, might be questioned -- still, overall, we think 

PORT has achieved a marked degree of success in these two difficult 

facets of corrections. 

We also conclude that PORT has provided the State of Minnesota 

with a new and less expensive method of rehabilitating societal offen­

ders. This is an important area where the facts and figures strongly 

support the contention that PORT-type programs should be expanded 

throughout the state. We further conclude that the PORT program has 

reduced the number of commitments to state institutions from the geo­

graphical area it serves. Again, the conclusion is qualified by the 

recidivism problem. Finally, we believe that PORT programs can be 

replicated throughout the State of Mi~nesota if problems, resources, 

and leadership can be identified. We feel that this report supports 

PORT. 

II 

Our recommendations may be divided into two sections. One section 

recommends procedures which might be followed when additi.onal s,tudies of 

PORT are undertaken. The second set of recommendations center on prac­

tices which PORT might institute when changing its program to further 

serve the needs of its clients and the community of Rochester. 

Studying PORT 

Community based research is time consuming, expensive, and frustra-

, ""'. 
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ting. Records are incomplete, data is hard to categorize, and many key 

people will not fully cooperate. From our experience, we would like to 

make a series of suggestions which we think will help those who study 

PORT in the future. 

We recornmend that PORT institute a longitudinal study of selected 

residents. Of the fifty-four PPC's we investigated, many had just left 

PORT, some had been clients for only a short period of time, and some 

were benefi ci ari es of the full PORT method. In order to truly grasp 

the effect of PORT on the behavior patterns of clients, the researcher 

needs to look at long term results. The longitudinal study should be 

over a ten year period and use many of the variables which were developed 

for this study. 

We recommend that PORT contact all agencies which will deal or 

have dealt with residents and request that a special effort be made to 

keep up to date, exacting records on the resident. One of the most 

di~turbing things about undertaking research for PORT was the incomplete 

records kept by some agencies which had contact with the clients. 

We recommend that instructors in the school system of Rochester 

who render periodic reports on the academic progress of PORT clients 

make a special effort to detail and clarify their impressions and con­

clusions. This data should have been an excellent source for determin-

ing school progress., Instead, we found the reports poorly written, in­

exact, and frequently hostile. PORT should make a special effort to 

relate the importance of record keeping to instructors in the Rochester 

School System. 
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We recommend that PORT contact a state legislator for the purpose 

of introducing a bill into the legislature which would open up the con­

fidential records of juveniles to bonafide researchers. Much important 

information is contained in these closed records and this information 

has to be available for a full research effort. To protect the rights 

,of clients we would suggest that a signed release form be developed So 

that if the attorneys for the client feel his rights are being violated 

these records would not be available. However, we are sure most would 

cooperate and the product would be a much superior type of research 

report. 

We recommend that the county probation office develop aggregate 

statistical data for at least the last six years and keep the cunvnula­

tions up to date. We sought not to be a burden to anyone, but in order 

to get the information we needed, we had to spend time in different of­

fices. In order to diminish the time spent interfering with the work 

of professionals in the field, we think an effort should be made to ag­

gregate data. 

We recommend that when another PORT research effort is undertaken 

that the heads of all agencies and offices which will be contacted during 

the course of the research be brought together for a meeting with the 

researchers and the PORT leadership. At that meeting the parameters of 

the research should be outlined, the kinds of information required iden­

tified, and any questions or problems be discussed and resolved. 

Most people were helpful during the PORT research project but a 

great number of roadblocks were encountered dLHAing the investigation. 
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We feel that these suggestions, if followed, would make the project go 

faster and cause less bruised feelings . 

Recommendations for PORT 

We were impressed with the leadershi~, organiziltion, and programs 

of PORT. Our r~commendations are not extensive, but those we do suggest, 

h~pefully, will make the progr~m even more effective. 

\~e recommend that PORT change thei r budgeti ng procedures from a 

traditional line-item one into a planning-programing budget. This 

change would help facilitate a cost-benefit analysis of PORT, and would 

permit a structural-functional analysis of the PORT organization. As 

PORT programs develop throughout the country. these kinds of methods are 

. going to be used to evaluate them. If PORT is already functioning under 

these methods~ it will be more effective in research and reap the re­

wards of self-evaluation. 

, We recommend that a community opinion and attitude study be launched 

at sometime in the future to truly decipher community fe'elings about PORT. 

Traditional Factor-Analysis and Multi-Variate analysis of variance methods 

can be used to find places and levels of hostility and support for PORT . 

We recommend that a committee be set up to determine the best way 

a released client can be placed back into the community. From ppels and 

community influentials we found dissatisfaction with this part of the 

PORT program. From effective PORT control to probation or total release 

-- these were changes too drastic for some clients. We suggest that 

parents, friends, employers, school officials, etc., meet with the boy, 

and a PORT staff member, to help him adjust to society once again. 

-------------------~.' 
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There should be a staff member in charge of this program. The boy 

should know 'where and from whom he may get help if problems arise. Coming 

back to PORT is not enough, something else should be done. 

We recommend that serious thought be given to keeping offenders 

longer in PORT than the average 7.4 months. We feel that the longer the 

stay the greater the chances for rehabilitation. Of course, there is 

a limit, but some data suggest that PORT may be releasing clients too 

soon from the program. 

We recommend that the, "screening committee" of PORT set up more 

rigorous standards for admitting offenders to PORT. Just about anyone 

the judge recommends for PORT is admitted. While this point in itself 

is not disturbing, we found a correlation between those who are self­

motivated and success with the PORT program. No one is suggesting that 

PORT not take a chance on a marginal offender, but the recidivism rate 

and other considerations make it plain that PORT is admitting too many 

people who are not going to benefit from the PORT method. We think a 

series of standards, broadly defined, should be established to measure 

the chances for success for the prospective client. These standards 

should also be kept in mind by the judges who send offenders to the com­

mittee for screening. Many people W€l"e upset by the lack of screening 

that went on, and this recommendation might hel~. 

We recommend that the three judges primarily involved in sentencing 

offenders to PORT meet to set up a common set of standards for placing 

an offender in PORT. The ,1 udgeSi seemed to be operati ng from di fferent 

viewpoints on who should go to PORT and why. If one judge uses one set 
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of standards and another judge another set, and another judge yet a 

different set -- then some who might benefit from PORT will not go and 

some who would not benefit would go to PORT. We feel that the judges 

should spend more time together trying to accommodate both the judicial 

system and PORT to the needs of the offender. 

We conclude by saying that PORT appears to be running smoothly and 

no major changes are called for. 
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