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®A STUDY.~' ~OST-RELEASE OUTCOMES FOR PARTICIPANTS IN FRISON TRAINING PROGRAMS­

Robert Ma~on, Alexander Seidler and Helen M. Lowryll \/11 '. 

Summary and Recommendations 

'1\ 
This study explorel!! some effects associated with\~rticI~ation in prison 

vocational training 
) 

attempt was made to 
. I 

and education programs on post-release behavior. An 
II 

follow a random sample of 200 male clients three years 

after their release (between July 1, 1974 and December 31, 1974) from Oregon 

correctional facilities and to describe their success or failure. A set of 

indicators and characteristics of the individuals sampled was developed and 

the association of these indicators with measures of success was tested 

statistically. 

A total of 122 individuals eventually was located and in.terviewed, re-

suIting in an adjusted response rate of 68%. A' comparison of characteristics 

of respondents and non-respondents showed no significant differences for char-

acteristics or variables for which data were available. These characteristics 

include basic attributes of the individual, such as age, IQ, educational at-

tainment; participation in prison training; type and institution of release; 

and criminal background .and history •. A slightly higher percent of those () 

returned to prison after their release were interviewed compared to those for 

whom there was no evidence that they had recidivated. 

The results suggest that participation in prison training is associated 
, 1,j·1 

with post-relearl~ success for certain groups of ex-offenders~ho possess 

'\ 
11 Professor of Spciology, Survey Research Center, Oregon Stab~t U~iiver" 

sHy; d!=,ctoral candidate, Department of Social Relation~, The JQ~fCtttiikins 
University and'Project Coordinator, Survey Research Cent~r, Oregon State 
University, respectively. 
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specific characteristics. The ex-inmate who has a relatively 

l! 

J 
\i. /, 

\ . 
large n~~bih: 

\~, 
'. I 

of persons who depend on him for his or her livelihood and who receive<:J/. 1 

training in pri~n tends to have more stable' wo:rk par.terns and stay:~.:;uW, .. o.i 
(.,-~,' \ 

prison longer than a person who does not have this combination of at~ti'b~tG0" 
\,,. ') . 

for example. ! ,I 
I , / 

, . / 
J •. / 

The results also suggest that participation, in combination with/ l~i.t~e 
, 
\\' . \ '~-, 

frequencies of adult convictions or trust violations ~ is associated wi't.~I., ,~ 
. 0 

poor work records and early return to prison. Inmates who have no trust, 
f / 

,,' , 

/ ; ( 

violations, however, have superior work records if they also have com~i~,,~d 

a prison education program. 
J) ,I; 

The variables related to post-release outcomes suggest that the momJ'~{rti'1l 
/' I 

( ;./ 
for success or failure is established before a client is incarcerated ,~n~ 

\"....-
that participation in prison educat:i.on can have an impact on this 

The individual who volunteers to participate dcres so for motives 
,J: r " 
j' ,-' 

and many take advantage of these programs to enhance post-release succ'1~'s 

A few others appear to nse these opportunities in such a way that 1ikeli~}6~~~:; 
Ii ,/;--/ 

of success is not increased. Trust Violators, for example, may be the "m~~~;.-
/ ) 

pu1ators" in the sample who use 'Prison treatment opportunities to maniF\;·~a\."f~ 
, '-'," 

others into believing they are being rehabilitated. From 80% to 85% of the 

participants in prison education have crimiual histories in which completion 

of prison education is associated with post-release success, however. 

Both participants and non-participants agree that prison training teaches 

a skill and provides an opportunity to acqu:t.re practical knpw1.edge. Respon­

dents inbo~h ~~oups also .agree that training kills time and keeps one 
/~/ -, 

// "\'" 
occupied ,ili.1e in prj,son. Participants, however, said that many of the 

II 

programs l\l;'e, not relevant, are too outdated or do not help one on the outside. 

program is interfering with the success of the others. 

3. Examine the curri~u1um and teaching of training programs for their 

relevance to apprenticeship or jobs outside the prison. Efforts to coordinate 

successful training to jobs after release should be encouraged and expanded. 

4. . . A system of tracing graduates of vocational training should be 

established so Corrections will have up-to,..date information of the post-

release outcomes of participants. 



., 

.. ' 

..;, 

";. 
r' ~- -.- "-11--- - --

One premise underlying this work is that prison treatment pr,ograms, 

such as vocational training and education, are likely to persist irrespective 
if 

of their post-release effects and we hope, through this ~esearch, to produce 

evidence that spells out how these programs may be mal~:'imore effective. 

A second premise which guided this study is that one is naive to expect 

that these treatment programs -- or any kind of prison treatment for that 

I· I 

1 
I ,. 
i 

I 

I 
I 

matter -- can systematically bring about positive, long-lasting, basic 

changes in the individual. A far more realistic expectation is that some 

-
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.a ill~St~r!'~I.U;Y (;i how the respondents , I 
«! ,)~ 

6;pj:~d ;;;.lH~Y .spJ;::nt thei;t: tim~:1; Qr {~t,,:q;1jif.'Hd 1.1!':.i~~,Y ~:~.n."i~15 ~he three years after 
'-,'--

:l':;:.1il~1i:ll.~Itl;~~n~12' 01 tl~'l~.m 'l:l~n:ki.ng l"t,;..r p.t'l.~r~ th~ typ;';l ~t},~l k;1,-;l~"" 6f jobs they held. 
,/ 

I 
A ~l,iJ:C~}~lil typ~~ of 't'9[~G\;~.lJ;; $G 11;~~a (£;'r,.~l"ratial1\ ::b:u;,o seIDIS ~;:€ iihe variables related 

t,j) ~aKtl.",~:r;,I}dti,01{'J. i1:'! p:f.':tem1 \rl;:'I~':~.lt:i~)rA£l tt'~ir;.j,~,g llnd ~J;a.'ttatiQn programs. A 
~,. "--~-.:--! \\ 

tbJ,S'1(1 :tl~"'}l.l,:tt :h~ ~ ~'l(J;~rrMl:litt'!f ~,):t t'e~~p4j;m1t~ilti!l: ~ e·li';jKl~MJt:iQ;;''i.a !'.If \~3'isOn trainin~ 
! 

p~(fo@;':t·m'fl;'.h ]}'{)llt"thl' t;,~7-d S:,)!;!~f;LU7 ~ :t'e;»~$lt~i;l [ili."~~ p:te.61!?;nr;~~iC1 off! the regression 
( 

pi!1.a~t:!iCip'~i(';i(m.'+t1 prison treatment .. 
~ ~"--. :............. 

',--~ . 

\ 
r' 

/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
th~ili' time or acquired money 

{ 
Some were back in 

There were miscellaneous other ac-

tivities which included time in hospitals or in outpatient drug rehabi1~tation 

programs, continued illegal a,.ctivities and simply d01ng nothing or bumming 

around. The frequen~ies of many of these activities varied with the number 

of months after release and the results are shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Activities of respondents after release in 1974. , 
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Working for pay was an activity repo~tted by three-fourths of the re-
il 

spondents immediately upon release but ha~f dropped to around 55% three 

1 Returning to jail (e:d.ther ~l Oregon or elsewhere) increased years ater. { 

steadily from 5% upon release to 30% threl~ years later. Staying on welfare 
Ii 

rose slightly from 8% in 1974 to 12% in l!~77. Attending school dropped 
Ii 

sharply about a year after release -- frol~ 16% in 1974 to 7% in 1975 and to 
" 
" I' 

0% i1,1 1977. Living with others remained ~~bout constant (from 5% tq 7%) 

throughout the three years after release : as did participation in othe:r 

i i llegal ~l. ctivities or doing nothing). activities (drug rehabi1itat on, 

These activities alee not mutually ex(:lusive, since some responder~ts 

reported more than one type of activity ill a single time period. Somi~ 

d d sch.ool dur-lng the same time . segment , for ex-
~orked for pay and atten e • 

ample.. Thus, the percentages at anyone tin,Vil will total more than l/~O%. 

The variability noted may well be accounted for by a number of cond:tI:ions, 

and the regression models presented in the last section of this chapter 

are an effort to explain the variability one can see in the trend l:Lnes 

in Figure 1. 

Of those respondents who said they worked for pay, approximately 30% 

were in skilled, semi-skilled or unskilled occupations each -- totlilling 

90% of those working. The remainder were in clerical jobs whill'i!. EL few were 

About a th1°rd of thos .. e working were in retail bUI3l.neSs. Cit" self-employed. 
I 

in manufacturing and processing; 15% in agric~lture, 
services, 2P% were 

forestX'y and wood products, 12% in constructicln, and the\,~remaincLer in other 
\\ 

indust:r1es, such as transportation, commercial fishing .l'!.n:d gove:rnment 

service. 

1 

I 
I 
I 

9 

Who participates in prison treatment programs? 

A comparison of the attributes of those who participate and who dq not 

participate in prison treatment (education 'and vocational training) programs 

is important for two reasons. First, one would like to learn something about 

the kind of people who volunteer and enter these programs. A simple descrip-

tion of how these people differ should provide some information on who is 

beiug reached or not reached in the prison population. A second reason is 

we suspect that peopl~ with certain attributes volunteer to participate and 

the attributes which are associated with participation may be the same as 

those associated strongly with post-release success. One would then need to 

include measures of these e~ttributes in any statistical tests of post-release 

success, along with measures of participation in treatment progr~ms, in order 

to learn if there is a net contribution or effect of treatment. What may well 

be the case is that participation in a treatment program is highly correlated 

with the same attribute that also is associated with post-release success. 

Any gross eff,ect of prison treatment on post-release success may be just an 

artifact because a more basic attribute of the individual is the primary reason 

for success anyway. In this case, prison treatment would have nO.real effect. 

The sample was divided into three groups in ozder to examine more cle~rly 

who participates in these programs. These groups were: those who did not 

participate, those who participated but did not complete the program and 

those who completed the program. Two treatment programs studied were voca-

tiona.l training and education. Accomplishment iu vocational training was a 

record of completion of the number of hours allocated for a particular VT 

prog;'.:O,m. Accomplishment in education was measured in three ways: the 

r 
! 

i 
i 
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awarding of a GED certificate, number of credit hours earned"or a difffi,Prnce 

in at least one grade level which was ~easured before and after a client 

entered a program. 

Vocational Training. Scoring of accomplishment in vocational training 
'\., 

was available for 15 of the 24 individuals sampled who were recorded as having 

participated in vocational training prior to their release in 1974. Of these 

15 individuals, four had completed and 11 have participated but had not com­

pleted a program. The training of five was interrupted for release on parole 

and six were placed on work or educational release. Thus, we see that the 

effe~ts'of two programs -- parole and early release -- apparently interfere 

with the efforts of a third program -- vocational training. The number of 

completions found was so low that no statistical effect could be established. 

F.urther examination of participation and completion of vocational train-

ing shows that 6 out of 143 (4%) of releasees sampled from Oregon State Pen­

itentiary (aSP) had participated in vocational training and that two had 

completed the program. Nine of 57 (16%) of releasees from Oregon State Cor­

rectional Institution (aSCI) had participated in vocational training and two 

persons had completed the program. These numbers are too low for testing of 

treatment effects with adequate precision. Estimates of sample sizes neces­

f:Jary for the detection of treatment effects can be made from these data and 

the results are des~ribed in Appendix B, page 46. These estimates show that, 

given the variability among treatment groups, one would need to sample all 

participants in order to effectively evaluate pris\). vocational training. 

Notwithstanding the low numbers of VT participants sampled, the data 

point to the possibility of interrupted training for a large proportion of 

'participants and the magnitude of potential lapses in tra~ning merit study 

and analysis. 

, 11 

Education. A large number of success£:al participants was found for 

prison education programs. They vary somewhat by the type of measure em­

ployed (award of a GED, credits earned or tested grade difference) but the 

attributes of participant~ are the same. For that reason, only the data 

describing part~cipation in a GED program are given. A total of 33 recJdve~l\ 
\"'(! t 

a certificate while in prison prior to their release in 1974, 28 had parti-

cipated but had not received a certificate and 1~9 had not participated. 

l~e group mean values for the attributes associated with participation are 

presented in Tablel and the overall mean differences are significant 

statistically. 

Table 1. Mean values for attributes associated with participation 
in a prison GED program 

Participated, 
Rec'eived a GED had not received Had not 
certificate a certificate participated 

Attributes (N = 33) (N = 28) (N = 139). 

Tested grade level (~"Jars) 8.3 7.7 8.8 

Intelligence Quotient (IQ) 95.6 89.8 99.8 

Age (years) 26.3 26.2 34.1 

No. adult arrests 4.2 4~6 9.1 

No. adult convictions 3.0 3.0 5.5 

No. adult commitments 1.4 1.3 1.8 

No. property crimes 5.1 5.9 9.6 

No. violations of trust 1.3 )~, 1.2 2.0 

1 
! 

! i 
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We see that there is some selectivity in who participates and completes 
u 

a prison education .program. Attributes associated with selectivity inc1u4e 

tested grade 1eve1(i. eu, tested upon entering the institution), IQ, age, 

number of adult arrests and~convictions and criminal history. Compared to 

those who had not par~icipated, those who received a GED tested about the 

same grade level, had slightly lower IQfs, were younger, had fe~er adult 

arrests, convictions ~nd commitments and had fewer property crimes and viola-

tions of trust (i.e., arrests and convictions for flight to avoid prosecution 

or escape). Those who had participated but who had not received a GED had 

lower t.ested grade $cores, lower IQ's, were younger., had fewer adult arrests 

and convictions and haa fewer property crimes and violations of trust, com-

pared to those who had not participated. Participants who had received a 

GED differed from participants who had not recBived one by tested gr~;de level 

and IQ. 

Seventeen percent of those sampled who were released from OSP had par-

ticipated in an educational program and 63% of those released from OSCI had 

participated j.n one. Compared to vocational training, the "success" r?-te for 

participants was considerably higher at both institutions. Of those partic-

ipating in an education program at OS~, 48% received aGED, 44% earned college 

credits and 52% showed an improvement in tested grade level. Of those parti-

cipating in an educational program at OSCI, 58% l7:~ceived aGED, ·25% earned 

college credits and 6/j.% showed an improvement in tested grade level. 

All the variables in Table 1 may well be associated with post-release 

success and, if they are shown to be related, they should be included in any 
, .' 

statist;Lcal model that also includes participation in a prison educational 

-, 
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Evaluation of prison treatment programs. 

Respondents were asked two questions concerning the value of prison I' 
'.1 

treatment programs and a variety of answers was given. rhese answers were 

grouped into categories and since some per'sons g~ve answel,'S that were grouped 

into more than one category, the total number of responses are greater than 

100%. 

The first question concerned the value of educational or vocational 

training~ 

"What do you think education or vocational training in 
prison is good for?" 

Responses are summarized in Table 2 for participants and non-participants. 

Table 2. Responses to value of prison education or vocational training 

Response category 

Learn a skilL; learn to 
think; practical knowledge; 
get aGED,J •••••••••••••••••• 

Kills time; keeps you occupied 
siomething to do; impress 
parole board .....•••.•.••..• 

L,ealt"n about yourself; improve 
yourself; builds confidence. 

Programs not relevant; too 
outdated; doesn't help on 
oU1tside ................... . 

Tt:aches' responsibility; orga­
nization; good habits •••••• 

Doesn't teach anything; just 
paSEI you through; teachers 
not helpful; doesn't pre­
pare ·you for a job ••••••••• 

Don't get programs you want •• 

Don't mow .......... \I ••••••••• 

Total 

(N) 

Participants 

% 

51 

36 

4 

13 

4 

4 .. 

2 

2 

116 

(I~ 7) 

Non-participants Total 

% % 

45 48 

33 34 

16 11 

8 10 

4 4 

4 4 

1 2 

15 11 

126 124 

(75) (122) 

(( 

;\ 

" I' 
" 
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Participants and non-participants provided about the same number ~f 

total responses to the question and responses were grouped about equally 

in 5 of the 7 categories. Both participants and non-participants agreed 

strongly that training enables one to learn a skill or practical knowledge 

and kills time while in prison. Fewer participants thought that prison 

programs provide any real insight into themselves and more pa,rticipants 

thought that some of the programs were not relevant, were outdated and did 

not help one when released. A few in both. groups thought thElt the programs 

teach responsibility and about the same proportion said the programs do not 

teach 'anything or were not helpful. 

Respondents also were asked if they thought vocational training in 

prison really trained men to do skilled work or not. Seventy-one percent 

said· that it did, 25% said that it did not and 4% replied "don't know." 

Then, they were asked: 

"Can you think of anything 'else prispns should do to 
help men get good jobs after re.lease?" 

Again, the responses were coded and grouped as in Table 2 and the 

results are sl~rized'in Table 3. 

! i) 

., 

: I 

J 
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Table 3. Responses concerning how prisons should help 
men get good jobs after release 

Response group 

Have jobs waiting on release; 
have list of places to go; 
have job interviews; work 
release ...................... 0 •• 

Improve types of VI and schools; 
get into apprenticeship pro­
grams; have advanced courses ••• 

Can't do anything else; doing 
all they can; satisfied •••.•••. 

Psychological and sociological 
preparation for release with 
inmates and family; teach how 
to look for work •••••••••••••.• 

More halfway houses; places to 
go on release while looking 
for jobs; more money on re­
lease; public service jobs 
while looking ...•....•.•...... 

Improve relatiotlswith com­
munity and employer; keep 
PO from employers ••• : ••••••••• 

Don't know ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total 

(N) 

Pa:t'tic.ipants 

% 

30 

19 

13 

11 

6 

4 

. 17 

100 

(47) 

Non-participants 

% 

.31 

19 

12 

12 

13 

13 

16 

116 

(75) 

Total 

% 

30 

19 

12 

11 

11 

10 

16 

109 

(12.2) 
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Participants and non-participants gave responses that were coded about 

equally for four of the six response groups. The two types of responses 

wM.ch occurred most frequently concerned having a job when released or having 

a list of viable job opportunities available upon release. Improving types 

of vocational and education training so one will be accepted into apprentice-

ship programs also was cited frequently. Participants cited halfway houses 

and :Gaproved relations with a community or employer less frequently than 

non-pa~ticipants. 

Relationship between prison treatment programs and post-release success. 

Results of regression analysis. Eight statistical models, each repre-

senting a facet of po~t-release success, were developed in which the effect 

of participation in prison treatment programs was tested. Measures of post­

release success, which were l,\pe dependent variables in the models, were: 

1. Total amount of money earned working for pay after release 
in 1974. 

2. Total amount of money acquired from welfare or disability 
after release in 1974. 

3. Total. amount of money acquired from working for pay and from 
welfare or disabi1i.ty (summing of scores for variables 1. and 2). 

4. Number of weeks at work for pay after release in 1974. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Number of weeks free after 1974 release. 

Reincarceration any time after 1974 release. 

Number of weeks a,t work for pay divided by the number of 
weeks free after 1974 release. 

8. Num~er /jf weeks in school after release in 1974. 

17 

A number of indeF~ndent variables was selected to account for vari­

ability in post-release success. They include, of course, participation in 

. , 1/ 
pr1son treatment programs- and the variables found significantly related 

to selectivity in partiCipation (Table 1). They also include numerous 

variables associated with cr,iminal background and history that were found 

significant by simple two-way analysis. Since our basic theoretical po­

sition concerned the joint effect of partiCipation in training and other 

attributes stongly associated with success, their effect also was tested 

as a statistical interaction term. Means and standard deviations for 

variables III the models are given in Appendix Table C1, page 49. 

One other source of variation was controlled statistically in these 

models. The data show that post-release success is associated with re­

lease (parole or discharge) as well as institution of release (OSCI or OSP). 

Since the models were constructed to be of use primarily to those in charge 

of prison treatment programs (and not other types of rehabilitation efforts) 

the effects of these two important variables were 11 d contro e statistically 

by forcing them into the analysis first. This in effect removed the direct 

effect associated with type of release and institution of release before 

the other independent variables were allowed to enter. It is important to. 

remember that when asseSSing the effects of the independent variables that 

they are conditioned on type of release and institution of release and 

these latter two variables should not be employed in the interpretation 

of results. 

1/ 
Completion of vocational training or accomplishment in an educa­

tional program was scored as "2", partiCipation but no completion or accom­
plishment was scored as ill" and no participation was scored as "0". 
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Multiple regression analysis was employed to test the effects of the 

independent variables in the models of post-release success. Variables 

were entered into the model by a stepwise routine which selected the 

strongest predictor or the variable with the strongest statistical in­

fluence first (after type and institution of release were adjust~d for). 

Additional variables were allowed to enter the model on the basis of 

their relative importance when considered in combination with those al-

d 1 The 5% Significance lev~lwas employed as ready entered in the ~o e • 

the cutoff point for retaining variables in the model. The results of 

this ami.lysis suggest that participation in prison treatment programs is 

related to Post-release success but in different patterns of significantly 

outcomes. 

These data are summarized in Tables 4 to 11. 

Table 4. 

Step 
entered 

Effects of variables accounting for amount of money 
earned working for pay ~fte~ release in 1974 

Standardized 
regression 

hp' 
Effect coefficient 

R2 

Number of dependents .356 .001 .18 
1 

Tested grade difference -.261 .004 .23 
2 

The strongest variable associated with money earned is the number of 

i ld -- who depend on the respondent for his persons -- both, adults and ch ren 

or her support. The association is positive which indicates that those who 

had several dependents earned more than those who had only themselves to 

I, 
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support. Those who had two or more dependents (other than themselves), for 

example, earned an average of $2,441 dollars more in thetl~ree year period 

than did those who had an average number "(0.7) dependents. The analysis 

also shows that those who had improved their education (as measured by 

tested grade difference) earned fewer dollars by working than did those who 

had not participated. There is further discussion of this relationship in 

the next chapter. 

Table 5. Effects of variables accounting for amount of money 
acquired from welfare or disability after release in 1974 

Standardized 
Step regression 

R2 entered coefficient p 

'l 
d, VT x violation of trust .263 .003 .07 

2 Age .251 .01 .13 

Two variables are¥tssociated with acquiring money from welfare or dis-

ability insurance and both are of roughly equal magnitude. They are an inter-

action or joint effect· of participation in vocation training and the number 

of previous trust violations. The second is a person's age. Both effects are 

positively associated wit'~l acquiring money from welfare. Considering the age 

variable, for example,:Lf a person is over 40 years of age, he acquired an 

average of $571 more from welfare than did those who are average age (31 years). 

The role of participation in vocatiunal training should be viewed with 

much caution, for only two participants had committed two or more trust viola-

tions while only 7 participants had committed none or one violation. These 

numbers are too few on Fhich to base an evaluation of prison training. A 

further discussion of sample sizes required for comparisons of vocational 

training. participants is given in Appendix B, page 46. 
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Table 6. Effect of variables accounting for total money earned 
or acquired after release in 1974 

Standardizted 
Step regression 

R2 ~~tered Effect coefficient p 

1 Number of dependents .453 .001 .22 

2 Tested grade difference -.256 .004 .30 

3 No. of weapons offenses -.233 .003 .35 

Number of dependents and tested grade difference entered the model, in 

Table 6, in the same order and direction as they had in Table 4. An individual's 

criminal background played a role, as measured by the number of previous weapons, 

offenses he had co~tted. The sign of the coefficient is negative, which in­

dicates that those with fewer weapons offenses earned or acquired more money 

upon release'th~ndid those with a great number of offenses. The negative 

effect of tested grade difference will be discussed in the next chapter. 

Table 7. Effect of variables accounting for number of weeks 
at. work for pay after release in 1974 

Standardized 
StetI' regression 

R2 number Effect coefficient p 

1 Number of dependents .440 .001 .29 

2 No. of weapons gffenses -.234 .001 .33 

3 IQ .206 .006 .38 

4 No. c:redits earned x 
No. violations of trust -.283 .001 .41 

5 Compl~ted GED .205 .027 .43 
Ii 

6 No. months in prison 
prior to '74 release -.152 .038 .45 

.I 
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The first and strongest variable entering this model was again the num-

ber of persons who depend on the respondent for his or her support, as shown 

in Table 7. The sign of the coefficient is positive indicating that those 

with'a greater number of dependents worked for pay longer than did those whQ 

had to look only after themselves. Number of previous weapons offenses entered 

the model next and this variable is about equally important in accounting for 

number of weeks at work as is a number of college credits by numQer of trust 

violations interaction term. The sign of both coefficients is negative, in-

dicating that those with a large number of previous weapons offenses worked 

fewer weeks afte.r r,elease than those who had fewer weapons offenses. Inter-

pretation of the coefficient for the college credits by trust violation 

interaction is less straightforward. Additional analysis (shown jn Appendix 

C) suggests that work stability is greater for those who had no trust viola-

tions and who had received college credits while in prison. However, the' 

data also suggest that work stability was poorer for those respondents who 

had many trust violations and who had earned college credits in prison. 

A person's IQ and completion of a GED also accounted for time spent 

working after release and are of roughly the same magnitude. A positive 

sign of the coefficients tells us that those with higher IQ's and those whQ 
\. 

had completed a GED in prison worked more weeks than those with 10werIQ's 

or those wh0 had not completed a GED. Number of months in prison prior to 

release in 1974 is negatively related to number of weeks at work after re-

lease, showing that those who are incarcerated for long periods of time work 

less upon release. For example, respondents who had been incarcerated three 

or more years prior to their '74 release worked an average of 8 weeks less 

than did those who were in~arcerated an average of 20 months. 

J 
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Table 8. Effect of variables accounting for number of we~ks 
free after release in 1974 

Standardized 
regression 

Effect coefficient J? 

Number of dependents .434 .001 

Number of property offenses -.297 .001 

Number of drug offenses -.216 .004 

GED x No. of adult convi>ctions -.189 .01 

.27 

.34 

.39 

.42 

Number of persons who depend on a respondent for hi· or her livelihood 

is the strongest variable and a positive sign again shows that those with a 

relative~y large number of dependents stay free longer. The other variables 

concern the criminal history of an individual and signs of the coefficient 

are all negative, which indicates that those who have a large number of pre-

vious convictions of property and drug-related crimes stay out less than 

those who have no convictions of these types. An interaction effect between 

GED completion and total number of previous convictions shows that the joint 

occurrence of a GED and a relatively large number of total convictions are 

associa.ted with fewer weeks free. 

The nature of this interaction effect is described more completely in 

the next section. 

.,. 
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Table 9. Effect of variables accounting for return to 
prison after 1974 release 

St·andardized 
regression 

Effect coefficient p 

Number ot: dependents -.336 .001 

Number of property offenses .299 .001 

GED x No. of adult convictions .211 .007 

R2 

.22 

.32 

.36 

Again, the number of persons who depend on the respondent for his pr her 

livelihood is the strongest variable associated with non-recidivism. As well, 

an individual's previous criminal history also is related; those with the 

greatest number of property crimes recidivate more often than those with few 

or no property offenses. The joint effect of GED by number of adult convictions 

also is significant, showing that persons with a large number of total ad~lt 

had completed a GED· recidivated more often than those convictions who also 

who do not have this combination of attributes. 
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Table 10. Effect of variables accounting for number 9£ we.eks 
at work for pay divided by number of weeks free 

Standardized 
regression 

Effect coefficient ,- p 

Number of dependents .290 .001, 

Number of weapons offenses -.247 ,,002 

IQ .169 .038 

Number of credits earned 
x No. of trust violations -.207 .014 

No. months served 
prior to '74 release -.175 .034 

GED x No. dependents .175 .067 

R2 

.17 

.22 

• 26 

.28 

.31 

.33 

All the varia'bJ,esasBociated with post-release success or failure that 

were related to the proportion of time free that a person worked for pay 
'\ 

also have appeared in other tables. Moreover, the signs of the coefficients 

in this table are the same as with previous ones. There is one notable ad­

dition in this table, however. The joint effect of completion of a GED and 

1 1 d t . 'S This indic'ates that number. of dependents is ,positive y re ate 0 suc"l;eo". 

indiv.iduals who have completed a GED ,and who have a relatively large number 

of persons depending on a respondent fo~ his or her livelihood also tend to 

sp~nd a larger proportion of their time free working for pay, ~ompared to 

those who did not receive a GED and who have no dependents. This effect is 

significant (at p = .067) even after the contribution of number of dependents 

already has entered and shows the relative importance of this interaction 

effect. Implications of this interaction effect are discussed more fully in 

the next section. 
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Table II. Effect of variables accounting for number of 
weeks in school after release in 1974 

Standardized 
Step 

Effect 
regression 

R2 entered coefficient p 

1 GED x No. of drug offenses .257 ,.005 .07 
","\ ',',_' ", .. ,< 

Only one variable, attainment of a GED certificate and number Qf pre .. 

vious drug offenses, accounts for number of weeks in school after release. 

This is an interaction or joint effect and, since the sign of the coefficient 

is pOSitive, suggests that those who had received a GED certificate and who 

had a large number (3 or more) previous drug convictions stayed in school 

longer after release. 

There is one other analysis that was completed. We were surprised in 

our 197(i study (Mason and Seidler) to learn there, l>iaS no relationship between 

working for pay and non-recidivism. In' fact, people who reported earning no 

money recidivated just as often as those who were earning an income. This 

relationship held true regardless of the amount of money earned. We specu-

lated at the time that a two-year follow-up was not sufficient for many 

respondents to settle down and that a three year follow-up might show 

different results. 

A simple correlation between amount earned by working for pay and number 

of weeks free was indeed positive and highly significant statistically with 

the present three-year follow-up sample. The observed correlation was 0.35. 

Moreover, the correlation between amount of money earned by working for pay 

and non-recidivism is 0.26, also significant, and indicates that working for 

pay is indeed related to and may contribute positively to a person staying 
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out of jail. Thus, our earlier speculation that a two-year period is not 

sufficient for many releasees to settle into a regularly employable life 

seems to be supported. 

Correlations between other variables may be of interest and they are 

shown in Appendix Table C2, page 50. 

~h~ meanfrlgof interact.~:on terms. The detection of s~gnificant inter­

action: effects may be new for measures of post-release success of ex-inmates. 

The meaning of these effects is not really apparent by studying the signs of 

the regression coefficients in Tables 5 to 11. One should review the trend 

line f'oi each level of participation (no participation, participation but no 

completion and completion) where the level of criminal history identified 

(number of adult convictions, for example) is plotted against the measure of 

success (number of weeks at work, for example). Once these trend lines are 

plotted,some of the subtle differences in prison treatment become more 

apparent. 

The appropriate trend lines are plotted for four of the interaction 

effects found in the analysis. The first set is for the interaction of 

number of college cred~ts earned and the number of trust violations on the 

post-release measure of number of weeks at work. These joint effects are 

shown in Figure 2. 
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participation (N=83) 

P >.05 

\ 

4Ir' Participated, di..d not earn credits 
(N=26) 

P < .05 R2 ==. 15 

O~ ____ ~~ ____ ~~~~~ ______ +-____ ~~ ____ ~ __ 
o 1 2 345 6 

Number of Trust Violations 

Figure 2. Trend lines' for participation in college by number of trust violations. 

Trend lines show that the number of trust violations for non-participants 

was unrelated to post-release work for pay but was strongly related for par­

ticipants -- both those who had completed and had not compl~~ed college credit 

work. The data show that persons who had been arrested or con'7,i.cted for two 

or more trust violations and who had participated simply did not work for pay 

after release. Note, however, that the work record for participants who had 

B£ trust violations was superior to that of non-participants. 
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Attainment of a GED interacted with number of adult convi~tions when 

related to number of weeks free after r.elease in 1974. These results are 

shown in Figure 3. 

175 

~particiPated, not completed GED 

1Ii' P:> .05 

(N=15) 

1.14 
(N==83) 

0 R2 =.09 
.J.I 

i 50 
:z; 

2 
~completed GED (N==24) 

R2 =.26 P< .01 

0 
1 2 ! ! 6 , 

Number of Adult Convictions' 

Figure 3. Trend lines for participation in GED by number of adult convictions. 

The trend line 'for number of adult convictions was unrelated to the num-
" 

ber of wee;:!q:. -free for participants who had not com~leted a GED. It was related, 

however, for non-participants and for participants who had completed aGED. 

Those who'ha;d received a GED and who had three or more convictions recidivated 

more frequelltly than any group studied. 

The attainntent of a GED had a far different effect in combination ,dth the 

numbe~~e£ dependents on post,...release work stability;. (the number of weeks at work 

for pay divided by the number of weeks free), as shown in Figure 4. 
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Completed GED (N=24) 

P < .0+ R2 =.45 
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'to Did not participate (N=83) 

P.( .01 R2 =.14 

~ Participated, did not complete GED 

(N=15) P> .05 

6 
Number of Dependents (including respondent) 

7 

Figure 4. Trend lines for participation in GED by number of dependents. 

Work stability was greatest for those who had completed a GED and who 

had persons depending on the releasee for their support. INumber of depen­

dents was unrelated to work stability for those who had participated but 

who had not completed aGED. 

,', ,< 

Completion of college credits in prison; in combination with the number 

of trust violations, also was related tp post-release work stability, as 

shown in Figure 5. 
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Number of Trust Violati(,:.ts 

Trend lines for participation in college by number of trust violCidons. 

The trend lines show that the number of trust violations was statis-

tically significant only, for participants who had earned college credits 

whi1e'in prison. It was not related to other groups studied, as Hhown in 

Figure 5~ Work stability was superior for those with no trust violations 

who also had received college credit. 

When reviewing these results one should keep in mind that relatively 
\' \ 

few of the participants in prison "education had large frequencies of trust 

violations or adult convictions. Only 15% to 20% of all participants had 

more than the average number of these offenses. Participants who volunteered 

to enter education programs tend to be among those who had fewer convictions, 

r 

I 
1 

I 
I, 

·1 

I 
I 

r 

I ,I 
'I 

~ , 

" 
I 
I 

II; 
. , 

i 
) 

I 
• I 
, i 

I 
! 

I 
I 

.) 
.J 
I 
I 

: I 
, I 

! 

f 
31 

as shown in Table 1 , page 11. 

few participants who also had 

~he post-release outcomes of the relatively 

large numbers of convi~tions or trust viola-

tions were so strong and i . cons stent~ however, that statistically i s gnificant 
interaction effects were d etected with these data. 

One also should note that considerable er,ror ~ is associated with these 

trend lines and, while the information is of value for assessing post-

release success 0 f i1 r a ure of clients as it is a group, not sufficiently 
precise to make accurate judgments or predictions about individual cases. 
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Interpretation of Results 

d in the previous Section which showed that cer­Results were presente 

tain attributes or conditions are related to post-release success. The 

further elaboration of the results discussion in this section focuses on a 

may be improved to enhance the likelihood and suggests how prison programs 

of success in the future. 

The measures of success are primarily of three types: 1) measures of 

legitimate financia resources. 1 These are money earned from employment, 

money obtained from welfare or other public sources and a summary measure 

2) measures of employment of money obtained from all legitimate sources. 

stability. These include the total number of weeks employed and the ratio 

k emplo·yed to the number of weeks free in the community. . of the number of wee s 
I 

3) . th number of weeks free in the community and measures of recidivism or, e 

a simple recidivism/no recidivism variable. 

time spent in school, ~lso was employed. 

One additional outcome measure, 

Effects of basic attributes of the individual. 

Three measures of ~ndividual attributes were sufficiently strong to sug-

gest they were associated with post-release success. These were an individual's 

f d d t h r eported he had after release. age, IQ and average number 0 epen en s e 

Age showed no effect on recidivism measures and this was a surprise, 

work has shown that criminal careers tend to "burn out" with since previpus 

advancing age. Such an effect was observed in our study last year. A strong 

age effect probably should not have been expected, 

lease (aSp vs.OSCI) was employed as a statistical 

since institution of re-

control in the regression 
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mOdels. Institution of release is a partial control for age since older 

clients tend to be released from OSP, and confirmed criminals and recid-

ivists are at OSP. The fact remains that ~he simple correlation between 

age and recidivism was not significant and the data do not indicate that 

criminal careers tend to "burn out" with advancing age. 

What the data do show is that older felons are no more likely to seek 

and hold employment than are their younger colleagues. They are more likely 

than the average to have access to some form of public aSSistance, however. 

Intelligence appears to be an important attribute associated with suc-

cessful adjustment to the community. As measured by IQ, intelligence appears 

in the equation for the measure of work stability. The term does not appear 

in either the equation for money earned from employment or in funds received 

from welfare. Other variables related to IQ do appear in these equations; 

namely, participation in prison education programs, which is negatively re­

lated to IQ. Those who participate b~~ do-not complete had even lower IQ's 
',~.( 

than successful participants and suggest that a more elaborate form of model-

ling might bring out a link between IQ, successful paf::icipation and post-

release success •. 

One of the strongest variables associated with post-release success is 

the number of persons who are dependent on the releasee for their livelihood. 

Men who· have dependents.e~rn more than the average, work more steadily and 

recidivate less often. Apart from the fact that this variable is the most 

powerful in the equations, we have little systematic information about de-

pendeuts. An impression from our interviews indicates that it is unlikely 

! 
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that s.om~ were dependents while these men were in prison. 
N\!mber of depen-

dents acquired after release is unrelated to any of the independent variables 

tested, including attributes of the individl.!al (age, IQ, educational level), 

criminal histories or participation in prison training programs. We are not 

sure if the acquisition of dependents upon release is the expression of some 

basic trait that is associated with post-release success or if these depen-
'~ -...:::::,<~:::::::::::, dents brought out the best in them, so to speak, after release. A convict 

-, 

who has a genuine set of dependents waiting for him on release, has a work 

skill or otherwise shows evidence of employment and has few felony convictions 

probably is a good candidate for post-relea.se st.,ccess. Additional study is 

required to identify men still in prison who are likely to acquire 
r:;:--,-, 

dependents upon release. 

Effects of criminal histories. 

Four types of criminal histories were identified that are associated 

with post-release failure. In all cases, those with a large number of con­

victions either had poor work reccr.ds or recidivated more often. A fifth 

type of crimina:\, 
drug offenders -- attended school more frequently upon 

release than did other types of criminals. 

The types of criminal histories identified were number of adult con-

victions and number of arrests and convictions for property, trust and 

weapons offenses. Many of these types of histories interacted jointly with 

participation in traini~g programs. 

Those with a large number of adult convictions had poorer work records 

than others, earned less money and recidivated more often. Those who had 

10 or more previous conviction; earned, on the average, $1,015 less than 
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those who had an average of 5 convictions and h t ey were free an average of 

8 1/2 weeks· less than the average respondent. 

Releasees with three or more weapon·s o' ffenses i d $ acqu re 1,612 less 

money legitimately (working for payor welfare) than did the average releasee 

who had 0.5 weapons. offenses. Moreover, they worked for pay an average of 

13 weeks less than did the average releasee. 

Persons with 'high frequencies of property d ~rreGts an convictions re-

cidivated more frequently than did other releasees. Those with 14 or more 

offenses stayed free 13 weeks less than the average 1 d re easee an the proba-

bility of recidivating was higher (0.65) than for the average releasee (0.50). 

Escapees and other violators of 'trust appeared in ' . '. Jo~nt or 1nteraction 

terms with participation in prison training programs. 

Frequency of adult convictions d~es seem to suggest that the best pre­

dictor of future behavior is past behav~or. B h • Y t e time a man has run up '10 

or more felony convictions the data suggest that the chance for post-release 

1 earn ess money and remain free for shorter success is quite low. He w'll 1 

a s 0 e e typ~cal career" criminal in which lengths of time. He appe r t b th . " 

there is little hope for rehabil~tation. Th • ose with a high frequency of 

adult convictions who- also completed a GED in prison appeared jointly in the 

recidivism equations. On the surface this suggests that a man with a long 

record is more likely ,to recidivate if he had a GEDas well. The meaning of 

interaction effects, however, is not apparent until one plots the trend lines 

for these measures, as was done in F~gure 3 (pag~ 28). h ~ _ T e results show that 

training is not related to recidivism for those with few adult convictions. 

Additional elaboration is given in the discussion of treatment effects, 

page 37. 
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The behavior of weapons offenders on release is more perplexing. These 

offenders work less frequently than the average and earn less money from 

legitimate sources. Yet, they do' not recidivate any more frequently than the 

average, although this does not necessarily mean they are not committing crimes. 

Wha.t~llay be happening is that these men are more hostile and aggressive and 

work 'harder at not getting caught. They may be the "heavies" in the analysis. 

Property offenders are notoriously wont to return to further property 

crime. In spite of the high risk of rearrest over time, each separate of-

fense may be perceived as a low risk activity. Property offenders typically 

commit hundreds of crimes before they are arrested; hence, one gets the im-

pression that property crime is really a rational economic enterprise. 

During the interviews, for example, several respondents spoke freely of the 

many property crimes they had committed before they were arrested for the 

crime of which they were convicted. 

Number of escapes or trust violations appear several times in the equa­

tions and always in interaction with some vocational or education program. 

The joint effect is negative in the recidivism equations but positive in the 

equation for acquiring money from welfare. This effect suggests that we may 

have isolated the manipulators in our sample. These men may have manipulated 

themselves into positions of trust in the penitentiary, have likely used pri­

son programs with the intention of manipulating the parole board and ot~ers, 

work less than the average releasee and are more likely to receive public 

assistance upoQ, release than the average ex-convict. 

Drug offenaers seem to be treated differently fro~ other released felons. 

Many are released to various drug rehabilitation programs that are present 
\ 

in the community. IQ scores of drug offenders average higher than those with 

I ! 

i. 

I, ,. 

• I 

37 

~.~Pr~;-\r:·:·":.' ._- ::: : ... :_- ~ .;" .'''y.-,. 
,) 

other criminal histdries and it should be of no surprise to find that drug 

offenders frequently attend school after release. Nonetheless it is sur-

prising to f;i"d a joint effect between number of drug offenses and GED as 

the only variable associated with post-release school attendance. School 

attendance may well be a condition of release more often for these types of 

offenders, compared to other types, and evidence of attainment of a high-

school equivalency may be a condition for educational release. Or, educa-

tional activity may be an integral part of some drug rehabilitation programs. 

We have no evidence to support or refute these conjectures, however. l~at-

ever the reasons, drug offenders have fewer weeks free than the average 

ex-convict and recidivate just as often. 

Effects of prison treatment. 

Prison education is associated with post-release success and in com-

bination with criminal histories of respondents. Those with no trust viola-

tions and who complete college work have superior post-release work histories 

compared to those with numerous trust violations. Yet, tho~e who had three 

or more trust violations and who had completed college credits had the 

paorest. 'Work records. As noted earlier, trust violators may be the "manipu-

1at011:'s ll 1.n the sample who also may use prison t,t"eatment opportunities to 

manirul~te others into believing they are being rehabilitated. 
;i ' 
\' 

~O~\'I)letion of a GED had positive effects, but only in conjunction with 
1/ 

the nu1;er of dependent~ a client had after release. Individuals with two 

II 
or mo:r;iaaependents who had completed a GED had more stable work histories 

jI • 

# 
tqtn those in other treatment groups. In conjunction with large frequencies 

Jj 
'( (, 

o~ adult convictions, however, GEl) "graduates" had poorer work histories. 
\,---

'--::":..:~-:-.::-::-

.----'\~:::::-> 

\\ 



f 
'. 

',. 

38 

The variables related to post-release:::':-outcomes in this study suggest 

that the moment:um for success or failure is established before a client is 

incarcerated and,that participation in prison training can have an impact on 

this momentum. 
One should be most careful in specifying these effects, how-

ever. 
The individual who volunteers to' participate does so for motives of 

his own and many take advantage of these programs to enhance post-release 

success. 
A few othe~s appear to use these opporcunities in such a way that 

d This 1.
, s not 1:0 say that prison training "causes" 

success is not enhance • 

, l' 1 u ess It simply means that given specific greater or ess post-re ease s cc • 

conditions or circumstances of clients, the experience of prison education 

will have different effects 
an outcome not inconsistent with basic views 

of education. 

The possibility exists that a different approach to prison education 

for clients with frequent convictions or trust violations will show more 

positive outcomes. 
We are not aware of education specially designed for 

so-called "hard core" inmates and the recent work of Yochelson and Samenow 

(1976) suggests that little will be accomplished without basic changes in 

thinking patterns of these criminals. 
Our own data show that clients with 

d b older and have. greater numbers of adult arrests, 
trust violations ten to e 

convictions and commitments than the average respondent. They also have 

crimes and have been convicted of more alcohol and 
committed more property 

traffic violations than the typical respondent. The outlook for post-

release success'. does not appear promising for respondents with this back-

little evidence in our data to sugJest that prison 
ground and there is 

training will help,. 
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From 80 to 85% of the participants ~n prison education tend to have far 

different backgrounds than the one;<:.);i;t described and the analysis 'shows that 
1''--11 
I'. .;-"/". 

prison education is associated with kJos t-release '""Ilccess for many who do 

participate. 

Vocational training does not have any clear effects and the diffl.culty 
I 

is that so few respondents who were sampled completed training that no effect 

could be found. The sample of VT participants was low and, given the 

variability in post-release measures, effects could not be detected statis-

tically. Sufficient data were acquired for one to plan sample sizes more 

objectively and this analysis is presented in Appendix B. Even with low 

sample sizes, the frequency of non-completions cllg;gests that early release 

for parole and work may interfere with completio~ of vocational training. 

A monitori~g effort designed to establish the level and causes of non­

completion is required to provide more accurate information and should he 

considered. Moreover, steps to embed vocational training in real-life job 

situations should be encouraged for all VT programs at both institutions. 

As well, involvement of the various trades in these programs seems to be a 

positive step,' one that already has been accomplished for welding and busi­

ness machine repair at OSP. Finally, a system of post-release tracing of ell 

who complete vocational training should be established to learn how well 

graduatesi,i,succeed after release and how one might improve or upgrade the 

curricula. 

1m aid to more complete tracing is access of FBI records for arrests and 

incarcerations in other states and in 1;:he federal system. Glaser (1960) 

noted that such systematic information was once available but was terminated 

-- ---- - .-



, , 

7 

I 

r 
I 
r 

---- ~ -_. - -~~ ~~. - , 

\\: 
'0 

40 

in 1950. Reinstatement of this service loJould greatly enhance the ability 

of Corrections to learn how effective they had been with some of their 

former inmates. 

One variable, the number of persons who depend on a respondent for his 

or her social and economic livelihood after release, emerged as a strong 

predictor of post-release success. This variable was unrelated to any in-

dependent variable tested -- demographic characteristics, IQ, criminal 

his,tories or participation in prison treatment. Yet, the relationship 

found, s~ggests that inmates with strong family ties that include dependents 

should be encouraged to pal:ticipate in prison treatment. The "natural" 

selection of participants already includes many of the attributes also re-

lated to post-release success -- few adult convictions and trust violations, 

for ex~ple. The success rate for inmates with genuine dependents waiting 

for them may well be improved by their participation in prison education or, 

perhaps, vocational training. Approximately 42% of those interviewed reported 

they had one or more dependents. Some respondeuts, however, acquired depen-

dents after their release in 1974. 

Suggested additional J,t'esearch. 

Throughout the analysis and interpretation of results we have been careful 

not to suggest that any of the variables is related causally to participation 

in prison ~raining or to post~release success. Yet, the nature of the vari-

ables found, to be statistically significant do suggest that an underlying 

causal process -is operating that may explain some post-release behavior. A 

far different type of modelling than the one employed is required before a 

causal interpretation can be made of the data. The impact of basic background 
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characteristics, such as IQ level and family stability, on criminal behavior 

deserves more theoretical attention. Thejoint role of past criminal behavior 

au.d participation in prison training on subsequent post-release success or 

failure certainly is deserving of additional work. One optimistic prospect 

for success is men with dependents; . 
however, the entire area of family sup-

port and stability in which the inmate plays a key role requires more study. 

Moreover, the notion that the momentum for post-release success or fai];ure 

is established before an inmate is incarcerated should be elaborated more 

fully and the impact of prison training on this momentum should be specified 

and justified more completely. Finally, the scientific rigor of any models 

developed would be enhanced by shifting from post hoc analysis, as we have 

done, to an analysis based on theoretically-derived hypotheses. 
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APPENDIX A: EVALYATION OF RESPO~SE RATES AND BIAS 

A total of 200 men who had been released from Oregon correctional fa-

ci1ities was sampled randomly from a population of 548 persons. The sample 

was adjusted so that half were selected as baving participated in prison 

vocational training or 

lease. \\re sample was 

educational programs for the term prior to their re-

drawn f~om all persons who were released between , . 
\J' 

July 1 and December 31, 1974 • 
i~l 

.An effort was made to locate and interview each of the 200 persons 

sampled, following the procedures employed in our two-year follow-up in 1976. 

The outcome of the latest effort was: 

Located and interviewed •••••••• , ••••.•••••• 122 

Unable to locate .•...•.•..•...••. , ..••.•• 50 
',. 

Escape!:'!', absconded or otherwise 
g6ught by the police •••••••••• ' •••••••• 12 

Located but refused interview ••••••••• ~ •• 8 

Deceased or mentally 
in.competen1: ••••• e 0 It •••• III ~ ••••••••••••• 5 

File *1 . closed - ......... ........... ~ ........ .. 3 

Total 200 

An adjusted response rate of 67.7% is calculated as follows: 

122 x 100 = 67. 7% 

[ 200 - (12 + 5 + 3)] 

*/ Respondent had been granted immunity and released elsewhere 
for serving as a government witness. 
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An effort was made to detet~~)ne if serious bias may have occurred from 

nori:response, or, from our inability to locate and interview all who were 

sampled. Information was gathered from the Corrections Division concerning 

many attributes of the individuals sampled and the values for respondents 

and no~-respondents were compared. Variables p{i which comparisons were 

made include: 

Attributes of the individuals: Level of formal education when entering 

- . 

prison for the term from which respondent was released in 1974; chronological 

age at release and tested intelligence quotient (IQ) • 

. Participation in training: Scores for level of participation in prison 

vocational training or educational programs. 

Type and inlSt:,gut:ion of. release; Release on parole or discharge; t'e-

lease from Oregon State Penitentiary or Oregon State Correctional Institution 

and number of months incarcerated prior to release in 1974. 

Criminal background: Recorded ni~ber of juveni1~ and adult arrests, 

convictions and commitments. 

Criminal history: Number of adult arrests and convictions for the fol-

lowing types offenses! s'ex, violence, property, weapons, drugs, alcohol, 

traffic, trust violations and other statutory crimes. 

A comparison of means or frequencies for respondents and non-respondents 

showed no significant differences for any of these ,~ariables except one. 
\,\ 

'. . 

There was a significantly higher response rate among those who were returned 

to prison after their 1974 release. We were able to locate and interview 73% 

of the respondents in this group compared to 53% for whom there was no evi-

iknce that they had returned to prison. This latter gifference suggests there 
v' 

might be some bias favoring post-release recidivists insofar as Oregon police 

\\ 
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records indicate; otherWise, any other type of bias seems to be negligible, 

at least for the variables employed for comparison purposes. 
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APPENDIX B: SUFFICIENT SAMPLING FOR DE~ECTION OF 

EFFECTS OF PRISON VOCATIONAL TRAINING 

In order to assess the unconfounded effect of prison vocational train-

ing (VT) on post-release success, it would be necessary to inten'iew a 

larger sample of men who had received vocational training and who had not 

also received educational training, than were included in this survey. Of 

the 122 respondents interviewed only 9 fell in the "VT only" category; 

5 had started ~l VT course but had not finished, while 4 had completed a 

course. Samples of 4 and 5 individuals do not permit the estimation of the 

means of the variables associated with post-release success with sufficient 

precision to detect differences between groups. 

Table B.1 shows the differences between group means which could be 

detect'ed using various sample sizes. Each line in the table refers to a 

particular measure of post-release success. The mean of each variable, as 

estimated in this survey for the "V'f only" population, is given in 

parentheses. 

As aii'~~xamp1e, consider the case of the measure "total amonnt of money 

earned working for pay". Let us say we want to test whether the mean of 

this variable for released men who complete aVT course is different from 

the mean for those who do not. The third column of Table B.1 tells us 

that if the true difference is at least $6,976, then 15 interviews in each 

group would be sufficient to detect that difference. The probability of 

missing a true difference is 20%. The probability of falsely concluding 

that a difference exists when it really does not is 5%. 
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The number of men released from OSP and OSCI between July 1 and Dec­

ember 31, 1974, who had received vocational training and no educational 

training, was 61. In the sample, 4 out of' 15 men in this category had 

completed a course •. Therefore an e'stimate of the number of men who 

complete a VT course in a period of 6 months is 4/15 x 61 • 16. Therefore 

about 32 could be expected to do so each year. If the e·ffects of prison 
j 

vocational training are to be effectively evaluated, data in Table B.l 

indicate that it would be advisable to sample all the people who complet~ 

a vocatiohal training course. For purposes of comparison, samples of an 

equal number of people who start and do not complete a course; and of 

people who receive no vocational training, would also be needed. 
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Table B.l~ Differences; Between Group Means De;~ctable Using 
Selected Group Sample Sizes (80% Probability of 
Detection at 5% Significance) 

Measure of Post-Release Sample Sizes in Each Group Success (estimated 
"VT only" mean) 5 10 15 20 25 30 -

Total amount of money 
earned working 
for pay ($8,018) $12,101 $8,579 $6,976 $6,094 $5,452 $4,971 

Total amount of money 
acquired from 
welfare or 
disability ($923) $4,024 $2,852 $.?,326 . $2,012 $1-,800 $1,643 

Total amount of money 
acquired from work-
ing for pay and 
from welfare or 
disability ($8,941) $12,249 $8,67,3 $7,Q~3 $6,169 $5,454 $5,007 

Number of weeks at 
wo.rk for pay (80) 97 69 56 49 44 40 

Number of weeks 
free (139) 79 55 46 40 36 32 

Number of weeks at 
work for payl 
number of weeks 
free (0.54) 0.58 0.41 0.33 0.29 0.26 0.23 

Numbel' of weeks in 
scbool (8.3) 37 26 21 19 17 15 

35 

$4,570 

$1,523 

$4,649 

37 

31 

0.22 
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(\ 
Appendix Table Cl. \\ Means and standard d~wiations for variables in the 

regression models (N = 122) 

==============================~============~~ 

Variable 

Dependent variables: 

Total do1.1ars earned working for pay .••••••••••••• 

Total dollars acquired from welfare •••••••••••••• 

Total dollars from all legitimate sources •••••••• 

No. weeks at work for pay after release •••••••••• 

No. weeks free after release •••••••••••••••••••• U 

Reincarr,eration any time after release ••••••••••• 

No. weeks at work for pay/No. weeks free ••••••••• 

No. weeks in school "'. '" '" '" '" '" '" '" . '" '" .. '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" ... '" . 

Independent variables: 

(Simple effects) 

Age at release (years) '" ~ '" '" '" '" '" .. '" . '" '" .. '" '" '" .. '" '" '" '" '" '" . 
IQ '" '" '" '" '" '" ••• '" '" '" • ,. '" • '" • '" '" ,. '" '" • "J '" '!' '" '" '" '" '" '" • '" '" '" • '" '" • '" • '" '" '" '" 

No. dependents (including respondent) •••••••••••• 

No. adult convictions 

No. property offenses 

No. trust violations 

No. weapons offenses 

'" '" '" '" '" • '" •• '" 4!' '" •• oil '" '" • '" III '" '" •• '" '" • '" 

'" It '" '" '" '" • 41 '" '" '" • '" '" '" '" • '" '" '" • " • '" '" • '" '" 

'" It~ '" "' ••• " •• " '" '" • '" '" '" • '" '" .. '" '" fI '" ••• '" 

'" •• '" '" Cf '" ••• '" '" '" •• '" '" '" jill '" • '" III '" '" '" • '" '" 

No", drug o'ffenses ~ '" '" '" '" '" • It '" '" '" '" '" '" '" ... '" •• '" e '" • '" '" '" • '" i~ • '" 

No. months in prison prior to release in 1974 ••••• 

~' OSCI/OSP release "' .. '" '" '" . '" '" '" ... '" . '" '" '" '" It. '" '" '" ,. • '" • '" '" '" '" •• '" 

Discharge/parole release ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

GED score . '" '" lit '" '" '" '" '" '" '" " '" '" '" '" • '" '" '" '" ••••••••••••••••••• 

Tested grade difference score ••••••••• ~':' 0 •••••••• 

(Interaction effects) 

VT x tJ:ust; violations •••••••• tt ••••••••••••••••••• 

No. credits earned x trust violations •••••••••••• 
" 

QED x No. adult ~jnvictions •••••••••••••••••••••• 
,J, '< 

'iii 

GED X No. depenctrrints ••••••• It ••••••••••••••••••• It • 

/' ii 
I:' 

GED x No. drug dffenses •••• : ••.••••••••••••••••••• 

Mean 

$8,018.48 

922.71 

8,941.19 

79.53 

138.72 

.50 

.54 

8.30 

31.00 

98.4'4 

1.68 

4.67 

7.55 

1.61 

.52 

1.31 

19.72 

.28 

.33 

.52 

.50 

.13 

.48 

1.58 

.76 

.61 

Standard 
deviation 

$6,856.39 

2,274.29 
~ 

6 ,,919 ,~:&;/ 

54.95 

44~59 

.50 

.33 

21.03 

9~08 

12.51· 

1..29 

5.32 

6.09 

1.82 

1.05 

2.33 

14.31 

.45 

.47 

.81 

.78 

.79 

1.46 

3.05 

1.55 

2.80 
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Appendix Table C2. Simple correlaCJns between s£:iJected independent 

a~d dependent vii-fables (N = 142) aJ 
'~I~~-' 

',,,,,,, 

II 

$ earned No. weeks 1/ 
// 

working /! " 

at work/ at work ;, Weeks Weeks 
for l?l!Y... for Eay free weeks free 

Age .'~.""'."""."'!"'.iI".'" -.0.3 -.13 -,,0.2 -.11 
c· 

IQ • If •• e." .... , .............. ~ ....... 8 • It .17 .2Q",- .10. .18 

N\~mber of dependents ••••• c: •••••• .41 .44 .46 .36 

Number of adult ~9nvictions -.17 -.24 -.29 -.18 

Number of property offenses It •• '" .. -.14 -.27 -.32 -.20. 

Number' of trust violations •••• Ii • -.0.2 -.26 -.27 -.11 

Number of weapons offenses •••• fI • -.23 -.22 -.0.9 -.22 

Number of 'drug offenses ••• 4i' ...... -.10. -.11 -.20. -.0.4 

DSCI/aSp, release ... "'.~ ........ " .0.9 • 35 .26 .28 

Discharge/Parole release •••• a •• /II -.16 0. .0.5 -.0.3 

GED score .......... <l •• It .. ' ........ ~ •••• -.18 .0.8 ..... 0.6 .0.6 

'rested grade d1ffel'ence 
(1 

score ... -.20 .0.5 -.0.2 .0.1 

No. credits x trust violat;!.d{s .. -.13 -.20. ~.,14 -.18 

GED x No. adult convictions ..... -.22 -.11 -.20. -.09 

G~D x No. dependents .. " .......... .0.1 .27 .15 .22 

.18, p<.. 0.5; r = .23, p<.Dl. 
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