If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

National Criminal Justice Reference Service

,:5\L,// ‘

_This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quéfdity will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality.

lllliigg ",u:% u}r:

(] £ o= [l
L

25 "

EEEREER
P

EREE
4
£

L s

-,—.—...

. MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST. CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with
the standards set forth-in 41CFR 101-11.504.

AN ,
Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
hose of the authot(s) and do not represent the official

jposition or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice.

I ‘ S

‘ ! % . o
Lo ta e L .

. National Instntu:te"bf Justice | N
" United States Department of Justice”
Washington, D.C. 20531

.

»A Study of Post-Release

-

Outcomes for Parhcapants in
Prison Training Programs -

NOVEMBER 1978




<

Table of Contents

Summary and Recommendations . . « . ¢ ¢« 4 4 w2 4 0 e s 0 G e o0 s 1
P “ v L3
Intraduction L] Ll L L E - - Ld - . ” L3 Ld e L] L d » . < o * - * L] »® L] . L 4

Results . * ; ’l . n L3 . ® L3 . LS [ ] - * L] L] . ° L] . o @ . L] o [] . . ° 6

Interpretation of Results o ¢ 4 o 4 ¢ o o o o o o ¢ & 2 5 o o o s o » 32
keferenceg e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e k2
Appendix A:  Evaluation of Response Rates and Bias . . « +» + « « ... 43

Appendix B: Sufficient Sampling for Detection of

Effects of Prison Vocational Training . . . . + « + » 46

Appendix Cs” Statistical Tables .. « 4 v & v ¢ & scv o o o o ¢ o o s 49

©

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS: This study was made possible by the interests and
efforts of many people. We are particularly grateful for the cooperation
and help of respondents and their relatives, Mr. Gary Esgate, Coordinator
of Educatilon Services for the Coxreciions Divisian, providad access to many

- Division services and helped on many phases of the project. We also re-
ceived assistance from Robert Watson, Niel Chambers, Jack Evans, Garland
Godby, J. C. Keeney, Lou Lewandowski, James Meier, Larry Rutter, Ron Smith
and Thomas ‘Toombs of the Corrections Division. Police and Corrections per-
sonnel of the following states were helpful in tracing and locating many
respondents: Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Georgia,
Idaho, Illineis, Iowa, Louisiana, Michigan, Montana, North Carolina, Nevada,
New Mexico, New York, Pennsylvania, Texas, Washington and Wisconsin. Bureau

@ of Prison personnel in Indiana, Kansas and Washington also were helpful in
locating respondents under supervision in the Federal system. Assistance
from the Royal Canadian Mounted Police in British Columbia also is
acknowledged

P

The study was financed by a grant from the Oregon Department of Educsation
<nd Mary Ann Evan of that organization was particularly helpful in suggesting
strategies for locating and interviewing respondents. Carmen Carter of the
‘Center staff also assisted in finding respondents. ’

K;lA STUDY,QFQQQST—RELEASE OUTCOMES FOR PARTICIPANTS IN PRISGN TRAINING PROGRAMS ~
: 1/

Robert\M?gpn, Alexander Seidler and Helen M. Lowry~
/ ‘ A

Summary and Recommendations

‘r\ .

This study explores some effects assoc1ated With%;art1c1ﬁat10n in prison
‘vocational training and education programs on post-relgase behavior. An
at;e%pt was made to follow a random sample“of 200 male clients three years
after their release (between‘Julf'l,d1974 and December 31, 1974) from Oregon
correctional faéilities and to describe‘their success or failure. Aiset of
indicators and characteristics of the in@ividuals sampled was developed and
the association of these indicators with measures ofbsuccess was tested
statistically. |

A total of 122 individuals eventually was located aﬁd interviewed, re-
sulting in an adjgsted'respénse rate of 687%.
of respondents and non-respondents showed no significant_differences for char—
acteristics or variabies for which déta were available. These characteristics
include basié attributes of thé individual, such as age, IQ, é&ucational at-
tainment; participatioﬁ in prisonytraining; type and institution pf release;
and criminal background and history. A slightly higher percent-of those o
returned to prison after their release were interyiewed compared to those for
whom there was no evidence that they had recidivated

The results suggest that participation in prison rralning is associated

7
with post—releaae success. for certaln groups of ex—offendersxvho possess

. \\\\

Y Professor of Sociology, Survey Resealéh Center, Oregon Statm fﬁlver»

sity; doctoral candidate, Department of Social Relatioms, The J@bﬂ,ﬁupklns
University and Project Coordinator, Survey Research Centar, Oregon State
University, respectively.

A comparison of characteristics .
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specific characteristics. The ex~inmate who has a relatlvely large numbem

of persons who depend on him for his or her livelihood and who received g
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training in pri&@n tends to have more stable’ Wo?k patterns and stayq’o‘ o
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prison longer than a person who does not have this combination of att?~buﬁe %y
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for example. ‘ : ya

The results also suggest that participation, in combination With»thg%
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frequencies of adult convictions or trust violations, is associated wifk,\A

poor work records and early return to prison, Inmates who have no trusty¥“
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a prison education program, ‘\ ~

The variables related to post—release ocoutcomes suggest that the momeneeﬁ

for success or failure is established before a client is incarcerated 4nd

\
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that participation in prison education can have an impact on this momenfﬁmeii_
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The individual who volunteers to participate dues so for motives of his onn

3
and many take advantage of these programs to enhance post-release success.
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A few others appear to use these opportunities in such a way that likelihoo

of success is not increased.

ulators" in the sample who use prison treatment opportunities to mani
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From 80% te 857 of the

others into believing they are being rehabilitated.
participants in prisen education have criminal histories in which completion
of prison education is associated with post-release success, however.

Both participants and non~-participants agree that prison training teaches
Respon~

a skill and provides an opportunity to acquire practical knowledge.

dents in both groups" also agree that training kills time and keeps ome
// RN
occupied 7311& in prjson. Participants, however, said that wmany of the

progranms hre not relevant, are too outdated or do mot help one on the out51de.
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program is 1nterfer1ng with the success of the others.
3. . Examine the curriculum 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-
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release outcomes of participants.
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dne premise underlying this work is that prison treatment pfograms,
such as vocational training and education, are likely tc persist irrespective
of their post-release effects and we hope, through this research, to produce
evidence that spells out how these programs may be ma’s more effective.

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

that these treatment programs —-— Or any kind of prison treatment for that

matter —- can éystematically bring about positive, long-lasting, basic
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There were miscellaneous other ac-

tivities which included time In hospitals or in outpatient drug rehabilitatdiorn

programs, continued illegal activities and simply doing nbthing or bumming
around.

The frequencies 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 repotted by three-fourths of the re-

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

years later. Returning to jail (edther iﬁ Oregon or elsewhere) increased

steadily from 5% upon release to 30% threp years later. Staying on welfare

rose slightly from 8% in 1974 to 12% in 1977. Attending school dropped

sharply about a year after release —- from 167% in 1974 to 7% in 1975 and to

i
i

0% in 1977. Living with others remained %bout constant (f?om 5% to 7%)
throughout the three years after release {as did participation in other
activities (drug rehabilitation, illegal ﬁctivities or doing nothing).

These activities are not mutually exélusive, since some responde@ts
reported more than one type 6f activity in a single time period. Som?
worked for pay and attended school during the sa?e time segment, for ex-
ample. Tﬁué, the percentages at any ong time wiil total more than 100%.
The variability noted may wéll be accounted for by a number of condi%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 1}nes
in Figure 1. |

Of those respondenté who said they worked for pay, approximately 30%
were iﬁ skilled, semi-skilled or unskilled occupations each -- tog&lling

90% of those working. The remainder were in clerical jobs while a few were

self-employed. About a third of those working were in retail buginess ox

I
services, 20% were in manufacturing and processing, 15% in agriculture,

12% in constructicn, and thedremaindgr in other

Y

forestry and wood products,

A

indusfties, such as transportation, commercial fishing and government

service.

i
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Who;participafes in prison treatment programs?

| A comparison of the attributeé‘of those who participate and who do not
part?cipate 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
being reached or ﬁot reached in the prison population. A second reason is
we suspect that people with certain attributes volunteer to participate apd
the attributes which are associated with participation may be the same as
those associated strongly with post—releéée success. One would then need to
include measures of these attributes in any statistical tests of post-release
success, along with measures of participation in treatment programs, 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 correlate&
with the same attribute that also is associated with post~release success.
Any gross effect 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 ng veal effect.

The sample was divided into three grqups in order to examine more clearly

who participateé in these programs. These groups were: those who did not
partici?ate, those who participated but did not complete fhé program and
those who completed the program. Two treatment programs studied were voca-
tional training and education., Accomplishment in vocational training was a

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

program. Accomplishment in education was measured in three ways: the .
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awarding of a GED certificate, number of credit hours earhéd,‘or a diffe;ence
Cdn at“least one grade level which was neasured before and after a client
entered a program.

Vocational Training. Scoring of accompli§hment in vocational trainiﬁg

was avallable for 15 of the 24 individuals sampled who were recorded as having
participated in vocational traiﬁing 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 om parole
and six were placed on work or educational release. Thus, we see that the
effects of two programs -- p;role 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.
Further exa&ination of pérticipation and completion of vocational train-
ing shows that 6 out of 143 (4%) of releasees sampled from Oregon State Pen-
itentiary (0SP) had participated in vocational training and that two had
completed the program. Nine of 57 (16%) of releasees from Oregon State Cor-
rectional Institution (OSCI) had participated in vééational training and two
persons had completed thé program. These numbers are too low for testing of
treatment effects ﬁith adequate>pregision. Eséimates of sample sizes neces-
gsary for the detection of treatment effects can be made from these data and
the results are described 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 prisi’) vocational traiming.
Notwithstanding the low numbers of VT participants sampled, the data
point to the possibility of interrupted trainingffor a large proportion of
‘participants andﬂthe mégnitude of potential lapses in training merit study

and analysis.

R O o o s e e
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Educatioﬁ. A large number of successf;l participants was found for
prisbn education programs. They vary somewhat by the type of measure em-
ployed (award of a GED, credits earned 5? tésta&ugrade difference) but the
attributes of participants are the same. For that reason, only the data
describing participation in afGED program are given. A‘total of 33 rec%ive@ﬂ R
a certificate while in prison prior to their release in 1974, 28 had parti- |
cipated but had nof received a certificate and 139 had not participated.
The group mean values for the attributes associated with participation are
presented in Table 1 and the overall mean differences are significant
statistically.

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

, Participated,
Received a GED had not received Had not
certificate a certificate participated
Attributes (N = 33) (N = 28) (N = 139) .
Tested grade level (f@ars) 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 convidtions . 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
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We see that théfe is some selectivity in who participates and completes
0 ,

a prison edugation,program. Attributes associated with selectivity include
tested grade level (i.e., tested u‘pon enteriﬁg the institution), IQ, age,
numbér of adult arrests and convictions and criminal history. Compared to
those who had not participated, those who received a GED tested about the
same grade level, had slightly lower IQ's, were younger, had fewer adult
arrests, convictions and commitments and had fewer property crimes and viola-
tions of trust (i.e., arrests andlconvictions for flight to avoid prosecution
or escape). Those who had participated but who had not received a’GED had
lower téstedvgrade.écores, lower IQ's, were younger, had fewer adult arrests

and comvictions and had fewer property crimes and violations of trust, com-

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

GED differed from parficipants who had not received one by tested grade level

and IQ.

Sevenﬁeen percent of those sampled whé were released from OSP had par-
ticipated in an educational program and 63% of those reléased from 0SCI had
participated 1n one. Compared to vocational training, the "success” rate for
participants was considerably higher at bofﬁ institﬁtions. 0f those partic-
ipéting in an education prograﬁ'at OSP, 48% received a GED, 447 earned college
credits and 5327 showed an improvement‘in tested grade leﬁel. Of those parti~
cipating in an educational program at OSCI, 587 zeceived a GED,-ZSZ earned
college crédiﬁs and 64% showed an improvement in tested gréde 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

statistieai model that also includes participation in a prison educational.

program.;

15

Evaluation of prison treatment programs.

Respondents were asked two questions concerning the value of prison 1

grouped into categories and since some persons gave answers 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

A

treatment programs and a variety of answers was given. These answers were o

Participants

Response category Non-participants Total b
% % % f
Learn a skill; learn to
think; practical knowledge; : : ‘
gl 8 GED,vvvveonnnononoonen 51 45 48 ,
Kills time; keeps you occupied E
something to do; impress ‘
parole board....ccevevencnss 36 33 34 {
Learn about yourself; improve f
yourself; builds confidence. 4 16 11 ;
Programs not relevant; too |
outdated; doesn't help on . : é
outsSide..ceerircincnntennas 13 8 10 :ﬁ i
TeacheS'responsibility; orga- | é
‘nization; good habits...... 4 4 4 ;
Doesn't teach anything; just @
pass you through; teachers
not helpful; doesn't pre-
pare you £for a job..eeeeas. 4" 4 4
Don't get programs you want.. 2 1 2
Don't knoWuooto.-c-u-n-n..o-n 2 15 ll ‘
Total 116 126 124
) (47) (75) (122)

e s
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P;rticipants and nonwparticipants provided about the samé number of
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 traiﬁing enables one to learn a skill or practical knowledge
and kills time while in prison. }Fewer participants thought that prison
ﬁrograms‘pravide any real insight into themselves and more participants

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

not heip one when feleased. A few in both groups thought that the programs

teach responsibility and about the same proportion said the programs do not
teach anything or were not helpful.

Respoﬁdents also were a;ked if they thought vocational?training in
prison really trained men to do skilled work or not. Sevénty-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 prisons should do to
help men get good jobs after release?"

Again; the responses were coded and grouped'as in Table 2 and the

results are summarized -in Table 3.

st ook it
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Table 3. Responses concerning how prisons should help i

men get good jobs after release

Response group

Particdipants

Non-participants Total

Have jobs waiting on release;
have list of places to go;
have job interviews; work
1elease.sesrcesosesersssancsons

Improve types of VT 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.......... ceees

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

Impfove relations with com-
munity and employer; keep
PO from employers......... ieee

DOn't KNOWeseevovcsonoeansaasssns

Total
)

%

30

19

13

i1

“17

100

47)

A

C31

19

12

12

13

13
16

116
(75)

% i

30 P
19

12

11

11 i

10 i
16

109
(122)
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Participants and non~participants gavé responses that were coded about
eéually for four of the siﬁ response groups. -The two types of responses
wbich occurred most frequently concerned havipg 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 ifiproved relations with a community or employer less frequently than

non-participants.

Relationship between prison treatment programs and post-release success.

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

senting a facet of post-release success, were developed in which the effect
of participation in prison treatment programs was tested. Measures of post-
reléase’éﬁccess, which were &he 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 l974.

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

4. Number of weeks at work for pay after release in 1974.
5, Number of weeks free after 1974 release.
6. Reincarceration any time after 1974 release.

7. Number of weeks at work for pay divided by the number of
weeks free after 1974 release.

8. Numbér of weeks in school after release in 1974.

i et — .
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A number of indepsudent variables was selected to account for vari-
ability in post-release success. They include, of course, participation in
prison treatment programsgf/and the variables found significantly related
to selectivity in participation (Table 1). ?hey also include numerocus
variables associated with criminal background and history that were found
significant by simple two-way analysis. Since our basic theoretical po-
sition concernad fhe joint effect of participation in training and other
attributes stongly associated with success, their effect also was tested
as a statistical interaction teﬁm. ’Means and standard deviations for
variables in the models are givén in Appendix Table Cl, page 49.

One other source of variation was controlled statistically in these
m;dels. The data show that post-release success is associated with re-
lease (parole or discharge) as well as institution of release (0SCI or 0SP).
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 controlled statistically
by forcing them into thé 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 enﬁer. It is important to.
remember that when assessing the effects of the indepehdent variables that
they are conditioned on type of release and institution of éelease 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 "1" 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 adjusted for).

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

their relative importance when considered in combination with those al-

ready entered in the model. The S% significance level was employed as

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

this andlysis suggest that participation in prison treatment programs 1S

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

outcomes.

These data are summarized in Tables 4 to 11.

Table 4. Effects of variables accounting for agount of money
earned working for pay after release in 1974

Standardized
, , ~ regression e 9
eizzged Effect coefficient ) R
.18
1 Number of dependents. .356 .001
-.261 ~ .004 .23

2 " Tested grade difference

The st?ongest variable associated with money earned is the number of

persons —— both adults and children —— who depend on the respondent for his

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

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

et e
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support. Those who had two or more dependents (other than themselves), for
example, earned an averagéydf $2,44]1 dollars more in t@é‘three year period
than did these who had an average number (0.7) dependents. The analysis
also shows that those who had improved their education (as measured by
tested grade differenée) 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 A
acquired from welfare or disability after release in 1974

o Standardized
Step o regression 9
entered coefficient P R
i VT x violation of trust .263 .003 . .07
2 Age .251 .01 .13

Two variables are?éssociated 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 trqst violations. The second is a person's age. Both effects are

positively associated with acquiring money from welfare. Considering the age

variable, for example, if 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 vocational 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 which to base an evaluation of ﬁrison 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

Standardized
Step regression 9
eritered Effect coefficient D R
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
Tablelﬁ; 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 cotmitted. The sign of the coefficient is negative, which in-~

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

upon release thin did 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
Steg ; . regression 2
number Effect coefficient P R
1 - Number of dependents 440 .001 .29
2 No. of weapons offenses -.234 - .001 .33
3 1Q .206 . .006 .38
4 No. credits earned x
No. violations of trust -.283 .001 - W41
5 Compieted GED .205 .027 .43
If

6 No. months in prison “

prior to '74 release ‘ -.152 .038 .45

ot
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Thé first and strongest variable entering this model was again the num-
ber of persons who depend on thé respondent for his or her support, as shown
in Taﬁle 7. The sign df the coefficient is positive indicating that those
with‘a greater number of dependents worked for pay longer than did those who
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 af work as is a number of college credits by number of trust
violations ingeraction term. The sign of both coefficients is negative, in-
dicating that those with a large number of previous weapons offenses worked
fewer weeks aftgr gelease than those who had fewer weapons offenses. Inter—
pretation of the céafficient for the college credits by trust violation
interaction ig less straightforward. Additional analysis (shown in Appendix
C) suggests that work stability is greater for those who had no trust viola-
tions and who had received college credits while in prisdn. However, the 
data also suggest that work stability was poorer for those respondents Qho
had many trust violations and who had earned college credits in prison.

A person's IQ and éompletiog 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 thqse’with higher IQ's and those who
had completed\é GED in prison worked more weeks than those with lower IQ's
or those who had not completed a GED. ﬁumber of months in ﬁrison prior to
release in 1974 is negatively related to number of weeks at work aftervge—
lease, showing that those who are incarcerated for long periods of time work
less upén release. TFor 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 incarcerated an average of 20 months.

i
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Table 8. Effect of variables accounting for number of weeks
free after release in 1974

Standardized
Step regression 2
number Effect coefficient P R
1 Number of dependents 434 .001 .27
2 Number of property offenses -.297 .001 .34
3 Number of drug offenses -.216 .004 .39
4 GED x No. of adult convictions  ~.189 .01 42

Nuﬁber of persons who depénd on a respondent for ﬁég?or her livelihood
is the strongést variable and a positive sign again shows that those with a
rélative;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 beiween

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
associated with fewer weeks free.

The nature of this interaction effect is described ﬂore completely in

the next section.

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

Sl 2

Standardized
Step regression _ 2
number Effect coefficient P R
1 Number of dependents - -.336 .001 .22
2 Number of property offenses 299 . .001 .32
3 GED x NYo. of adult comnvictions .211 .007 .36

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

1ivelihood 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 adult
convictions who also had completed a GED recidivated more often than those

who do not have this combipation of attributes.
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- Table 10. Effect of variables accounting for number of weeks
at work for pay divided by number of weeks free

; Standardized .

Step regression 2
number Effect coefficient p R

1 Number of dependents .290 - -00L .17
2 Number of weapons offenses -.247 -002 .22
3 IQ ,169 : .038 .26

4 Number of credits earned :
x No. of trust violations -.207 014 .28

5 v No. months served

prior to '74 release -.175 .034 .31
6 GED x No. dependents .175 . 067 .33

=

ALl the varlabues associated with post~release success or- failure that

\ i

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

also have abpeared in other tables, 'MBreover, 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
number of dependents is,pesitively related to sueqess. This indicates that
individuais who have completed a GED and who have a reiatively large number

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

spend a larger probcrtion of their time free working for pay, eomﬁared to
those who did not receive a GED and who have no dependeats. This effect is
eignificant (at p = .067) even after the contribution of number of dependents
already has entered and shows the relative importance of this interaction

effect Implicatians of this interaction effect are discussed more fully in

the next section.
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Table 11. Effect of variables accounting for number of
weeks in school after release in 1974

e

_ Standardized
Step . ) o regression 2
entered Effect coefficient P R

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 invschool 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 schooi
longer after release.

There is one other analysis that was completed. We-were surprised in
our l976 study (ﬁason and Seidler) to learn—thereXWas 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 aegardless 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 statietically 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

150~
seems to be supported. ,
Correlations between other variables may be of interest and they are ‘ i
. . ’ 1254
shown in Appendix Table C2, page 50.
Thé meanﬁﬁg;of interactibn terms. The detection of significant inter-
tiof eff / be new fo £ post-rel £ ex-inmat g100- ~
action e ecgs may be ne? qg measures of post-release success of ex—inmates. ™ No participation (N=83)
The meaning of these effects is not really apparent by studying the signs of i E; P>.05
o
754
the regression coefficients in Tables 5 to 11. One should review the trend é .
line for each level of participation (nmo participation, participation but no &
0
4 50-4
completion and completion) where the level of criminal history identified g
’ =
A €™ Partici d, di t i
(number of adult convictions, for example) is plotted against the measure of w artic Patﬁaig)ld not earn credits
) ' H o 25- icipated, #% P<. RZ2 =,1
success (number of weeks at work, for example). Once these trend lines are 'g Partlclpateg, 05 5
: : 8 ear?ed cgedlts
. el (R=13
: : &
plotted, some of the subtle differences in prison treatment become more P< .06 R2 =.29
04 i 1 . - . | 1 i 1
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

dpparent,
Number of Trust Violations

The appropriate trend lines are plotted for four of the interaction

Figure 2. .Trend lines for participation in college b .
effects found in the analysis. The first set is for the interaction of partlicip ge by number of trust violations

number of college credits earned and the number of trust violations on the

post-release measure of number of weeks at work. These joint effects are Trend 1ine§ show that the number of trust violations for non-participants

chomn 1a Figure 2. _ i was unrelated to post-release work for pay but was strongly related for par-
ticipants -- both those who had completed and had not complé;ed collegé credit
- work. The data show that persons who had been arrested or convicted for two
or more trust vieclations and who had participated simply did not work for pay

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

Do trust violations was superior to that of non-participants.-
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Attainment of a GED interacted with number of adult convictions when

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

et

L3

Qo
1

‘Completed GED (N=24) %
P£.01 R2 =45

shown in Figure 3.

Q
o
H
[
1]
A2
]
B S 3
175- ; | : ) v ’ o8 R.Did not participate (N=83)
‘ . j M P& .01 R? =, 14
RS ) .g .
150- “ 2 .64
S,P_articipated, not completed GED (N=15) '§ ! “t'Participated, did not complete GED
o 1254 < Py».05 = (N=15) | ;
bt » N , P>.05 ;
ol ®, fe L o ‘ 5"
R ©m. . e x[ {.'
2 100- @ 1 .
. . , £ -
= s &~No participation (N=83) ~ i W24 i
W 754 :
o P< .01 R2 =.09 "
" § 0 i
\ I 'g . |
'é 50 . * 2 04 ’ 4
3 5 SRR S : ' ‘
Completed GED (N=24) Numb . 6 7 }
. er of Dependents (including respondent ‘
25 & PL .01 R2 =,26 o ' SR ? ‘ :
. ; Figure 4. Trend 1ings for participation in GED by number of dependents. !
'Dﬁmﬁﬁ 5 : ~4 : ; } ; » . B :
1T 2 ™3 5 t —3 ; 2
Number of Adult Convictions' - Work stability was greatest for those who had completed a GED and who i
Figure 3. Trend lines for participation in GED by number of adult convictions. had persons depending on the releasee for their support. Number of d E
. : : . 4 , , . of depen- §
. _ .Y H
‘ ) » dents was unrelated to work stability for those who had participated but ;
The trend line for numbexr of adult convictions was unrelated to the num- ' :
: - who had not completed a GED. f

ber of weeks .free for participants who had not completed a GED. It was related, Completion of college credits i tson. 1
= - ; § 1n prison, in combination with the number

however, for non-participants and for participants who had completed a GED. : :
’ of trust violations, also was related tp post-release work stability, as

R TR T T

Those who had received a GED and who had three or more convictions recidivated ! shown in Figute 5

more frequently than any group studied.

The attainment of a GED had a far different effect in combination with the

numbex-of dependents on post-release work stability (the number of weeks at work

B e

for pay dividé&“by the number of weeks free), as shown in Figure 4.
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1.04

48"‘

»6-

No participation in college program
\[ i (N=83) P>.05

u»zl"

. ‘J-Participated did not earn credits
s 2"" (N-zﬁ)

Participated, earned P>.05 -
credits (N=13) >

0= P€ .05 RZ2 =.38 . . L

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

- Number of Trust Violaticuis .

-

\\k

Figure'w Trend lines for participation in college by numwber of trust violations.

Thé t?end lihesvshow fhat the number of trust violations was statis-
tically significant only. for participants who had earned college crédits
while in prison. It was not related to other groups s;udied, as shown in
Figure 5. Work stabiliﬁy 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 orison”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,
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as shown in Table 1, page 11. The post-releasé outcomes of the relatively

few i ‘ ’
participants who also‘had large numbers of convictions or trust viola-

tions '
were so strong and consistent, however, that statistically significant

interaction effects were detected with these data.
One also should note that considerable error is associated with these
trend lines and, while the information is of value for assessing post~

release success or failure of clients as a group, it is not sufficiently

reci
p se to make accurate judgments or predictions about indlvidual cases
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Interpretation of Results

Results were presented in the previous section which showed that cer-
tain attributes or conditions are related to post-release success. The
discuséion in this section focuses on a further elaboration of the results
and suggests how prison programs may be improved to enhance the likelihood
of success in the future.

The measures of success are primarily of three types: 1) measures of
legitimate financial fesources. These are money earned from employmeét,
money. obtained from welfare or other public sources and a summary measure
of monéonbtained from all legitimate sources. 2) measures of employment
stability. These include the total number of weeks employed and the ratio
“of the number of we?ks employed to the number of weeks free in the community.
3) meésures of recidivism or, the number of weeks free in the community and
a simple recidivism/no recidivism variable. One additiocnal outcome measure,

time spent in school, also was employed.

Effects of basic attributes of the individual.

Three measuresmof inaividual atfributes were sufficiently strong té sug-
gest they were associated with post-release success. These were an individual's
age, IQ and average number of dependents he reported he had after releasei

Age showed no effect on recidivism measures and this vas a surprise,
since previous work has shown that criminal careers tend to "burn out' with
.advancing age. Such an effect was obserbed in our study last year. A strong
bage effect probably should not have been expected, since institution of re-

lease (OSP vs. 0SCI) was employed as a statistical control in the regression

33

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 the 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 employmeht 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 bu 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 patlicipation and post-

release success.,

One of the strongest variables associlated with post-release success is
the number of persons who are dependent oﬁ the releasee for their livelihood.
Men who’ha;e dependents .earn 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-

pendents. An impression from our interviews indicates that it is unlikely
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| i i : epen~
'that gsome were dependents while these men were in prison. Number of dep

i ’ iables
dents acquired after release is unrelated to any of thg independent var

tested, including attributes of the individual (age, IQ, educational level),
> )

. . , ot
criminal histories or participation in prison training programs. We aren

i i f some
sure if the acquisition of dependents upon release is the expression O

i depen-
basic trait that is associated with post-release success or if these dep
xk\

soht ct
dents brougﬁ? out the best in them, so to speak, after release. A convi

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

ictions
skill or otherwise shows evidence of employment an§ bas few felony convict

.", ] (] .S
probably is a good candidate for post-release success. Additional study i

required to jdentify men still in prison who are likely to acquire

dependents upon release.

Effects of criminal histories.

. .o {ated
Four types of criminal histories were identified that are assoclat

' ithe f con-
with post-release failure. In all cases, those with a large number O

i . fifth
victions either had poor work reccrds or recidivated more often A fi

t of criminal -- drug offenders —- attended school more frequently upon
ype : L !

release than did other types of criminals.

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

icti and
victions and number of arrests and convictions for property, trust
| v 03 V - e . 2 : With
ns offenses. Many of these types of histories interacted jointly
weapo .

participation in training programs. )

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

» ' 1 idival e who had
than others earned less money and reciddi ated more often. Thos
s

| s : less than
' 10 or more previous convictions earned, on the average, $1,015

=

" ;\‘ i
who had 0.5 weapons. offenses. Moreover, they worked for pay an average of
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those who had an average of 5 convictions and they were free an average of
8 1/2 ﬁéek541ess than the average respondent.

Releasees with three or more wé;pons offenses acquired $1,612 less
money legitimately (working for pay or welfare) than did the average releasee
13 weeks less than did the average releasee. J

Persons with‘high frequencies of property arregis and convictions re-
cidivated more frequently than did other releasees. Those with 14 or more
offenses stayed free 13 weeks less than the average releasee and the proba-
bility of recidivating was higher (0.65) than for the average releasee (0.50).

Escapees and other violators of trust appeared in joint or interaction
terms with participation in prison training programs.

Frequency of adult convictions dées seem to suggest that the best pre-
dictor of fﬁture behavior is past behavior. By the time a man has run up 10
or more felony convictions the data suggest that the éhance for post-release
success is quite low. He will earn less money and remain free for shorter
lengths of time. He appears to be the typical "career" criminal in which
there is little hope for rehabilitation. Ihose 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
fecord is more likely to recidivate if he had a GED as well; The meaning of
interaction effects, however, is mnot apparent until one plots the trend lines
for these measures, as was done in Figure 3 (page 28). The results show that
traininé is not related to recidivism for those with few adult convictions.
Additional elaboration is given in the discussion of treétment effects,

page 37.
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The behavior of weapons offeﬂders on release is more perplexing. These
" offenders work less fféquently than the average and earn 1ess’£mney 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.
Whag:may 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 perceiﬁed 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 realiy 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 m;ney 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 programskwith the intentiqn of manipulating the parole board and others,
work less than the average releasee and are more likely teo receive public
assistance upon release than the average ex-convict.

Drug offenders seem to be treated differently from other released felomns.
Many are released to various drug rehabilitation programs that are present

in the community. IQ scores of drug offenders average higher than those with
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other criminal histories and it should be of no surprise to find that‘drug
offenders frequehtly attend school after release. Nonetheless it is sur-
prising to find 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, compareé to other types, and evidence of attainment of a high-
school equivalency ﬁay be a condition for educatiomal releasé. 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. What-

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

ex~convict and recidivate just as often.

Effects of prison trgatment.

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 numexrous trust violations. Yet, those who had three
or more trust violations and who had completed college credits had the
peorest work records. As noted earlier, trust violators may be the "manipu-

lators” 4n the sample who also may use prison treatment opportunities to

" manipulate others into believing they are being rehabilitated.

N
@oﬂ@letion of a GED had positive effects, but only in conjunction with
1/
the nu'ﬁer of dependents a client had after release. Individuals with two

i

J :
or méyéadgpendents who had completed a GED had more stable work histories
/

A

s »
thﬁﬁ those in other treatment groups. In conjunction with large frequencies
Vi i

74 .
J@ adult convictions, however, GED “graduates" had poorer work histories.
N
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_ guccess. A few others appear to use these opportu

. for clients with frequent conviction

38

The variables related to post—releaseiéutcomes in this study suggest

that the moménﬁum for success oOr failure is established hefore a client 1s

3,

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

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

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

L}

- e
his own and many take advantage of these programs to enhance pest-releas

nities in such a way that

; i "causes"
success is not enhanced. This is not to say that prison training ca

i ific
greater or less post-release success. 1t simply means that given speci

~ ion
conditions or circumstances of clients, the experience of prison educat

will have different effects —- an outcome not inconsistent w@th basic views
of education.

The possibility exists that a different approach to prison education

s or trust violations will show more

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

i £ Yochelson and Sameriiow
go-called "hard core" ipmates and the recent work o

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

‘ ith
thinking patterns of these criminals. Our own data show that clients W

‘ 1 of adult arrests
trust violations tend to be older and have greater numoers s

T have
convictions and commitmeunts than the average respondent. They also

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

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

i ack—
release success does not appear promising for respondents with this b

n n
ground and there i{s little evidence in our data to sugzest that priso

training will help.

e d B

From 80 to 85%Z of the participants in prison education tend to have far
different backgrounds than the oangyét described and the analysis "shows that

i [ 2N

prison education is associated with‘post;releaséu;hccess for many who do
N

participate. e

~ o

Vocational training does not have any clear effects and the difficulty
is that so few respondents who were sampled complgted training that no effect
could be found.‘ The sample of VT participants was low and, given tﬁe
variability in post-releése measures, effects could not bé detected statis-
tically., Sufficient data were acquired for one to plan sample sizes more
objectively and fhis analysis is presented in Appendix B. Even with low
sample sizes, the frequency of non-completions caggests that early release
for parole and work may interfere with completioé of vocational training.

A monitoriig effort designed to establish the level and causes of non-
completion is required to provide more accurate information and should be
considered. Moreover, steps to embed vocational traininé in real-life job
situafions should be encouraged for all VT programsvat both institutions.

As well, involvement éf the various trades in these programs seems to be a
positive step,' one that already has been acéomplished for welding and busi-
nesg machine repair at OSP. - Finally, a system of post-release tracing of =211
who complete vocational training should be established to learn how well
graduétesﬁsucceed after relgase and how one might improve'or upgfade the

S

curricula.
An aid to more complete tracing is access of FBI records for arrests and
incarceratioﬁs in other states and in the federal system. Glaser (1960)

noted that such systematic information was once available but was terminated
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in 1950. Reinstatement of this service would greatly enhancé'the ability
of Corrections to learn how sffective 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

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

dependent variable tested -- demographic characteristics, IQ, eriminal

histories or participation in prison treatment. Yet, the relationship

found suggests that inmates with strong family ties that include dependents
should be encouraged to participate in prison treatment. The "natural”
selection of participants already includes many of the attributes also re-
lated to posi~release success -- few adult convictions and trust violatioms,
for example. The success rate for inmétes with genuine dependents waiting

for them may well be improved by their participation in prison education or,
‘perhaps, vocational‘fraining. Approximately 427 of those interviewed reported
they had one or more dependents. Some respondeiits, however, acquired depen-

dents after their release in 1974.

Suggested additional zesearch.

| Throughout the analysis and inéerpretation of fesults we hayéibeen careful
not to suggest that any of the variables is related causally té participation
in prison praining 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 ma§ explain some post-release behavior. A
far different type of modelling than the one employved is required before a

causal interpretation can be made of the data. The impact of basic background

41

characteristics, such as IQ level and family stability, on criminal behavior
deserves more theoretical attention. The joint role of past criminal behavior
ard participation in prison training on subéequent post-release success or
failure certainly is deserving of additional work. One optimistic ﬁrosﬁécf
for successvis men with debendents; however, the entire area of family sup;
port and stability in which the inmate plays a key role requires more study.
Moreover, éhe notion that the momentum for post-release success or failure
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 mere completely. Finally, the scientific rigor of any mddeis
developed would be enhanced by shifting from post hoc analysis, as we.haQe

done, to an analysis based on theoretically-derived hypotheses.
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APPENDIX A: EVALUATION OF RESPONSE RATES AND BIAS
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A total of 200 men who had been released from Oregon correctional fa- ; é

N cilities was sampled randomly from a population of 548 persons. The sample
Robert Mason and Alexander Seidler, Effects of Prison Vocational Training and

Education Programs on Employment Success and Recidivism, Survey Kgsearch
Center, Oregon State University, 1976.

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

vocational training or educational programs for the term prior to their re-

Samuel Yochelson and Stanton E. Samenow, The Criminal Personallty, Vol. 1,

P~ ) ° o
lease. \\pe sample was drawn f£yom all persons who were released between
New York: Jason Aronson, 1976. 194 ?

AV

July 1 and December 31, 1974. )

An effort was made to locate and interview each of the 200 persons
sampled, following the procedures employed in our two-year follow;ﬁp n 1976.
The butcome of the latest effort was: B : i

Located and interviewed.......ceocevcsons 122

Unable o 10CALE.ovneencococnnssonsosenes 50

Escaped, absconded or otherwise

“gought by the poliCe...eveeerernensnns 12 &
w Located but refused interview............ 8 %
¥ Deceased or mentally N %
incompetent...cvevrerecsssnnnsensncnsa 5 l
) , i
File ClOSEd"‘........-.........g.....-... 3‘ *
‘ i
Total 200

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

\ 122 x 100 = 67.7%
[zoo— (12+5+3)] P

4 E<ln

% | .
X/ Respondent had been granted immunity and released elsewhere

. for serving as a government witness.
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nodiresponse,‘or, from our inability to locate and interview all who were
Samplgd. Information was gathered from the Corrections Division concerning
many attrifutes of the individuals sampled and the values for respﬁndents
and no%frespondents wefgncompared. Variables oi 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 institution of release; Release on parole or discharge; re—

lease from Oregon State Penitentiary or Oregdn State Correctional Institution

" and number of months incarcerated prior to release in 1974.

Criminal background: Recorded number of juvenils and adult arrests,

convictions and commitments.

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

‘lowing types offenses: sex, violence, property, weapons, drugs, alcohol,
traffié, trust violations and other statutory crimes.

A comparison of means or frequencies for respondents and non-respondents
showed no significant differences for any of thesefggriables except one:
There was a significantly higher response rate amonétthose who were returned
to prison after their 1974 release. We were able to locate and interview 737
of the respondents in this group compared to 53% for whom there was no evi-

_@zace that they had returned to prison. This latter difference suggests there

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

4

records indicate;

45
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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 DETECTION 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 interview 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 a VT course but had not finished, while 4 had completed a )
course. ﬁSamples 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.l shows the differences between group means which could be
detected 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 "VTﬁoniy" population, is given in
parentheses.

As an~ﬁxample, 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 a VT course is differént from
the mean for those who do not. The third column of Table B.1l telis 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 trie difference is 20%. The probability of falsely concluding

that a differenﬁe exists when it really does not is 5%.

e
K

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 estimate of the number of men who
complete a VI 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 effecis of prison
vocational trainiﬁg are to be effectively evaluate;, data in Table B.1
indicate that it would be gdvisable to sample all the people who complete
a vocational 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,1: Differences. Between Group Means Detpctable Using i
Selected Group Sample Sizes (807% Probability of
Detection at 5% Significance)

Measure of Post-Release &

Success (estimated i Sample Sizes in Each Group . ﬁﬁ
"T only” mean) 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 ' 4
Total smount of money | ﬁ
earned working _ i
for pay ($8,018) $12,107 $8,579 $6,976 $6,094 §$5,452 $4,971 $4,570 1 ‘ﬁ
Total amount of money S éf

acquired from - ’ g

welfare or : 4

disability ($923) $4,024 $2,852 $2,326 $2,012 $1,800 81,643 $1,523 '5

Total amount of money ﬁ

ac¢quired from work- : §

ing for pay and ' §

; from welfare or ’ g
; disability ($8,941) $12,249 $8,673 $7,063 $6,169 §5,454 $5,007  $4,649 3
;A Number of weeks at : if
49 44 40 37 |

work for pay (80) 97 69 56

Number of weeks o
free (139) 79 55 46 40 36 32 31

Number of weeks at | K :
work for pay/ ; | :J

number of weeks
free (0.54) 0.58 0.41 0.33 0.29 0.26 0.23 0,22

P
N

Number of weeks in

school (8.3) 37 26 21 19 17 15 14

e st e e g0 ’
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Appendix Table Cl.gg:Means and standard deviations for variables in the | o ' | ! ' ' ‘\ ” ﬁx { \
regression models (N = 122) ‘ ' : : : . o 4
: Standard ‘ : : o -4
Variable » Mean deviation ‘ o . u \
Dependent variablesg: : , . I
Total dollars earned working for pPay....eseeeeeees  $8,018.48 $6,856.39 ‘ ‘§15 %
Total dollars acquired from welfare ...:..covevvuue 922.71 ‘ 2,274.29 ‘ ﬁ
Total dollars from all legitimate sources ........: 8,941.19 6[919n9£/¢ |
No. weeks at work for pay after releaseu,......... 79.53 54.95
No, weeks free after release ...ieeesrceccssscvsaall 138.72 44,59
Reincarreration any time after release ..ccivienss .SQ .50
No. weeks at work for pay/No., weeks free ......... + 54 <33 ’
No., weeks in sSchool c.caeecevencacescanesncnvoceos 8.30 21.03 P
Independent variables: v ( ! i
(Simple effects) b i (“ﬁé&
Age at release (YRATS) vesevsvierenrscsossnsncosas 31.00 ; 9.08
TQ covvnoronansonnnasssnnnrnansssnssesssssonasssas 98.44 12.51°
No. dependents (including respondent) ....eseevves 1.68 1.29 -
No. adult convictionsS ciesceveesocnsnonssnensncnss | 4.67 5.32
No. property offenses .sceescsssesccsoscsoncscasns 7.55 H.09
No. trust violations .eaveessesseccacsessosoonases 1.61 1.82
No. weapons offenses .....ceneereeenerersecnnnnnns .52 1.05 o ;
No. drug Offenses ve.eeeencossccssnsovscecenaannes 1.31 2,33 N . 7
No. months in prison prior to release in 1974..... 19.72 14,31 )
© OSCI/OSP YEleaSe vuevvsssscssssssaoonsnnssersnsans .28 .45 N
Discharge/parole releasSe .eeeseesssanssosescnconan .33 47
GED SCOTE +eersannsessennannesseasansoncsssasnsns .52 .81
Tested grade difference SCOTE ...vevviesnnesecscas .50 .78 P - ~
(Interaction effects) | , . X
VI x trust violations ...eeeesseveceonsnnnscnnsons .13 .79
No. cgedité earned x trust violations ......c.oce0e0 48 1.46 “ )
GED x No. adult ¢Anvictions ....cceeevecnnecccaens 1.58 3.05 f . R ‘ /
GED x No. depen%ﬁnts .......:..................... .76 1.55 |
GED x No. drug BEEENSEE vsrenecensssnncareenncnnns .61 2.80
g -t
) /A \
- - B — o~ )
3




50

Appendix Table C2. Simple correlatiins between sglected independent
¥ g P

i

and dependent variables (N =

”1222é/

$ earned

%
4
J

1

' No. weeks | i
working at work Yieeks Weeks at work/
for pay for pay free weeks free
Age PessBessss0aeDerB OB epsecindn “'.03 —513 _)02 —-1}. \
P & 20 .10 .18
Nﬁmber of dependents «...vceeseee 41 b4 46 .36
Number of adult gonvietions ..... -.17 - 24 -.29 -.18
Number of property offemses ,.... —.14 -.27 -,32 -.20
Number of trust violations ...... =.02 ~-.26 ~27 -.11
Number of weapons offenses ...... -.23 -.22 -.09 -.22
Number of“drug offenses .vevess.. =10 -.11 ~-.20 -.04
OSCI/OSP, release sssssssseacssse 09 .35 .26 .28
Discharge/Parole 1elease .oeesoss =16 0 .05 -.03
GED Score sesveonisdleenrcasennseace "'a18 '08 7-.06 .06
Tested grade differeg&e score ... -,20 .05 -, 02 ,01h
No. credits x trust violatisfs .. -.13 -.20 -.14 -.18
GED x No. adult convictions ..... -,22 -.11 -.20 -.09
GED x No. dependents ...evveneses ,01 .27 .15 .22
XV
ﬁ\\ r = .18, p<.05; r = .23, p<.0L.
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