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Abstract 

The Minnesota Free Venture Evaluation assessed the effects that an experimen
tal prison industry program modelled after the business prinCiples of the private sector 
(FV) had on participating inmate employees and on the facilities where they were 
incarcerated. The two phase project examined the backgrounds, institutional activi
ties, and when pOSSible, the post-release success of more than 400 Free Venture 
workers and over 600 controls in the four major facilities in the state for adult male 
and female felons. 

The individuals involved in Free Venture were found to differ from others in 
terms of various demographic variables including their past employment recordes and 
criminal histories, differences which probably reflect the consequences of self
selection as well as the hiring practices of the Free Venture shops. While the higher 
wages of Free Venture workers allowed them to send more money home, to pay taxes 
and, in certain cases, chargebacks for room and board, and to accumUlate great€r 
savings for their releasee, there was little evidence that their involvement produced 
other changes in their institutional behavior. Furthermore, there was minimal support 
for the view that Free Venture produces reduced recidivism although the data did 
point to an association between Free Venture experience and post-release employ
ment. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

The project which is described in this report should be viewed within two 
contexts - the history of correctional industries which led to the development of the 
"Free Venture" model under study and the nature of the state institutions wherein the 
model was applied and the research took place. The purposes of this introduction 
therefore are (1) to review briefly what is known about the employment of inmates 
while incarcerated and following release and (2) to acquaint the reader with the 
institutions in Minnesota which were involved in the evaluation. The chapter closes 
with an overview of the design and the specific hypotheses which were tested. 

A Review of the Literature 

As long as there have been prisons, there have been work programs for prison 
inmates of one sort or another. Generally these have been operated towards one or 
m?re of three ?bje:tiyes - punishment, rehabilitation, and money making, with the 
prImary emphasIs shIftmg over time. In the early 1800's the employment of inmates in 
correctional institutions in many states involved contract and lease systems from 
which various private businesses often generated large profits for themselves. The 
middle of that century saw the development of a "reform" movement dedicated to 
eliminating such arrangements. This movement was dominated by pecuniary interests 
in capturing the profits for the particular governments involved as well as by the 
humanitarian view that the existing practices were both exploitative of and destruc
tive to inmates. The concerns of unions were voiced too with protests of "unfair 
competition." While some critics recognized that the contract arrangments were not 
inherently unfair, labor leaders such as Samuel Gompers equated them with slavery. 
Laws appeared on the books in many states outlawing industrial operations within 
prisons unless the work fell in the domain of "state use," i.e. producing products or 
providing services which did not compete on the open market with those from the 
priva~e sector. Despite continued calls to abolish such regulations, their popularity 
flourIshed to the point that by 1935, in the judgment of one reviewer (Ohlin, 1977), 
state and federal laws had destroyed completely the economic potential of prison 
industries. 

The history of these developments, mentioned so briefly here, has been reviewed 
by a number of authors to whom the interested reader is referred (Clark, Parker, 1975; 
Miller et aI., 1975; Johnson, 1977; Johnston, 1977). One book however merits further 
discussion and that is a volumn edited by Corrine Bacon which was published first in 
1917 and re-released in 1974, very likely because of the timeliness of its contents. 
One issue debated within that book, Prison Reform, was that which received increasing 
att~ntion ~n the 1960's and '70's, namely the failure of prison industries to meet any of 
~~elr .ascrIbed goals. FurtherlTlore, and not without an appreciation of the complex
Ities mvolved, the value of "real worldli type work for prisoners (the model which as we 
shall see came to be known as Free Venture) was prescribed even then as a solution. 

In 1899 the United States Industrial Commission issued the statement that 
"Every interest of society and consideration of discipline, economy, reformation, and 
health demand that prisoners should be kept employed at productive work" (Bacon, 
1974). A similar view had been espoused in the Declaration of Principles adopted nine 
years ea'lier by the International Prison Congress which met in Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Labor was seen by leaders in the field of corrections as a disciplinary and reformatory 
force. For example Barrows (quoted in Bacon, 1974) spoke of the "absolute necessity 
1)f labor as remedial agent, both physical and moral" specifying that it must be 
productive or educative labor, not aimless drudgery. 
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Osborne, the warden at Sing Sing in the early 1900's, emphasized one practical 
side of the "real-world" type employment of inmates: "The industrial situation in the 
prison of the future will be simplified and strengthened by the payment of full wages 
to a man for a day's work. This will lead to higher standards of efficiency and 
workmanship and enable many men to support their families while th1ey are in prison" 
(in Bacon, 1974). Other experts whose articles and speeches are contai.ned in Bacon's 
book recognized additional benefits which might accrue, such as finaneial restitution 
by offenders to their victims (Frey, in Bacon, 1974) or the partial payment of main
tenance costs by inmates to the institutions which housed them CHicks, in Bacon, 
1974). 

Although the morali&tic tone has been dampened somewhat, the arguments given 
above are essentially those that resurfaced with a new sense of urgency some 50 to 60 
years after Bacon's book first appeared. In 1970 West and Stratton published a book 
which summarized the results of a national survey of prison industries and the 
discussions from a four day conference in Iowa attended by prison administrators and 
private citizens representing both labor and management for the stated purposes "to 
develop an initial empirical foundation for analyzing the value of correctional 
industries programs and to lay the groundwork for future industries research and 
training projects." A dominant theme presented there, and one which was to be 
echoed by other experts, was the conflicting nature of the goals both implicit and 
explicit, espoused by most correctional work programs. While the old labor-as
punishment view had no advocates (and was thus not part of the picture), money
making objectives were seen to conflict with those involving rehabilitation. It was 
noted that financial questions, while rarely mentioned as a primary concern of prison 
industries, were often the crux of much decision-making. Furthermore the individual 
needs of inmates were shown to have low priority as a criterion for work assignment, 
coming after considerations of custody, convenience, and discipline. The participants 
at that conference called for clearer standards for prison industries and for the types 
of reforms which were to be associated with the Free Venture concept. 

Similar conclusions and recommendations were voiced repeatedly throughout the 
1970's and interestingly, for often very disparate philosophical reasons (California 
Department of Corrections, 1974; Clements, 1974; Huff, 1974; Keve, 1974; National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency, undated manuscript; Clark, Parker, 1975; Johnson, 
1977). In one noteworthy article Miller and his colleagues (1975) after documenting 
how nine major problems (limited markets, outdated equipment, labor-intensiveness, 
low skill jobs, short working days, overassignment of workers, lack of competition for 
jobs, poor pay, and a situation whereby management was isolated from industry) had 
contributed to the generally poor state of correctional industries, argued that a 
private industry model should be implemented. It was their contention that in addition 
to financial benefits, opportunities for inmate rehabilitation would result from such 
reform. That view stems from the belief that the seeming conflict between industrial 
or financial goals for prison industries on the one hand and rehabilitation on the other 
was irrelevant, or as Lightman (1979) has put it, despite the fact that such objectives 
"begin from fundamentally different values bases and premises," they can work in 
harmony. As we shall see next, the concept of Free Venture rests on such an 
argument. 

It was in response to accusations about prison industries of the sort described 
above that in 1975 LEAA contracted with ECON, Inc. to carry out a major evaluation 
of the situation nationwide and to make recommendations for change. The report that 
subsequently was issued described a large number of universal problems falling into the 
categories listed below: 

A. Political realities 
B. Limited markets 

-2-
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C. Lack of well-defined industry goals and standards of accountability 
D. Constraints imposed by institutional routines 
E. Management and operations problems 

1. Low wages 
2. Low productivity 
3. Short work days 
4. Overstaffing of shops 
5. High overhead 
6. Poor financial records and controls 
'1. Outdated equipment 
8. Lack of trained staff 
9. Poor space 

10. Limited marketing efforts 
F. Inmate-worker problems 

1. Lack of transferable skills 
2. Limited preparation for release 

Since present time and space constraints prohibit further discussion of these 
points, it is suggested that the interested reader consult the original report. We will 
however quote ECON's conclusions: "With rare exceptions, prison indus,try cont~ibu
tions to the state, the prison, and the inmate worker fall far short of theIr potentIa! ... 
(which) includes: savings to the state in terms of reduced state agency purchasmg 
expenditures, reduced welfare costs, and reduced criminal justice costs, benefits for 
the prison in terms of a reduced rate of disciplinary infractions and a more normal 
social atmosphere; benefits to the inmate worker in terms of increased wages, ability 
to provide family support, industrial training, and job placement." (Christie, 1976) 

The Free Venture model was put forth by the ECON evaluators to rectify these 
problems. Simply stated, it was designed to emulate the outside world of work as 
closely as possible within the prison setting (Christie, 1976). Six primary components 
were articUlated: 

1) A full work week, i.e., 7 or 8 hours per day compared to the typical 4 or 5 
hours. 

2) Inmate wages based on individual skill and productivity 

3) Standards for productivity similar to those in the private sector 

4) Decisions for hiring and firing being the responsibility of the industry 
manager or shop supervisor within the limits of due process rather than an 
institutional assignment committee 

5) Business operations which are self-supporting if not profit-making, and 

6) A post-release job placement mechanism. 

Various strategies were outlined as means for establishing self-supporting labor 
systems which would rehabilitate their workers (NILECJ, 1978). Free Venture was to 
be an umbrella concept, broad enought to encompass a variety of business modes and 
operating procedures. , 

With major financial support from LEAA, seven states undertook to Implement 
certain components of the Free Venture model within their correctional facilities in 
the late 1970's. A larger scale study of the impact of the program within the 
instututions was also funded. The l'eports from that evaluation on each separate state 
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(e.g. University City Science Center, 1980) and the recently released overview 
(Grissom, 1981) conclude that despite a number of problems the effects have been 
quite positive with evidence of benefits both to the prisons at large and to the 
individual inmates. 

While the above cited evaluation did not bear in any direct manner on the 
question of rehabilitation (i.e. does Free Venture experience rehabilitate inmates?), 
there does exist a considerable literature relevant to that topic. Many experts (e.g. 
Glaser, 1974) have concluded that rehabilitation does not work, that is no form of 
intervention ~as been ,shown to have an appreciable effect on recidivism. Although 
others may fmd such Judgment too harsh, there is general agreement concerning the 
complexity of the issues involved. For example, the seemingly simple matter of what 
cons1:itutes recidivism is the cause for much debate (see, Glaser, 1964; Hood, Sparks, 
1970; Adams, 1975). 

Numerous studies assessing the relationship between various training or emplo
ment programs in prisons or other correctional settings and subsequent employment 
and/or criminal activity have been published. Glaser's (1964) work suggested that 
little benefit in terms of later jobs accrued to the ex-offender who had received 
vocational training and experience in prison. Similar results were noted by Pownell 
(1969) who demonstrated too that institutional work was unrelated to the re-arrest 
rates of the federal releasees he investigated. Further confirmation was provided by 
an evaluation done by the Pennsylvania Prison Society (1978). On a related note, data 
from a Baltimore Project (U.S. Dept. of Labor, 1977) and from a Georgia study 
(Stephens, Sanders, 1978) showed that job placement assistance to ex-offenders was 
not effective in improving their employm ent records or in reducing recidivism. 
Likewise, MalIaI' (1976) found that such services had a negligible impact on the 
commission of new crimes among the former inmates he studied. 

On the other hand, Swedish data (see Snortum, 1976; Salomon, 1976; Moren et aI, 
1978) provide a more optmistic picture concerning both the short and long-term 
impact of experience in a Free Venture type prison industry program. Furthermore, 
Rosenblum and Whitcomb (1978) have cited evidence of reduced recidivism among 
participants in a work release program in Maryland, and Fine (1978) came to the same 
conclusion after studying female ex-offenders in California. Toborg and his colleagues 
(1978) also have reported successful outcomes associated with community-based 
programs offering a variey of employment services. There is a serious problem 
however of the lack of control subjects in the three latter investigations. In addition 
the criteria they employed were sometimes limited. 

Jeffrey and Woolpert's (1977) data on work furlough and recidivism indicate that 
demographic variables have a differential impact on the effectiveness of such 
progams. In their four year follow-up they found that the group which benefitted the 
most were those with the highest risk of failure, i.e. young, unmarried, unskilled, 
minority offenders with long criminal histories. These findings are important in that 
they point to the value of looking at different subsets of off enders, and were they to 
replicate, they would be cause for great excitement. They are nevertheless at odds 
with results reported by Knox and Stacey (1978). Indeed the latter researchers found 
that the same kinds of risk characteristics were negative predictors for success 
following involvement in various programs for offenders; in their study post-release 
employment was related to structural factors such as having a car and driver's license, 
being a veteran, being a union member, and not living with one's wife. Except for the 
last variable which seems counterintuitive, all of the others point to a history marked 
by previous employment and stability. 

Social scientists have long known that past behavior is the best predictor of 
future behavior. It should hardly be surprising then that successful adaptation (at least 
to a degree) prior to incarceratior. is associated with better outcomes post-release. 
Pownall (1969) for example found that regularity of pre-incarceration employment, 
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although not the type of job, was a good indicator of employment following release, as 
were good work evaluations in prison. His results were c~mfirmed ?y a later 
Pennsylvania study (Pennsylvania Prison Society, 197~). Th~re: IS much eVIdence also 
that the ex-offender with the shorter and/or less serIOUS crlmmal record has a lower 
probability of committing another crime than does his. more deviant counterpart 
(Hood Sparks 1970 Pennsylvania Prison Society, 1979; PrItchard, 1979). It has been 
equaIiy well-~stablished that there is a positiv.e. r?lationship between employmen: 
following release from prison and reduced reCIdIvIsm (Glaser, lS64; Evans, 1968, 
Pownall 1969' West Stratton 1970; Stephens, Sanders; 1978; Pritchard, 1979). 

, , " F' 't d Whitkin (1974) spoke of this association over 70 years ago. Igures CI e more 
recently from a New York study (see ~ale~ 1976) show ~ha.t the unempl?yed ex
offender has a four or five times greater lIkelIhood of commlttm~ another .crlme th.an 
does his peer who has a job. In a similar vein the ECON evaluatIOn. descrIbed earl.ler 
(Christie 1976) noted a highly significant correspondence between Joblessness du:mg 
parole ~d recidivism in a sample of 72 individuals released from the Connecticut 
Correctional Institution at Somers. 

While some experts have inferred a causal relati0.nsh~p betw~en e.mp~oyment and 
crime (and in some individual cases such an interpretation IS ?ertam~y JustifIed), there 
is no real evidence that being jobless leads one to commIt a crII~e (although ~he 
reverse may well be true if one is apprehended). It seems more lI~ely that bemg 
unemployed and engaging in criminal activities are mere correlates, dIfferent aspects 
of poor adjustment. We should consider in this light too the work of Ge~dreau et al. 
(1979) relating self-esteem and recidivism. The distinction mad:. he~e IS mor~ than 
academic' it bears directly on predictions concerning the rehabIlItative capacIty of 
programs'such as Free Venture or any other type of intervention. We shall return to 
these issues again in Chapters Five and Six. . . . 

The notion that is important to differentiate subsets wlt~m the large~ prIson 
population of inmates who might benefit par~iculat'ly from .an mvolvement m Free 
Venture (not to suggest that such experience mIght not be desIrable for all who wanted 
to work) is supported in an interesting book, called Living in Prison .. It~ a~th~r, ~ans 
Toch, documents the tremendous individual differences repres?nted wlthm mstItutIOns, 
noting that heterogenous backgrounds and con~erns I?ak~ for dI~ergen.t uses of opportu
nities. This point too will merit further consIderatIOn m the dIscussIOn of the current 
eValuation. . 

Despite the typt; of diversity of which Toch (1977) speaks, many inmates. share ~n 
common very poor work histories and bleak prospects for employment followmg th.elr 
release (Levy et al., 1975; U.S. Department of Labor, 1977; General. Accountmg 
Office 1979). The immediate economic pressures faced at parole or dIscharge are 
often tremendous, and as a U.S. Department of Labor study (1977) report~d "the vast 
majority of inmates leave prisons wi h financial resources that cover theIr needs for 
no more than a few days." One well-controlled study explored the impact of a 
Baltimore project, LIFE (Living Insurance for the Ex-Priso~er), on the ~~ploy,?ent and 
recidivism rates of '432 high-risk ex-offenders. The subjects were dIvIded mto four 
groups matched on age, marital status, and previous work experience. One group 
received job placement assistance, one group $60. weekly for 3 months, one group both 
the money and the assistance, and the others nothmg. One yea.r follow-up data sh~wed 
that while the financial aid significantly reduced economlcally-motlvated crImes 
(although not other types of offenses) and may have helped t~ impr.ove the <em~loy~nent 
rate (47 percent versus 41 percent), job placement was entI:-ely meffectIve m eIther 
regard. The negative findings concerning employment aS~Istan.ce serve. as. further 
evidence that it is not enough simply to give ex-offenders a Job wIthout a.sslstm~ them 
in making other changes in their lives. The positive impact ?f the financIal asslsta.nce 
well beyond the period it was given, is harder to explam and may have ~erIOus 
implications for would-be intervention programs. However, another evaluatIOn of 
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efforts to provide financial aid to men newly released from prison, Georgia's 
Transitional Aid Research Project (Stephens, Sanders, 1978) produced l,ess definitive 
results. Clearly, further investigation is warranted. 

Correctional Facilities In Minnesota - The Institutions Studied 

Minnesota was among the first three states which were awarded federal funds in 
order to implement the Free Venture model within its prison industry program. The 
manner in which and extent to which this was done varied considerably across the 
state's institutions. The descriptions which follow are intended to provide the reader 
with a workable knowledge of the facilities and the specific programs which were 
considered in the evaluation. 

Minnesota Correctional Facility - StUlwater (MCF-SI'W): When the Minnesota 
State Prison at Stillwater first opened in 1914, it was heralded by many experts (e.g. 
Barry, 1974) as the world's grE;>f!test correctional institution. Gemmill (1974) had 
special praise for the industry program there, commenting that "whenever the grip of 
organized labor has been partially released (as in Minnesota), prisons have shown 
valuable results." The physical plant which has remained basically unchanged over the 
past 60 some years, has the capacity to house 1,075 inmates under conditions of 
maximum security. The typical daily population however during the mid- and late 
1970's was approximately 980, including between 60 to 80 residents in a minimum 
security unit outside the prison walls for those nearing completion of their sentences. 
The staff averaged slightly under 500 employees durmg that period. 

Following a two month long orientation, Stillwater inmates become eligible to 
participate in a variety of programs. During the years studied, slightly less than one 
third of the popUlation was employed at a given time in what we have considered 
"traditional industry" (as opposed to Free Venture industry), namely the farm machin
ery and cordage factories, which were cited by Gemmill (1974) as model programs in 
1914. While twine making was phased out in 1977 because of its non-profitability, the 
farm machinery operation has continued to function, offering some 98 job classifica
tions in the foundry, sheet-metal shop, machine shop, wood shop, assembly shop, and 
engineering and designing divisions. About 5,000 units are sold annually. Calling this 
program "traditional" may be a misnomer for although some of the equipment and 
facilities are outdated and the pay scale low, other efforts have been made to 
approximate "real world" work conditions; in 1978 the work day was lengthened to 
seven hours and outside-type hiring and firing policies implemented. Thus, this 
"control" condition was not as different from Free Venture industries as might have 
been desirable for research purposes, nor was it as typical of many industrial programs 
found in prisons in other states. 

A second major source of inmate jobs within lVICF-STW is the support service 
program which employs another third of the popUlation as janitors, clerks and 
maintenance men. While many of the positions offer low pay (e.g. 50 cents a day)~ 
certain others such as those for plumbers, prison newspaper editors, and construction 
workers pay much higher wages (e.g. eight dollars per day). Furthermore, like the 
traditional workers, men in support service positions work seven hour days and are 
subject to standard (in the "real world") hiring and firing practices. 

The single industry program at Stillwater which received federal funds under the 
auspices of Free Venture implementation was a school bus reconditioning shop which 
b .Jan operating in late 1978. The shop refurbishes and/or repairs buses acquired from 
Minn.esota school districts, at a considerable savings to the latter. With an average 
turnaround time of two to four weeks, six to eight buses are finished each month. 
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Some 20 to 36 inmates were employed at a given time during the period of this 
evaluation, with a low turnover rate of two or fewer- positions per month. In addition 
to the fact that these positions are very competitive and to the high pay scale, ranging 
from .80 to $2.90 per hour, the school bus shop may be considered more Free Venture
ish by virtue of its stricter production standards. For a more detailed economic 
analysis of this operation, the reader is referred to the University City Science Center 
(1980) evaluation. 

Although no federal funds were involved ill the establishment of Stillwater Data 
Processing Systems, Inc., this company constitutes a prime example of Free Venture 
implementation A private company leasing an area within the main prison building, 
SDPS has employed typically 10 inmates who work on custom programs, software 
packages, and computer alterations. SDPS positions are highly selective and well paid. 
They are however limited to individuals who will "not be eligible for transfer from 
Stillwater for at least one year prior to their application. 

A second private company which has operated at MCF-STW is Best Food Services 
which with a staff including 25 inmate workers, provides meals for the entire 
institution. It too has functioned independently of the LEA A funded Free Venture 
program; nevertheless be<:!ause of its operating practices, standards, and wage scales, 
it was considered as "Free Venture" for the purposes of this evaluation. 

Since a near majority of prisoners enter Stillwater without a high school diploma 
or its equivalent and without job skills, it is hardly surprising that many choose to 
i1wolve themselves in academic and vocational training programs. In the years under 
study the number of full-time students averaged about 150 with an additional 45 
individuals taking courses on a part-time basis. Included in the academic progam 
(called educational programs in this evaluation) are Adult Basic Education, General 
Educational Development (GED), and higher education coursework delivered by a 
consortium of Minnesota colleges and universities. The vocational training programs 
(considered separate from academic programs in this evaluation) offer 916 Vo-Tech 
certified C!ourses in welding, auto-bus body work, machine shop, office machinery 
repair, quantity food production, chef training, and drafting. 

Two full-time treatment programs also function at MCF-STW. Atlantis, a 
chemical dependency program, served 30 to 35 inmates typically during the years 
under consideration. A comparable number of prisoners participated in Asklepieion, a 
residential program based on transactional analysis and adult confrontation. 

Certain individuals for a variety of reasons are not involved in any of the 
programs described above and are assigned instead to permanent idle status. Although 
not an activity as such, such assignment was considered in the second phase of this 
project for comparison with Free Venture experience. 

Minnesota Correctional Facility - St. Cloud (MCF-SCL): Formerly known as the 
Minnesota State Reformatory for Men, the prison at St. Cloud is a maximum security 
facility for younger felons with a capacity for 620 men. The average daily population 
in the late 1970's was between 550 and 600 with a staff complement of 314. Built in 
1889, the facility has seen considerable modernization. 

Academic instruction and vocational training playa much more primary role at 
MCF-SCL than is the case at Stillwater since its younger criminal population is even 
less educated and less skilled. The educational services there include full-time high 
school, General Educational Development (GED) preparation, tutoring programs, and 
college courses. Vocational training is offerec1 in the areas of auto mechanics, auto 
body work, bakery, barbering, carpentry, electronics, furniture finishing, graphic 
design, meat cutting, masonry, painting and decorating, small engine repair, upholstry, 
and welding. Much of the vocational learning takes place in the prison's industry shops 

. by way of on-the-job training. Although classified at the institution as part-time 
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stUdents and part-time workers, individuals involved in these activities were consid
ered to be in vocational training, as opposed to traditional industry for the purposes of 
t~ew~tioo. ' 
. The one MCF-SCL pr?gram ~hich we classified as traditional industry was the 

lIcense plate a~d tab opera~lOn .. WhIle no efforts were made to include this shop in the 
Free Venture. ImplementatIOn,. It should be noted that hiring and firing practices and 
rules ~oncermng payment for time spent away from work have been modified in recent 
years In a direction consistent with "real world" type policies. Thus once again our 
"t d't' al' d t " ' , ra 1 IOn In us ry program may be unrepresentative of correctional industries in 
other states. 

. Ap~r~x.imately one third of MCF-SCL inmates work in support services positions. 
TheIr actIvIties a~d wages are comparable to those in similar jobs at Stillwater. 

. Three full-time treatment programs served the St. Cloud population which we 
StUdl~d. .These were Askelepieion, Reshape, and Narconon. The first of these 
functI?ns m the same fashion as its counterpart at Stillwater, Reshape, on the other 
~and, IS B: fou: ph~se treatment program for the chemrcally dependent. Narconon, as 
ItS name ~mplies, IS also a drug treatment program. 

. ASSIgnment to permanent idle status occurs more commonly at St. Cloud than at 
Stillwater. It tends to be more short-lived however at the former institution. 

M~eso~ C:orrectiooal ~ac~ity- Lino Lakes (MCF-LL): Since opening in 1963, 
the In~tItutlOn located In LIno Lakes has had numerous functions. During 1976 and 
19.17 It served as minimum security facility for adult offenders transferred from 
St~llwater, St: Cloud, or Shakopee as their release dates approached. The average 
dally populatIOn then was 90 o.f whom 10 percent were females, participants in the 
Prope~ty Offender Program WhICh closed in June, 1977. After that time no women 
were Incarcerated at this prison. 

Li~o Lakes was converted to a medium security facility in 1978 with a capacity 
for 145 Inmates and an average daily population of 130. Industry, a la Free Venture 
h~s bee~ the primary focus there since that time. All inmates are employed on a full
tlm.e .(~Ight hour d~y) basis with approximately 20 percent performing support service 
actIvltI~S. Ed~catIonal and treatment programs are secondary. 

Prlvat.e Industry contracts provide a variety of projects in the Lino Lakes shops. 
There a~e fIve gen~~al types of production: a printing operation, a plastic fabrication 
sho~ WhICh reco~dltlOns used telephones, a metal shop which deburrs and assembles 
eqUIpment, a kmfe block assembly operation, and a furniture shop which performs 
custom work, reupholstering, and refinishing. 

Figu~e 1 presents the mission statement released by the Minnesota Department 
of Cor~ectlOns for the Lino Lakes program. As it indicates, the intent always has been 
to fulfIll the Free Venture model in the industrial program there. Transfer to Lino 
Lakes is based on one's ability to work, although to be eligible an offender also must 
qualify for medium security confinement and must have served at least two thirds of 
his sentence. The inmates compete for positions within the various shops and the 
wages. ar.e high, varying in period we studied from $.70 to $3.10 an hour. A~ noted in 
the ~IsslOn Statement, chargebacks for room and board are required in an effort to 
dupllcate normal living conditions. (Inmates live in private rooms as opposed to cells.) 
These ar~ assessed ~n a sliding scale up to a maximum of $30 per week. Detailed 
In~OrmatlOn concermng the Lino Lakes industries is presented in the University City 
SCIence Center report (1980). 

. As is. ~entione~ above, ?ne fifth of the Lino Lakes population work in support 
serVIce ~O~ItIons .. WhIle these Jobs are comparable to those elsewhere, their pay scales 
~re SUbsIdIzed b~ In~ustry and ~h~s, financial compensation is considerally higher. This 
IS done to equalIze Incomes WIthIn MCF-LL, i.e. to avoid having a large discrepancy 
between ~h~. earn~ngs of the industrial workers and those of the support staff . 
However, ImtIally It was the case that the latter groups netted more money than did 
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FIGURE 1: MISSION STATEMENT FOR INSTITUTION WORK PROGRAMS 

Introduction: 

The Minnesota Department of Corrections recognizes that meaningful work is a funda
mental and desirable activity in all institutions. The nature of that work activity, its 
perceived purpose, priority, and benefits, obviously has changed over the years and 
varies appreciably from institution to institution. 

Research and evaluation of many industry programs and input from private industry, 
legislators, and labor unions have assisted the Department in identifying a number of 
factors which will set the direction for prison work programs in the futures. 

1. The Purpose of Institution Work Programs 

The major purpose of prison work programs should be to develop a sound work ethic 
within the offender, so that positive work attitudes and habits will transfer to post 
institutional employment. This can most effectively be accomplished by duplicating 
the standard eight-hour industry work day and involving a comparable level and variety 
of work experiences to that found in the civilian labor market. 

2. Compensation for Work in Institution Work Programs 

Another objective of prison work programs is to help prepare the offender to reenter 
society as a productive citizen. This transition is dependent upon a variety of factors; 
economic stability is of primary importance. An offender must have the financial 
means to exist on the street until employment is secured and returns from that 
employment are realized. Compensaton for prison work should, therefore, parallel 
that compensation for similar producton on the street to the degree possible. Wages 
to the offender should be a true reflection of this productivity and should allow the 
offender to maintain as many normal citizen related functions and obligations as 
possible. 

3. Inmate Responsibility and Charge Back 

Since a primary purpose of the correctional institution is to return to society a self
supporting and well-adjusted individual, it follows that responsibility and independence 
are desirable outgrowths from the prison work programs. The offender should, 
therefore, participate in the cost of his support. 

Offender workers being paid competitive wages should, therefore, automatically pay 
taxes and retirement insurance from the wages. Since basic rent, food, and laundry 
are also normal responsibilities, it is envisioned that an appropriate charge back scale 
be established to reflect those costs. Custody or security is demanded by society and 
since it is not a normal outside expense should not be charged to the offender worker. 

Family support and restitution to victims will require individual negotiation with each 
offender. 

Savings for release are now required in an unrealistically small quantity. A savings or 
investment plan should be required to meet the offender's needs for a reasonable 
period after release. The offender's savings should be protected, (i.e., earmarked for 
his release to a minimum of $1,500), before legal claims are instituted. 

4. Placement and Follow-up 

Prison work programs must strive to provide work experience which will transfer to 
outside employment. Records of work activity, worker skills, and worker attitudes 
should be made available to the placement unit to assist in developing outside 
employment plans. 
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those in Free Venture jobs since they were not required to pay chargebacks. This 
situation has been rectified over time. 

The Minnesota program for sex-offenders is located at Lino Lakes. A number of 
the individuals included in our study were involved in that activity. After one month 
of full-time treatment, program participants enter a second phase of intervention and 
are expected to work full-time during the day and engage in their treatment activities 
on a evening and weekend basis. 

There is also an Askelepieion program at Lino Lakes which functions after 
regular working hours. 

MCF-LL has no permanent idle assignment. There is however one other activity 
there which must be mentioned, and that is the Pre-release program which is designed 
to prepare its participatns for returning to society. While the primary focus is on 
helping individuals secure employment, support is offered fuSO in other areas of 
readjustment. 

Minimum Security Facilities: Information included in the second phase of the 
evaluation for certain individuals pertains to their activities while incarcerated at 
Willow River Camp and the Minnesota Correctional Facility - Red Wing. Minimum 
security facilities for men who are approaching release, both emphasize educational 
and vocational training. At Red Wing the vocational opportunities include courses in 
food services, landscape architecture, and arboriculture. There are five programs at 
Willow River: truck trailer repair, machine tool operation, truck driving, welding, and 
auto mechanics. Academic instruction at each institution is highly individualized. 

Minnesota Correctional Facility - Shakopee (MCF-SHK): The prison for adult 
women at Shakopee has a capacity for 65 inmates. Built in 1920, it is a minimum 
security facility although there is a maximum security section. The daily population 
averaged between 50 and 60 during the period under study. All MCF-SHK residents 
are required to spend 350 hours performing support service jobs before being allowed 
to participate in other programs. Although some of the women choose to remain at 
such jobs, many others become involved in education, vocational training, or Free 
Venture industries. The educational progam includes general educational development 
(GED) instruction, individual tutoring, and college level courses. Key punch training is 
offered within the institution, but for other vocational training the inmates must go 
elsewhere. Prior to 1978 there was an off-grounds vocational program wherein honor 
status inmates were allowed to work or attend school in the community. Repeated 
difficulties resulted in elimination of the program however. 

Contracts with private companies have provided opportunities for the inmates at 
Shakopee to work in key punch and assembly operations. Both enterprises employ five 
to 10 women at a given time although the work load for the latter has been so spotty 
that lay-offs are common. Because the productivity standards and wages are high and 
because chargeback are assessed for room am] board (most of the women do have 
single rooms), each is considered a "Free Venture" operation. 

The large majority of the female offenders are mothers, often of young children 
with whom they will be reunited. For this reason many become involved in a parenting 
group which meets on a regular basis. Chemical dependency treatment is also very 
popular among the women. 

Due to some over-crowding at MCF-SHK in 1978, some residents were transfer
red to the Minnesota Correctional Facility at Sauk Centre, a small minimum security 
institution for juveniles. This group included a number of the women considered in this 
evaluation. Their activities there included education (either GED instruction or 
courses in areas such as art, retail floristry, driver's education, and family living) and 
well-paid production line piece-work, comparable to the assembly operation at 
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Shakopee. In addition, all Sauk Centre residents were required to do support service 
work throughout their stay. 

Work Relemr;e: In order to facilitate readjustment to the outside world" a number of 
inmates exit via a work release program which is located in MinneapolIs. Program 
participants who can number up to 20 at a given time, live in a r 1-entry center where 
their activitIes are closely monitored. During wor!<ing hours ho~ever they are: fre~ to 
work at jobs within the community. Although the program was m~e,nded to assls~ ~I~h
risk releasees who might have special difficulty making the transltlon back to clvllIan 
life it has also served a group of low-risks inmates, those who for legal reasons must 
re~ain under the authority of a state correctional institution ~esp~te the fact that 
they present little risk to society at large. Thus the populatIOn mvolved at Work 
Release is quite heteregeneous. 

This Evaluation - An Overview of the Design and the Specific Hypotheses Tested 

The extensive and varied implementation of the Free Venture c,once:pt, in 
Minnesota afforded a unique opportunity for studying the program. WhIle SImIlar 
efforts were being carried out in several other states, Minnesota ~ad m,ade the 
greates( progress towards establishing Free Venture by 197~ when thIS proJ,ect was 
proposed. The American Foundation already had contracted wIth l:EAA and MI~nesota 
Prison Industries to monitor various aspects of Free Venture I,mplementatIOn ,and 
operation. Their involvement was directed primarily towards ensurmg ~hat the varIOUS 
shops were functioning as the model intended and towards helpmg to ~evelop 
management procedures and strategies whi~h would r~alize the goal o~ economIC se:lf-
sufficiency within the program. The ongomg evaluatIOn by the A,merlcan FoundatIOn 
did not consider, however, the effects the program had on mmat~s or on the 
institutions. It was with concern for these latter issues and so as to prOVIde a balanced 
assessment of Free Venture that this project was undertaken. , , , 

The purposes of this research were twofold: (1) to descrIbe who has partlclpated 
in Free Venture operations and various aspects of their involvement and (~) to evaluate 
the effects of the program on inmates while still incarcerated and folloWI~g release as 
well as the impact of Free Venture on the institut,ions ,involved., Th~ ~Irst, of these 
objectives is significant for at least two reasons. FIrst, 1.t allows Ide!l~IflC~tIO~ of the 
type(s) of inmates who are attracted to and/or sele:cte? f~r partICl~a!Ion m Free 
Venture programs. Such information is needed by mstitutIOr:al adn:m~strato~s for 
planning and making decisions as to how to structure and orgamze theIr IndustrIes so 
as to produce the best fit between the economic goals of, F~ee ,venture and the make
up of the population of available workers. For example, It ,IS llkely tha,t ,there al~ays 
will be a significantly large group of inmates who, despIte the, provISIOn of hIghly 
attractive incentives will be unable or unwilling to be productive employees. To 
implement an enorm~us Free Venture program with jobs for ev<:ryone si,m~ly because 
the model may be successful with the current workers would be In error If It were the 
case, as observers have suggested, that those participating are ~ v~ry selec~ group. 

This brings us to a second reason for obtaining demographIC InformatIOn and that 
is that it will permit us to assess and, if required, to contrOl, ~or the effects, of 
numerous background variables on our outcome me:asures. In addItion, the collectIOn 
of such data is necessary if we are to determme whether or not Free Venture 
experience is especially beneficial t? a certain su?~et or ,subsets of, offenders. The 
descriptive function of this research IS thus prereqUISIte to Its evaluatIve component. 

A series of hypotheses were put forth in t~e o,riginal ~rant propos~l. These are 
considered here in terms of the three categorIes Into WhIch they fall. short-term 
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(immediate) effects on inmates, long-term (post-release) effects on inmates, and 
institutional effects. 

Short-Term Effects on Inmates: As we have seen, proponents of Free Venture 
hold a number of assumptions regarding broadly rehabilitative elements which are 
implicit in the model. Although there are undoubtedly differences of opinion with this 
group with regards to how and to what extent FV programs can influence inmate 
workers (both individually and collectively), the expectation is that experience in an 
FV job can help at least some criminals become law-abiding, taxpaying citizens. 
Clearly such long-term goals must be mediated by shorter-range, more immediate 
effects. The logic of the formulation maintains that in a good "real worle" type job a 
prisoner develops solid work habits, a sense of responsibility, and increased selfesteem. 

While related to the anticipated long-term effects which will be considered 
momentarily, such characteristics also should be observable more immediately. Thus 
we predicted that Free Venture workers would develop better work habits than would 
inmates in other programs. Good work habits involve a variety of behaviors including 
such things as reporting to one's work station promptly and reliably, following orders 
from one's supervisor, cooperating with one's co-workers, striving to meet production 
quotas and standards, and attempting to improve one's own job skills. Some of these 
variables are more easy to operationalize than others. It would have been ideal to 
examine inmate work evaluations by shop supervisors. Unfortunately no such records 
were available. Nor was It possible to determine with any regularity the reasons 
positions were left, reasons which likely reflect on job habits. The best indicators we 
could obtain regarding the priority a worker placed on his or her job (and presumably 
the responsibility he or she attached to it) was number of out-hours (Le. hours spent 
away from one's job) per month. Thus our better-work-habIts hypothesis was to be 
tested by comparing the Free Venture inmate with other workers in terms of this 
measure, our assumption being that the former group would fare best. 

If a Free Venture experience does rehabilitate inmates in the manner suggested 
above, it should also be the case that their good behavior is generalized to other 
spheres of functioning. Therefore, we predicted that Free Venture workers would 
commit fewer disciplinary infractions and accrue less segregation time compared to other offenders. 

Other hypotheses involving the immediate institutional period were concerned 
with allocation of finances. We anticipated that Free Venture workers would save 
more money for their release and pay more support to their families than would other 
prisoners. Since such practices are left to the discretion of each individual, unlike 
mandated expenditures such as taxes and chargebacks (although some contribution 
toward one's gate money is required), they may provide an indication of maturity or 
responsibility. However, it may be that group differences in savings and support 
monies do not reflect anything other than higher Free Venture earnings in which case 
they would have no bearing on issues of rehabilitation. On the other hand, we suggest
ed that if it were true that despite higher wages, Free Venture workers did not save 
more money or pay more support to their families, that would be an indication that the 
Free Venture program was failing to have any positive financial impact on participants 
beyond the satisfaction of their material desires. While such an outcome would not 
necessarily be bad, it would constitute evidence that the rehabilitative elements of 
Free Venture were indeed limited in scope. 

Post-Release Effects on Inmates:. The achivement of long range effects of Free 
Venture experience on employment and recidivism can be assessed only after the 
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off ~nder has left the institution. Several hypotheses concerning the post-release 
perIOd ~ere formulated. First, it was predicted that former Free Venture participants 
would fmd work sooner after release than would other releasees. Presumably this 
~ould b,e ~ffecte:~ be~a~~e of the individuals' greater eagerness and ability to work, 
I',e. theIr reh~bIlltatlOn, as well as the greater willingness of private employers to 
hIre workers wIth more "real world" type job experience. 

O~ a related ,n?te, we anticipated that individuals who had participated in Free 
VenturE. would exhIbIt, more stable employment on the outside than would others (for 
the ~a~e reasons outlined above). In terms of our measures this translated into the 
predIc~IOn that a larger percentage of former Free Venture workers would hold the 
same JO~s for longer periods of time during the first year post-release. Furthermore, 
we predIcted th~t compared to those who had no Free Venture experience, offenders 
who had ~orked,m Free Ven~ure shops would earn higher wages in post-release jobs. 

In ,line WIth the bellef that Free Venture is generally rehabilitative we 
hypoth~sIzed th~t former participants would have lower recidivism during the fohow
up perI?d. ThIS was to ,be tested by, e~amining the rates of returns on parole 
revocatIOns as well as WIth new convICtlons. While it may be argued that it is 
unr~asona.ble to assume t,hat a good work experience will influence the likelihood that 
an ImpulsIve and aggressIve person will become less assaultive or that an alcoholic will 
b" d"'t ' t e, cure ,1 IS per laps a better bet that Free Venture reduces f:nancially-motivated 
crImes. Thus, as a c~r~lla~y to our general rehabilitation hypothesis, we predicted 
that Free Ve~ture partICI[)atIOn would lead to a reduction in property offense~ in the 
follow-up perIOd. 

I~itutional Effects: Our hypothesis that Free Vl~nture experience is associated 
WIth lowere~ r~t~s of disciplinary infractions has relevance on the institutional, as 
well, as the mdividual level. I?deed, for the ?urrent eva.luation, disciplinary records 
pr?vlded the best f!1e~sure ava~lable for assessmg the impact of Free Venture on the 
prIsons. The predIctIOn that Implementation of the model would make institutions 
easier t~ manage vis-~-v:is improvement in the behavior of the inmate workers was not 
mad~ WIthout appreCIatIOn of the complex nature of the adjustments which would be 
reqUIred. There are a num~er of forces which may mitigate against the acceptability 
of Free Venture to both prIsoners and staff, thereby interfering with the sequence of 
event~ and positive out,comes anticipated by the Free Venture proponents. Any well
establIshed system reSIsts change, and despite optimism about Free Venture success 
o~e COUld, be: certain that implementation and operation of the program would not b~ 
WIthout dIffICulty. 

, .In addition, to t,he econo,mic and legal obstacles Free Venture faces, there are 
defmIt~ obstru~tIOns mhe~ent m the norms and modes of adaptation characteristic of 
t~e tYPIC~ SOCI~ ~y~t,em m a prison. As the University City Science Center research
eI' noted m ,th~Ir mItI~1 proposal, "adherence to the work ethic has never been a path 
to status wlthm the mmate social structure." Indeed many offenders come from 
subc~ltures ~herein "pr~stige is aC,cord~d on the bas~s' of an individual's ability to 
obtam n:ater~al go?ds wlth,ou~ workmg, I.e. through crIme, cunning and welfare." As 
our e~rller dIscussIOn has mdicated, we have anticipated that despite these factors 
some ,mmates are motivated to participate in Free Venture (and will benefit from that 
expe~lence). Nevertheless, the latter group's decision to work, not to mention their 
relative affluence and the other advantages they obtain, may be cause for resentment 
on the part of other prisoners, thereby causing greater hostility within the inmate 
popula tIOn. 

'Protection' schemes could be devised to extort money from 
intimidated workers who might form their own gangs in 
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response. Money might be used to purchase sexual favors. 
Gambling, with all the violence attendant to unpaid debts, 
would almost certainly increase. The market for contraband 
goods, including drugs, would flourish. The potential for bribing 
prison staff would increase. While none of these undesirable 
possibilities may actually materialize, the common denominator 
is a substantially increased potential (attributable to Free 
Venture) for violence, distrust and disorder. (University City 
Science Center grant proposal, 1979) 

Besides its effects on the informal power structure within a prison, Free Venture 
has a direct, and perhaps ha.rsh, impact upon institutional procedures and values. It is 
not unlikely that conflict with administrative, custodial and program staff may result, 
and once again, resistance of these groups may convolute the noble objectives of the 
Free Venture model. After all, prisons are unique institutions which have evolved a 
tightly ritualized organization to handle a unique population. Sp.curity requires 
cohesive and stable functioning; anything that "rocks the boat" is probably threatening. 
The University City Science Center proposal (1979) describes a number of potential 
problems in a credible scenario: 

Institutional staff may oppose and sabatoge the Free Venture 
program if it is perceived as causing serious dislocations in 
their own spheres of effort. For instance, staff will resist 
having to readjust their schedules in order to accomodate the 
requirements of the prison shop. Those responsible for the 
prisoners' vocational training, medical care, custody, counsel
ing, etc. may resent the difficulties involved in working with an 
inmate whose prison employment requires that he spend an 
uninterrupted seven or eight hour day in the shop. Insofar as 
the demands of the industry are given priority over those of 
other programs, staff in these programs may perceive that they 
have been, in effect, demoted. 

. .. Organizational resistance also arises from the need to 
revamp institutional values. Historically, institutions have 
viewed inmates' assertiveness and leadership as potentially 
threatening to internal control and .order. Obedience and 
lethargy have been reinforced and supported at the expense of 
individual pride and initiative. The success of Free Venture 
depends in part ui!0n the latter traits to motivate the inmate to 
undertake a demanding work schedule. Staff may perceive 
proud, active prisoners as more difficult to handle, and argue 
that the Free Venture program is a threat to their own safety. 

... If a Free Venture shop is to be a successful business, the 
prison administration must hire or train staff competent to 
implement efficient shop technology, to measure and meet 
changing markets, and to conduct accurate accounting. The 
introduction of business and industrial technicians can create 
uncertainties among staff about status and authority. 

The Design: The foregoing discussion of possible adverse consequences of Free 
Venture implementation has been included here because it draws attention to 
significant points which were apparently ignored (or at least given insufficient 
consideration) in the earlier formulations of the Free Venture program. Furthermore, 
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the fact that one can predict reasonably and knowledgeably such divergent outcomes 
from a single model highlights the complexity of the systems involved. It is to that 
complexity that the researcher-evaluator must atteno for any attempt to identify, 
much less interpret, cause and effect relationships requires an appreciation from 
various perspectives of the many possibilities that exist. A complete and valid 
account of the "effects" of Free Venture, therefore, must be multidimensional, and so 
too must be any consultation provided to those implementing the model. 

The current evaluation was designed with such considerations in mind. The 
project was to be carried out in two phases, the first examining the initial two years of 
Free Venture in Minnesota (1976 and 1977) and the second the subsequent two years 
(1978 and 1979). The methodology adopted in phase one was that of comparing 
individuals who had spent a minimum of ten consecutive work days in a Free Venture 
operation with those who were assigned to positions in non-Free Venture industry 
(called traditional industry) or to support service jobs within the institutions. Thus, 
three groups were constituted - an experimental (Free Venture) group and two control 
groups. Our expectation was that comparisons of these three samples in terms of 
demographic, institutional and follow-up variables would serve the descriptive and 
evaluative objectives of the project which we have discussed previously, We were 
aware from the onset, however, that the groups would not be equivalent on many 
background variables which bore well-established relationships with certain of our 
outcome measures and, therefore, that it would be necessary to control for the impact 
of the former on the latter. The manner in which this was done and the results thereof 
are the subject of the next chapter. 

During our analysis of the phase one data, certain limitations in the methodoloffJ 
which we had employed were recognized. Our samples were far from clean in that 
membership in the Free Venture group was afforded by a mere ten-days experience in 
a Free Venture shop in 1976 or 1977 regardless of where the individual was employed 
during the remainder of his or her sentence. Consequently, it was possible for a Free 
Venture subject to have worked longer in a traditional industry or support service 
position than many of the individuals who represented those programs. Furthermore, 
inmates who began working in ti'aditional industry or support service jobs in 1976 or 
1977 and were selected on that basis for those respective groups might have worked in 
a Free Venture shop at a later point prior to release, without receiving credit for their 
Free Venture experience. 

A closely-related disadvantage to the phase one approach is the fact that it did 
not allow for consideration of the complete institutional work histories of the inmates 
studied. Nor was it possible to assess the relative value of prison employment as 
opposed to academic study, vocational training, or other programming within an 
institution. 

It was for these reasons that modifications were made in the phase two research 
design. Rather than drawing up separate samples on the basis of where individuals 
worked during a fixed period of time, we chose to study representative samples of 
offenders at each of the major Minnesota facilities. Subject selection was random 
although as Chapter Three explains, measures were taken to ensure that sufficient 
numbers of Free Venture participants were included. 

The first phase of the evaluation was concerned with inmate behavior (disciplin
ary infractions and financial transactions) during the period an inmate worked. We 
expanded our focus in the second phase to cover the entire length of the prison 
sentence. In effect we attempted to account for how each individual was occupied 
every day he or she was incarcerated, and in many cases this meant following an 
inmate from one institution to a second or even third or fourth. It was our plan to 
examine the relationships between various activities and our institutional variables 
(disciplinary reports and spending behaviors) as well as between the former and our 
longer-term outcome measures (post-release employment and recidivism). We 
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belie~ed that while the ch~~ges in our methodology would not hamper our ability to 
descrIbe Free Venture partICIpants, they would enhance our power to draw meaningful 
conclusions_ from our analyses and consequently to evaluate more completely the 
"effects" of" Free Venture in Minnesota. 
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Chapter Two: Phase I (Yf the Evaluation 

As was reported in the previous chapter, the evaluation was divided into two 
re("'tions, the first of which focused on inmates who began working in the various 
!.i1dt~stry programs in 1976 and 1977. The results of the initial part of the investigation 
were described in detail in two interim reports which are included as appendices to 
this report. ~~is chapter summarizes the information presented there. 

J'he Research Methodology 

The 1esign followed in the first phase of the evaluation essentially compared 
three t\' ,(-., of groups of individuals: inmates who had worked in Free Venture shops, 
inmates WtlO had been employed in the traditional industry program, and inmates who 
had held support services positions. To qualify for any group an individual had to have 
remained at the appropriate postition for at least ten consecutive work days. Four of 
the adult institutions described in the introduction were sampled. Because of 
significant differences among their populations however, there was no pooling across 
facilities and consequently nine distinct samples were compared: 

The Samples: 1) The largest group included 333 men from what was then called the 
Minnesota State Prison, currently the Minnesota Corrections Facility 
at Stillwater (MCF-STW) who were employed in the farm machinery 
and cordage factories there beginning in 1976 and 1977. They were 
representative of approximately 900 such inmates and constituted the 
"traditional industry" sample. 

2) A second Stillwater group was made up of 70 inmates who had 
began working during the time period studied for either Stillwater 
Data Processing or Best Food Services. Those operations were the 
only ones at the prison in 1976 and 1977 which were functioning under 
the Free Venture model. The 70 men included were the entire 
population who met the 10 consecutive work-days criterion. 

3) The final Stillwater sample consisted of 244 randomly selected 
inmates from the population of approximately 700 who had begun 
working in support services in 1976 or 1977. 

4) The work program at the Minnesota State Reformatory for men 
now known as the Minnesota Correctional Facility at St. Cloud (MCF
SCL), supplied another "traditional industry" sample of 54 men who 
were representative of the workers there during the period of 
interest. 

5) All of the industrial shops at the Minnesota Correctional Facility 
at Lino Lakes (MCF-LL) functioned under the tenets of the Free 
Venture model beginning in 1976. A second "Free Venture" group 
consisted of the 216 men who worked there during the first two years 
of operation. 
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6) MCF-LL inmates who were not employed in industry filled support 
service positions. There were 64 such men who did so for at least ten 
days during the 1976-1977 period. They constituted a sixth sample. 

7) Eighteen female inmates who participated in the Property 
Offenders Program (POP) at MCF-LL during 1976 and the first half 
of 1977 worked for a period in the Free Venture shops there. They 
were included as one of the three samples of women in the study. 

8) The 12 other women in the MCF-LL POP program held support 
service jobs while incarcerated. They constituted a second female 
group from that facility. 

9) Finally there were 30 inmates at the Minnesota Prison for Women 
in Shakopee who did 3ssemly work or keypunching for the prescribed 
length of time in 1976 and 1977. Since both of these operations 
functioned under the Free Venture concept, this group was considered 
another "Free Venture" sample. 

The Data Elements: Copies of the two data collection forms utilized in the first 
phase of the evaluation are included in the Appendices. Basically the information 
collected fell into three categories: the previous history, the institutionalization, and 
the follow-up period. In addition to general demographic variables such as age, race, 
marital status, and number of children, the background data covered each individual's 
educational, vocational, and criminal history. This information was coded from 
central office files where it was readily available. 

The greatest difficulty arose in obtaining the institutional data since we had to 
rely on records which were often poorly organized and terribly incomplete. An 
attempt was made to code everything known about the jobs responsible for each 
individual's group placement. For example, if a man in the MCF-STW "state service" 
sample worked in three different support services positions at Stillwater, his experi
ence with each was included. However if he also was employed in a traditional 
industry slot there, this latter job was ignored as was any support service position he 
held at another institution. The institutional data collected included the number of 
days worked, the number of positions held, the reason(s) for termination, out-hours, 
wages earned, taxes and chargebacks paid, spending behaviors, and disciplinary 
infractions incurred during the relevant period of employment. 

Follow-up information concerning the initial year post-release was obtained from 
parole agents and/or their progress reports. The percentages varied somewhat, but 
generally about seventy-eight percent of the original groups had been released for a 
year or more at the time the follow-up was completed (December, 1979) and thus were 
eligible for participation in this part of the study. Approximately 84% were out long 
enough to be included in the three and six months figures. 

We were interested primarily in employment during the ex-offender's first year 
on the outside. Consequently we coded the number of days it took an individual to 
obtain a. job, the number of jobs held, the number of days worked at each job, the skill 
level of each, the hourly wage earned, promotions given, and reason for termination. 
In addition we tallied the number of days spent in other productive activities such as 
vocational or academic training and treatment programs. Note was made as to the 
type of parole, the involvement of support agencies such as DVR and CET A, and the 
individual's living situation. As a measure of recidivism, new arrests and convictions 
were coced as were technical parole violations. The number of days spent outside any 
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type of correctional facility was determined as well. These variables were evaluated 
at three, six, and twelve months post-release. 

When an individual was currently in the midst of his or her first year on the 
outside, we contacted the appropriate parole agent on the telephone after first sending 
out a letter of explanation. (Copies of the two letters used are included in the 
Appendices.) These calls were made at three, six, and twelve months post-release. 
When an offender had been released for more than one year, we relied on the parole 
agent's "yearly" progress report which could be found in his or her central office file. 
For those individuals who were discharged directly from an institution, we were not 
able to gather much information concerning post-release activities. However, using 
the computer files of the Minnesota Bureau of Criminal Apprehension, we were able to 
determine whether or not (and on what charges) members of this group had been 
rearrested during their first 12 months of freedom. 

To provide additional information about how the implementation of the Free 
Venture model affected institutions in a general sense, interviews were conducted with 
various staff members at each facility. These were semi-structured in nature and 
typically lasted between 20 and 30 minutes. The questions which were asked (see 
Appendix) covered the reponcient's observations about what had happened as well as his 
or her feelings and attitudes about the latter and about the Free Venture model in 
gener'al. At Stillwater interviews were conducted with the warden, the director and 
assistant director of industry, the inmate personnel director, and the president of 
Stillwater Data Processing Systems. Many more individuals were seen at MCF-LL: 
the superintendent, the industry director and two of his assistants, the education 
director, the treatment director, five caseworkers, and six shop supervisors or foremen 
representing the different industries there. Although there was no Free Venture as 
such at MCF-SCL, interviews were done with the superintendent, the industry 
director, and the education and vocational training director there in order to learn of 
their impressions of what was occurring at the other facilities. In addition the 
superintendent, the program director, two cottage directors, and the supervisors for 
the assembly work and keypunch operations at Shakopee were interviewed. 

The Results 

In considering the three sets of data, the largest group differences involved the 
background variables. The 70 Free Venture workers at Stillwater were older and 
better educated than were the traditional industry and support services groups there. 
They were also more likely to be married and to have children. Although they began 
their criminal activities at a more advanced age than was typical, they had committed 
more crimes and were more likely t.o be serving time for person offenses. Perhaps 
more importantly however, this group stood out from all of the others in that over 98 
percent had worked for at least a limited period in the past compared to much smaller 
percentages of the others. In addition many more of them had held skilled and semi
skilled jobs than was true of their counterparts. 

The traditional industry group at St. Cloud was at the opposite extreme, being 
younger and less educated. They had less work experience on the outside, and although 
they had more extensive juvenile histories, their adult criminal records were much 
shorter. All of these differences, of course, reflect characteristics of the St. Cloud 
population. 

As one might have expected, the two male groups at Lino Lakes tended to fall 
between the samples from St. Cloud and Stillwater on most of the demographic 
variables. The only difference between them was the fact that the 64 state service 
workers had larger families than did the 216 Free Venture workers. 
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The female groups at MCF-LL were also very similar to one another. They 
differed from the women at Shakopee in that they were incarcerated for less serious 
offenses despite having longer criminal records. 

We had hypothesized that the experience of working in a Free Venture shop 
would have a positive influence on those involved, as measured by time spent away 
from the job (out hours) and disciplinary infractions. However, the data did not 
confirm these predictions. There were no significant group differences either in work 
habits or in behavioral problems. 

It was the case that the MCF-STW Free Venture workers spent somewhat more 
money on themselves and sent significantly more money home than did their 
institutional peers; however, they were earning, even after taxes, five times as much 
as the other workers ($200.00 versus $40.00 monthy) so the differences are hardly 
surprising. We had not expected to find that at Lino Lakes family men were drawn to 
the support services positions rather than to the "higher paying" Free Venture jobs 
until we realized that after paying charge backs for room and board (which the 
maintenance workers were not assessed) the Free Venture employees had significantly 
fewer dollars to spend than did the others. Interestingly however, although the MCF
LL state service workers netted more each month, they were less generous in sending 
money home to their larger families. For the women there were basically no 
differences in these institutional variables. 

The follow-up results provided little evidence of group differences in the first 
year post-release. Over the course of the period, the male ex-offenders from Lino 
Lakes did work more and engage in other productive activities more than did those 
from the other men's institutions, but the ex-Free Venture workers did no better in 
these regards than did the support services men. Nor was there support for the 
hypothesis that recidivism would be reduced by experience in a Free Venture shop. 
Although during the initial six months, the MCF-STW Free Venture group committed 
fewer new offenses and generally stayed out of trouble more, they more than made up 
for their early success in the second half of the first year by being arrested for an 
excessive number of crimes against persons. 

There were significant variations in outcome as a function of background 
variables. The most striking effects for example involved the stability of previous 
employment: those who had worked in the past had much greater employment success 
and committed fewer new crimes than did those with no previous job experience. 

As indicated above, there did not appear to be any improvement in the ease of 
prison manageability as reflected by the incidence of disciplinary reports. Although by 
mid-1979 when the interviews with staff were conducted, most of the respondents at 
MCF-STW, MCF-LL, and MCF-SHK were positive in their assessments of the Free 
Venture model and its overall impact of their institutions, it was clear that the 
implementation of the concept had necessitated many changes. Some of these changes 
had met a great deal of resistance it appeared and were very hard on the personnel 
involved. The transitions to FreE Venture were often complicated by factors 
peripheral to the industry program and showed great variation across the different 
facilities. There was no single set of consequences reported. 

Discussion 

Despite the sometimes significant variations on background factors reflecting 
probably both self-selection on the part of the inmates and hiring criteria applied by 
industry management, there wel'e surprisingly few group differences on either institu
tional or follow-up variables. In effect, the results from the first phase of the 
evaluation provided no evidence that experience in a Free Venture shop made any 
difference, short or long term in nature (other than the obvious fact that the existence 
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of the higher Free Venture pay scales meant that certain inmates had significantly 
more money to spend). , ' h t f 

What this lack of positive findings means will be discussed m the fmal c ap er 0 

this report. As the interim reports indicated, at the end of phase ~ne of ~he research 
we found ourselves unable to address many of the evaluative questIOns WhICh had been 
raised One explanation for this was the fact that so many of the so~rces of data we 
had to' rely upon were incomplete and unreliable, (in part b~cause t~e mdustry progra~ 
was undergoing such major and rapid changes durmg th~ ~e~lOd ,st~dIed: Indeed record 
keeping procedures were improved considerably as the I~Itial dI~fICU~tl~S were s~ttled.) 
There is perhaps a more critical reason however for bemg cautIOu~ m mterpre,tl~g the 
phase one results especially those concerning the follo~-uP varIables, ~nd It IS the 
methodological issue noted in the previous chapter. Our mde~end~nt varIable was far 
from clean. There was considerable within-group heterogeneIty sm~e ~me could, work 
from only 10 days to up to three years to qualify for membershIp m a pa:tlCular 
sam Ie Furthermore the institutional work experience of members, of differ~nt 
roJ s 'mi ht be very similar. The phase one design simply did not permIt any p,ullmg 

:pari of rong term "effects" attributable to specific prison employment, experIence. 
This fact limits the usefulness of these follow-up data in so far as evaluatmg the ~ree 
Venture model. Changes in the research design of the second phase of the project 
attempted to rectify this problem. 
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Chapter Three: Phase IT - Methodology 

Unlike the first phase of this project wherein samples were constituted with 
regard to whether or not an individual began working in a Free Venture shop during a 
given period (1976 or 1977), there were no such experimental and control groups in the 
second part of the study. Instead, subjects were chosen simply on the basis that they 
were incarcerated in a specific institution at some time during a given year (1378). 
The rationale for this change in the research design has been discussed in Chapter One. 
The details of the subject selection procedure and the data elements included in phase 
two are provided below. 

The Samples 

Subjects were chosen from lists of the inmate populations at each of the four 
major adult prisons in Minnesota during the calendar year 1978. The selection 
procedures varied across the institutions; and since the samples representing each 
facility are treated independently in many of the statistical analyses, they are 
presented separately here. 

MCF-StUlwater: Approximately 1900 men were incarcerated at Stillwater at 
some point in 1978. We were interested in obtaining a sample which would be 
representative of the prison population at large but which would also contain sufficient 
numbers of individuals from Free Venture positions so as to allow for a meaningful 
evaluation of that program. Ideally we might have drawn subjects on the basis of their 
longest-held work assignments, thus creating a single, large sample stratified in terms 
of the various options in institutional programs. While the information required to 
follow such a procedure became available in September, 1978, when the Computerized 
Management Information System (CMIS) began operating, this was not so prior to that 
period. Consequently the decision was made to select names at random from the 
population list, after insuring that sufficient numbers of Free Venture employees were 
included. As was explained in the first chapter, there were three Free Venture 
operations to consider: Stillwater Data Processing Systems (SDPS), Best Foods, and 
the school bus reconditioning program run by Prison Industries. Seventeen inmates 
who were at MCF-STW in 1978 were employed by SDPS for some period during their 
inca!'ceration. Of that group 11 were selected at random. Following this same 
procedure 52 prisoners were selected from among the 1978 population of those who 
had been hired by Best Foods Company and 23 of those who worked in the bus 
reconditioning shop. Because there was some overlap in these groups, we were left 
with 76 individuals who had some experience in a Free Venture shop at the prison. (As 
can be noted however in the next chapter, many in this sample who did not have Free 
Venture position at Stillwater did so after being transferred to MCF-LL.) In order to 
complete the MCF-STW sample in such a manner that it was representative of the 
prison population at large, 224 additional names were pulled from the 1978 population 
list. There was insufficient information on 11 of this latter group (in three cases 
because while appearing on the list, the men were actually incarcerated in a federal 
institution) so the final sample included 289 individuals. 

MCF-St. Cloud: The task of constituting the MCF-SCL group was easier given 
that there were no Free Venture operations there to consider. Consequently we 
followed the simple procedure of selecting each tenth name from the list of 1065 men 
who were at the reformatory in 1978. Going through the list twice gave us a sample of 
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200 individuals. Missing data led to the elimination of six of these, resulting in a St. 
Cloud sample of 194. 

MCF-Lino Lakes: There were 293 men incarcerated at the Lino Lakes facility 
during 1978. Two hundred of them were selected at random for inclusion in the study. 
Insufficient data on six and the fact that 25 others were included in either the St. 
Cloud or Stillwater groups resulted in a final sample of 169 individuals. 

MCF-Shakopee: Ninety-seven women were prisoners at MCF-SHK during 1978. 
All of them were included in the study. 

The Data Elements 

The information collected for the second phase of the evaluation was similar in 
many ways to that used in the first study. A copy of the data collection instrument 
can be found in the Appendices. Again, there were three categories covered: the 
previous history, the current period of incarceration, and the first year post-release: 

The background variables were essentially identical to those included earlIer: 
age, race, marital and familial status, previous educational attainment, outside work 
experience, and criminal history. 

The follow-up data collected were also very similar to those in phas~ one. A~ain 
parole agents or their progress reports were used as the source of mformatIOn. 
Although the information was coded only at the end of the first year post-release, ~he 
attempt was made to code all activities during the initial twelve months on the outsIde 
for all offenders who had been released prior to November, 1979, approximately 60% 
of the original groups. Data on the first three quarters of the year were available on 
28 additional individuals who were released in November and December of 1979. No 
follow-up information was collected for persons released after that time. 

As before, the major emphasis of the follow-up was on employment: n~mber of 
jobs, manner in which positions were obtained, length of em~loy~ent, skIll level, 
wages, relationship to prison activities, and reasons for termm~tIOn: Other are~s 
covered included marital and family status, use of support agencIes, mvolvement m 
educational, vocational training, or therapeutic programs, technical parole violations, 
and new arrests and convictions. 

A major departure from the first phase of the evaluation involv.es the nat~re ~nd 
scope of the institutional variables which were coded. Rather than sImply consIdermg 
the position relevant to the group to which each subj~ct belonged, life wer~ inte:e~~ed 
in gathering as much information as possible regardmg all of the. mI?at~ s activIties 
throughout his or her incarceration. Unfortunately, we found that mstItutIonal records 
for years prior to 1977 tended, if even available, to be terribly inadequate. Therefore, 
only information concerning activities after January, 1977 could be coded. Of co~rse 
this was not a problem for subjects whose incarcerations began after that time, 
approximately 55% of the total group of 749 subjects. For t~e remaini!1g 339 
individuals, the length of the period which was unaccounted for varIed, dependmg upon 
how long before 1977 they were in prison. ... 

Institutional activities were divided into seven categorIes: educatIOn, vocatIOnal 
training, traditional prison industry, Free Venture industry, .su~p.ort services, t~erapeu
tic programs, and permanent idle. In every case where an mdIvIdual had been mvolved 
in a particular activity we coded the institution where it had occu:re?, whether 
participation was full- or part-time, the number of days between the begmmng .and end 
of the involvement (not to be confused with the actual number of days of mvolve-
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ment), the number of major and minor disciplinary infractions incurred and corre
sponding number of days spent in segregation, and the number of dollars received from 
outside sources during this period. In addition, for the three categories which involved 
employment, the shop(s) or position(s) was (were) coded along with the number of out
hours, the total wages earned, the number of dollars sent to outside sources, the 
number of dollars spent on oneself, and in the case of Free Venture, the number of 
dollars paid in state and federal taxes and in institutional chargebacks. For inmates 
who had participated in educational programs the level of that program (high school 
versus college) was noted as was the completion of a degree. We also coded the type 
of vocational training and therapeutic programs for the respective participants in 
those activities. 

Information concerning participation in Work Release was coded too. This 
included the number of days of involvement, the total wages earned, and the reason 
for termination. Finally, for those inmates who were released we noted the amount of 
money held in savings and spending accounts at that time and the status of their 
release. 
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Chapter Four: Phase n Results 

The raw data collected in the second phase of the project constituted an almost 
overwhelming mass of numbers and made for a list of possibJe analyses which was 
almost endless. The major criterion for organizing the statistical evaluation was of 
course the question of what any given analysis could reveal about Free Venture. 
However the same considerations which led us to mOdify the research design in the 
second phase of the project (for example, the concern that many inmates were 
involved in a variety of programs) combined with other realities concerning the 
variables and populations under study (e.g. the fact that four very different institu
tions were sampled or the fact that both males and females were included) placed 
limitations on the comparisons which could be drawn. 

The data for males and females were always treated separately and are 
presented so here, with all of the analyses involving the males coming first since they 
comprised the much larger group. Because these men were selected to represent three 
distinct institutions, it was decided to look first at the data for each separate facility. 
Consequently a number of ANOV A's and chi square analyses were carried out 
comparing these three samples on all of the background, institutional, and follow-up 
variables. 

The second set of comparisons for the males focused on groups containing all of 
the individuals who had been involved for at least one week in the various institutional 
programs stUdied. Nine such groups, often overlapping in their membership, were 
identified: educational programs, vocational training, traditional industry, Free 
Venture industries, support services, therapeutic or treatment programs, permanent 
idle, Work Release, and Pre-release. 

Consideration also was given to the distinct Free Venture operations in a third 
set of comparisons which looked independently at the men representing the Lino Lakes 
program, Best Foods, Stillwater Data Processing Systems, and the school bus recondi
tioning shops at MCF-STW. 

Finally, multiple regression analyses were performed using the men's data in an 
effort to determine what impact institutional programs had on various measures of 
outcome during the first year post-release. 

Analyses of the women's data were less complicated, relative to those for the 
males, by virtue of the facts that no institutional comparisons were necessary (the 
group studied was simply the population of inmates who were at MCF-Shakopee in 
1978-although information concerning any time they spent at the correctional facility 
at Sauk Center was included) and that there were fewer programs against which the 
female Free Venture operations could be assessed. In addition, the limited size of the 
group made certain analyses impossible. 

Institutional Comparisons for the Males 

Background Variables:- Summary information concernin§: the discrete background 
variables for each institutional group is presented in Table 1 along with results of chi 
square analyses of these findings. It is apparent that the populations differed in terms 
of all the non-crime related variables with the exceptions of race and history of 
substance abuse. As expected, the Stillwater and St. Cloud groups constituted the 
extremes with the Lino Lakes sample generally falling midway between them. The 
pattern regarding the criminal history variables is less clear cut. While the MCF-SCL 
group tended to have more juvenile offenses, their adult records were shorter, and 
they were significantly less likely to have committed a person offense. 
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TABLE 1: Chi Square Analyses Comparing Male Institutional Groups on Discrete 

Background Variables 

Total N 

Race 
hhite 
Black 
Arl'erican IndIan 
Chicano 

t·1ari-ral 5tattJs 
S i n9 /;, 
I.'arried 
Sepcratad, divorced, 
or \., i dO\>·jed 

:::€;ien~ant Ch i I dran 
/lone 
1 or mora 

Educational Attainment 
Less t~an 12 years 
H.S. diploma" GED, or more 

Err.?loy'manf History 
Never· worKed 
Worked < 1 ',ear 
\','crKed < 3 years 
i':orked > 3 years 

Ski II Level of 
Previous Jobs 

Ski II ed 
Se".i-ski I'led 
Unski lied 

Li no lakes Stillwater 
16Y 289 

~ Percen~ ~ Percentage 

120 71% 211 73% 
30 18% 60 21% 
14 8% 17 6% 
5 3% 1 

169 289 

X(6)2 = 7.27 P not Significant 

90 54% 109 38% 
27 16% 54 19% 
51 30% 125 43% 

1M, 288 

X(4)2 = 15.88 P < .01 

126 75% 187 65%, 
42 25% 101 35% 

168 288 

X(2)2 = 45.16 P < .01 

90 53% ' 120 42% 
79 47% 168 58% 

169 288 

X(2)2 = 41.55 P < .01 

11 7% 17 6% 
88 53% 135 48% 
33 20% 64 23% 
34 21% 66 ' 23% 

166 282 

X( 6).2 = 70.07 P < .01 

5 3% 18 7% 
34 22% ' 80 30% 

118 75% 172 64% 

157 260 

X(4)2 " 21.56 P < .01 

St. Cloud 
194 

Number Percentage 

144 75% 
28 14% 
18 9% 
4 2% 

194 

154 79% 
22 11% 
18 10% 

194 

178 92% 
16 8% 

194 

139 72% 
55 28% 

194 

41 21% 
120 62% 
28 15% 
4 2% 

193 

o 
27 18% 

125 82% 

152 

gNumO&r of group for lihom I nformat Ion Is ava II ab I e 
"Minor" slilnlfles th;:>t the individual occasionally drank to exces o or uocd '111 It d "" • ' 
problems Ylhich "'ere under control at the time of the curr'ent inca~ceration I "$ c, r~gs: I~~st signl fies that he had a history of serious 

cpr,):aoly contributed to the current incarceration. • erlous sign les that the problem was not under control and 

a::~~~:: ~;37if!es tthhatt ihndi~id~a! had beEln.paroled and returned during current' incarceration 
~, • caTes ate 11dlvldual committed a person ( e t) ff' • 

an offonse currently. prop r y 0 ense prl~r to the current incarceration, or is serving time for such 
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TABLE 1: Chi Square Analyses Comparing Male Institutional Groups on Discrete 
Background Variables (continued) 

Total N 

Hi 5to rr of Substance 
Abuseb 

tlione 
/,:inor 
Past 
Serious 

History of c 
Parole Revocation 

Yes 
I;b 

HiStory of Escape 
.Yes 
No 

Age at First Offense 
16 or younger 
17 or older 

Juvenile Offenses 
None 
1 or more 

Prev i ous Property Offense 
None 
1 or rrore 

Previous Person Offense 
None 
1 or more 

Uno Lakes 
169 

Number Percentaqe 

22 14% 
13 8% 
10 6% 

116 72% 

161 

Sti Ilwa<ter 
289 

NJmber Percentage 

41 
26 
19 

184 

270 

15% 
10% 

7% 
68% 

X(6)2 = 5.32 p not significant 

132 78% 
37 22% 

169 

X(2)2 = 7.73 p < .05 

17 16% 
152 84% 

169 

p < .01 

77 46% 
89 54% 

166 

p < .01 

77 46% 
92 54% 

169 

X(2)2 = 29.69 p < .01 

99 59% 
70 41% 

169 

X(2)2 = 48.90 p < .01 

150 89% 
19 11% 

169 

p < .01 
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212 
77 

289 

29 
, 260 

289 

138 
150 

288 

122 
167 

289 

147 
142 

289 

249 
40' 

289 

73% 
27% 

9% 
91% 

48% 
52% 

42% 
58% 

51% 
49% 

86% 
14% 

St. Cloud 
194 

Numbor Percentace 

21 
17 
7 

148 

193 

163 
31. 

194 

19 
175 

194 

128 
56 

184 

41 
,153 

194 

159 
35 

194 

184 
10 

194 

11% 
9% 
4% 

77% 

84% 
16% 

7% 
93% 

70% 
30% 

21% 
79% 

82% 
18% 

95% 
5% 
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TABLE 1: Chi Square Analyses Comparing Male Institutional Groups on Discrete 
Background Variables (continued) 

Total N 

Previous Robberies 
None 
1 or more 

Previous Drug Offenses 
None 
I or more 

Previous Other Offenses 
None 
1 or rror,e 

Na , 

Previous Institutlonalizatlons 
. No 

Y"s 

Number of Active Offenses 
at Current I ncarcerat I on 

1 
2 
3 or more 

CUrrent Property Offense 
Yes 
No 

Current Person Offense 
Yes 
No 

Person Offender d 
Yes 
No 

Property Offender d 
Yes 
t-lo 

Uno Lakes 
169 

Stili water 
289 

~ Percentage ~ Percentage 

151 
18 

169 

89% 
1.1% 

X(2)2 " 7.68 

160 95% 
9 5% 

169 

144 85% 
25 15% 

169 

X(2)2 = 19.47 

82 49% 
87 51% 

169 

102 
50 
17 

169 

X(4)2 = .72 

60~ 
30% 
10% 

76 45% 
93 55% 

169 

109 65% 
60 36% 

169 

125 
44 

169 

p < .05 

252 
'37 

289 

283 
6 

289 

not srgnificant 

, p < .01 

p < .05 

229 
60 

289 

104 
185 

289 

117 
78 
34 

289 

p not sign I fica nt 

p < .01 

p ,~.OI 

125 
164 

289 

187 
102 

289 

210 
79 

289 

p < .01 

112 
57 

169 

67% 
33% 

193 
96 

289 

X (2)2 = 3.0 P not significant 

87% 
13% 

98% 
2% 

79% 
21% 

61% 
28% 
12% 

43% 
57%. 

65% 
35% 

73% 
27% 

67% 
33% 

St. Cloud 
J94 

~ Percentaqe 

184 
10 

194 

188 
6 

194 

182 
12 

194 

, 74 
120 

194 

120 
52 
22 

194 

129 
65 

194 

92 
102 

194 

105 
89 

194 

142 
52 

194 

95% 
5% 

97% 
3% 

94% . 
6% 

38% 
62% 

62% 
27% 
11% 

67% 
34% 

47'f, 
. 53% 

73% 
27% 
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Table 2 presents descriptive statistics and ANOV A and post-hoc Tukey test 
results for the institutional group scores on the continuous background variables. Once 
again we see that the MCF-SCL and MCF-STW samples tended to differ significantly 
from one other with their counterparts at MCF-LL in between. 

Institutional Variables: As is indicated in Table 3, there were highly significant 
differences in the extent to which the institutional samples had participated in the 
various programs studied. With the obvious exceptions of Free Venture operations and 
Pre-release, the inmates from Lino Lakes again fell in the middle of the extremes 
represented by the other samples. Detailed information pertaining to the involvement 
in the various programs is given in Table 4. It should be noted here that the figures 
used to represent days of an activity reflect the number of days between the starting 
and ending dates of involvement thereby including weekends, holidays, and other days 
during which the inmate was away from the program. The most consistent finding 
among the ANOV A's summarized there is that regardless of the activity, the group 
from St. Cloud committed more disciplinary infractions while involved. This is 
confirmed further by Table 5 which presents the results of chi square analyses 
comparing the group percentages for each facility of those with and without histories 
of infractions. 

Follow-up Variables: At least partial follow-up information was available on the 
70%, 53%, and 68% of the inmates who had been released from Lino Lakes, Stillwater, 
and St. Cloud, respectively, before late December, 1979. Table 6 contains the results 
of chi square analyses comparing the groups' involvement in activities during the first 
year post-release and on other discrete variables pertaining to the follow-up period. In 
certain cases no statistical test was done since the numbers involved were too small. 
In those instances only the figures themselves are given. As the results indicate, there 
were generally few institutional differences in the percentages engaging in various 
activities although the men released from St. Cloud were more likely to have been in 
treatment, especially compared to those from Lino Lakes. Those in the St. Cloud 
sample were also more likely to have violated parole, typically by committing a new 
property offense, than were the men in the other groups. 

Analyses of variance were carried out for the continuous follow-up measures. 
Those findings are presented in Table 7 along with the related descriptive statistics. 
While, as was shown in the previous table, the percentages of releasees from each 
institution who held jobs during their first year post-release, did not vary greatly, the 
mean numbers of days of actual employment for the groups did. Ex-offenders from St. 
Cloud worked significantly less than did the others. In addition, as suggested by 
information in Table 6, they committed significantly more new property offenses as a 
group which resulted accordingly in their having spent more time in correctional 
facilities during the follow-up period. Few other group differences were apparent. 

Program Comparisons for the Males 

In order to obtain descriptive information on Free Venture workers and, for 
purposes of comparison, on inmates representative of other institutional activities, 
groups were constituted from those individuals who had been involved in given 
programs for a period of at least one week. Despite differences of the sort described 
above among the populations housed at the three major male institutions, the decision 
was made to pool the groups from all three facilities. This approach seemed justified 
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TABLE 2: ANOVA's Comparing Male Groups from Each Institution on Continuous 
Background Variables 

Variable Institution N Meana 
S.D. ANOVA F Ratlob 

E. 
Age at Incarceration LI no Lakes 169 

26.11 JJ 8.82 95.9 (2,649) <.001 Stili water 289 29.69 ] 9.04 st. Cloud 194 19.88 '2.56 
Years of educatlonC 

L1no Lakes 169 10.76 ] 1.87 6.0 (2,648) .00) Stillwater 288 11.0?] 2.94 St. Cloud 194 10.46 1.39 
Number of de~endent LI no Lakes 168 

.52 JJ 1. 10 22.4 (2,647) <.001 children . Sti I I water 288 .78J 1.33 St. Cloud 194 .11 .41 
Expected months

d 
of L1no Lakes 126 34.79 27.86 3.6' (2,486) .028 I nee rcerat I on Stili water 192 34.65 24.83 St. Cloud 171 28.08 25.90 

Age at fl rst L1no Lakes 166 
18.77 U 7.33 22.5 (2,636) <.001 adjudicatiof) Stili water 288 19.41 J 9.06 St. Cloud 185 14.89 3.55 

Number of juvenile LI no Lakes 168 
2.93 J 4.22 11.2 (2,642) < .001 offenses Stili water 288 2.57J 3.60 St. Cloud 189 4.30 4.34 

Number of ~revlous LI no La~es 108 
.83 U 1.30 24.4 (2,647) < .001 property offenses Stiliwaier 288 1.03J 1.44 St. Clold 194 .25 .62 

Number of prev;,.,us Lino Lakes 169 .15 .52 3.8 (2,649) .022 person offenses Stili water 289 .17J .45 St. Cloud 194 .06 .28 

Number of previous Uno Lakes 169 .15 .50 3.3 (2,649) .035 robberies Stillwater 289 .16] .44 St. Cloud 194 .06 .30 
Number of previous LI no La~ es 169 .06 .26 2.2 (2,649) .107 drug offenses Stili wai er 289 .02 .14 St. Cloud 194 .03 .17 
Number of previous Li no Lakes 169 

:;~jJ .66 10.5 (2,649) <.001 'miscellaneous offenses St III ~lai'er 289 .80 St. Cloud 194 .07 '.27 
Number of previous LI no Lakes 169 1.51 2.03 2.0 (2,648) .133 Instltutlonallzatlons Stillwater 289 1.91 2.17 St. Cloud 193 1.84 2.15 

~~~ans that are Slgnlf!c:ntIY different from one by Tukey post-hoc comparisons (p < .05) are linked with brackets 
Degrees of freedom are Indicated In parentheses • t . 
IndividualS who had earned GED's are credited with 12 years. 

"Humber of months betwe-en Incarceratron and Target Release Date •. 
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TABLE 3: Chi Square Analyses of Institutional Groups' Involvement in Various 
Programsa 

Total N 

Education 
Yes 
No 

Vocationa I Tre I n i nq 
Yes 
No 

Tr"ad it iona I Industry 
Yes 
No 

Free Venture 
Yes 

• No 

Support Services 
Yes 
No 

Therapeutic Program 
Yes 
No 

Idl e 
-yes 

No 

Pre-Kel eas~ 
~'es 
No 

Lino Lakes 
169 

Number Percentage 

103 61% 
66 39% 

X(2)2 = 31. 7 

56 
113 

86 
83 

155 . 
14 

119 
50 

38 
131 

52 
117 

61 
59 

120 

33% 
67% 

51% 
49% 

92% 
8% 

70% 
30% 

22% 
78% 

31% 
69% 

51% 
49% 

p< .01 

p < .01 

p < .01 

p < .01 

p < .01 

p < .01 

p .: .01 

p < .01 

~Involve~ent is signified by 5 days of assignment to a specific program. 
"Number of group el igib Ie for partiCipation. 
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Sti Ilwater 
289 

Number' Percentage 

132 
157 

77 
212 

196 
·92 

103 
186 

232 
57 

32 
257 

26 
263 

63 
84 

147 

46% 
54% 

27% 
73% 

68% 
32% 

36% 
64% 

80% 
20% 

11% 
89% 

9% 
91% 

43% 
57'/. 

St. Gloud 
194 

~~ Percentage 

138 
56 

121 
73 

59 
133 

16 
178 

104 
90 

69 
125 

173 
18 

29 
98 

127 

71% 
29% 

62% 
38% 

31% 
69% 

54% 
46% 

36% 
64% 

91% 
9% 

23% 
77% 
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TABLE 4: ANOVA's Comparing Male Groups from Each Institution on Institutional 
Activities 

Variable. 

Days In Education 

Major Infractions 
per tI~nth Wh I Ie 
In Education 

t~i nor I nfract Ions 
per t<\onth Wh I Ie 
In Education 

Institution 

L1no La~ es 
Stl11wa1 er 
St. CloLd 

Lino La~es 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

Ll no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

50 
75 

1.16 

46 
73 

115 

46 
73 

115 

242.52 
le6.17 
156.99 

.02 ~ 

.04 ] 

.22 

.16 

.02 ] 

.35 

322.73 
219.18 
178.30 

.06 

.19 

.60 

.81 

.09 

.62 

ANOVA F Ratlob 

2.5 (2,238) .086 

5.1 (2,231) .007 

7.8 (2,231) .pOl 

Days of Segregation Llno Lakes 47 .22 .80 2.0 (2,231) .139 
I ncu rred per Month St I I I wai'er 72 1 .56 6.97 
In Education st. Cloud 115 3.85 15.25 -----------.------------------------------------------------... _------------------------------------------------------------

Days In 
Vocational Training 

Major Infractions 
per t<bnth Wh I Ie 
in Education 

Minor Infractions 
per l-bnth ~Ih II e 
In Education 

L1no Lakes 
Stllll~ater 
St. Cloud 

L1no Lakes 
St i III~ater 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Stl I Iwater 
St. Cloud 

53 
54 

121 

50 
52 

121 

50 
52 

121 

218.11 
165.81 ] 
271.12 

.03 U .OBJ 

.20 

.06 ] 

.02 ] 

.17 

173.76 
188.39 
199.67 

.17 

.25 

.35 

.15 

.10 

.30 

5.9 (2,225) .003 

7.0 (2,220) .001 

9.7 (2,220) .001 

Days of Segregation Llno Lakes 50 .25 1.30 4.6 (2,217) .011 
Incurred per Month Stillwater 49 .10 .66 
In Vocational St. Cloud 121 4.73 14.86 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Days in 
Traditional Industry 

Out-hours per Day 
In Traditional IndUstry 

Major Infractions 
per Month \~h I Ie 
In Traditional Industry 

Minor Infr.actlons 
per Month Wh I Ie 
In Traditional Industry 

Days of Segregation 
Incurred per Month 
In Trad It lona I Industry 

Dollars Earned per Day 
In Traditional Industry 

Dollars Received from 
Outslde,Sources per 
Day In Traditional 
Industry 

Dollars Sent to Outside 
per Day In Traditional 
Industry 

Llno Lakes 
Stillwater 
St." Cloud 

L1no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

L1no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Stili water 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

L1no Lakes 
St IIlwater 
st. Cloud 

L1no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

L1no Lakes 
Stillwater 
st, Cloud 

85 
.195 

55· 

82 
195 
50 

83 
194 
53 

83 
194 

53 

83 
194 
53 

83 
195 
50 

76 
173 

50 

76 
173 
50 

192.14 ] 
258.26 
220.76 

.34 ] 

.25 

.J? 

.01 tl 

.05 ] 

.19 

.05 ~ 

.02 ] 

.22 

.34 
• 2.01 

1.97 

1.72 J 
2.05 ] 
1.51 

.90 

.90 
1.78 

.50 

.4J 

.25 

170.53 
215.51 
199.53 

.48 

.31 

.22 

.04 

.17 

.46 

.t8 

.09 

.38 

1.58 
12.82 
4.21 

.61 

.99 

.54 

1.81 
1.73 
5.63 

1.30 
,78 
.62 

3.3 (2,332) .037 

3.9 (2,324) .021 

10.4 (2,32"1l .001 

21.8 (2,327) .001 

.9 (2,327) .425 

9.9 (2,325) .001 

2.1 (2,296) .127 

Ll (2,296) ,319 

Dollars Spent on Self LfnoLakes 76 ],73 2,11 .21 (2,294) .130 
per Day In Traditional Stillwater 173 1.81 1.32 
Industry St. Cloud 50 1.31 .86 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Days In Free Venture L1no Lakes 

Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

155 
103 

16 

204.47 
310.43 
146.25 

141.97 
265.46 
104.37 

11,0 (2,271) 

aMeans that are significantly different from one by Tukey post-hoc comparisons (p<.05) are linked with brackets. 
bDegrees of freedom are indicated In parentheses. 
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TABLE 4: ANOVA's Comparing Male Groups from Each Institution on Institutional 
Activities (continued) 

Varlabl e 

Out-hours per Day 
I n Free Venture 

Major Infractions 
per MJnth Wh I Ie 
In Free Venture 

Minor Infractions 
. per Month Wh I Ie 
I n Free Venture 

Days of Segregation 
Incurred per Month 
in Free Venture 

Dollars Earned 
per Day In 
Free Veatur.e 

Dollars Received 
from Outside Sources 
per Day I n Free 
Venture 

Dollars Sent to 
Outside per Day In 
free Venture 

Dollars Spent on 
Sel f per Day In 
Free Ventu re 

Dollars In State Taxes 
Paid per Day In 
Free Venture 

Dol lars In Federal 
Taxes Paid per Day 
in Free Ventu re 

r;Jo I I ars in 'Chargebacks 
Paid per Day In 
Free Venture 

Institution 

Lino Laf,es 
St I II wa"er 
St. CloL'd 

Li no La~es 
Sti I I water 
St. Cloud 

LIno lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

Li no lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
St III wai'er 
St. Cloud 

lino Lakes 
Sti II water 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

lino Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

lino Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

lino Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

151 
90 

,15 

154 
101 

16 

154 
101 

16 

146 
100 

15 

154 
100 

16 

152 
96 
16 

152 
96 
16 

152 
96 
16 

154 
89 
16 

154 
89 
16 

154 
28 
16 

.34 

.27 

.36 

.05 

.12 

.03 

.14 ] 

.02 ] 

.19 

.13 

.74 

.32 

7.93 
8.74 
8.40 

.69 
1.25 

.51 

1.28 ] 
3.35

J 1.52 

4.00 
3.00 
3.52 

.14 

.19 

.07 

.30 

.50 
:15 

2.31 
1.95 
2.22 

.30 

.73 

.32 

> 16 
1.00 

.09 

.23 

.08 

.37 

.58 
3.51 

.96 

3.55 
5.48 
9.26 

1.69 
2.06 

.93 

1.73 
3.40 
3.29 

2.19 
2.52 
3.60 

.14 

.26 

.11 

.36 

.9' 

.30 

1.07 
1.49 
2.49 

ANOVA F Ratlob 

.7 (2,253) .487 

.5 (2,268) .608 

13.2 (2,268) .001 

2.2 (2,258) .109 

.9 (2,267) .421 

3.2 (2,261) ,.042 

19.6 (2,261) .001 

5.1 (2,261) .007 

3.6 (2,256) .030 

3.6 (2,256) .029 

.9 (2,195) .398 

---------------------------------------------------------------------.. ~-----------------------------------------------
Days In Support 
Service Positions 

Out-hours per Day In 
Support Service 
Positions ' 

Major Infractions per 
1>/onth Wh I Ie In 
Support Service 
Positions 

Minor Infractions per 
Month Wh I I e In Support' 
Service Positions 

Days of Segregation 
Incurred per, Month 
~Ih il e in Support 
Service Positions 

lino Lakes 
S1-i I I w<r",r 
St. Cloud 

lino lakes 
Stl I I water 
St. Cloud 

LIno Lakes 
Stl I Iwater 
St. Cloud 

LIno La~es 
Stillwater 
St. CloJd 

lino Lakes 
51-I I I water 
St. ClOUd 

119 
232 
104 

110 
232 
101 

117 
232 
102 

118 
232 
103 

116 
231 
103 
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231.45 
213.20 
201.43 

.18J 

.06J 

.25 

.05 il 

.05J 

.20 

.43 J 

.73J 
2.85 

193.65 
211. 58 
177.42 

.30 

.20 

.42 

.25 

.24 

.56 

.23 

.06 

.42 

2.12 
2.53 
6.03 

.1 (2,452) 

17.8 (2.440) 

7.9 (2,448) 

48.2 (2,450) 

15.6 (2,447) 

.521 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 
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TABLE 4: ANOVA's Comparing Male Groups from Each Institution on Institutional 
Activities (continued) 

Variable 

Dollars Earned per Day 
In Support Service 
Positions ' 

Dollars Received from 
Outside Sources per 
Day in Support 
Service Positlqns 

Dollars Sent to Outside 
Per Day In Support 
Service Positions 

Dollars Spent on Self 
per Day In Support 
Service POSitions 

Major Infractions per 
MJnth 11h II e In 
Therapy 

Minor Infractions per 
Month \1h I I e In 
Therapy 

Days of Segregation 
Incurred While In 
Therapy 

Major Infractions per 
Month While Idle 

Minor Infractions Der 
1>/of'th Wh lie Id fe . 

Institution 

L1no Lakas 
Stll I wafer 
St. Clou:! 

Lino Lak3s 
Stili water 
St. ClOUd 

Lino Lakes 
Stl I Iwater 
St. Cloud 

lino Lakes 
Stili water 
St. ClOUd 

lino lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

lino lakes 
Stl II water 
St. Cloud 

Lino lakes 
Sti Ilwater 
St. ClOUd 

lino Lakes 
Stili water 
St. Cloud 

Li no lakes 
Stl "water 
St. Cloud 

110 
231 
91 

106 
201 

92 

106 
, 201 

93 

105 
201 

90 

38 
32 
67 

38 
32 
67 

38 
32 
67 

49 
27 

166 

49 
27 

166 

2.56Jl 
1.20 ~ 
1.03 

.66 J 
1.69 
.86 

.67 

.69 

.39 

2.57 
1.54 
1.25 

.02 

.00 

.37 

.01 

.00 

.04 

.18 

.01 
3.57 

.03 

.06 

.15 

, .03 
.05 
.23 

2.68 
.98 

1,40 

1.10 
3.78 
1.48 

, 1.50 
2.43 
1.41 

2.25 
1.52 
1.25 

.06 

.01 
2.31 

.06 
o 

.15 

1.05 
.03 

22.95 

.08 

.19 

.45 

.13 

.19 

.63 

ANOVA F. Ratlob 

29.7 (2,429) .001 

5.6 (2,396) .004 

.8 J2,397) .~67 

17.6 (2,393) .001 

.9 (2,134) .421 

2.3(2,134) .103 

.8 (2,134) .455 

2.4 (2,239) .096 

3.5 (2,239) .031 

Days of Segregation Lino lakes 49 .64 2.54 .7 (2,238) .508 
Incurred While Idle Stillwater 26 2.44 11.05 

-------,-----------------------~!~-~1~~~ ____________ 2~~ __ ----------~~~2 __________ 1~~~~ _____________________________________ _ 
Days In Work Release lIno lakes 

St III water 
St. Cloud 

Major Infract! ons 
per Day of 
Institutionalization 

Minor Infractions 
per Day of 
Institutionalization 

pno lakes 
Stili water 
St. Cloud 

Lino lakes 
51' illwater 
St. Cloud 

28 
26 
11 

94 
106 
104 

94 
106 
104 
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~7 ,9,6 
88.65 
78.00 

.001 ~ 

.002J 

.004 

.002 U 

.001J 

.006 

40.47 
47.32 
46.50 

.002 

.003 

.007 

.002 

.001 

.007 

.2 (2,62) .781 

14.4 (2,301) .001 

32.6 (2,301) .001 
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T,L\BLE 5; Chi Square Analyses of Males from Each Institution who Committed 
Discipl inary Infl-actions at any Period During Their Incarceration 

Total N 

~1a.ior I nfract Ions 
None 
1 or more 
Na 

Minor Infractions 
None 
1 or more 
Na 

Uno Lakes 
169 

95 56% 
74 44% 

169 

X(2)2 = 21.4, P < .01 

56 33% 
113 67% 
169 

X(2)2 = 77.3, P < .01 

aNumber of gr-oup for whom Information was available. 
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Stillwater 
289 

~ Percentage 

179 
106 
285 

192 
93 

285 

63% 
37% 

67% 
33% 

.~ 

St. Cloud 
194 

Number Percentage 

80 
113 
193 

62 
131 
193 

42% 
59% 

32% 
68% 

1 

; <. 

TABLE 6: 
Chi S uare Anal ses of Institutional Grou s Activities Durin 

the Fol low-up Period 

Total N 
N Released 

Assistance from CETA 
Yes 
No 
Na 

Ass i:. ta'nce from the 
C""oa~tment of Vocat iona I 
Reha~ i I itation 

Yes 
No 
r-;8 

Residence 
Urban 
Rural 
Mixed 
Out-of-state 
",8 

Q'!,(S beTween Re I ease 
and Employment 

14 or less 
15 or more 
Na 

Job in Fi rst 3 !'~nths 
Yes 
No 
N::l 

Job In First Year 
Yes 

School In Fi rst 3 Mor.i'hs 
Yes 
No 
Na 

Lino Lakes Stillwater 
169 289 
119 153 

~ Percentaoe ~ Percentage 

15 13% 
103 87% 
116 

X(2)2 = 14.2 

i5 13% 
104 67% 
119 

X(2)2 = 4.2 

4 
115 
119 

3% 
97% 

12 
134 
147 

P < .01 

12 
131 
143 

not significant 

1 
142 
143 

X(2)2 = 3.5 ' not signit'icant 

93 
5 
4 
4 

106 

88% 
5% 
4% 
4% 

102 
:;; 

10 
7 

124 

X(6)~ = 8.7 not significant 

52 64% 57 
29 36% 38 
81 95 

X(2)2 = 6.3 P < .04 

72 69% 74 
33 31% 51 

105 125 

X(2)2 = 3.5 not significant 

80 77% 92 
24 2,d' ;Jp 32 

104 124 

X(2)2 " .80 not significant 

4 4% 2 
101 96% 124 
105 126 

8% 
92% 

8% 
92% 

1% 
99% 

60% 
40% 

59% 
41% 

74% 
26% 

2% 
98% 

St. Cloud 
194 
131 

~ Percentage 

1 
125 
126 

7 
113 

'120 

5 
114 
119 

95 
6 

14 
1 

116 

38 
45 
83 

63 
48 

111 

78 
31 

109 

2 
109 
111 

1% 
99% 

6% 
94% 

4% 
96% 

82% 
5% 

12% 
1% 

46% 
54% 

72% 
28% 

2% 
98% 

J gNumber of group for whom Information was available. 

IIUnch~nged" Indicates that the Individual on parole has not had his' parole revoked. In many Cases he had been discharged. For those persons 
WhhO dId not have one 'lear left on their sentence at release placement in this ca+egory Indicates simply that they were not returned on othe.r c arges to a correctional faCilIty. ' ._ 
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TABLE 6: Chi Square Analyses of Institutional Groups Activities During the 
Fol low-up Poriod (continuod) 

Total N 
N Released 

School in First Year 
Yes 
No 
Na 

Vocational Training in 
firsT 3 :·'onths 

Yes 
No 
Na 

Vocational Training In 
Fi rst Year 

Yes 

Treatment in First 
3 I!OAths 

Yes 
No 
Na 

Trea+rr.ent in First Year 
Yes 
No 
Na 

Skill Level of First Job 
Ski lied 
Semi-ski lIed 
Unski II ed 
Na 

Ski II Level of Second Job 
Ski 1 led 
Semi-skilled 
Vnski lied 
Na 

Skill Level of Longest-
Held Job 

Ski lIed 
Semi-ski lied 
Unski lIed 
Na 

Parole Violated 
Yes 
No 
Na 

L1no Lakes 
169 
119 

Number Percentaae 

5 
98 

103 

11 
94 

105 

15 
88 

103 

11 
94 

105 

x(2)2 = 

13 
90 

113 

x(2)2 = 

11 
30 
39 
80 

5% 
95% 

10% 
90% 

15% 
85% 

11% 
89% 

12.1 • 

13% 
87% 

13.2 

14% 
38% 
49% 

P < .01 

P < .01 

X(4)2 = 11.3 P < .024 

7 15% 
20 43% 
20 43% 
47 

X(4)24.1 not significant 

15 19% 
34 43% 
30 38% 
79 . 

X2 ='8.7 p < .070 

43 36% 
76 64% 

119 

X(2j2 = 5.4 P = .067 
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Sti I I water 
289 
153 

~ Percentage 

3 
121 
124 

3 
123 
125 

7 
117 
124 

22 
104 
125 

26 
9.8 

124 

12 
42 
35 
89 

8 
24 
18 
50 

14 
46 
25 
85 

50 
103 
153 

3% 
97% 

2% 
98% 

6% 
94% 

18% 
83!l 

21% 
79% 

14% 
47% 
39% 

16% 
48% 
36% 

17% 
54% 
29% 

33% 
57~ 

st. Cloud 
194 
131 

Number Percentage 

4 
104 
108 

3 
108 
111 

8 
10(1 
18fl 

32 
79 

111 

36 
72 

108 

1 
41 
36 
78 

2 
23 
21 
45 

4 
43 
28 
75 

50 
71 

131 

4% 
95% 

3% 
97% 

7i 
93% 

29% 
71% 

33% 
67% 

1% 
53% 
46% 

4% 
50% 
46% 

5% 
57% 
37% 

46% 
54% 

(' 

c 

,: ( 
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TABLE 6: 
Chi Square Analyses of Institutiona I Groups Activities During the 
Fol low-up Period (continued) 

Total N 
N Released 

New PrOEert~ Offense 
Yes 
No 
Na 

:-Ie" Ferson Offense 
Yes 
No 
IJa 

rloo,.,. Other Offense 
Ye!> 
No 
Na 

Status· at Oge Year 
Unchanged 
~eturned ~tithout new offense 
Returneo with new offense 
Absconded 
Na 

Llno Lakes Sti I I water 159 289 
119 , 153 

~ Percentage ~ Percentage 

20 17% 20 
99 83% 133 

119 153 

X(2)2 = 12.2 p < .01 

5 4% 7 
114 95% 145 
119 152 

X(2)2 = .2 not significant 

14 12% 13 105 88% 139 
119 152 

X(2)2 = 1.4 not significant 

80 57% 107 
13 11% 19 23 19% 22 
3 3% 5 

119 153 

X(6)2.= 9.7 . not significant 
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13% 
87% 

9% 
91% 

70% 
12% 
14% 

3% 

St. Cloud 

~ 

38 
93 

131 

7 
123 
130 

, 10 
120 
1)0 

72 
18 
33 

8 
131 

194 
131 
Percentaae 

29% 
71% 

5% 
95% 

. 8% 
92% 

55% 
14% 
25% 

6% 
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TABLE 7: ANOVA's Comparing ~~ale Groups from Each Institution on Continuous 
Follow-up Variables 

Variable 

Number of Dollars 
at Release 

Number of 
Dependent Children 

Days Between Release 
and Employment 

Days of Work 
I Month 

Days of Work' 
0-3 f/0nths 

Days of Work 
3-6 ~'onths 

Days of Work 
6-9 Months 

Days of Work 
9-12 Months 

Tota I Days of Work 
During First Year 

Days In Vocational 
Training During First 
Three Months 

Days in School (Aca'demlc) 
During First Three 
Months 

Days in Thera·p.eutl c 
Program During First 
Three /,bnths 

Days In Vocational 
Training During 
First Year 

Days in School (Academic) 
Duri ng FI rst .Year 

Days In Therapeut I c 
Program DurIng FIrst 
Year 

Total Days of Productive 
Activity During First 
Year 

Number of Days on 
First Job 

BeginnIng Hourly Wage 
on Fi rst Job 

Institution 

LI no La'{es 
Stiliwa -e. 
St. Clolld 

LI no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

LI no Lakes 
Sti I I water 
St. Cloud 

LI no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

LI no Lakes 
Sti I I water 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Sti Ilwater 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Stili water 
St. ClOUd 

Lino Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Stillwater 
st. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Sti II water 
St. Cloud 

Llno Lakes 
Stili water 
St. Cloud 

Lf no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

LI no Lakes 
Stili water 
St. Cloud 

Lino Lakes 
Sfiliwater 
St. Cloud 

L1no La~es 
StIli water 
St. CloJd 

L1no La<es 
Stili water 
St. ClOUd 

LI no Lakes 
Stili water 
St. Cloud 

113 
100 
99 

119 
149 
127 

81 
95 
83 

105 
125 
110 

105 
124 
110 

105 
125 
108 

103 
125 
105 

102 
123 
106 

101 
120 

. lOS, 

105 
126 
111 

105 
126 
111 

105 
126 
111 

103 
1:24 
108 

103 
124 
108 

103 
124 
108 

101 
120 
104 

80 
93 
79 

49 
54 
37 

246.54 
277 .27 
156.33 

.46:1 

. 52JJ .14 

28.38 
49.40 
47.67. 

13.91 U 
12.88J 
7.81 

4).40 ~ 
41.60J 
29.63 

47.56J 
43.71 
34.24 

43.24 
46.09 ] 
29.90 

40.19 
41.46 
30.79 

172.83 U 
171. 50J 
123.80 

6.79,1 
1.70JJ 
1.50 

3.50 
1.23 
1 :37 

3.91 
7.43 
15.6~ 

21. 78 ] 
5.31 

12.11 

8.77 
3.23 
7.27 

6.62 U 
11.24J 
28.59 

211.51 
201.87 
165.97 

141. 76 
145.17 
107.78 

5.01 
5.03 
4.39 

182.36 
738.02 
114.68 

1.05 
1.06 

.48 

50.08 
79.70 

'64.92 

13.84 
14.34 
11.95 

37.79 
40.93 
34.81 

40.03 
42.46 
37.29 

42.80 
42.65 
39.46 

43.79 
42.94 
41.34 

142.79 
147.43 
130.56 

22.90 
11. 74 
9.98 

17.70 
9.77 

(0.38 

13.26 
19.83 
29.05 

68.45 
25.52 
51.39 

44.56 
23.74 
44.91 

24.44 
32.00 
69.17 

137.32 
138.33 
140.29 

128.26 
123.69 
114.83 

1.82 
2.27 
1.49 

ANOVA F Ratlob 

2.1 (2,309) 

6.5 (2,392) 

2.6 (2,256) 

6.5 (2,337) 

4.3 (2,336) 

3.1 (2,335) 

4.7 (2,330) 

2.0 (2,328) 

4.2 (2,323) 

4.0 (2,339) 

1.1 (2,339) 

8.4 (2,339) 

3.0.(3,332) 

.7 (2,332) 

6.9 (2,3321 

3.1 (2,322) 

2.3 (2.250) 

1.4 (2,137) 

.128 

.002 

• 0'79 

.002 

.015 

.044 

.0lQ 

.132 

.016 

.019 

.344 

.001 

.05 

.525 

.001 

.046 

.107 

.245 

~Means that are significantly different from one another by Tukey post-hoc comparisons (p<.05) are linked with brackets. 
Degrees of freedom -'re IndIcated In parentheses. 

c lf IndivIdual stlll"heid Job at years end, wage at that time gIven. 
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TABLE 7: ANOVA's Comparing Male Groups from Each Institution on Continuous 
Fol low-up Variables (continued) 

Variable 

Ending Hourly Wage on 
FI rst JobC 

Number of Days on 
Second Job . 

Beg i.nn i ng Hour i y Wage 
on Second Jcb 

Ending Hourly ~Iage 
on Second Jobc 

Number of Days on 
Longest-held Job 

BegInning Hourly Wago 
on Longest-held Job 

Endl ng Hourly ~Iage 
on Longest-held Jobc 

Number of Days between 
Release and Return 

Number of Days between 
Release and Absconslon 

Number of Days between 
Release and CommissIon 
of New CrIme 

Number of New Property 
Offenses 

Number of New Person 
Offenses 

Number of New Other 
Offenses 

Number of Days Outsl de 
Correctional J:acility 
During First Year 

Insltut!on 

L1no Lakes 
StIllwater 
St. Cloud 

L1no Lakes 
st! II water 
St. Cloud 

Lino Lakes 
StIllwater 
St. Cloud 

LI no Lakes 
Stili water 
St. ClOUd 

LI no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

LI no Lakes 
Sti I I water 
St. Cloud 

LI no Lake 5 
Sti II wat( r 
St. ClOut' 

L1no LakElS 
Stll I ~tater 
St. Cloud 

L1no Lakes 
Stili water 
St. Cloud 

L1no Lakes 
StIllwater 
st. ClOUd 

LI no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

Ll no Lakes 
StIllWater 
St. Cloud 

L1no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Clo.ud 

L1no Lakes 
Stillwater 
St. Cloud 

.!! 

49 
54 
39 

45 
50 
46 

31 
27 
22 

31 
26 
23 

79 
90 
76 

57 
54 
42 

57 
54 
44 

35 
43 
42 

14 
26 
22 

35 
34 
50 

119 
,153 
131 

119 
152 
130 

119 
152 
130 

'118 
153 
131 
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5.08 
5.13 
4.58 

87.24 
115.70 
70.715 

5.17 
5.54 
4.89 , 

5.31 
5.65 
4.88 

180.27 
190.22 ] 
139.45 

6.33 
5.62 
4.83 

6.51 
5.81 
5.02 

161.94 
177.40 
146.81 

101.00 
65.92 

109.64 

151.11 
144.12 
139.32 

.27 

.18 ] 

.42 

.05 

.06 

.05 

:14 
.11 
.09 

311.74 
324.59 ] 
283.08 

1.96 
2.25 
1.56 

88.72 
114,72 
72.88 

2.44 
1.74 
1.44 

2.52 
1. 81 
1.40 

120.80 
109.47 
112.00 

6.31 
2.26 
1.45 

6.35 
2.24 
1.49 

92.11 
112.39 
107.34 

103.20 
95.57 
98.48 

89.56 
106.11 
107.11 

.73 

.53 

.76 

.26 

.31 

.23 

.44 

.38 

.34 

91.52 
78.43 

118.18 

ANOVA F Ratiob 

1.0 (2,139) .367 

2.8 (2,138) .065 

.7 (2,77) .518 

.9 ('2,77) .417 

4.5 (2,242) .013 

1.6 (2,150) .211 

1.6 (2,152) .208 

.9 (2,117) .409 

1.3 (2,59) .279 

.1 (2,116) .872 

4.6 (2,400) .010 

.0 (2,398) .964 

.6 (2,398) .567 

6.7 (2,399) .001 

/ 
/ UWm~~""""" ........ a."""~=""""""" __ " ________ Ra ____________________________________________ ~_~~, __________ , ______ ~ ______ ~~~ ____________________ _ 
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in light of the fact that a number of the inmates in the Stillwater sample had served 
some portion of their current sentence at St. Cloud and vice versa. Furthermore all of 
the men in the Lino Lakes group had spent time at one of the other two prisons. It 
should be noted here as well that in the interest of providing representative accounts 
of the total period of incarceration, information concerning the activities of inmates 
while assigned to the minimum security facilities in the state was included in the 
study. The institutional samples were thus far from "clean." To have identified all of 
the combinations of facility-specific activities however would have resulted in almost 
as many types of incarceration experiences as we had individuals. It seemed more 
appropriate to consider as a group all men who had been involved in a given activity 
such as educational programming or a traditional industry job regardless of where that 
involvement had happened. Although the resulting samples could not then be 
independent of one another (a problem for most statistical tests), there would be no 
reason to believe that any systematic bias had been introduced by such a strategy. 
The situation would reflect simply a very real and common occurrence in corrections, 
and, in the absence of complicated interactions, would make it more, rather than less 
difficult to assess group differences (i.e. to reject any null hypotheses about Free 
Venture). 

The extent of over-lapping membership between Free Venture workers and other 
groups varied from the 15% who also participated in Work Release to the 69% who had 
worked in support services. Table 8 provides the a\!tual figures for both the males and 
females. 

Background Variables: Categorical background data for each of the activity 
groups are presented in Table 9. These are intended primarily to provide us with 
descriptive information since the nature of the samples, as indicated above, violates 
traditional assumptions concerning statistical analyses. Nevertheless, chi square tests 
were used (with correction for continuity applied when appropriate) to assess the 
extent of differences between the Free Venture group and the others, that is to put 
the figures into perspective. Clearly it would be inappropriate to draw any inferences 
about the populations sampled from such analyses. 

The racial make-up of the Free Venture group did not appear to differ 
appreciably from those of the other samples. Compared to the individuals who were in 
educational or vocational training programs or had been assigned to permanent idle, 
Free Venture workers were somewhat more likely to have been married (~2)2 = 10.8, 
18.3, and 37.4 respectively, p < .01). Consistent with that picture is the finding that 
they also tended to have dependent children with greater frequency than did the 
educational programs, vocational training, and permanent idle groups (respective 

X(1)2values are 5.4, 7.6 and 21.3 p <.01). 
A higher proportion of the Free Venture group had completed high school or 

earned a GED than was the case with the vocational training (~1 \2 = 6.4, p< .05), 
educational programs, and permanent idle samples (~1)2 = 13.0 and'l'8.6 respectively, p 
.01). In a similar vein more members of this group liad longer employment histories 
prior to incarceration than did the individuals in vocational training, educational 
program, therapeutic pro~m or permanent idle 0«3)2 = 25.4, 15.8, 18.3 and 46.4, 
resp ec ti v ely). 

The criminal histories of the inmates who worked in Free Venture also tended to 
differ from those of certain of the other groups. They were less likely to have 
committed their first offense by age 16 than were the men in educational programs, 
vocational training, therapeutic programs, permanent idle (respective 4(1)2's = 8.0, 6.6, 
7.0, and 15.9, p <.01), or traditional industry (~1)2 = 5.6, p< .05). As woufd be expected, 
they were also less likely to have any juvenile record than were those in other groups 
although in the case of the comparison with traditional industry inmates, the 
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TABLE 8: 

.~">~.~,, .. ~~~.-. , 

Number of Individuals in Free Venture Samples Who Were Also Included 
in Other Groups 

Of the 274 male6 who worked on Free Venture operations: 

156 were Involved In edu.catiolt (N = 373) 
85 \~ere I nvo I ved In vocatioltal.tluU.tUng <N '" 254) 

160 we re I nvo I ved 1[1 :tIr.a.cUtumal. ,iJlduM:lLY (N = 340) 
190 were Invol vea In <lUPpol!.t MJLv.{.C!e eN = 455) 
50 were ~nvolved In a tlLea.:tme/t.t plLogltam (N = 139) 
62 were -<.cie.e at some time eN = 251> ' 
40 were i nvol ved In wOlLll lLe.lea.6e eN = 66) 
72 were Involved in plLe-lLe.lea.6e eN = 153) 

Of the 65 6emale6 who worked In Free Venture operations 

46 were Involved In educatlalt eN = 65) 
13 were Involved In vaC!atialtal tka.i.n.i.ng (N = 15) 
all 65 wer.e Involved In <luppal!.t <lelLv.i.(!e6 eN = 97) 

. 4 were' Involved In wOlLk lLe.iea.6e eN = 6) 
22 were Involved In the PalL~LtlItg group eN = 29) 
33.were !nvolved In the ~!em.i.C!al dependenC!y group eN = 50) 
11 were Involved In the a66-glLaUJld6 work program (N = 12) 
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TABLE 9: 

Total N 

Descriptive Statistics for Males in Various Institutional Programs on 
Discrete Background Variables6 

Educet I ona I 
Pro~ram 

373 

Vocational 
Training 

254 

irad I t ion.a I 
Industry 

340 

Free Venture 
Industries 

274 

Support 
Services 

455 Number Percentage ~ Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage N~mber PercentaGe' 

P.ace 
---=t7hi te 

black 
American Indian 
Ch ieano 
lIb 

tloarltal Status 
Sln'1 le 
/.tarried 
Separated, Divorced, 
or Wi rowed 

Ub 

Dependent 
Chi I dren 
---nor;e 

1 or more 
Hb 

EO·J-:>JtiO'.,I 
frtt a i nm~:"1 t 

Lcs~ 1han 12 years 
H.S. <liplo"",. (,ED; 
or "'".Ore 

~b 

Eltployment 
Histor{ 

tlever worked 
~k>rked < 1 year 
'Ior~;(;1 < 3 years 
vlgrked > 3 years 
tI 

Skill Level of 
Previol.t5 Jobs 

Ski lied 
Serni-3k; lied 
Ugskilled 
/oJ 

Hlstcr(of c 
Su~s't3nce Abuse 

flone 
Minor 
Pa?t 
Sedoos 
Nb 

Hlstor( of 
~sca?e 

'(as 
rio 
fib 

26i 
72 
34 

6 
373 

225 
58 
69 

371 

293 
78 

371 

228 
144 

372 

48 
204 
66 
54 

372 

7 
75 

241 
323 

49 
30 
24 

257 
360 

44 
329 
373 

70'/, 
19'/, 

9% 
2% 

61% 
16% 
24% 

79'[. 
21% 

13% 
;;5% 
18% 
14% 

2% 
23% 
75% 

14% 
8% 
7% 

71% 

i2% 
88% 

179 
48 
23 

4 
254 

167 
35 
51 

253 

206 
47 

253 

148 
106 

254 

42 
136 
45 
27 

250 

2 
52 

157 
211 

34 
20 
15 

181 
250 

31 
223 
254 

71% 
19% 

9% 
2% 

66% 
14% 
20% 

81% 
19% 

58% 
42% 

17% 
54% 

, 18% 
11% 

1% 
25% 
74% 

14% 
8% 
6% 

72% 

12% 
88% 

240 
70 
24 

6 
. 340 

160 
63 

115 

338 

243 
95 

338 

175 
165 

340 

36 
170 
60 
67 

333 

13 
7·1 

215 
302 

42 
28 
22 

233 
325 

41 
299 
340 

71% 
21% 

7'f, 
2% 

47% 
19% 
34% 

72% 
28% 

51~ 
49% 

.11% 
51% 
18% 
20% 

4% 
25% 
71% 

12:£ 
88% 

~Sole criterion for lnclu510n In any group was a minimum of five days of Involvement In such. 

201 
51 
16 
6 

274 

131 
47 
94 

272 

193 
79 

272 

128 
145 

273 

16 
134 
58 
61 

269 

12 
59 

184 
255 

34 
25 
20 

180' 
259 

44 
230 
274 

73'/, 
19% 
6~ 
2% 

48% 
17% 
36% 

71% 
29% 

47% 
53% 

6% 
50% 
22% 
23% 

5% 
23:£ 
72% 

13% 
10% 

6% 
60% 

16% 
84% 

323 
93 
32 

7 
455 

238 
68 

147 

453 

337 
117 
454 

233 
221 

454 

49 
228 

88 
81 

445 

22 
104 
278 
404 

64 
44 
29 

295 
432 

46 
409 
455 

71% 
20% 

7'f, 
2% 

53~ 
15% 
32% 

74~ 
26'1, 

51% 
49% 

11% 
51% 
20'; 
18% 

15% 
10% 

7% 
68% 

10% 
90% 

II~Mber of group for whom Information was 3vailable. . 

c"~Hnor" signl flaG that the Individual occ.)sslonally drank to excess or used illicit' drugs. "Past siE11f1es that he had a hl.story·of !iE/riou. 
problems .:hlch W(Cre under control at the tlmo of the current Incarceration. "Serious" signifies that the problem wa~ not under control and 

dProbably contributed to the current Incal'ceratlon. 
"Yes" signifies that the Individual had been paroled and returned du.-l~g the current Incarceration. 

e"'(es" signifies that the Individual has sometime In hIs life commItted $UC~; lin offense. 
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Descriptive Statistics for Males in Various 
Discrete Background VariablesB (continued) 

Total N 

Race 
-wiiite 

Black 
American Indian 
Chicano 
Nb 

lIa rita I status 
Single 
Married 
Separated, Divorced, 
or Wi rowed 

r;b 

Dependent 
Children 

None 
t or rr~rB 
Nb 

EduC3ti"na I 
Mta 1 "",,,,,j' 

Le3s than 12 years 
B.S. diploma; GED, 
or mora 

Nb 

Employment 
!:I.!!..!£!:i.. 

Never worked 
Worked < 1 year 
Worked < 3 years 
Wgrl'ed > 3 years 
N 

Skit I L&vel of 
Previo'Js Jobs 

Skilled 
SP.f':i-Ski lied 
U~skilled 
/j 

History of c 
Substance Abuse 

~1".m(J 

Minor 
Past 
Serlou5 
Nb 

Hist"ry of 
Escape 

Yes 
tlo 
Nb 

inerapeutlc 
Program 

139 
~ Percentage 

102 
23 
12 
2 

139 

67 
23 
29 

139 

104 
35 

139 

77 
62 

139 

19 
85 
22 
13 

139 

2 
25 
93 

120 

11 
10 
5 

109 
135 

13 
126 
139 

73% 
17'/, 
9% 
1% 

63% 
17% 
21% 

75% 
25% 

55% 
45% 

14% 
61% 
16% 

9% 

2% 
21% 
78% 

8% 
7% 
4% 

81% 

9% 
91% 

Permanent 
Idle 

251 
~ Percentage 

187 
38 
21 

5 
251 

166 
25 
40 

251 

220 
31 

251 

166 
85 

251 

44 
152 
38 
15 

249 

2 
40 

164 
206 

32 
24 
13 

179 
246· 

22 
229 
251 

-44 ... 

75% 
15% 

6% 
2% 

74% 
10% 
16% 

88% 
12% 

18% 
61% 
15% 
6~ 

1% 
20% 
80% 

13% 
10% 

5% 
72% 

9iC 
91~ 

Institutional Programs on 

Wc,"k 
Rei ease 

66 
Number. Percentage 

46 
15 
3 
2 

66 

31 
11 
24 

66 

50 
16 
66 

32 
34 

66 

4 
31 
13 
18 
66 

3 
22 
37 
62 

12 
9 
6 

33 
60 

14 
52 
66 

70% 
23% 

5% 
3% 

47% 
17% 
36% 

76% 
24% 

481: 
52% 

6% 
47% 
20% 
27% 

20% 
15': 
10% 
55% 

21% 
79'{. 

Pre-Release 
153 

100 
40 
11 
2 

153 

78 
25 
50 

153 

117 
36 

153 

78 
75 

153 

16 
79 
33 
25 

153 

8 
36 
93 

137 

22 
10 
10 

102 
144 

21 
132 
.53 

65% 
26% 

7% 
1% 

51% 
16% 
33% 

77% 
23% 

51%. 
49% 

11% 
52% 
22% 
16% 

6% 
26% 
68% 

15% 
7% 
7% 

71% 

14% 
86% 

I 
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TABLE 9: Doscrlptlvc statfstics for Males In Various institutional Programs on 
piscrete Background VariablesEl (continuod) 

Total N 

History of 
Pa ro I e Revocat Ion d 

Yes 
No 
lib 

A'}13 at Fj rst 
Offense 
---r6Or younger 

lJ or 01 der 
N 

Juvenile Offenses 
tiona 
1 or !TOre 
t1b 

Previous Property 
0f";l']:;e 
--:;:me 

1 or more 
lib 

Prey I ous Poe rson 
Off~nse 

~ 
I or ... ore 

• ~~b 

Previous Robbery 
Nona 
t or rrore 
Nb 

Pray lous Drug 
Offense 
---rlOi1e 

tbor more 
:1 

Pre-lious Other 
Offens'l 
~ 

1 or rrore 
lib 

Pr~vious 
~ional Izatlon 

Ves 

;;8 
llt,J"'ber of Act i va 
0If",r,5es at Current 
IncarceraTion 

1 
2 
3 or more 
11; 

Current Property 
Offense 
-yes:-

110 
Nb 

Current Person 
Offense 
---res 

Ilo 
lib 

Person Offondere 

Yes 
Ii;; 

"D 
Prop"rtYa 
Offender 
--y;;s-

~ 

Educatloncl 
Program 

373 
~ Percentage 

75 
298 
373 

208 
154 
362 

118 
250 
3158 

248 
123 
371 

345 
28 

373 

340 
33 

373 

355 
18 

373 

326 
• 47 
373 

217 
155 
372 

228 
103 
42 

373 

187 
186 
373 

224 
149 
373 

250 
123 
373 

247 
124 
37:) 

-

20~ 
80% 

57% 
43% 

• 32% 
'68% 

67% 
33% 

93% 
7'{. 

91% 
9% 

95% 
5'{. 

87% 
13'{. 

58% 
42~ 

'61% 
28% 
11% 

60% 
40'/, 

67% 
33% 

Vocational 
Training 

254 
~ Percantage 

56 
198 
254 

142 
103 
245 

75 
174 
249 

189 
65 

254 

235 
19 

254 

234 
20 

254 

245 
9 

254 

232 
22 

254 

146 
107 
253 

153 
78 
23 

254 

138 
116 
254 

149 
105 
254 

168 
86 

254 

16:> 
91 

254 

22% 
78'{. 

58% 
52% 

30% 
70~ 

74% 
26% 

93% 
7% 

92% 
8% 

91% 
9 

58% 
42% 

60% 
30% 
10% 

59% 
41% 

66% 
34% 
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Traditional 
Ihdus1:ry 

340 
~ Percentage 

87 
253 
340 

187 
147 
334 

124 
215 
339 

193 
146 
339 

296 
44 

340 

305 
35 

340 

331 
9 

340 

279 
61 

340 

216 
123 
339 

201 
102 
37 

340 

166 
174 
340-

211 
129 
;340 

251 
99 

340 

237 
103 
340 

26% 
74% 

56% 
44% 

37% 
63% 

57% 
43% 

87% 
13% 

'90% 
10'{. 

97'/. 
3% 

82% 
18% 

64% 
36% 

59% • 
30% 
11% . 

49$ 
. 51% 

62% 
38% 

71% 
29% 

70% 
30% 

Free Venture 
Industries 

274 
~ Percentage 

67 
207 
274 

124 
145 
269 

120 
152 
272 

152 
120 
272 

237 
37 

274 

246 
26 

274 

262 
12 

274 

230 
44 

274 

152 
122 
274 

162 
79 
33 

274 

115 
159 
274 

188 
86 

274 

208 
66 

274 

171 
95· 

274 

24% 
76'/, 

46% 
54% 

44'{, 
56% 

56% 
44'{, 

87% 
13% 

96% 
4% 

84% 
16% 

55% 
45% 

59% 
29% 
12% 

42~ 
58% 

69% 
31% 

76% 
24% 

65% 
35" 

Support 
Services 

455 

101 
354 
455 

236 
210 
446 

173 
277 
450 

273 
181 
454 

403 
52 

455 

405 
50 

455 

444 
11 

455 

381 
74 

455 

276 
178 
454 

281 
121 
53· 

455 

224 
231 
455 

261 
174 
455 

320 
135 
455 

303 
152 
455 

22% 
78% 

53% 
47% 

38% 
62% 

60% 
40% 

96% 
2% 

84% 
16% 

61% 
39% 

62% 
27% 
lZ% 

49~ 
51% 

62% 
36% 

70% 
30% 

67% 
::'3% 
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TABLE 9: Descriptive Statistics for Males in Various Institutional Programs on 
Discreto Background Vari~blesa (continued) 

Total N 

History of 
Pa ro I e Revocat Ion d 

Yes 
No 
lib 

Age at First 
Offense 
--nror younger 

IJ or older 
11 

Juvanll e Offenses 
None 
I or more 
"Ib 

?r"'1iOIJ~ Property 
Of ferJse 
-,,;r.e 

1 or more 
lib 

Previous Person 
Offense 
tiOna 

I or more 
lIb 

Previous Robbery 
None 
1 or rrore 
Nb 

Previous Drug 
Offense 
r:lOri9 

'bor more 
N 

• P~evious Other 
Offense 
None 

1 or !TOre 
lIb 

Previous 
TiiStT'fUtional I zatlon 

Yes 
liS 
N 

Ilur-,ber of Active 
Offenses at Current 
Incarceration 

I 
2 
3

b
or more 

II 

Current Property 
Offense 
~ 

Uo 
Nb 

Current Person 
Offense 
--yes 

No 
Nb 

Person Otfendar
e 

Yes 

:~ 
Propert~o 
Offender ---vos

Ilg 
N 

Therapeutic 
Prcgrarn 

139 
~ Percentage 

29 
110 
139 

81 
53 

134 

43 
93 

136 

96 
43 

139 

132 
7 

139 

127 
12 

139 

136 
3 

139 

!Hi 
23 

139 

88 
50 

1.83 

78 
46 
15 

139 . 

78 
61 

139 

82 
57 

139 

90 
49 

139 

21% 
79% 

60% 
40% 

32% 
68% 

69% 
31% 

95% 
5% 

98% 
2% 

84% 
16% 

64% 
36% 

56% 
'33% 
11% 

59% 
41% 

65% 
35% 

Permanent 
Idle ' 

'251 
~ Percentage 

41 
210 
251 

155 
87 

242 

69 
176 
245 

194 
57 

251 

237 
14 

251 

237 
14 

251 

243 
8 

251 

227 
24 

251 

153 
98 

251 

154 
72 
25' 

251 

154 
97 

251 

123 
128 
251 

139 
112 
251 

16% 
64% 

64% 
36% 

28% 
72% 

94% 
6r. • 

90% 
10% 

61% 
29% 
10% 

61% 
39% 

55% 
45% 

" 

Work 
Release 

66 
~ Percentage 

12 
54 
66 

29 
36 
65 

26 
40 
66 

31 
29 
65 

;7 
9 

66 

64 
2 

66 

58 
B 

66 

39 
27 
66 

40 
19 
7 

66 

36 
30 
66 

43 
23 
66 

50 
16 
66 

18% 
82% 

45% 
55% 

39% 
61% 

56% 
44% 

86% 
12% 

86% 
14% 

88% 
12% 

59% 
41% 

61% 
28% 
11% 

55~ 
45% 

65% 
35% 

76% 
24% 

68~ 
32% 

Pre-Release 
153 

~ Percentaco 

29 
124 
153 

83 
58 

151 

53 
99 

152 

93 
59 

152 

142 
11 

153 

136 
17 

153 

145 
8 

153 

130 
23 

153 

94 
59 

153 

92 

19 
153 

93 
60 

153 

91 
62 

153 

19% 
81% 

55% 
45% 

35% 
65% 

61% 
39% 

93% 
7% 

89% 
11:£ 

95% 
5% 

85% 
15% 

61% 
39% 

60% 
28% 
12% 

61% 
39% 

49% 
51% 

59% 
41% 

73% 
27% 

L.-
95 
44 

139 

175' 
76 

2:51 

45 
21 
66 

111 
42 

153 
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difference is less marked (~1)2 = 3.0, P <.05). The X(1)2 values for comparisons with the 
educational programs, vocah6nal training, and permanent idle groups are 9.4, 10.1, and 
14.0 respectively, (p < .01) and the Free Venture versus therapeutic programs \1)2 = 
5.0, (p< .05). 

Despite their cleaner juvenile records, the men with Free Venture experience 
were more likely to have committed a previous property offense as a,dults (i.e., before 
their current offense) than were those in educational programs Q< 1.)2 = 7.3, P < .01), 
vocational training 0«1)2 = 18.4, if .01), therapeutic programs (~h )2( - 6.1, p < .01), and 
permanent idle Q<H)2 - 25.9, P <.01). There were no differences with regards to other 
types of crime prIOr to the current incarceration. 

The picture does vary if one looks at active offenses. The inmates in the Free 
Venture group were less likely to have been sentenced for a property crime than were 
those in educational programs, vocational training, therapeutic programs, permanent 
idle, or Pre-release (the respective X(1)2 values were 4.0, p< .05; 7.3, 6.8, 18.4, and 
12.5, p< .01.) However they were mote likely to be incarcerated for a crime against a 
person then were the others in educational programs (11)2 = 4.9, p<.05), vocational 
training (X 1J2 = 20.6, P < .01) and Pre-release ()}1)2 - 14.7, p< .01). Indeed their 
likelihood b~ ever having committed a personal offehse was higher than those of the 
other groups, including educational programs (~1)2 = 5.~ P <.05), vocational training 
(41)2 = 5.8, p< .05), therapeutic programs (ll)2 = 4.9, P .05), permanent idle q1)2 = 
23.9, p< .01), and Pre-release (~1)2 = 11.6, p .1H). 

Many of the differences discussed above may reflect in part the fact that men 
working in Free Venture tended to be older as a group than those in the other 
activities. However because of the tremendous within-group variability, the differ
ences in mean age did not approach significance. Nor did the differences for other 
continuous background variables, the data on which are given in Table 10. 

Institutional Variables: As Table 11 demonstrates, there was considerable 
variation in the average number of days of involvement of inmates in the various 
institutional programs as well as in the patterns of the distributions of their scores. 
Relatively few of the Free Venture workers stayed in their positions for less than one 
month. Chi square tests indicated differences between their patterns and that for 
each of the other groups: educational program (X(3)? = 26.9, p< .01), vocational training 
(¥~2 = 9.7, P ~05), tra~itional industry (t3)2 = n.8, p<.Ol), suppor~ services Pi:n2 = 
27-.4, p<.Ol), therapeutIc programs ¢C(3~2 - '25.1, P <.01), permanent Idle ~ (3)2 = 7'2.8, 
p<.Ol), and Work Release ( (3\2 = 42.2, P ~01). 

A sizeable difference 1ft the wages earned while working in traditional industry, 
support services, and Free Venture positions is documented in Table 11. While the 
large majority of Free Venture workers made more than four dollars per day, few 
individuals in the other groups did. Furthermore while most of the support service 
men averaged under one dollar a day, this was true of only four of Free Venture 
workers. The chi square tests yielded very large values: 470.3 for support services 
versus Free Venture and 475.6 for traditional industry versus Free Venture. 

The wage discrepancies are reflected in the spending behaviors of the three work 
groups, with the Free Venture workers typically sending more money outside their 
institution. Again, chi square tests yielded large values when the patterns were 
compared: 102.6 for support services versus Free Venture and 109.2 for traditional 
industries versus Free Venture. Workers in Free Venture also tended to spend more on 
themselves than did the other groups of workers (support services 13)2 = 108.7 and 
traditional industry f.:,)2 = 128.2, p< .01). Final differences can be seen In the amounts 
of money which werevreceived from outside sources during programmatic involvement. 
The chi square test results showed that the individuals in the Free Venture group were 
the most likely to receive no financial support. The values for the comparison of their 
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TABLE 10: Descriptive Statistics on Continuous Background Variables for Males 
Involved in Various Institutional Program?~ 

Total N 

Age in Yeal-s 
at Current 
~ceration 

Mean 

Number of 
Dependent 
Ch i 1 dren 

l·~ean 

560. 
N 

Years of 
Ed'..:cat iOI1 c 

I,:e"n -
S.D. 
Nb 

Number of 
Active 
COnViCt ions 

Mean 
5C,o· 
N 

Expected Number 
of t/0nThs of d 
1 nCEwcerat ion 

1·lean 
560. 
N 

Educational 
Program 

373 

24.04 
7.30 

373 

.42 

.96 
371 

10.68 
1.71 

3/';. 

1.57 
.89 

373 

33.38 
27.29 

290 

Vocational 
Training 

254 

22.42 
6.10 

254 

.34 

.81 
253 

10.80 
1.5" 

·254 

1.70 
1. 70 

254 

29.84 
23.26 

198 

Traditional 
Industry 

340 

26.97 
8.87 

340 

.60 
1.18 

338 

10.83 
1.86 

339 

1.68, 
1.56. 

340 

33.74 
24.71 

250 

Free Veni'ure 
Industries 

274 

27.55 
9.09 

214 

.74 
1.74 

272 

10.92 
2.09 

274 

1.68 
1.27 

274 : 

38.44 
28.76 

191 

Support 
Services 

455 

26.48 
8.88 

455 

.55 
1.13 

454 

10.89 
1.93 

454 

1.64 
1.41 

455 

34.08 
26.69 

343 

Therapeutic 
Program 

139 

23.17 
6.33 

139 

.41 

.86 
139 

10.88 
1.52 

139 

1.63 
.88 

, 139 

31.52 
26.08 

111 

Perolanent 
Idle 

251 

22.26 
7.44 

251 

.19 

.56 
251 

10.49 
1.58 

251 

1.65 
1.70 

251 

26.95 
22.25 

212 

Work 
Release 
-66-

27.61 
9.15 

66 

.52 
1.10 

66 

11.03 
1. 76 

66 

1.59 
.94 

66 

29.37 
16.17 
51 

g-Sole criterion for' Inclusion In any group was a minImum of five days of Involvement In such. 
Number of group for lihom Information Was available. 

clndlviduals who had earned GEO's were credited wIth 12 years. 
~Number oflmonths between Incarceration and Tanget Release Date. 

As an adv T. ' , , 
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Pre-Release 
153 

25.53 
7.80 

153 

:52 
1.14 

153 

11.09 
1.59 

153 

1.60 
.91 

153 

24.93 

15.63 
1 5 

c 

! 
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TABLE 10: Descriptive Statistics on Continuous Background Variables for Males 
Involved in Various Institutional ProgramsO (continued) 

I 
o,r" " "--:,.",." - . -_." -- -~- -T"~' 

~---~~ . ~ 

I 
l Educational Vocational Traditional Free Venture Support Therapeutic Pennanent Work Program Training 

~ 
Indllsta Industries Services Program Idle Release' Pre-qelease Total N 373 254 340 274 455 139 251 -6-6- -----m--

'L., ., 

A!1e In Years 
of FI rst 
Adiudicatlon 

/·:ean 17.20 16 45 18.34 18.86 18.22 16.49 16.37 18.57 17:61 5.0. 6.67 5.36 8.29 7.89 8.06 5.06 7.04 8.01 7.68 Nb 363 245 335 270 447 134 243 65 152 
Number of 
Juveni Ie 
Offenses 

',~ean 3.54 :3.64 2.99 2.63 3.24 3.83 4.04 2.67 3.22 S5 0• '4.30 4.32 3.43 3.70 4.34 4.41 4.54 3.19 4.09 N 368 249 339 272 450 136 245 66 152 
Number of 
Previous 
Propel-ty 
Offenses 

~~ean .60 .46 .79 .90 .81 .57 .39 1.02 .82 S.D. 1.09 .97 1.21 1.36 1.32 1.04 .88 1.61 1.33 "I
b 371 254 339 272 454 139 251 66 152 

Number of 
Previous 
Person -
Offenses 
-~ .08 .09 .16 .18 .14 ,05 .07 .20 .08 S.D. .29 .32 .48 .52 .44 .22 .30 .71 .29 Nb 373 254 340 274 455 139 251 66 153 
Nonlcer of 
Previous 
Robberies 

I 
~ 

.. 
:./ 

I 

Mean .11 .09 .12 .12 .14 .12 .06 .17 .14 S.D. .38 .34 .39 .42 .44 .46 .29 .48 .43 Nb 373 254 340 274 455 139 251 66 153 

Number of 
fSrevlous 
Orug 
Offenses 

1 

I ~ .-
\ 

! ... 

I .~~} 

1 II 
I 
1 

I 
l' , 

;;.~ ~f; c· 

'":::".% ." ~,~ 
~c 

!J 
~p 

i .... 1-

t-lean .05 .04 .03 .05 .03 .02 .03 .05 .06 S.D. .23 .21 .16 .23 .17 .15 .18 .27 .26 Nb 373 254 340 274 455 139 251 66 153 . 
Number of 
Previous 
Other 
Offenses 

Mean .18 .14 .27 .25 .25 .27 .14 .18 .25 500. .54 .52 .69 .69 .68 .76 .55 .61 .69 N 373 254 340 274 455 139 251 66 153 
Number of 
Previous 
Institutlonal-
i zations 

f·1ean 1.69 1.63 1.81 1.68 1.84 1.99 1.82 1.68 1. 78 S.D. 2.11 1.'19 2.03 2.10 2.21 2.33 2.17 1.97 2.G6 NO 372 253 339 274 454 138 250 66 153 
Number of 
Offenses Ever 
Committede 

/·lean- 2.83 2.81 3.38 3.55 3.34 2.99 2.55 3.53 3.18 S6D• 1.90 2.27 2.44 2.39 2.39 2.07 2.21 2.39 2.01 N 370 253 338 271 454 139 251 66 152 

~ 

'. 
kl 

l! 
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TABLE 11: 
Those Programs 
Des~ri tive Statistics for Males in Various Institutional Pro rams Concern in 

Their InvoJvQment in 

Educational Vocational Traditional Free Ventu re Support Therapeut i c Permanent ~Iork Program Train I ng Industry Industries Services Program Idle Release Total N 373 254 340 274 455 139 251 Number Percentage ~ Percentage ~ Percentage Numbet' Percentage ~ Percentage Number Percentage ~ Perce~tage Number Cays of In vo I vement 
Less than 1 rronth 35 15% 16 7% 38 11% 11 4% 69 15% 25 18% 43 18% 8 1 - 6 rronths 130 54% 95 42% 140 42% 135 49% 180 40% 60 44% 165 67% 55 6 - 12 rronths 49 20% 74 32% 74 22% 63 23% 125 27% 32 23% 23 9% 2 r·bre than 12 months 27 11% 43 19% 83 25% 65 24% 81 18% 20 15% 15 6% 0 ~/€an 183.8 233.9 235.3 240.9 215.3 251.3 116.8 86.6 Sf?' 228.9 195.4 203.8 203.5 199.4 207.7 147.5 43.8 N 241 228 335 274 455 137 246 65 

OuT Hours Eer Month 

Mean .26 .32 .13 \D. .35 .50 .30 t; 
327 256 443 

D·-: I ars Earned eer Day 
~1 cr less 38 12% 4 1% 233 54% SI - S4 283 86% 26 10% 168 39% 54 or rore 7 2% 239 89% 31 7% :Jean 

1.88 8.26 1.51 ~:p. .87 4.81 1.77 ., 
328 269 432 

Dc I ! ars RSCB ived from Outside 
So .... rcss per Dey 

: .. c"',e 14 18% 24 18% 46 15% 93 35% 76 19% 19 28« 31 $1 or less 23 29% 44 32% 188 63% 113 43% 206 52% 42 61;;' 107 $1 - 54 36 46% 58 43% 49 16% 43 15% 93 23% 7 10% 60 $4 or rrore 5 6% 10 7% 16 5% 15 7% 24 6% 1 1% 12 tl.ean 1.24 1.07 1.05 .89 1.23 1.01 1.16 5
5
0. 2.16 1.64 2.81 1.82 2.87 4.33 1.80 tI 78 136 299 264 399 69 210 

Dollars Sent Out 2er Day 
None 142 47% 70 27% 202 51% $1 or less 128 43% 59 22% 137 34% $ : - 54 22 7% 91 34% 49 12% $4 or' f;".ore 7 2% 44 17% 12 3% ~·'ean .41 2.05 .61 56;)' .92 2.74 2.00 N 299 264 400 

Dellers S2ent on Self oer Day 
Ncne 4 1% 3 1% 5 1% S 1 or I ass 78 26% 18 7% 149 38% 51 - 54 199 67% 161 61% 209 53% S4 or rrore 16 5% 82 31% 33 8% Mean 1.71 3.61 1. 75 S.D. 1.51 2.45 1. 76 Nb 

297 264 396 

~501e criterion for Inclusion in any group was a minimum of 
N~rr~er of group for whom Information was available. 

five days of Involvement In such. 

~--·-·~-j2-::::.~;::::-:-:·~~=.,~<":"''''''''~''''~~~'-~._'~_''_~''''~Y_'' ~ __ c,.., c",",c-'_ 

• ~ vC_Fo'~~·~_' ,.." 

'~t .", 
-; 

'ie,. ':.;t:', . 
~8 r,~ 

'.. 

&t 
.e, 

~;.< 
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66 
Percentage 

12% 
85% "'Co 

3% 

15% 
51% 
29% 

6% 

;1 
,I 
'I 

/1 
Ij 
II 
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! 
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group with each of the others are given below: educational program - 31.4 (p<.Ol), 
vocational training - 37.7 (p<.Ol), traditional industry - 33.2 (p< .01), support services-
22.8 (p <'01), therapeutic programs - 8.3 (p ~05), and permanent idle - 27.3 (p< .01). 

Table 12 presents the findings concerning disciplinary infractions for each of the 
male groups for the entire period of their incarceration and for the period of their 
involvement in the programs. It should be noted that the Free Venture workers 
committed fewer major infractions throughout their sentences than did all but the 
Work Release and Pre-release groups. Chi square analyses revealed that compared 
separately to all but the latter two groups and those in therapeutic programs, they 
were more likely to have a clean record and less likely to have a history of three or 
more major infractions (~2)2 for educational programs versus Free Venture = 11.7, 
p< .01; for vocational trainu'lg - 9.5, P <.01; for traditional industry - 6.5, P <.05; for 
support services - 8.0, p<.05; for permanent idle - 15.3, P <.01). The Free Venture 
group was not distinctive with regard to the total number of minor infractions. Nor 
were the differences marked when one considers the disciplinary records character
istic of the groups during their involvement in specific activities. Interestingly, the 
picture there suggested a reduced likelihood of major infractions but an above average 
probability of minor infractions for the Free Venture group. 

Follow-up Variables: Table 13 contains the summarized findings concerning 
categorical measures included in the follow-up for the various male groups. The only 
area where any differences involving the Free Venture workers appeared was employ
ment. More members of that group were likely to have held a job in the first three 
months then were those who had been in therapeutic programs (¥1)2 = 4.0, P <.05). 
Compared to the men who had been in Work Release however, those in Free Venture 
were less likely to have been employed at either three months (Y{1)2 = 6.7, p< .01) or at 
one year ( t1)2 = 4.2, l' <.05) post-release. 

Confirmation of these results is given in Table 14 which presents data on 
continuous follow-up variables. Because of the extensive within-group variability 
which was evident, no effort was made to carry out analyses comparing the Free 
Venture workers with others in terms of average scores. The general picture which 
emerged suggests that the former Free Venture workers were not very different as a 
group from other parolees. 

Comparisons of Specific Free Venture Operation~ 

As noted earlier, the oper-ations functioning as Free Venture programs differed 
greatly. While the small numbers involved in certain of them defy the use of 
statistical analyses, it is nevertheless useful for purposes of description to consider the 
inmates within the groups separately. Once again, it must be noted that these are not 
independent samples since a given individual often was included in two or more of the 
groups by virtue of his prison employment history. 

Background Variables: As is indicated in Tables 15 and 16, there was consider
able variation across the Free Venture groups on most of the demographic variabales, 
especially the criminal history measures. The MCF-LL group stood out appreciably 
from those at Stillwater. 
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TABLE 12: Major and Minor Infractions for the Males Involved in Various Institutional a Programs 

Educational Vocational Trad I tiona I Free Venture Support Therapeutic Pennanent Work Program Training Indust~ Industries Services ProS ram Idle Rei ease Pre-Release 
Total N 373 254 340 274 455 139 251 -6-6- 153 
:I.ajor I nfract Ions 
Connitted During 
Entire I ncarcerat ion 

Percent committing 0 49'.5 49.2 52.1 60.5 53.8 50.7 44.6 62.1 58.6 
Percent ccmmittlng 1 or 2 23.6 25.0 23.8 23.6 21.7 27.2 27.0 25.8 21.7 
Percent ccmmltting 30" more 26.9 25.8 24.1 15.9 24.5 22.1 28.4 12.1 19.7 

I!ean 2.43 2.68 2.18 1.17 2.21 2.15 3.15 .99 1.41 
S.D. 4.59 5.19 4.79 2.19 4.33 4.28 5.93 1.92 2.45 
Nb 

370 252 336 271 452 136 249 66 152 :~inor Infractions 
Co~mitted During 
Enti re I nca rce rat Ion 

Percent committing 0 43.8 40.9 48.2 42.8 47.3 50.0 36.5 47.0 48.0 
Percent committing 1 or 2 30.0 31.8 32.1 38.4 30.5 26.5 16.5 39.4 31.6 
Percent committing 3 or IlPre 26.2 27.3 19.7 18.8 22.2 23.5 37.0 13.6 20.4 

Ilean 2.45 2.66 1.85 1.49 1.89 2.43 3.17 1.35 1.54 
SilO. 4.55 4.75 3.84 2.40 3.52 5.21 5.07 2.62 2.56 
N 370 252 336 271 452 136 24~ 66 152 ,.'al"r Infractions During 

Pcrica of Involvement ~er Manthe 
P~rcent c~~mitting 0 79.9 78.9 80.3 86.7 81.2 89.8 81.8 NOT APPLICABLE 
P~rc~nt committing I or more 20.1 21.1 19.7 13.3 18.8 11.2 18.2 " 

Mean .12 .14 .06 .08 .09 .19 .12 " 
S.D. 
lib .45 .30 .23 .62 .35 1.62 .39 " 

234 223 330 271 451 137 242 r·H~or Infractions During 
Per i0~ of I n/ol vement ~er ManthC 

Percent c.or-,mltt ing 0 71.8 74.0 81.5 66.4 77.0 93.4 77.3 NOT APPLICABLE 
Percent COMmitting 1 or IlPre 28.2 26.0 18.5 33.6 23.0 6.5 22.7 " 

J·~ean .21 .11 .06 .10 .10 .03 .17 " 
S.D. 
Nb .58 .24 .20 .21 .26 .11 .53 234 223 330 271 453 137 242 " 

• ,9 

gSole criterion for Inclusion In any qroup was a minimum of five days of Involvement In such. 
t.tw.ber of group for whom Information was available. 

~hese figures pertain to infractions Incurred while group members were Involved In the activity which afforded group membership, I.e. the first column 
reflects Infractions Incurred by the men In educ~t'onal, programs While theywere In the P!"!?!lrams; co.'u~!! two refled: Infractions Incurred by the men In vocational training while there, and so on. . 
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TABLE 13: 

Total N b 
Released II 

Pre-Release 
Y9S 
lig 
tI 

Wheels 
---v.;;;-

No 
tiC 

Ass i sTance from CETA 
Yes 

~g 

AssisTance from 
[,1 vi s ian of Vocatic.na I 
Rehab II i tat ion 

Yes 
Ilg 
tI 

Residence 
Urban 
Rural 
r~ixed 
O!!t-of-state 
II 

Days between Release 
an-: E .. ," I otment 

~! or less 
15 or Frore 
~:c 

Job in Fi rst 3 f.I:mths 
Yes 
No 
NC 

Jo~ In First Year 
Yes 
10 

. tlc 

S~rcJOL in FIrst 
lhree l·bnths 
---ye-s ---. 

I~ 
N 

Descriptive Statistics for Males in Various Institutional 
on Discrete Follow-up Variablesc 

Educat lana I 
Frogram 

98 
134 
32 

16 
211 
227 

22 
200 
222 

4 
217 
221 

173 
11 
15 
6 

205 

87 
66 

153 

125 
79 

204 

149 
51 

200 

6 
198 
204 

373 
235 

42% 
58% 

7% 
93% 

10% 
90% 

2% 
98% 

85% 
5% 
7% 
3~ 

57% 
43% 

61% 
, 39$ 

74% 
• 26% 

3~ 
97% 

Vocational 
Training 

254 
165 

Number Percentage 

63 
98 

161 

8 
149 
157 

9 
143 
152 

5 
147 
152 

111 
7 

13 
, 1 

138 

64 
39 

103 

66 
50 

136 

100 
35 

135 

1 
135 
136 

39% 
61% 

5% 
95% 

6% 
94% 

62% 
38% 

63% 
37% 

74% 
26% 

Tradltlona I 
Industry 

340 
193 

~ Percentage 

79 
110 
189 

20 
167 
187 

17 
164 
181 

4 
177 
181 

138 
5 

12 
7 

W,1 

77 
46 

123 

98 
61 

J59 

118 
39 

157 

3 
157 
160 

42% 
58% 

11% 
89% 

2% 
98% 

85% 
3% 
7% 
4% 

63% 
37% 

62% 
36'f, 

75%. 
25% 

2% 
98% 

Free Venture 
Industries 

274 
1~1 

~ Percentage 

72 
79 

151 

17 
133 
150 

12 
137 
149 

4 
145 
149 

112 
7 
6 
6 

13J 

68 
35 

J03 

89 
41 

130 

101 
26 

129 

4 
J26 
J30 

48:£ 
52% 

11% 
89% 

8% 
92% 

68% 
32% 

78% 
22% 

~Sole critorlon'for Inclusion In any group Was a minImum of five days of Involvolmnt In such. 

Programs , 

Support 
Services 

455 
266 

~ £,ercen:tag; 

113 
151 
264 

20 
239 
259 

1 
253 
254 

6 
247 
253 

J87 
13 
17 
8 

225 

94 
82 

172 

.139 
85 

224 

J67 
55 

222 

5 
220 
225 

43% 
57% 

8% 
92% 

i% 
99~ , 

3% 
97:£ 

55% 
45% 

62% 
38% 

75% 
25% 

2~ 
98~ 

Ilu".,ber of group members llho were released from prison In'tlme to be In'cluded In year-long follow-up. 
c'luI"ber of group for whom informatIon was avaIlable. • 

d"Uncharlged" indicates that the Indlvldc'al on parole has not had hn parole revoked. In many cases he had been dIscharged. , For those persons 
who did not have one year left on their sentence at release, placement In this category Indicates sImply that they were not returned on other charges to a correctional facility. . 
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TABLE 13: Descri i'ive Statistics for Males 
on Discrete Follow-up Yariables 

Total N 
Released Nb 

Pre-Release 
Yes 
No 
li

c 

Wheels 
--v.;s 

~ 
Ass i stance from CETA 

Yes 
r:g 
II 

Ass i st.ant;B from 
Djvisi~r. af VocatIonal 
~it'Jtlon -

Yes 
No 
lic 

ResIdence 
Urban 
Rural 
~1ixed 

,Ogt-o f-state 
N 

Days between Release 
and E~?'o'(m"nt 

14 or less 
15 or oore 
NC 

Job in Fi rst 3 I~nths 
Yes 
Ib 
/Ie 

Job In Fj rst Year 
Yes 
to 
NO 

Schoo lin Fl rst 
Three I/onths 

Yes 
Ng 
N 

Therapeutic 
Program 

139 
80 

~ Percentaije 

28 
51 
79 

5 
74 
79 

7 
70 
77 

1 
76 
77 

64 
5 
4 
o 

73 

24 
26 
50 

37 
33 
70 

48 
21 
69 

3 
57 
70 

35% 
65% 

6% 
94% 

9% 
91% 

1% 
99% 

48% 
52% 

53% 
47% 

70% 
30% 

Permanent 
Idle 

251 
159 

~ Percentage 

43 
113 
156 

2 
151 
153 

10 
138 
148 

28% 
72% 

1% 
99% 

7% 
93% 

I 1% 
145 99% 
145 

111 81% 
9 6% 

14 10% 
4 3% 

144 

49 48% 
53 52% 

102 

82 59% 
58 41% 

140 

97 70% 
41 30% 

138 

4 3% 
136 97% 
140 

-54-

in Various Institutional Pro rams 
(continued) 

Work 
Release 

66 
49 

~ Percentage 

43 
8 

51 

10 
39 
49 

2 
48 
50 

o 
50 
50 

43 
o 
1 
a 

,44 

38 
3 

41 

40 
4 

44 

41 
3 

44 

1 
43 
44 

84% 
15~ 

20% 
80% 

100% 

9B~ 

2% 

93% 
7% 

91% 
9% 

93% 
7% 

2% 
96% 

Pre-Release 
153 
150 

~ Percentage 

153 
o 

153 

18 
130 
148 

16 
128 
144 

2 
142 
144 

118 
6 
5 
J 

13. 

83 
29 

112 

96 
33 

129 

110 
18 

128 

1 
128 
129 

100% 

12% 
68'/, 

11% 
69% 

2'/, 
98% 

69% 
5% 
4% 
2% 

74% 
36% 

74% 
26% 

1% 
99% 



TABLE 13: 
on Discrete Fol low-up Variables (continued) 

Vocational Traditional Free Venture Support Educatlona I 
Industries Services Program Training Industry 

274 455 254 340 Total N b 373 
151 266 235 165 193 

~ Percentage 
P.eleased H 

~ Percentage ~ Percenta~e Ncmber Percentage ~ PercenTage 

School In FI rst Year 
4% 2 1% 4 3~ 5 4% 8 4% Yes 9 

99% 152 97% 123 96% 213 96% 96% 132 No 190 
156 128 221 ric 199 134 

Vocational Training 

6% 
In First Th ree /·bnths 

6% 10 7~ 7 4% 10 8~ 13 Yes 13 
96~ 120 92% 212 94% 191 94% 126 93% 153 

225 
110 

130 NC 204 136 160 

( Vocatlona I Tra I nl n9 

8% 
in Fi rst Year 

10% 16 12% 13 8% 14 11% 18 Yes 19 
92% 114 89% 203 92% 180 90% 118 88% 143 N~ 

128 221 199 134 156 11 
, 

Traa+/fent in First 
~~ M::mitIS 

18% 24 18% 31 19% 15 11:£ 41 18% Yes 36 
81% 115 89% 184 82% 82% 112 82% 129 IIg 168 

130 225 204 136 160 N ( 

Treatment In FI rst Year 
23% 28 21~ 36 23~ 21 16% 45 20% Yes 45 

84~ 176 80% 77~ 106 79~ 120 77", 107 ~ 154 
221 199 135 156 128 N 

Ski II Level of , 
First J<>b 

8~ 17 14% 13 13% 19 12% 
Skilled 17 11% 8 

41% 42 42% 65 40% 43% 55 56% 48 
48~ Semi-ski II ad 64 

45% 44 44% 78 68 46% 35 36% 53 
162 Unski lied 

118 99 . ric 149 98 

( 

Ski II Level of . 
Second Job 

10 15% 7 12% 13 14% 
SKI J led 10 12% 7 11% 

39% 27 47% 45 47% 43% 34 55% 27 
30d Semi -Ski! led 36 

46% 24 41% 37 -p 38 45% 21 34% 32 
95 U".skilled 

69 58 tic 84 62 
, ( 

Skill Level of 

16% 25 16:£ Longest-Held Job 
22 20:£ 16 22 15% 12 15% - 46% 48 49% 75 4M !>~i Ilod 

57% 52 
37% Semi-skill ed 70 48% 54 

35% 34 35% 58 53 37", 28 30% 39 
158 UBskllled 

113 98 N 145 94 

Length of Emplo'lrrent 

23.0% 57 26.3% 
During Fi rst Year • 

28.7% 40 26,3% 29 52 26.7% 37 
15.9% 41 . 19.0% o days 

17.1% 17 11.2% . 20 '1 day- 3 months 42 21.6% 22 
15.9% 16 12.8% 28 12.8% 25 12.8% 16 12.4% 24 

17.5% 23 10.7% 3-6 ronths 
12.4% 21 13.8% 22 6-9 mnths 20 10.4% 16 

32.9% 39 31.0% 68 31.3% 28.8% 38 29.5% 50 9-12 month$ 56 
126 217 195 129 152 /lc 

Lan~th of Productive 

13.8% 
"'ctlvit'{ Guring First Year 

13.9% 14 11.11- 30 12.9% 19 14.7% 21 
45 ZO.7$ o days 25 

13.9% 23 18.3% 45 23.2% 27 20.9~ 21 
15.1% 30 13.£1% 1 day - 3 months 

13.4% 16 12;4% 24 15.9% 19 
13.4% 3-6 months 26 

16.6~ 20 15.9% 29 6-9 months 26 13.4% 18 14.0% 25 
39.7% 50 39.7% 83 38.2:1 72 37.1% 49 38.0% 60 

217 I 
9-12 months 

151 126 NC 194 129 
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TABLE 13: Descriptive Statistics for Males in Various Institutional Programs 
on Discrete Fol low-up Variablesa (continued) 

TherapeutIc Permanent Work 
Program Idle Release Pre-Releaso 

Total N b 139 251 66 153 
Released N 80 159 49 150 

~ Percentage ~ Percentago ~ P&rcentage ~ Percentaoe 

School In First' Year 
Yes 2 3% 6 4% 2 4% 3 2% No 66 97% 131 96% 42 96% 123 98% NC 68 137 44 126 

Vocational TrainIng 
In first Three ~bnths 

Yes 3 4% 4 3% 0 5 4% No 67 96% 136 97% 44 100% 124 96% NC 
70 140 44 129 

Vccatlona I Training 
In First Year 

Yas 5 7% 10 7% 1 2% 5 4% 
~,re 63 93% 127 93% 43 98% 121, 96% 68 137 44 126 

Treatment in FIrst 
Throe !/ontt,! 

Yes 17 24% 31 22% 2 4% 7 5% fig 53 76% 109 78% 42 96% 122 95% /l 70 130 44 129 
Treament In FI rst Year 

Yes 23 34% 36 26% 6 14% 16 13% Ng 45 66% 101 74% 38 86~ 110 87% N 68 137 44 126 

SkIll Level of 
First Job 

Ski lied 4 9% 4 9% 5 12% 18 17% Se,.,l-skllled 26 55% 46 >18% 21 51% 37 34% UgSki lIed 17 36% 46 48% 15 37% 54 50% N 47 96 ,41 109 
Ski II Level of 
Second Job 

S"llled 4 15% 5 9% 6 24% 20% 14 S",.,I-Skiliad 12 44% 28 48% 13 52% 26 38% Unskilled 11 41% 25 43% 6 24% 29 42% ric 
27 58 25 69 

Skill Level of 
r.;;;::;est,.f'e J d Job 

~l'lIleo 5 11% 9 10% 6 15% 23 22% C:'ll'.i-r,lo;i Ilad 25 56% 50 54% 25 61% 44 41% Uasklll ed 15 33% 33 36% 10 24% 40 37% N ' 45 92 41 107 
Len:lth 0 f 'Em~ I o:tmen: 
During First Year 

21 '31. 8% 42 31.6% 2 4.7% 17 13.7'/, v cays 
11 16.7% 32 24.1% 7 16.3% 29 23.3% t (.3'1-3 I'onths 

3-5 m:>nths 8. 12.1% 16 12.1% 6 14.0% 20 16.1% 
6-9 o(Jnths 15 22.7% 14 10.5:t 7 16:3% 18 14.5% 
9-12 months 11 16.6% 29 21.8% 21 48.8% 40 32.2% 
tiC 66 J33 43 J24 

Lp.nqth of ProductIve 
... ,;tivlti': Durin9 First Year 

o days 9 13.6% 19 14.4% 1 2.3% 10 8.1% 1 day - 3 Jronths 1,1 21.2% 37 28.0;/: 5 11.6% 26 21.0% 3-6 oOnths 10 15.2% 17 12.9% 7 16.3% 20 16.1% 6-9 rronths 13 19.7% 22 16.7% 4 9.3% 21 16.9% 9-12 months '20 30.3% 37 28,O~ 26 60 • .5~ 47 37.9% lie 66 02 43 124 
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TABLE 13: 

r:e~:~!d rib 

Parole Violated 
Yes 
flo 
II

c 

c New Proeer!y Offense 
Yes 

~ 
fjell Person Offense 

Yes 
110 
lie 

c !le" other Offense 
Yes 
No 
Ilc 

Stat~s at One yeard 
. Unch3no;od 

Returned without 
ne'" offense 

(' Returned w j th 
new of fer-:c~ 

,AosCQn<!ed 
tic 

( 

, 

---~------'------'------------- = 

Descriptive Statistics for Males in Various Institutional Programs 
on Discrete Fol low-up Variablesa (continued) 

Educational Vocational Traditional Free Venture Support 
Industries Services Program Training Industry 

455 254 340 274 373 
lSI 265 193 235 165 

~ Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage ~ Percentage ~ Percentage 

95 40% 60 36~ 72 37% ~4 35% 101 38% 
141· 60% 105 64~ 121 63% 98 65% 166 62~ 
236 165 193 152 267 

171- 18% 21% 50 21% 36 22% 33 27 57 
186 79% 129 78% 160 83% 125 82% 210 791-
236 165 193 152 267 

12 5t, 6 4% 7 4~ 6 4% 13 5% 
222 95% 157 ~6% 185 96% 145 96% 253 95% 
134 163 192 151 266 

21 9% 12 7% 20 10% 19 13% 23 9% 
213 91% 151 93% 172 90% 132 87% 243 91~ 

'234 163 192 151 266 

145 61:£ 103 62% 129 67% 101 66% 171 64% 
32 14% 15 9% 26 14% 16 11% 33 12% 

50 21% 35 21% 35 18% 32 21% 53 20% 
9 4% 12 7% 3 2% :s 2% 10 41-

236 165 193 152 267 
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TABLE 13: Descriptive Statistics for Males in Various Institutional Programs 
on Discrete Fol low-up Variableso (continued) 

To'tal N 
Released lib 

Darole Violated 
Yes 
110 
Ilc 

tie>. Proeer!y Offense 
Yes 

~ 

New Person Offense 
Yes 
No 
NC 

N'M Other Of fense 
"(es 
No 
NC 

Status ,~t One yeard 
L~chan~ed 

Returned without 
new offenso 

Returned with 
new offence 

Aosconded 
Ilc 

Therapeutic 
Program 

~ 

33 
47 
80 

15 
65 
80 

2 
78 
80 

9 
71 
80 

49 
14 

15 

2 
80 

139 
80 

Percentagl!, 

41% 
59% 

19% 
81~ 

2$ 
98~ 

61% 
18% 

19% 

3~ 

Permanent 
Idle 

~ 

69 
90 

159 

37 
122 
159 

9 
150 
159 

15 
'144 
159 

92 
21 

35 

10 
159 

-58-

251 
159 
Percentage 

43% 
57% 

23% 
77% 

58% 
13% 

23% 

6% 

Work 
Release 

~ 

15 
35 
50 

7 
43 
50 

2 
47 
49 

6 
43 
49 

39 
1 

7 

3 
:;0 

66 
49 

Percentage 

30% 
70% 

4% 
96% 

12% 
88% 

Pre-Release 
153 
150 

~ Percentage 

55 37% 
95 63% 

150 

31 21% 
119 79% 
150 

6 4% 
144 96% 
150 

17 11% 
133 89% 
150 

98 65% 
15 10% 

30. 20% 

7 5% 
150 
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TABLE 14: Descriptive Statistics on Continuous Fol low-up Variables for Males 
Involved in Various Institutional Programsd 

IOduca'tlonal Vocational Traditional Free Venture Support Therapeutic Permanen'~ I~ork 
Program Training Industry Industries Services Program Idle Release Pre-Release 

Total.N b -6-6-373 254 340 274 4:>5 .139 251 153 
N Rei eased 235 165 193 151 266 80 159 49 150 

Dollars in 
Institutional 
Savings at 
Release 
~ 187.29 257.22 213.87 297.09 203.23 188.83 176.17 353.07 211.90 

S.D. 156.43 646.50 182,91 647.24 175.98 166.75 133.58 235.34 193.49 
NC 185 125 145 128 207 65 128 27 108 

Number of 
Dependent 
Ch i I dren 
~-~ .35 .28 .46 .46 .42 .25 .14 .59 .51 

S.D. .90 .75 1.02 1.01 .95 .65 .47 1.10 .99 
NC 232 159 189 151 263 79 155 49 150 

Number of 
Days t.errleen 
Rele3se and 
Emelo:r:ment 

Mean 42.69 36.87 47.70 31.03 43.15 48.34 41.49 6.05 29.90 
S.D. 67.39 61.99 70.89 55.00 67.06 72.67 61.10 20.62 64.18 
N~ 153 103 1'23 103 172 50 102 41 '112 

Number of 
Jobs Held in 
Fi rst Three 
lIonths 

Mean .82 .84 .85 .88 .79 .67 .78 1.21 1,04 
S.D. .84 .80 .84 .76 .75 .76 .80 .73 .87 
NC 204 136 159 130 224 70 140 44 129 

gSole criterion for inclusion In any group was a minimum of five days of Ir.'.-olvement In such. 
cNumber of group members who were released from prison In time to be Included In y13ar-long follow-up. 
dNumber of group for whom information was available. 
If job stil I held at end of year, value used reflects wage at that time. 

~Nuf!l!>er of group who absconded. 
Nu~~er of group who committed another offense. 

-59-

--~-- ~'~".';r"'''''"- .''';'r~'" 
- n ~ ~ .. + -"'-"'-:;/)·''''''''rl=''"<.'('~·;r,",-."", ,"~_ ,..··'.·7.:~· ',.,-o"'; ... ,~-,,,,--

" 

- .~ 

~"'" 
t~' 

C 

i 

[(, 

if 

,. 
I 
1, 
!, 

, 
i: 

H 

i\ -
h 
" ~; 
f! 
J, 
I' 
j, 

)i 
tiC :j ~) 
I' 
ji ., 
'J 
I' 
'I I. 
'j 

11 
If 
\; 
,I 
I, 
l' 

I 
, 

I 

I 
! \ i ' 
It 

:1 
Ii 

~ II 
:, ~ I! 

1 ,1 

ij (\ 
! 
I i ~ 

i l I 
I I I . 

I H ~ 

H 
'I 
J '-',," 

TABLE 14: Descriptive Statistics on Continuous Fol low-up Variables for Males 
Involved in Various Institutional Programs8 (continued) 

Educational Vocational Tradltle>nal Free Venture Support Therapeutic Permanent Work 
Program Training Industr)! Industries Servl ces Program Idle Release Pre-Release 

Total N b 373 254 340 274 455 139 251 --66- 153 
235 165 193 15.1 266 80 159 49 150 N Released 

Days of 
Emelo:r:ment 
9- 12 ~'onths 

I/.ean 35.04 37.83 41.99 37.85 37.94 29.27 30.09 512.89 41.42 
S.D. 42.91 43.19 42.92 42.89 43.05 40.22 41.05 43.00 42.95 
NC 196 132 155 127 21'9 67 135 44 126 

Total Days 
of Emplo:r:ment 
for First Year 

-

Mean 149.67 155.46 171.78 171.79 157.89 133.20 124.96 237.79 179.17 
S.D. 142.29 142.28 141.32 142.37 143.64 130.83 133.09 134.99 138.45 
NC 194 129 152 126 217 66 133 43 124 

Da:r:s at 
School at 
Three ~bnths 

I·lean 2.44 .68 1.59 2.66 1.80 1.32 2.35 2.09 .66 
S.D. 14.14 7.89 11.61 15.09 12.17 11.00 13.93 13.87 7.48 
NC 204 136 160 130 225 70 140 44 129 

Days of 
Vocational 
Training at 
Th ree f-bnth s 

~lean 3.95 4.77 2.75 4.49 4.17 3.3 1.17 0.00 2.62 
S.D. 17.16 19.08 14.60 18.:51 18.21 16.32 8.44 0.00 14.37 
NC 204 136 160 130 225 70 140 44 129 

Da:r:s of 
Treatment at 
Three Months 

f/.ean 9.37 10.87 8.78 4.32 8.48 12.97 11.04 2.77 3.51 
S.D. 23..64 25.62 21.58 13.57 21.47 27.62 24.58 14.49 16.55 
NC 204 136 , 160 130 225 70 140 44 129 

Da:r:s of 
School at 
One Year 
-~ 8.27 3.40 2.77 6.35 5.06 3.18 10.15 5.68 3.33 S.D. 45.54 32.42 17 .95 38.12 31.79 . 21.82 54.11 27.40 24.07 NC 199 134 156 128 221 68 137 44 126 

Days of 
Vocational 
Trainins at 
One Year 

~lean 11.80 15.58 11.77 18.18 10.93 17.77 9.53 .71 4.60 
S~p. 46,80 55.-46 47.59 66.32 48.131 69.0d 42.55 4.67 28.83 N 199 134 156 128 221 68 137 44 126 

Da:r:s of 
Treatment at 
One Year 

Mean 18.13 16.46 13.29 7.95 13.41 3.18 10.15 5.68 3.33 S.D. 54.66 48.24 39.17 25.15 41.48 21.82 54.11 27.40 24.07 NC 199 134 156 128 221 68 137 44 126 

Da:r:s of 
Productive 
Activity at 
One Year 

flean 189.04 191.92 201.52 207.57 191.68 179.91 165.76 260.40 203.14 S.D. 142.29 142.69 136.16 142.03 141.20 135.98 138.79 125.89 133.60 NC 194 129 151 126 217 66 132 43 124 

Da:r:s on 
First Job 

Mean 124.82 119.11 141.37 i41.91 134.93 130.96 111.67 145.46 118.37 

L S.D. 121.63 116.43 125.66 128.58 123.74 112.59 121.55 138.,90 1n.55 NC 15~ 100 120 101 167 48 98 41 111 
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TABLE 14: Descriptive Statistics on Continuous Fol low-up Variables for Males 
Involved in Various Institutional Programs~ (continued) 

Tota·1 N b 
N Released 

BeCllnnlng 
Hourly Wage 
on First Job 

l:ean 
S.D. 
NC 

End Ing Houri y 
I'lage on Fi rst 
Job d 

!/.aan 
S.D. 
NC 

Days on 
Second Job 

Mean 
S~p. . 
N 

Beoinnlng Hourly 
~lage on Second 
Job 
Mean 

S.D. 
NC 

End I ng Houri y 
Wage on Second 
Job d 

Mean 
S.D. 
NC 

Days on 
t::O'iigest-He I d 
Job 
~an 

S.D. 
NC 

Beginning 
Hourly Nage 
on Longest
Held Job 

Mean 
S.D. 
NC 

Ending Hourly 
~Iaae on 
Longest-He I d 
Joba 
Mean 

S.D. 
NC 

Days between 
Release and 
Abscond I ng 

f,rean 
S.D. 
Ne 

Days between 
Relei;lse and 
Commi ss ion of 
l'el1 Offense 

S.D. 
Nf 

Days Outs I de 
CorrecTional 
Faci I i ty aT 
One Year 

Mean 
S'.O. 
NC 

Educational 
Program 

373 
2~,5 

4.78 
1.85 

87 

4.89 
1.90 

87 

88.49 
83.83 
82 

5.09 
1.79 

48 

5.09 
1. 79 

48 

161.52 
115.43 
149 

5.74 
5.00 

95 

5.86 
5.00 

95 

94.58 
100.79 
38 

148.00 
98.36 
73 

301.14 
102.48 
235 

Vocational 
Training 

254 
165 

4.91 
1.68 

51 

5.02 
1. 70 

52 

99.52 
88.13 
63 

5.25 
1.58 

36 

5.35 
1.65 

37 

166.10 
112.5 
96 

6.16 
5.99 

6; 

106.71 
99.01 
24 

137.08 
106.61 
48 

306.11 
100.84 
165 

Traditional 
Industry" 

340 
193 

5.33 
2.20 

72 ' 

5.47 
2.24 

72 

91. 71 
98.67 
68 

5.53 
2.43 

40 

5.52 
2.42 

41 

185.05 
109.19 
116 

6.36 
5.55 

79 

6.53 
5.55 

79 

55.64 
88.97 
25 

144.00 
98.50 
53 

311.98 
90.65 

193 

Free Venture 
Industries 

274 -
151 

4.88 
1.81 

62 

5.00 
1.91· 

62 

94.07 
92.88 
56 

5.09 
2.37 

32 

5.30 
2.47 

32 

181.76 
121.04 
100 

5.28 
2.08 

67 

5.52 
2.26 

67 

95.72 
102.21 

18 

148,26 
95.91 
46 

312.23 
89.24 

193 

Support 
Services 

455 
266 

5.05 
2.13 

97 

5.17 
2.16 

98 

96.12 
98.9'/ 
93 

5.54 
1.96 

54 

5.59 
1.97 

53 

170.33 
11'7.67 
163 

6.03 
4.92 

103 

6.18 
4.90 

104 

80.89 
99.73 
47 

149.62 
100.05 
81 

309.65 
93.58 

266 

Therapeutic 
Program 

239 
80 

4.55 
1.59 

28 

4.59 
1.56 " 

29 

57.58 
44.82 
26 

5.40 
2.56 

10 

5.35 
2.67 

11 

147.87 
109.92 
45 

5.2B. 
2.46 

28 

5.29 
2.41 

29 

68.60 
91.13 
10 

115.0B 
100.40 
25 

287.40 
117.16 
80 

Permanent 
Idlo 

251 
159 

4.34 
1.44 

43 

4.47 
1.51 

45 

75.40 
103.54 
57 

4.75 
1.65 

29 

4.91 
1. 75 

29 

143.49 
120.12 
94 

4.79 
1.58 

49 

4.99 
1.6B 

51 

104.4B 
106.33 
27 

140.69 
106.11 
54 

289.23 
114.06 
159 

Work 
Release 
-6-6-

49 

5.39 
2.14 

36 

5.62 
2.27 

36 

116.76 
109.13 
25 

5.64 
1.87 

17 

5.72 
1.89 

17 

20'2.56 
12'.60 
41 

5.92 
2.04 

35 

6.18 
2.13 

35 

117.50 
93.50 
4 

146.27 
B7.99 
15 

335.76 
73.34 
50 

Pre-Release 
253 
150 

5.24 
2.19 

6B 

5.37 
2.23 

69 

83.2B 
85.B9 
67 

5.49 
2.10 

42 

5.48 
2.12 

41 

163.71 
116.56 
109 

5.87 
2.27 

74 

6.00 
2.32 

75 

91.41 
96.10 
17 

f56.96 
94.70 
47 

317.37 
86.85 

149 
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TABLE 15; Descr i pt i ve Stat i st i cs for Ma I es in Separate Free Venture Operati ons 
on Discrete Background Variables 

a 

Total N 

Race 
-wJi'lte 

Black 
American Indian 
ChTcano 
Na 

~1a rita I Status 
Single 
I,tarried 
Separated, divorced 
or widowed 

Na 

Dependent Children 
None 
laor more 
N 

Educational Attainment 
Less than 12 years 
H.S. diploma, GED, 
or rrore 

Na 

Employment History 
Never worked 
Worked < 1 year 
Worked < 3 years 
Worked > 3 years 
N? . 

Ski I I Level of 
Previous Jobs 

Ski lied 
Semi-ski I led 
Unskilled 
Na 

History of b 
Substance Abuse 

None 
Minor 
Past 
Serious 
Na 

History of Escape'" 
Yes 
No 
Na 

• 

L1no Lakes 
Program 

203 
Number Percentage 

147 72% 
36 18% 
14 7% 
6 3% 

203 

105 52% 
33 16% 
64 32% 

202 

148 74% 
53 26% 

201 

106 52% 
97 48% 

203 

12 
106 
42 
40, 

200 

'7 
39 

144 
188 

22 
18 
15 

139 
194 

34 
169 
203 

6% 
53% 
21% 
20% 

4% 
20% 
76% 

11% 
9% 
8% 

72% 

17% 
83% 

Best Foods 
52 

-

35 67% 
12 23% 
5 10% 
o 

52 

16 32% 
11 22% 
24 46% 

51 

29 56% 
23 44% 
52 

17 33% 
34 67% 

51 

4 
15 
16 
15 
50 

4 
15 
;n 
46 

8 
6 
4 

27 
45 

7 
45 
52 

B% 
30% 
32% 
30% 

9% 
33% 
59% 

18% 
13% 

9% 
60% 

14% 
B7% 

Stillwater Data 
Processing Systems 

11 
~ Percentage 

8 73% 
3- 27% 
o 
o 

11 

5 46% 
2 lB% 
4 36% 

11 

7 64% 
4 36% 

11 

1 9% 
lQ 91% 

11 

1 
4 
2 
4 

11 

2 
5 
'3 

10 

2 
3 
o 
5 

10 

o 
11 
11 

9% 
36% 
18% 

,36% 

20% 
50% 
30% 

20% 
30% 

50% 

100% 

Bus Reconditioning 
Shop 

.23 
Number Percentage 

21 91% 
2, 9% 
o 
o 

23 

6 26% 
4 17% 

J3 57% 

23 

14 61% 
9 39% 

23 

8 35% 
15 65% 

23 

1 
11 
3 
8 

23 

1 
7 

1-
21 

3 
2 

'2 
16 
23 

4 
19 
23 

4% 
4B% 
13% 
35% 

5% 
33% 
62% 

13% 
9% 
9% 

70% 

17% 
83% 

bNumber of group for whom Information Is available. 

"1·1Inor" signifies that the individual occasslonal Iy drank to excess or used I II Iclt drugs. "Past signifies that he had a history of serious 
prob I ems wh Ich were under control at the time of the current I ncarcerat Ion. "Serious" sl gn I f I es that the prob I em was not under contro I and 

cprobably contributed to the current Incarceration. 
/Yes" signifies i'hat the Individual had been paroled and returned during the current Incarceration. 
"Yes" signifies that Tile Individual has sometime In his life committed such an offense. 
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TABLE 15: 
Descri tivo Statistics for Mules in Se urate Froe Venture 0 erations 

C' t B k on Iscro 0 ac ,qround Variubles (continued) 
Llno Lakes St II I water Da'ta Bus Reconditioning Program Best Foods Processing Systems Shop, Total N 203 52 11 23 - ~ Percentage ~ Percentaqa ~ Percentage ~ Percentage 

History of ' 
: Parole Revocatlonc 

Yes 47 23~ 12 23% 1 9% 10 43% 
No 156 77% 40 77% 10 91% 13 57% Na 

203 52 11 23 Age at Pi rst 
Offense 

16 or younger 98 49% 17 33% 4 36% 9 39% 17 or older 100 51% 35' 67% 7 6'4% 14 61% Na 
198 52 11 23 Juvenile Offenses 

None 87 43% 27 53% 7 64% 10 44% 1 or more 115 57% 24 47% 4 36% 13 56% 
Na 

202 51 11 23 
Previous Pro2ert~. 
Offenses 

None 116 57% 27 53% 8 73% 9 41% 
1 or more 86 43% 24 46% 3 27% 13 59% 
Na 

202 51 11 22 Pre v i ous Person 
Offenses 

( 
None 179 88% 40 77% 10 91% 19 83% 1 or more 24 12% 12 23% 1 9% 4 17% 
Na 

203 52 11 23 Previous Robbe!:y 
None' 186 92% 46 89% 10 91% 20 87% 1 or more 17 8% 6 11% 1 9% 3 13% 
Na 

203 52 11 23 Previous Drug 
Offense ( 
t:iOfie 193 95% 51 98% 11 100% 21 91% 1 or more 10 5% 1 2% 0 - 2 9% Na 

203 52 11 23 
Previous Other 
Offense 
"'NOii6 174 86% 38 74% 10 91% 21 91% 1 or more 29 14% 14 27% 1 9% 2 9% N

a 
203 52 11 23 

( 

Previous 
Instltutlonallzations 

No 95 47% 20 39% 7 64% 10 44% Yes 
,. 108 53% 32 61% 4 36% 13 56% Na 

203 52 11 23 
Number of Active 
Offenses at Current 
Incarceration 

1 123 61% 29 56% 6 55% 14 61% 2 59 29% 15 29% 2 18% 6 26% 3 or more 21 10% 8 15% 3 27% 3 13% Na 
203 52 11 23 

Current Pro2erty 
Offense 
--yes- 97 48% 16 31% 0 - 6 26% tJo 106 52% 36 69% 11 100% 17 74% Na 

203 52 11 23 

(. 

Current Person 
Offense 
YeS 129 64% 41 79% 11 100% 19 B3% Ng 74 37% 11 21% 0 - 4 17% N 203 52 11 23 
Person Offenderd ( 

Yes 147 72% 44 85% ,II 100% 20 87% Ng 56 28% 8' 15% 0 - 3 13% N 203 52 11 ' 23 
Pro2erty Offenderd 

Yes 141 70% 30 58% 3 27% 16 70% No 62 31% 22 42% 8 73% 7 30% Na 
203 52 11 23 
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TABLE 16: Descriptive Statistics on Continuous Background Variables for Males 
in Separate Free Venture Operations 

Llno Lakes 
ProgrC'm Best Foods 

Total N 203 52 

Age in Years at 
Current Incarceration 

Mean 26.25 32.39 S.D. 8.76 8.61 Na 203 52 

Number of 
Dependent Children 

I·lean .57 1.14 S.D. 1.17 1.75 Na 201 52 

Years of Educationb 
Mean 10.80 11.01 S.D. 1.86 2.67 
I~a 203 51 

Number of Active 
Convictions 

floean ·1.64 1.75 S.D. 1.32 1.15 Na 203 52 

Expected Number of 
Months of Incarceration 

1.4ean 34.38 51.48 S.D. 27.29 25.38 Na 152 31 

Age in Years of 
First Adiudlcation 

Mean 18.33 20.42 
S.D. 7.24 8.51 
Na 199 52 

6Number of group for whom Information ~Ias available. 
blndlvfduals ~ho had earned GEDts were credited with 12 years. 
cNumber of months between Incarceration li!.!ld Tar!le't Re I ease Date •• _ 
dAs an adult. 
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Stillwater Data Bus ReconOltlonlng 
Processing S~stems Sho~ 

2)- --11 

30.09 30.04 
7.29 9.48 

11 23 

1.18 .91 
1.72 1.28 

11 23 

12.91 11.17 
2.55 1.56 

11 23 

2.00 1.61 
1.41 .94 

11' 23 

49.60 65.93 
12.58 34.35 
5 14 

24.55 20.78 
11.72' 10.41 
1.1 23 

, 
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TABLE 16: Descriptive Statistics on Continuous Background Variables for Males 
in Separate Free Venture Operations (continued) 

Llno Lakes Still water Oat,1 Bus Reconditioning 

Program Best Foods Process I ng Sysi'ems Sho~ 
23 52 11 

Total N 203 

Number of 
J uven II e Offenses 

1.75 2.00 2.17 
~lean 2.81 2.53 
S.D. 3.96 2.62 3.72 

23 
Na 202 51 11 

Number of Previous 
Property Offenses 

.86 1.18 .36 .82 
I,lean 

1.33 1.68 .67 .85 
S.D. 22 
Na 202 51 11 

Number of Previous 
Person Offenses 

.15 .39 .18 .17 
14ean .39 

.50 .89 .60 
S.D. 23 
Na 203 52 11 

Number of Previous 
Rcbberies • 14 .09 .17 

.11 .49 I-lean .40 .30 
S.D. .41 23 
Na 203 52 11 

Number of Previous 
Drug Offenses .02 0 .09 

f·1ean .05 .29 
S.D. .25 .14 23 
Na 203 5T 11 

Number of Previous 
Other Of fenses .37 .09 .13 

.23 .46 Mean 

.70 .69 .30 
S.D. 23 
Na 203 52 11 

Number of Previous 
Institutionalizations 

2.10 .91 1.70 
Mean 1.56 2.23 
S.D. 2,00 2.50 1.4-5 
Na 203 52 11 2~ 

Number of Offenses 
Ever Commi ttedO, 

4.16 2.82 3.73 
~lean 3.41 2.21 2.37 2.68 . 1.99 S.D. 22 
Na 201 51 11 
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Institutional Variables: Information concerning disciplinary infractions incurred 
while working in the four Free Venture operations is presented in Table 17. As before, 
an institutionally-based difference was suggested. MCF-STW workers tended to have 
better records throughout their incarcerations, as well as during the period of their 
involvement in Free Venture, than did the others. 

Additional Analyses of the Free Venture Group Data 

One special concern in the second phase of the eValuation lay in determining 
whether or not individuals who were successful in maintaining Free Venture positions 
(by virtue of simply remaining at them for an extended period of time) were different 
in terms of any of the background variables from those who failed to hold on to those 
jobs. Unfortunately, two methodological problems interfered with this objective; it 
was not possible within the current design to identify men who began working in Free 
Venture operations and left before five work days had elapsed, and furthermore we 
were unable to determine reliably why a given individual was terminated. Efforts 
were undertaken to select all those who held Free Venture positions for a relatively 
brief period, e.g. two weeks or less (N = 8) or one month or less (N = 11) and compare 
them with their counterparts who maintained their employment longer. No differ
ences emerged for any of the background measures. 

Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Follow-up Measures 

In a final attempt to determine whether experience with Free Venture, or indeed 
any institutional program, had a significant influence on behavior in the follow-up 
period which was not revealed in the foregoing analyses, a number of multiple 
regression tests were carried out. A stepwise procedure within the SPSS Subprogram 
Regression (Nie et al., 1975) was employed with background variables known to be 
related to the outcome measures being entered before institutional variables. It must 
be pointed out that due to time restrictions on the researcher, these analyses are 
preliminary in nature, and their results must be viewed with caution. They are 
presented here for tentative consideration of the strength and direction of relation
ships which are suggested and with the expressed hope that the results may encourage 
further exploration of these variables. 

Table 18 presents the results of the analysis in which the total number of days of 
employment during the first year post-release served as the dependent variable. The 
backgound variables of age, race, and work history appeared to be the best predictors 
of employment. Nevertheless, days of involvement in Work Release and in Free 
Venture did account for additional variance in the outcome measure. In each case 
greater length of experience in the program predicted a longer period of employment 
on the outside. 

Since such a positive association between work during follow-up and Free 
Venture had not been indicated by the previous tests, further analyses seemed 
warranted. A number of ANOVA's were done comparing ex-offenders who had no Free 
Venture experience with the Free Venture group in terms of days employed in the first 
year post-release. The results revealed no main effect of Free Venture per se nor did 
this variable interact significantly with any of the various background measures which 
were included in certain of the analyses. This seemed somewhat puzzling in light of 
the multiple regression data. Consequently, another series of ANOV A's was carried 
out comparing four groups of parolees: those who had not worked in a Free Venture 
postition, those with six months or less such experience, those with six to twelve 
months experience, and those who had been in a Free Venture job for more than one 
year. The findings (see Table 19) indicate that it was the men whose involvement in 
Free Venture exceeded six months or more who were able to maintain jobs for longer 
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TABLE 17: Ma.jor ar:ld Minor Infractions Committed by Males in Separate Fr~e 
Venture Operations 

122& 

Total N 

Major Infractions Committed 
During Entire Incarcercltlon 

Percent committing 0 
Percent committing 1 or 2 
Percent committi ng 3 or more 

Mean 
S.D. 
Na 

Minor Infractions Committed 
During Entire Incarceraflon 

Percent committing 0 
Percent committing 1 or 2 
Percent committing 3 or more 

Mean 
S.D. 
Na 

Major I nf ract ions Per /Ionth b 
During Period of Involvement 

Mean 
S. D. 
Na 

Minor Infractions Per t.hnth b 
During Period of Involvemenf 

Ilean 
S.D. 
Na 

L1no Lakes 
Program 

203 

58.0 
27.5 
14.5 
1.17 
2.15 

200 

36.0 
42.0 
22 

1. 78 
2.65 

200 

.12 

.84 
146 

.13 

.25 
146 

dNumber of group for' whom Information was available 

Best Foods 
--5-2---

69.2 
9.6 

21.2 
1.19 
2.41 

52 

65.4 
23.1 
11.5 

.75 
1.37 

52 

.03 

.10 
42 

.00 
'.01 

42 

stl II water Data 
Processing Systems 

11 

63.6 
18.2 
18.2 

.91. 
1.58 

11 

72.7 
9.1 

18.2 
.64 . 

1.21 
11 

.01 

.03 
8 

.03 

.05 
8 

Bus Reconditioning 
Shop 

23 

68.2 
13.6 
18.2 

.96 
1 •• 89 

;22 

50.0 
45.4 
4.6 

.77 
1.02 

'22 

.01 

.04 
18 

.01 

.03 
18 

brhese figures pertain to Infractions Incurred while group members were In the activity Which afforded group membership, I.e. the fIrst 
column reflects InfractIons, Incurred by men at Lino Lakes whl Ie workIng In Free Venture shops there, and so on. 
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TABLE 18: 

Post-Release as the Dependent Variable 
M It · I R . Analysis with Days Worked During the First Year Summary of Results From u Ip e egression _ _ 

If 
Step Variable 

Sign i fl cance F to Enter 
Multiple R R Sguare R Sguare Change SI!!!Qle R OVerall F S I on / f I cance Age a'r Fi rst 

Adjudication 20.35 .000 .247 .06i .061 .247 20.35 .000 2 Race - Amari can 
Indian 4.10 .044 .271 .073 .012 -.127 12.33 .000 3 Work History _ 

Never I~orked 3.67 .056 .290 .084 .011 -.149 9.51 .000 4 Work History 
Less Than I Year 4.39 .037 .312 .097 .013 -.122 8.31 .000 5 Race - 'lih i te 2.73 .099 .324 .105 .008 .004 7.23 .000 6 \yori< History _ 
I to 3 Years 2.57 .110 .335 .112 .007 .054 6.48 .000 

7 Age at 
Inc:arceration 

I.ld .278 .340 .116 .003 .162 5.13 .000 

I 
0\ 8 Years of 
CO 

Education .07 .788 .341 .116 .000 .068 5.01 .000 

I 

9 Tota I Number 
of Crir.;es .05 .827 .:541 .155 ,000 -.021 4.45 . coo 10 Days in 
~Iork He I ease 14.06 .000 .394 .IG8 .039 '.222 5.58 .000 11 Days j'n Free ;}. 
Venture 4.59 .033 .410 .168 .013 .175 5.55 .000 12 Race - Black .05 .823 .410 ',168 .000 .057 5.07 .000 

~~ 

13 Days in Traditional 

j; 
!\ 

Industry 2.89 .090 .420 .176 .(J08 .106 4.93 .000 

I': 
ii 

14 Days In Vocational 

II 
II 

Training 2.90 .089 .429 .184 .008 .029 4.82 .000 15 Days in 

Ii 
I. 

\ II II 
'1 

Education 1.04 .309 .432 .187 .003 -.027 4.57 .000 
i: 

16 Days In Support 
Servi ces .35 .553 .433 .18B .001 -.036 4.29 .000 
Variables not /n the equation: Days In T reatmen t 

~. Days Idle 
Race - Ch / cano 

I ~ 

!' 

\ 
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TABLE 19: Analysis of Variance Results Comparinq Males with Varying Amounts of Free Yehture Experience in 
Terms of Days of Employment During Their First Year Post-Release 

a 
S.D. ANOVA f' Ratiob 

£.. 
Group !'! Mean 

No Free Venture Experi ence 200 
146.95 J 141.47 4.252 (3,322) .006 

Less than 6 ~'onths in 77 
139.

821 133.40 
Free Venture 

6 to 12 l-bnth::; in 34 222.97...J 151.10 
Free Venture 

I·bre than 1 Year in 15 219.87 126.90 
Frae Venture 

fiilleans that are 5 i gn i f i cantl y different from one ar)other by Tukey post-hoc compari sons (p" • 05) are I j nked 
with brackets. 

bDegrees of freedom are given in parentheses. 
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periods when released from prison. Similar analyses were done using the numbers of 
days in traditional industry and in support services to categorize individuals into 
groups for purposes of comparisons. No significant relationships emerged. 

Activities other than employment, for example full·-time participation in treat
ment or attendence in an academic or vocational training program may also constitute 
success following release. Because of the relatively small numbers of ilidividuals 
involved however separate consideration of the variables associated with Elach such 
activity was not possible. Instead, a multiple regression analysis in which the total 
number of days of any type of productive activity during the follow-up period served 
as the dependent measure. The findings (see Table 20) were much like those from the 
previous multiple regression. Furthermore, a virtually identical pettern of results 
emerged in ANOV A's done as follow-up: while Free Venture versus r 0 Free Venture 
was not predictive of days of productive activity on the outsilje~ the extent of Free 
Venture experience VTas (see Table 21). Time spent in other institutional work 
progra ,") was shown again to be unrelated to the outcome measure. 

r: ; Je ability to fulfill one's parole obligations, or in the case of individuals who are 
discharged directly from prison the ability to stay out of difficulty with the criminal 
justice system, represents another aspect of successful adaptation for the ex-offender. 
The relationship between this variable and the institutional and background variables 
under study was assessed in a third multiple regression analysis which is summarized in 
Table 22. Although the predictors accounted for less than 10% of the variance and as 
before, it was the background measures which had the greatest exple.natory power, the 
results did indicate a statistically significant relationship between the length of 
involvement in Free Venture and success on the outside. 

Data pertaining to a more traditional criterion of recidivism are given on Table 
23 which presents a multiple regression analysis wherein the commission of a new 
offense constituted the dependent variable. In this case no linear association between 
Free Venture involvement and success was demonstrated. Further light was shed on 
this matter by a chi square analysis which is summarized in Table 24. As is suggested 
there, the number of days of Free Venture activity bore a significant relationship to 
both measures of recidivism such that individuals who spent between six and 12 months 
in a Free Venture position fared best on the outside. Ironically, the men who had the 
longest experience with Free Venture did almost as poorly as those with much less 
experience or even none. 

A final effort to assess relationships between behavior in the follow-up period 
and institutional activi1:ies was undertaken by a multiple regression analysis with the 
number of days spent outside correctional institutions during the first year post
release as the dependent measure. (While this variable is highly correlated with the 
previously discussed outcome measures and may be less objective than they, it does 
h~ve an advantage over them for the purpose of multiple regression in that :t is 
continuously distributed.) Those results, summarized in Table 25, did not provide 
evidence of an association, either positive or negative, between Free Venture 
experience and this final measure of post-release success. 

Analyses of the Data for the Females 

The women's data were analyzed in much the same manner as those for the men. 
However, the only comparisons drawn were among the women involved in the various 
institutional programs (for the overlap within these groups see Table 8) since only one 
institution WF.\S represented. 

BackgroWld Variables: Tables 26 and 27 present descriptive information concern
ing all of the background variables. As is indicated there, the women who held Free 
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TABLE 20: 

Step 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
I 

-...J 
10 

II 

12 

C· 
13 

:t> 
14 

, 
15 

16 

17 

18 

~' 

r ( 

Summary of Results from Multiple Regression Analysis with Days of Productive Activity During the 
First Year rost-Release as the Dependent Variable 

Variable F to Enter Significance Mul"tlele R R Sguare R'Sguare Chanoe SI!!lEle R Overall F Significance 

Aca at Fi rst 
Adjudication 18.55 .000 .237 .056 .056 .237 18.55 .000 

Race - Amari can 
Indian 4.43 .036 .263 .069 .013 -.131 11.59 .000 

Work History -
Never Worked 3.39 .066 .282 .079 .010 -.143 8.92 .000 

Total Nurr.ber 
of Cri IJleS 1.56 .212 .290 .084 .004 -.066 7.09 .000 

','Iork History -
less Tha" 1 Year 1.51 .219 .298 .089 .004 -.082 ;.99 .000 

Race - \'Ih I te 1.15 .2,85 .303 .092 .003 .028 4.51 .000 

Ye;;;r of 
Education .50 .479 .306 ,09} .001 .109 4.00 .000 

Race - Cnicano .49 .486 .308 .095 .001 .092 ,3.56 .000 

rfork History -
1 to 3 Years .18 .672 .309 .095 .001 .058 3.21 .000 

,~sa at 
"I ncarceration .09 .763 .309 .096 .000 .149 3.89 .000 

Days in ~I:ork 

.002 Relaa!:e 9.e4 .352 .124 .. 029 .181 3.97 .000 

Days in Free 
Venture 4.34 .038 .370 .137 .012 .154 3.99 .000 

U<lys in Support 
Services 3.80 .052 .384 .148 .011 -.090 3.99 .000 

Days In Vocational 
Training 2.96 .086 .395 .156 .008 .048 3.94 .000 

Days In Traditional 
Industry 2.21 .138 .403 .162 .006 .088 3.84 '.000 

Days in 
Treatment .08 .775 .403 .162 .000 .030 3.60 .000 

Days Idle .04 .837 .403 .162 .000 -.091 3.38 .000 

'Jays in 
Education .01 .914 .403 .162 .000 .013 3.18 .000 

Vari ab I es not In the equation: Race-Black 
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TABLE 21: 

----__ ~ .... ~M .... mm ...... ~ ............ rl.M& .......... , .............. ~ _______ m. __________ ___ 

----------------------------------------~-------------------------------..~"~~---------

I, ' 

Analysis of Variance Results Comparing Males with V~rying Amount of Free Venture Experience in 
Terns of Days of Productive Activity During the First Year Post-Release 

I" 
a S.D. ANOVA F Ratlo

b 
Group !:!. Mean 

No Frep. Venture Experience 199 186.14 140.95 3.76 (3,321l 

Less than 6 ~bnths in 77 174. 191l 136.13 
Free Venture 

256.8S
J J 6 to 12 r·bnths In 34 127.70 

Free Venture 

t·bre than 1 Year in 15 244.07 124.04 
Free Venture 

'''.:eans that are significantly~lfferent from one another by Tukey post-hoc comparisons (p< .05) are I inked 
with brackets. 

bDegrees of freedom are given in parentheses. 
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TABLE 22: 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

( c 

Summar of Results of Multi ressions Anal sis with Ne ative Chan e in Status Durin I="irst 
Year Post-Release as the Dependent Variable 

Variable 
F to Enter Significance Multiple R R Square R Square Change Simple R Overall F Signiflcaroce 

Age at First 
Adjudication 

Race - Black 

Race - American 
Indian 

~/or:< History -
Never Worked 

lqork History -
Less than 1 Year 

Race - l'/h i te 

Work History -
1 TO 3 Years 

Tota I Humber 
of Crimes 

Age at 
I ncarceratl on 

Years of 
t:ducation 

Days in 
Free Venture 

Days In Support 
Serlli ces 

Days in Work 
Release 

Days in 
Education 

Days. in Vocational 
Training 

Days in Traditional 
Industry 

Days in 
Treatment 

Days I die 

7.89 

4.48 

1.59 

1.10 

1.16 

.84 

.50 

.04 

.02 

.02 

3.84 

2.76 

3.00 

1.34 

.48 

.12 

.08 

.07 

.005 

.035 

.209 

.296 

.281 

.359 

.480 

.841 

.881 

.894 

.051 

.098 

.084 

.248 

.489 

.725 

.772 

.799 

Variables not in the equation: Race-Chicano 

.157 

.196 

.208 

.216 

.224 

.230 

.233 

.234 

.234 

.258 

.274 

.274 

.290 

.297 

.300 

.300 

.301 

.301 

.025 

.039 

.043 

.047 

.050 

.053 

.055 

.055 

.055 

.067 

.075 

.075 

.084 

.088 

.090 

.090 

.090 

.091 

.025 

.014 

.005 

.003 

.004 

.003 

.002 

.000 

.000 

.012 

.008 

.008 

.009 

.004 

.001 

.000 

.000 

.000 

-.157 

-.105 

.094 

.075 

.069 

.057 

-.030 

.019 

-.130 

-.043 

-.151 

.073 

-.113 

.059 

.003 

-.052 

-.001 

.075 

7.89 

6.23 

3.69 

3.79 

3.27 

2.86 

2.52 

2.20 . 

1.96 

1.76 

1.96 

2.04 

2.12 

2.07 

1.96 

1.84 

1.73 

1.63 

.005 

.002 

.003 

.005 

.007 

.010 

.ois 

.027 

.044 

.068 

.032 

.021 

.013 

.013 

.018 

.026 

.037 

.051 

"Negative status changes (f .e •• return to a correctional facillty .... ith or without a new offense or absconding) were coded "2," while their absence was coded "1." 
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TABLE 23: 

Step 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
I 

-.J 
~ 9 
I 

'0 

11 

() 
12 

, 

~¢ 13 

14 
> 

15 

16 

17 

18 

>! 
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Summary of Results of Multiple Regression AnalYSis with Commission of New Offense During tho First 
Year Post-Release as the Dependent Variablee 

Varlab I e F to Enter S ton 1.1 I.cance Multlole R R Square . R Square Change Simple R Overall F Significance 

Age eT 
Institutionalization 8.03 .005 .158 .025 .025 .158 8.04 .005 
:::3ce - American 5.36 .021 .204 .042 .017 -.140 6.75 .001 Indian 

Total Number 2.52 .114 .222 .049 .008 -.033 5.36 .001 of Crimes 

'tiork History - 1.25 .264 .231 .053 .004 -.094 4.34 .002 ~~ver ,':orke:c 

Previous 1.17 .280 .238 
Education 

.057 .004 -.OB 3.71 .003 

\'brk History - 1.02 .313 .245 .060 .00:5 -.067 3.26 .004 less Than 1 Year 

P.~ce - Ch i C3no .92 .338 .250 .063 .003 -.002 2.92 .006 
P.ge at First .20 .655 .252 .063 .001 . III 2'.58 .010 Adjuuicdtion 

',Ierk History - •. 10 .748 .252 .063 .000 .048 2.30 .0i7 1 to 3 Years 

'Da'lS in 3.08 .080 .270 .073 .009 -.104 2.39 0.10 ECJcu-::io:'i 

C.cvs in VocaTional 
1.19 .277 .277 .077 .004 .014 2.28 .011 Tra i n j n9 

Da'/s in Free Venture .99 .320 .282 .080 .003 .CilO 2.17 .OB 
Days in Traditional .99 .321 .288 .083 .003 .086 2.08 .015 Inc~stry 

Days Icle .45 .505 .290 .084 .(l01 -.074 1.96 .020 
Race '- ~Ih Ita .03 .862 .290 .084 .000 .079 1.83 .031 
Days In Treatment .30 .582 .292 .085 .000 .oeg 1. 73 .041 
Cays in Support .19 .664 .293 .086 .000 -.041 1.63 .055 Services 

Cays In \':ork .07 .797 .293 .086 .000 .015 , .54 .075 RE\lease 

Variables not I n the equati on: Race-Black 

dependent variable was coded as follows 1 = new offense, 2 '" no new .offense 
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TABLE 24: Ch i Sgual-e Analyses of Negative Changes in 
~--J 

of Da~s in Free Venture 

( 

Parole Status and Commitment of New Offenses as a Function 

No Change Negative Change No New Offense New Offense ~ Percentage ~ Percentage ~ Percentage ~ Percentage 
t,'o Days I n Free Venture 156 63% 93 37% 162 71% 73 29% 
Less than 6 Months In 54 57% 40 43% 59 63% 35 37j~ 
Free Venture 

6 to 12 Months In 35 65% 6 15% 36 66% 5 12% Free Venture 

! More than 1 Year In 11 65% 6 35% 11 65% 6 35% Free Venture 

N 256. 145 266 119 
~3)2 = 10.30, P <: .02 

~3)2 = 9.01, P ( .03 
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Summary Table of Results of Multi Ie Re ression Anal sis with Number of Da s Sent Outside 
of Correctional Faci I ities During the Fi rst Year Post-Release as the Dependent Variable 

Variable p to Enter Significance Multl~le R R Sguare R Sguare Change Slm~le R Overall F Significance Age at 
Incarceration 10.95 .001 .184 .034 .034 .184 10.95 :001 Race - American 
Indian 8.10 .005 .242 .058 .025 -.170 9.65 .oeo \>:ork History -
Less Than I Year 2.27 .133 .255 .065 .007 -.124 7.21 .000 Age at First 
Adjudication 1.95 .164 .267 .071 .006 .183 5.91 .000 Race - White 1.95 .164 .277 .077 .006 .020 5.14 .000 I'lork r. i story -
Less Than I Year .90 .344 .282 .079 .003 -.064 4.43 .000 Tota I Nurr.ber of 
Crimes .42 .516 .284 .081 .00'1 .059 3.85 .000 '.~ork History -
I to 3 Years .16 :693 .285 .081 .000 .053 3.38 .001 Year's of Educat i on .04 .842 .285 .082 .000 .055 3.00 .002 Race - Chicano .01 .905 .285 .082 .000 .063 2.69 .004 Days in Support 

Services 4.19 .04' :~07 .094 .013 -.085 2.85 .001 [Jays in ~"ork 
Release 3.00 .084 .321 .103 .009 . III 2.88 .001 Days in Education .96 .328 .325 • 105 .003 -.073 2.73 .001 Days in Free 
Venture .88 .349 .329 .109 .003 .11 1 2.60 .001 Days In Vocational 
Training .34 .562 .331 .110 .001 -.019 2.44 :002 Days in Traditional 
Industry .39 .532 .333 .111 .001 .080 2.31 .003 Days Idle .23 .632 .334 .111 .001 -.095 2.18 .005 Days in 

Treatment .19 .652 .335 .112 .001 -.046 2.07 .007 

Variables not In the equation: Race-Black 
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TABLE 26: Descriptive Statistics for Females in Various Institutional Program~ 
on Discrete Background Variables e 

Support EducatIonal Vocational Free Venture 
Sorvlcesc 

Program TraIning IndustrIes. 
Total tl 97 65 15 65 

~ Percentaae ~ PercenTage ~ Percentage ~ Perc"nt~g,j 

Race 
White 69 71% 44 68% 9 60% 46 71% Black 20 21% 17 26% 4 27% 1$ 23% AGerlc3n Indian 8 8% 4 6% 2 13~ .. 6% N 97 65 15 6!i 

l""rlta I St.:.tu" 
Sin,)le 50 52% 38 59% 7 47% 33 51% Married 9 9% 8 12% 1 6% !i 8% Separa"rcc.1, di""rced 38 39% 19 29% 7 47'/, 27 41% gr wide'oed 
II 97 65 15 65 

Oepen~ent Children 
t.ono 46 47% 29 45$ 5 33% 29 45% l bor ~re 51 53% 36 55% 10 67% 36 55% II 97 65 15 65 

Educe t ior.·) I Atta I n",e~t 
Less tran 12 years 42 43% 34. 52% 6 40% 27 42% H.S. dlplo~~, SED 55 57% 31 48% 9 60% 38 58% 
~b mCJ("f; 

97 65 15 65 

EJ-,eloyment Hlsto[1 
Uever worked 26 27% 15 :b% 4 27% 14 22% Wor~cd < 1 yee r 47 49% 35 54% 7 47% 34 53% Worked < 3 years 14 15% 10 15% 3 20% 9 14% 
~~rked > 3 years 9 9% 5 8% 1 7% 7 117. II 96 65 15 64 

Ski II Level of 
Previc,t;s Jobs 

Ski lied 8 11% 4 8% 1 9% 5 10% Semi-jY.i II ed 16 2.3% 12 24% 5 46% 13 26% Ugskilled 46 66% 34 68% 5 46% 32 64% 
/I 70 50 11 50 

History of d 
Substance Abuse 

Uor,e 26 29% 18 30% - 4 27'/, 17 29% '·!loor 7 8% 4 7% 1 7% 3 5% Past 4 4% 2 3% 0 - 2 3% Sllrlous 53 59% 37- 61% 10 67% 37 63% N 90 61 15 59 

History of Escape 
Yes. 29 30% 18 28% 2 13% 17 26% rig 68, 70% 47 72% 13 87% 48 74% N 97 65 15 65 

Histcrlof,Parole 
RO'locatkm-

Yes 12 12% 9 14% 1 7% 5 8% 
~ 85 88% 56 86:l 14 93% 60 92% 97 64 15 64 

~Sole criterion for Inclu.lon In any group was a mInImum ef five days af Involvement In such. 
flLmber of group for wIYJm Infonratlon was available. 
~Slnce avqry~n~ was requIrod to work In support servIces, thIs group Includes the entire fe~1la population. 

"Minor" signifies thtJt the Individual occBssionally drank to excess or used IllicIt drugs. "Past"signlfles that she had a 
pro~3blv contributed to the currant incarcoratlon. ' 

~"tes" signifies that the indivIdual had been paroled and returned during ihe current Inr;arceratlon. 
"Yes" slg~ltles that the Inalvldual has somMlme In her lIfe committed such .an offense. 
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8 67% 
3 25% 
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3 25% 
4 33% 
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3 25% 
9 75% 
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6 50~ 
6 50~ 
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4 33~ 
2 17% 
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3 • 38% 
4 50~ 
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TABLE 26: Descriptive Statistics for Females in Various Institutional Programs 
~Qi scretc Background Vari ab I eseJ(cont i rued) 

,. 

Chemical Parenting Work 
Dependency Program Program Release 

Toral N 50 29 6 
~ Percentage Number Percentage ~ Percentage 

~ 
)lhlte .32 64% 21 72% 5 Black 11 22% 6 21% 

83% 
1 17% ~erlcan Indian 7 14% 2 7% 0 /l 50 29 6 

,~,fa ri ta I Status 
Single 20 40% 13 45% 0 f!arried 7 14% 3 10% 1 17~ Separated, divorced 23 46% 13 45% 5 83% gr widow"j 
N 50 :>9 6 

Dependent Children 
fY ... r.e 25 50% 9 31% 2 33% l bor =re 25 50% 20 69% 4 67." /I 50 29 6 

Ed,,=at lona I A ttl! i nment 
Less 1/'.an 12 years 25 50% 13 45% 3 50% H..S. diploma, 'ED 25 50% 16 55% 3 50% 
~b more 

50 29 6 

EMp loyment Hi sto[1 
/lever worked 15 31% Worked < I yea r 7 24% 1 17% 
Worked < 3 years 22 45% 17 59': 2 33% 
~Igrkod > 3 years 7 14% 3 10% 2 33% 
N 5 10% 2 ' 7% 1 17% 49 29 6 

Skill Level of 
Pre>.do:.Js Jcbs 

Ski lied 3 9% 1 5% SeMi-skilled 10 30% 
1 20% 

l'~Ski II ed 3 14% 3 60% 21 62% 18 82% tl 34 1 20% 
22 5 

HI starl of 
5"b5tQ~ce Abused 

rlonc 8 17% 14 52% /liner 3 50% 
Past 1 2% 2 7% 1 17% 
SErious 

1 2% 2 7% 1 17% 36 78% 9 33:t 1 17% 1/ 46 27 6 
Hlstor~ of Escape 

Yes 18 36% 9 31% Ilg 0 32 64% 20 69% 6 100% 'I· 50 29 6 
History of' Parole 
Revocatlone 

Yes 5 10% tit? 2 7% 0 
N 

45 90% 27 93% 6 100% 50 29 6 
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TABLE 26: Descri pti 'Ie Stat i sti cs for Fema I es in Various I nsi- j-j-utiona J ProQrams 
on Discrete Bi3ckground Varii3blosc (continued) 

-Total N 

A~]B at FI rst 
Offense 
~younger 

il or older 
N 

Juvenl Ie Offenses 
None 
tbor more 
N 

Previous Property 
Offenses 
~ 

ibor more 
Ii 

PrlJlJiljU~ Person 
Offenses 

Uone 
ibor more 
N . 

Prcvl.ous Robber/' 
1I0ne 
ibor more 
N 

PrevIous Drug 
O~fense 
r;:;ne 

l bor more 
Ii 

Previous Other 
Offense 
IiOnB 

l
b
or more 

N 

PrevIous 
Institutionalization 

flo 
Ves 
flb 

Number of Active 
Offenses at Current 
Incarceration 

1 
2 
3bor more 
II 

Current Property 
Offense 
---yes-

Ng 
tl 

Current Person 
Offense 
-yes 

~ 

Person Offender
f 

Ves 
IIg 
N 

f 
• Property Offender:. 

'{es 

~ 
N 

Support 
Sorvicesc 

97 
Nucber' Per;:;ontage 

31 
65 
96 

54 
'42 

96 

66 
26 
96 

91 
6 

97 

'95 
2 

97 

93 
3 

96 

86 
9 

96 

62 
34 
96 

65 
23 

9 
97 

50 
47 
97 

41 
56 
97 

48 
49 
97 

62 
35 
97 

32% 
66% 

56% 
44% 

71% 
29~ 

94% 
6% 

96% 
2% 

97% 
3~ 

91% 
9% 

67% 
24% 

9% 

52% 
49% 

42% 
5a% 

50~ 
51% 

64% 
36% 

Educational 
Program 

65 

Vocational 
Training 

15 
~ Percentage ~ Percentage 

19 
45 
64 

35 
• 29 

64 

44 
21 
65 

62-
3 

65 

63' 
2 

. 65 

62 
2 

64 

59 
6 

65 

46 
19 
65 

45 
'14 

6 
65 

32 
33 
65 

34 
31 
65 

38 
27' 
65 

42 
23 
65 

30% 
70f, 

55% 
45% 

4 
11 
15 

8 
7 

15 

66% 12 
.32% 3 

15 

95% 12 
5% 3 

15 

97% 15 
3% 0 

15 

97% 1~ 
3% 1 

14 

91% 13 
9% 2 

15 

71% 9 
29% 6 

15 

69% 7 
22% 6 

9% 2 
15 

49% 7 
51% 6 

15 

52% 9 
48% 6 

15 

59% 11 
42% 4 

)5 

65~ 9 
35% 6 

15 
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27% 
73% 

53% 
47% 

60% 
20% 

60% 
20% 

100% 

93% 
7f, 

87% 
13% 

60% 
40% 

47% 
40% 
13% 

60% 
40% 

74't 
27% 

60% 
40% 

Freo Venture 
Industrl~s 

65 
~ Percentage 

20 
44 
64 

35 
29 
64 

45 
19 
64 

62 
3 

65 

64 
1 

65 

62 
3 

65 

60 
~ 

65 

42 
23 
65 

42 
16 
7 

65 

31 
34 
65 

30 
35 
65 

35 
30 
65 

40 
25 
65 

55% 
45% 

70% 
30% 

95% 
5% 

96% 
2% 

92% 
8% 

65% 
35'; 

65% 
25% 
11% 

46~ 
52% 

54% 
46% 

62% 
38% 

.. , , ~ Oft-Grounds 
Work Proqr.1", 

, 12 

~. Percentage 

4 
7 

12 

5 
7 

12 

11 
I 

12 

12 
o 

12· 

12 
o 

12 

12 
a 

12 

II 
1 

12 

9 
3 

12 

7 
5 
o 

12 

4 
8 

12 

10 
2 

12 

10 
2 

12 

4 
6 

12. 

33% 
67% 

42% 
58% 

100~ 

100% 

'100% 

92% 
6% 

75% 
25~ 

: 
58% ; 
42% 

33% 
67% 

83% 
17% 

33% 
67% 
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I 
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TABLE 26: 

~ . 

Descriptive Statistics for Females in Various Insti'~utionul Programs 
on Discrete Background Vurii3bles~ (continued) 

'Total N 

Age et FI rst 
Offense 
.....,-gor younger 

17 or older 
tiD 

Juvenile Offenses 
Uone 
t~or more 
Ir 

Prcvlous Proper!i: 
Offenses 
tiOri9 

I or mor~ 
N

b 

Previous Person 
Offenses 
--r:iOii6 

Ibor. mre 
N 

Previous Robbery 
none 
lbor more 
N 

Previous Drug' 
Offense 
I'iOri8 

Ibor more 
N 

PrevIous Other 
Offense 
IlOii9 

Ibor moro 
N 

Previous 
InstitutionalizatIon 

flo 
~iS 
N 

NUMber of Act i ve 
Offon~es at Cucrent 
I ncarcarat ion 

I 
2 
3por more 
II 

Curr'ant ProFert'{ 
01 fonso 
~ 

IJ~ 
N 

Current Person 
Offense 
-ye;; 

:~ 
'Person Offenderf 

Yes 

:~ 
Property Offenderf 

Ves 

~ 

Chenical 
Dependency Program 

50 
~ Percentage 

18 
31 
49 

27 
22 
49 

36 
14 
50 

47 
3 

50 

49 
1 

50 

46 
2 

50 

46 
4 

50 

31 
19 
sq 

32 
12 
6 

50 

25 
25 
50 ' 

26 
24 
50 

29 
21 
50 

31 
19 
50 

37% 
63% 

55% 
45% 

72'f, 
26% 

94% 
6% 

98% 
2% 

98% 
2% 

92~ 
8% 

62% 
36% 

64% 
24% 
12% 

52% 
48% 

58% 
42% 

62% 
38% 

Parenting 
Program 

29 
~ Percentage 

10 
19 
29 

14 
15 
29 

20 
6 

28 

29 
o 

29 

29 
rJ 

29 

29 
o 

29 

25 
4 

29 

20 
9 

29 

19 
6 
2 

29 

18 
1'1 
29 

11 
18 
29 

12 
17 
29 

19 
10 
29 
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45% 
55% 

46% 
52% 

71% 
29% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

86~ 
14% 

69% 
31% 

66% 
28% 

7% 

62% 
38% 

3B% 
62% 

41~ 
59% 

66% 
34% 

Work 
Release 

2 
4 
6 

2 
4 
6 

6 
o 
6 

6 
o 
6 

6 
.0 
6 

6 . 
o 
6 

5 
I 
6 

5 
1 
6 

4 
2 
o 
6 

o 
6 
6 

6 
o 
6 

6 
o 
6 

o 
6 
6 

6 
Percentag! 

33% 
67% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

83% 
m: 

83% 
17% 

67% 
33% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 
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TABLE 27: Descriptive Statistic;;-on Continugus Background Variables for Females 
jn Various Institut:onf3l ~rograms 

Support b Educational Vocational Free Ventl.lre Off-Grounds' Chemical Parenting Work 
Services Programs Tralnlns Industries Work Program De~endency Program Program Release 

Total N 97 65 15 65 12 50 29 6 

Age in Years 
at Current 
Incarceration 

~Iean 26.20 25.00 27.53 26.45 29.58 27.28 24.66 31.00 
7.73 7.31 6.40 8.24 7.72 8.45 4.68 8.70 S.D. 

97 65 15 65 12 50 29 6 NC 

Number of 
D3Eendent 
Ch I I dren 

I·lean .88 .88 1.07 .88 1.00 .90 1.10 1.33 
1.05 1.03 1.04 .85 1.22 1.08 1.37 S.D. 1.12 

97 65 15 65 12 50 29 6 NC 

Years of d 
Education 

I-lean 11.38 11.08 11.27 11.26 11.08 11.34 11.24 11.00 
1.46 .96 1.38 1.17 1.55 1.68 1.10 S.D. 1.72 

NC 97 65 15 65 12 50 29 6 

Number of 
Active 
Convictions 

1.46 1.46 ~.87 .1.52 1.42 1.56 1.45 1.33 Mean 
.82 .89 1.30 .90 .52 .97 .74 .52 S.D. 

97 65 15 65 12 50 29 6 Ilc 

E'<cectr:d ~Jumber 
of I.'onths 0 f e 
Incarceration 

34.92 25.98 37.09 30.20 25.46 44.50 /I.ean 24.36 27.75 
18.18 20.68 23.06 19.04 18.Q7 20.95 18.56 15.59 S.D. 

NC 83 55 13 59 11 45 26 6 

eSole criterion for Inclusion In any group was a minimum of five days of Involvement In such. 
bSince everyone was required to work In support serVices, this group Includes the entire female population. , 
cNulJJber of group for whom Information was available. 
dlndlviduals who had earned GED's were credited with 12 years. 
eNumber of months between Incarceration and Taroet Release Date •. 
fA~ an adult. 
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TABLE 27: Descriptive Statistics on Continuous Background Variables for Females 
in Various Institutional Proqrams a (continued) 

Support b Education Vocational Free Venture Off-Grounds Chemical Parenting Work Services Progralls Training Industries Work Program De~endency Program Program P.elease Total N 97 65 15 65 12 50 29 --6-

Age In Years 
of F I rsf 
lIaJ ua I cat Ion 

t-Iean 20.56 19.66 19.80 20.53 22.08 20.63 113.38 22.50 S.D. 7.75 6.83 6.36 8.06 11.63 8.09 4.85 13.22 NC 
96 64 15 64 1'2 49 29 6 Number of 

Juvenile 
Offenses 

"lcan 1.74 1.72 1.27 2.02 1.25 1.98 2.41 .83 S.D. 3.25 2.97 2.28 3.74 2.22 3.79 4.55 .75 NC 96 64 15 64 12 49 29 6 
Number of 
PrevIous 
Property 
Orrenses 

I·jean .56 .62 .40 .63 .25 .60 S.D. .61 0 
NC 1.12 1.16 .91 1.19 .87 1.23 1:20 96 65 15 64 12 50 28 6 

Number of 
Previous 
Person 
U't'TeiiSes 

I.lean .11 .08 .40 .08 0 .08 0 0 S.D. .48 .37 .83 .37 .34 NC 97 65 15 65 12 50 29 6 
Number of 
PrevIous 
RObberies 

I.jean .03 .05 0 .02 0 .02 0 0 '.23 S.D. .2!l .12 .14 NC 97 65 15 65 12 50 29 6 

Number of 
PreVious 
Drug 
Offenses 

Mean .03 .03 .07 .05 0 .02 0 0 5,0. .18 .18 .'27 .21 .20 NC. 96 64 14 65 12 50 29 6 
Num~er of 
Previ ous 
Other 
Offenses 

Mean .14 .15 .33 .09 .08 .10 .17 .17 S.D. .54 .59 1.05 .34 .29 .36 .47 .41 NC 97 65 15 65 12 50 29 6 
Number of 
Previous 
Institutional-
izat Ions 

/I.ean .86 .75 1.40 .71 .50 .78 .59 .17 S.D. 1.48 1.54 2.50 1.13 1.17 1.17 1.02 .41 NC 97 65 15 65 12 50 29 5' 
Number of 
Offenses !fver 
Committed 

l~ean 2.23 2.30 2.64 2.38 1.75 2.40 2.21 1.50 S.D. 1.49 1.53 1.69. 1.56 1.14 1.67 1.57 .55 NC 95 64 14 64 12 50 28 6 
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Venture positions were v,ery similar to those involved in other activities. 

Institutional Variables: As Table 28 demonstrates the typical experience in a 
Free Venture position was somewhat shortlived compared to the average length of 
involvement in other activities. Almost 20 percent of the Free Venture workers left 
their jobs less than one month after starting. Furthermore their rate of disciplinary 
infractions while working was elevated although this was due to the actions of a 
limited number of women since the overall proportion of individuals committing such 
(28 percent) wat; not excessive. It should be pointed out in passing that the figures 
given represent population parameters; consequently no statistical analyses were 
undertaken. One final pair of values in Table 28 which are worthy of mention are the 
daily wages; Free Venture workers earned more than 3! times as much as women 
holding support service positions. 

Throughout their incarcerations the records of the Free Venture women were 
comparable to those of the other inmates in general. They were, however, more likely 
to have broken the rules governing major infractions than were those in vocational 
training or in the off-grounds or Work Release programs. 

Follow-up Variables: Information pertaining to various activities and recidivism 
during the first year post-release is summarized in Tables 30 and 31. Irydividuals in the 
Free Venture group fared much like the others in terms both of what they did and of 
their ability to maintain a clean criminal record during the follow-up period. The one 
group which did deviate in these regards was the vocational training group. Its 
members were less likely to work but more likely to obtain vocational training than 
were the ex-offenders with Free Venture experience. They also had a perfect record 
of no new offenses. Unfortunately the small size of the group makes one tentative 
about drawing firm conclusions. 

Additional Analyses: Efforts were made to undertake other analysis parallel to 
those ca.rdBd ont on the males' data. None of these yielded significant results. 
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TABLE 28: Descriptive Statistics Concerning Females Institutional Activities 

D:>llars 
Days of Received 

Major Minor Segregation Per Day D:>llars Infractions Infractions Incurred From Outs I de Earned Days Per ~bnth Per~ Per ftonth :'~OLJrCe5 Per Day 
Education Data COncern i ng dates of I II va I vement too' I ncomp I ete to cons I der ana I ys I s. 

Vocational 
Training 
(Group N-15l 

,.:ean 
5:0. 
Na 

Free Venture 
Industries 
(Gro up N-65 l 

,.'ean 
5:0. 

Na 

Support Services 
(Group N-97l 

t·1ean 
S.D. 

Na 

Treatment 
P"ogram 
(Group N=62l 

I~ean 

S.D. 
Na 

216.07 
253.46 

15 

157.17 
125.90 
60 

459.63 
547.87 
95 

192.85 
140.24 
48 

.• 05 
.14 

14 

.40 
1.30 

60 

.21 

.33 
95 

.09 

.21 
48 

.07 

.18 
14 

.16 

.47 
60 

.14 

.19 
95 

.14 

.29 
48 

aNumber of group for whom Information was available. 

.j. 

.10 

.38 
14 

2.61 
8.82 

60 

3.29 
7.07 

94 

1.36 
5.20 

47 

' . 

.45 

.65 
\2 

.64 
1.17 

60 

,43 
.57 

93 

.45 

.84 
48 

3.63 
2.87 

58 

1.02 
1. 10 

94 

D:>llars 
Spent on 
Self 
Per Day 

4.40 
3.85 

60 

2.38 
1.78 

93 

z 

Dollars 
Sent 
Out Chargebacks Out-Hours 
Per Day Paid Per Day Per Day 

.29 .71 

.59 1.17 
60 59 

.26 .09 

.66 .06 
93 89 

\ 

, 
~,' 



If --.~--. 

~-''"'''"' 

'·r 
r~;< 

( 

I 
CX> 
Ul 
I 

I' : 

( ( ( 

TABLE 29: 
Major and Minor Infractions for the Females Involved in Various 

Support EducatIonal VocatIonal Free Venture Off-Grounds ServIces ProSrams TraInIng Industries Work Pros ram Total N 97 65 15 65 12 

~ajor Infractions 
C6~mltted DurIng 
Entire Incarceration 

Percent committing 0 
40.2 38.5 60,.0 36.9 50.0 Percent corrrnlHing I or 2 
20.7 21.5 6.7 21.5 8.3 Percent committing 3 or more 
39.1 40.0 33.3 41.6 41.7 

14ean 
3.43 3.74 1.53 2.94 2.00 S6 D• 

91. 34 
65. 81 1~·30 6g· 23 1~·80 

N 

Minor Infractions 
Col!'.fflitted During 
Entire Incarceration 

Percent committing 0 
35.1 30.8 46.7 29.2 8.3 Percent committing 1 or 2 
29.9 30.8 26.6 33.8 66.7 Percent corrrnitting 3 Or nnre 
35.0 38.4 26.6 37.0 25.0 

Mean 
2.41 2.83 1.73 2.29 1.92 

S.D. 
9~·03 65. 36 1~·25 6~·51 d·44 

Nb 

a Institutional Program~ 

ChemIcal ParentIng Work 
Dependenc~ Program Program Release 50 29 -g-

26.0 41.4 80.0 
28.0 31.0 0 
46.0 27.6 20.0 
3.74 1.86 .50 

55. 33 2~·43 J.23 

24.0 34.5 33.3 34.0 17.2 33.3 42.0 48.3 33.3 2.56 2.28 1.00 
55.58 2.15 ,89 

29 6 

gSole criterion for Inclusion In any group was a mInimum of five days of Involvement In such. 
Number of group for whom Infor~~tlon was avaIlable. 

" <=SInce everyone was requIred to work /n a support servIce position during her Incarceration, thIs group Is the entIre female population. 
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TABLE 30; 

- '"' ........... , 

Total tl c 
Released N 

Descr i pt i ve Stat i sti cs for Fema Ie's in Vari ous I nst ituti ona I Progr'ams 
on Discrete Fal low-up Vnriablesa 

" 
Support b Educational Vocational Free Venture Off-Grounds 
Services Programs Training Industries Work Program 

97 65 15 65 12 
!Ii 40 9 10 7 

Number' Porcentage Number Percentage Number Percentaae ~ Percentage ~ Perct!ntage 

Wheels 
YeS 4 7% 3 8% 1 11% l 8% 1 14% lIS 54 93~ 37 92% 8 89% 31 92% 6 86% N 58 40 9 4(} 7 

Assi5tance from CETA 
Yes 7 12% ; 13% 3 33% 5 13% 2 29% tiS 50 88% 35 67% 6 67% 35 87% 5 71% II 57 40 9 40 7 

Assistance from the 
Divisi8n of Vocational 
f"g"atJ i I itat ion 

Yes 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -Nil 57 100% 40 100% 9 100% 40 100% 7 100% N 57 40 9 40 7 

F<ossidBnce ; 

Urb~n 50 '94% 36 95% 9 100% 36 95% 7 100% Rural, I 2% 1 3% 0 - 1 3% 0 -Mixed 1 2% 1 3% 0 - 1 .3% 0 -°Ht-of-stale 1 2% 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -N 53 38 9 36 7 

Oat'S Bet'rleen Re I ease 
an1 Eme "'·,,,,ent 

14 or less 21 54% 15 52% 5 63% 16 57% 4 57% 'ii or more 18 46% 14 48% 3 37% 12 43% 3 43% II 39 29 8 28 7 

.Job In fi rst 
:Three ''''nths • 

Yes 32 63% 25 68% 5 56% 25 69% 5 71% 

~ 19 37% 12 32% 4 44% 11 31% 2 29% 
51 37 9 :;6 7 

Job In First Year 
Yes 31 70% 25 76% 5 71% 23 74% 6 100% 
rill 13 30% 8 24% 2 29% 8 26% 0 -
/I 44 33 7 31 6 

School In First 
"i'ii'i=eei~ - ," 

Yes 2 4% 2 5% 0 - 1 3% 0 -t:s 48 96% 35 95% 9 100% 34 97% 7 100% 
N 50 37 9 35 7 

School In First Year 
Yes 2 4% 2 6% 0 - 1 3% 0 -
:~ 43 96% 31 94% 7 100% 30 97% 6 100f, 

45 32 7 31 6 

Vocational Training In 
Fl rst Three I/onths 

Yes 5 10% 4 11% 3 33% 3 9% 2 29% 

:~ 45 90% 33 89% 6 67% 32 91% 5 71% 
50 37 9 35 7 

Voca1'iona I Training In 
First Year 

Yes 5 10% 4 12% 3 43% 3 10% 2 33% t:s 40 90% 29 68% 4 57% 28 90% 4 67% 
N 45 33 7 31 6 

... _. - . 

gSole crIterion for Inclusion In any group was a minimum of five days of Invplvement In such. 
Since everyone was required to work In a support service position dbrlng her Incarc(lratlon, this grollp Is the entire female population. 

~~IJ"ber of group rr.embers who were released from prison In time tr) be included In year-long follow-up. 
lIo~ober of group for whom I nfomat Ion was ava II ab I e. • 

e"Unchanged" Indicates i'hat tho Individual on parole has not had her parole revoked. In many cases she hod been discharged. For 1hose P(!r~OnS 
who did nOT have one year left on their sentence at release, placement In thIs category Indicates simply that they were not rc'~ur:;<3d on other 
rl""n,,~ tn "CtlI'rectl';Il'l;s1 facility. 
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TABLE 30: Descriptive Statistics for Females in Various Institutional Programs 
on Discrete Follow-up Variables6 (continued) 

Chemical Parenting Work 
Tatal N c 

Dependeocl' Program Program Release 50 29 6 Released II 2~ 16 5 
~ Percentage ~ Percentage ~ Percentage 

WhE'els 
Yes 2 8% 1 

~8 
7% 0 24 92% 14 93% 5 100% 26 15 5 

• Ass I st~nce from CETA 
Yes 4 15% 0 118 0 22 85% 15 100% 5 100% II 26 15 5 

Assistar:-:e from the 
Division of VociJtional 
Petl::;J:l j I i 'tat ion 

Yes 0 
IIll 0 0 26 100% 15 100% 5 100% II 26 15 5 

R9sldence 
lirt.an 23 100% 14 Rural 0 

100% 5 100% 
"h'l?c 0 0 
0J:jt-of-state 

0 0 0 0 0 0 I, . 
~3 111 5 

DillS 8ar"een Rei ease 
an;j E-, D1oC,<:lnt 

14 or loss 14 74% 4 44% ,l,a or roore 5 100% 5 26% 5 56% 0 ., 19 9 5 
Job In First 
Three '-bnths 

Yes 15 64% 

~~ 
9 75% 5 100% 8 36% 3 25% 0 23 12 5 

Job In FirST Year 
Yes 
Ull 

13 68% 8 80% 2 67'/, 6 32% 2 20% fl 19 1 33% 10 :3 
Schcol In FIrst 
Tt,ree I·bnths 

'res 1 4% lia 0 0 22 96% 11 100% 5 100% N 23 11 5 
Sch~1)1 In f:i rs1' Year 

fco; 1 5% 0 
'~ 0 18 95% 10 100f, 3 Ij 19 100% IO 3 

. V?cationa, Tra inl n~ In 
Fi r:t Thre" :.\:)nths 

'(~s 3 13% 
''B 

0 0 20 87% 12 100% 5 /, 23 100% 12 5 
Vocational Training In 
First Year 

Yes 
3 16% I~ a 0 

N 16 84% 10 100% 3 19 10' 100% 
3 
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TABLE 30: 

. 
I Total Ii 
f, Re I eased N 

! 
Treatment In FIrst 
Three l<l:lnths 

Yes 
Ii'a 
N 

Treatment In FI rst 
Year 
----yes 

;~ 
Skill Level nf First 
Job 
---:;-~ I II ed 

Se"i-ski lied 
t;~ski lIed 
II 

Ski II Level of 
S'ElC'Jr,:j Job 

Ski! I~d 
Se~i-skj Ifed 
Uasklll ed 
I;. 

Skill Level of 
lon~est-Held Job 

Skilled 
Semi-skilled 
Uaski Ii ed 
N 

length of Emp loyment 
~Jrln3 First Year 

o days 
1 day - 3 rronths 
3-6 rmnths 
6-9 mnths 
9-12 rronths 
NC 

len~th of Productive 
Activity During First 
Year 
---o<fays 

1 dDY - 3 months 
3-6 months 

. 6-9./lPnths 
9-12 rronths 
NO 

Parole VIolated 
Yes 

~ 
N~w Property Offense 
Yes ' 

"a N 

New Person Offense 
Yes 

;~ 
/lew Other Of fense 

Yes 

:~ 
Status at One Ye~re 

Unchonc(;d 
Peturned wIthout 

new offenso 
P.eiourned wIth 

n",w offense 
Assconded' 
N· ' 

Descriptive Statistics for Females in Various Institutional 
Programs on Discrete Fol low~up Variables c (continued) 

Support 
ServIces 

97 
58 

Number Parcentage 

5 
45 
50 

6 
39 
45 

10 
15 
13 
38 

:; 
9 
8 

22 

10 
14 
7 

31 

13 
5 
8 
8 

10 
44 

9 
6 
6 
5 

16 
44 

15 
40 

5 

11 
46 

,,57 

3 
54 ' 
57 

o 
57 
57 

41 
4 

6 

2 
53 

10% 
90% 

13% 
87% 

26% 
40% 
34% 

, 23% 
41% 
36% 

32% 
45% 
23~ 

29.5% 
11.4% 
18.2% 
18.2% 
22.7% 

20.5% 
]3.6% 
13.6% 
J1.4% 
40.9% 

27% 
73% 

19% 
8]% 

5% 
95% 

100% 

77% 
7% 

11% 

4% 

Educat lona I 
Programs 

65 
40 

~ Percentage 

3 
34 
37 

3 
30 
33 

8 
12 
9 

29 

3 
6 
6 

15 

7 
II 
6 

41 

8 
3 
6 
7 
8 

32 

6 
3 
4 

.4 
IS 
32 

11 
24-
35 

9 
28 
37 

3 
34 
37 

o 
37 
37 

26 
1 

6 

2 
3!1 " 

8% 
,92% 

9% 
91% 

28% ' 
41% 
31% 

20% 
40% 
40% 

29% 
46% 
25% 

25.0% 
9.4:' 

18.9% 
21.8% 
25.0% 

18.9~ 
9.4% 
12.6~ 
12.6% 
46.9% 

31% 
69% 

24:t 
76'/. 

100% 

74% 
3% 

17% 

6% 

-88-

VocatIonal 
TrainIng' 

15 
9 

~ Percentage 

1 
8 
9 

I 
6 
7 

5 
1 
I 
7 

11% 
89% 

14% 
86% 

71% 
14% 
14% 

NOT APPlI CABLE 

3 
1 
1 
5 

2 
3 
1 
o 
1 
7 

I 
2 
o 
o 
4 
7 

2 
6 
8 

• 0 
9 
9 

1 
8 
9 

o 
9 
9 

6 
1 

o 

I 
8 

II' 

II 

60% 
20% 
20% 

28.6% 
42.9~ 
14.3% 

14.3% 

14.3% 
28.6% 

57.2% 

25% 
75% 

100% 

11% 
89% 

100% 

75% 
13% 

Free Venture 
Industries 

65 
40-

~ Percentage 

3 
32 
35 

3 
28 
31 

8 
11 
9 

28 

4 
8 
2 

14 

8 
11 
J 

22 

8 
4 
6 
6 
6 

30 

6 
4 
5 
3. 

12 
30 

12 
25 
37 

9 
30 
39 

3 
36 
39 

o 
39 
39 

26 
3 

6 

I 
36 

9% 
91% 

10% 
90% 

29% 
39% 
32% 

29% 
57<f, 
14% 

36% 
50% 
14% 

26.7% 
13.4% 
20.0% 
20.0% 
20.0% 

20.0% 
13.3% 
16.7% 
10.0% 

, 40.0% 

32% 
68% 

23% 
77% 

100% 

n'f, 
8% 

17% 

3% 

Off-Grounds 
Work Program 

12 
7 

Number Porccnt~ge 

o 
7 100% 
7 

o 
6 100% 
6 

3 43% 
2 29% 
2 29% 
7 

o 
1 50% 
\ 50% 
2 

2 ~3'; 
2 33% 

'2 33% 
6 

o 
2 33.3% 
1 16.7% 
2 33.3'; 
1 16.7% 
6 

o 
I 16.7'; 
o 

.. .1 1(1,7% 
4 66.7:( 
6 

J J7% 
5 83% 
6 

o 
7 100% 
7 

] J4% 
6 . B6~ ., 

o 
7 Joo,; 
7 

5 83% 
0' 

o 

1 Ii'; 
6 

\ I 
I 
! II 
11 
1" 

I 
l 

! 
I 
i 

I 
I 
i 

~ 

r 
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Descriptive Statistics for Females in Various Institutional 
Programs on Discrete Fol low-up Variablesc (continued) 

Total N 
Released N 

Treatment In FI rs1-
Th ree Months 

Yes 

~11 

Treatment in FI rst 
Year 
----yes 

No 
Ijo 

Skill level of Firs1-
Job 
Skilled 

Semi-ski lIed 
UnSkilled 
/I 

Ski II Level of 
Second Job 

S~I fled 
Sem.l-Ski lied 
Uaskilled 
Il 

Ski II Level of 
Lcn''3St-H8Id Job 

Skilled 
SemI-skill ed 
Uasklll ed 
N . 

len3th of Employment 
~Jrln3 Flrs1- Year 

o days 
1 day - 3 rronths 
3-6 /Tonths 

'6-9 'I'Onths 
9-12 months 
IjC 

Le~7th of Productive 
Acti·,ity During FIrst 
Year 
Odays 

1 day - 3 months 
3-6 mnths 
6-9 mnths 
9-12 months 
Ne 

Parole Violated 
Yes 
I~ 
II 

!lew Property Offense 
Yes 
Ng 
N 

lIew Person Of fense 
Yes 
Ill) 
N 

New Other Offense 
Yes 
NS3 
N 

Status at One Yeare 

UnchangotJ " 
Returned wi toout 

new offense 
Re1'urned with 

new offense 
,1~sconded 
N 

Chomlcal 
Dependency Program 

50 
25 

~ Percentase 

4 
19 
23 

5 
14 
19 

6 
S 
5 

17 

4 
2 
3 
9 

5 
6 
2 

13 

6 
2 
2 
3 
6 

19 

2 
3 
1 
2 

11 
19 

6 
16 
22 

3 
20 
23 

1 
22 
23 

o 
23 
23 

17 
3 

o 
;21 

17% 
83% 

26% 
74% 

35% 
35% 
30% 

44% 
22% 
33% 

39% 
46% 
15% 

31.6% 
10.5% 
10.5% 
15.8% 
31.6% 

10.5% 
15.8% 
5.3% 

10.5% 
51':9% 

27% 
73~ 

13% 
87% 

4% 
96% 

100% 

81% 
14 

5% 

-89-

Parenting 
Program 

29 
16 

~ Percentage 

2 
9 

,II 

o 
to 
10 

2 
4 
4 

to 

2 
3 
3 
8 

i, 
3 
3 
8 

2' 
o 
2 
1 
4 
9 

7-
o 
2 
2 
3 
9 

2 
II 
13 

3 
10 
13 

o 
t3 
13 

o 
13 
13 

11 
o 

2 

o 
13 

18% 
82% 

100% 

20% 
40:( 
40% 

25% 
38% 
38% 

25% 
38% 
38% 

22.2% 

22.2% 
11.1% 
44.4% 

22.2% 

22.2% 
22.:Z:f 
33.3~ 

15~ 
85% 

23% 
77% 

100% 

100% 

85': 

15% 

Work 
Release 

6 
5 

lli!!!!!?!!: Percentage 

o 
5 
5 

o 
3 
3 

3 
1 
1 
5 

o 
1 
1 
3 

1 
1 
I 
3 

o 
o 
o 
2 
1 
3 

o 
o 
o 
1 
2 
:3 

o 
3 
3 

o 
3 
3 

o 
3 
3 

o 
3 
3 

3 
o 
o 

o 
3 

100% 

100% 

60% 
20% 
20% 

50% 
50$ 

33% 
33~ 
33% 

66.7% 
33.3% 

33.3% 
66.7% 

100% 

\oo~ 

100% 

100% 

100~ 

a 
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TABLE 31: 

Total N c 
N Re I eased 

Cbllars in 
InstiTuTional 
Savings aT 
Release 

Mean 
S.D. 
Nd 

Number of 
Liependent 
Chi Idren 

I·lean 
S.D. 
Nd 

Number of 
Days between 
Release and 
EmploymenT 

Mean 
5.0. 
Nd 

Number of 
Jobs Held in 
FirST Thretl 
I/enins 
Mean 

S.D. 
Nd 

Number of 
·lobs Held In 
'First Year 

I·:ean 
S.D. 
Nd • 

Days of 
EmploymenT 
aT One ItenTh 

/I.ean 
S.D. 
Nd 

Days of 
EmploymenT 
at Three 
I·bnths 

I·:ean 
S.D. 
Nd 

Days of 
Employment 
3-6 /lenThs 

~Iean 

SdD. 
N 

Days of 
Employment 
6-9 /.lonths 

1·lean 
SaD. 
N 

Descriptive Statistics on Continuous Follow-up Variables for the 
Fomulcs ~nvolvcd in Various Institutional Progrnms Cl 

- -
Support b Educational Vocational Free Venture Off-Gro unds Chemical Parenting 
Services Programs Training IndusTries Work Program Dependency Program Program 97 65 15 65 12 50 29 58 40 9 JfQ 7 2& 16 

189.83 221.82 174.39 183.72 268.22 195.89 373.20 
149.51 155.01 273.07 168.39 338.55 166.13 169.92 54 36 9 37 5 23 11 

.14 .60 1.50 .77 .67 .56 .80 
1.05 .93 1.01 1.01 .38 1.19 1.56 

54 40 9 37 7 25 16 

44.59 43.83 67.25 . 37.32 76.88 31.95 30.44 
79.29 82.15 . 114.34 71.12 119.96 84.57 60.24 
39 29 8 28 7 19 9 

.86 .72 .78 1.00 .77 .84 .56 
.66 .69 .53 .68 .49 .67 .74 

51 37 9 36 7 18 9 

1.58 1.64 .71 1.65 1.33' 1.32 :2.20 
1.70 1.80 .49 1.87 .52 1.16 1.55 

45 33 7 31 6 19 10 

11.08 12.60 11.78 11.42 17.57 16.74 12.92 
13.50 14.02 14.87 13.53 16.44 14.68 14.53 
51 37 9 36 7 23 10 

40.16 45.57 33.00 43.31 44.86 49.70 51.00 
38.71 39.04 44.49 38.44 45.31 42.69 38.28 
51 37 9 36 7 23 12 

42.16 48.57 30.44 44.68 50.57 46.52 50.62 
40.45 41.37 45.67 40.56 47.44 41.27 38.93 
49 35 9 34 7 23 11 

39.74 42.24 28.88 39.66 59.00 40.85 52.80 
4r.21 41.54 41.91 40.97 43.12 43.46 45.58 
46 34 8 32 7 20 10 

Work 
Release 
--6-

5 

207.00 
28.28 
2 

-

.80 
1.31 
5 

0.0 
-
5 

1.0 
0 
5 

1.67 
.58 

3 

30.80 
.45 

5 

79.80 
27.28 

5 

89.20 
4.60 
5 

91.00 
0 
4 

IISoie criTerion for Inclusion In any group was a minimum of five days of Involve'men;t In such. 
.-bSince everyone was required to work In a support service position during her Incarceration, this group Is the enTire female population. 

cNumber of group members who were released from prison In time to be InclUded I'n year-long follow-up. 
dNumber of group for whom Information was available. 
~If job stil I held at end of year, value used reflects wage at that time. 
Number of group who absconded. 

gNumbe.r of llroup_ who committed another offense. 
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TABLE 31: 

Total N c 
N Released 

Days of 
'Eiiij)l"Oyiiie n ·t 
9-12 ~bnths 

~Iean 

S.D. 
Nd . 

Total Days 
of Employment 
for Fi rst Year 

t-:ean 
S.D. 
Nd 

Days at 
SCliCiOI"at 
Th ree ~bnths 

Mean 

Days of 
VocaTional 
Training at 
Th ree /Ienths 

t·:ean 
S.D. 
Nd 

Days of 
rr=eatiiien t at 
Th ree l-bnths 

tl.ean 
S.D. 
Nd 

Days of 
School at 
One Year 

Mean 
S.D. 
Nd 

Days of 
VOCatTOnal 
Training at 
One Year 

Mean 
S.D. 
Nd 

Days of 
~ntat 
One Year 

t·1ean -
S.D. 
Nd 

rys of 
roductlve 

ActiviTY at 
One Year 

~lean 

S.D. 
Nd 

Days on 
First Job 

Mean 
5,0. 
Nd 

Descriptive Statistics on Continuous Fol low-up Variables for the Females 
Involved in Various In;titutional Programs El Ccontlnuedt 

Support b 
Services 

97 
5g 

33.38 
40.67 
45 

149.57 
136.76 
44 

2.44 
12.08 
50 

7.28 
24.50 
51 

4.62 
17.04 
50 

5.31 
25.59 
45 

26.36 
86.48 
45 

5.69 
18.13 
45 

194.77 
147.00 
44 

125.89 
108'.51 
35 

Educational 
Programs 

65 
40 

36,00 
41.63 
33 

167.34 
137.30 
32 

3.30 
13.99 
37 

9.76 
28.43 
37 

3.41 
13.48 
37 

7.24 
29.76 
33 

35.64 
99.73 
33 

3.82 
14.24 
33 

218.56 
149.23 
32 

139.35 
, 17.47 
26 

Vocational 
TralninQ 

15 
9 

38.86 
48.47 

7 

88.00 
133.52 

7 

0.00 

9 

30.67 
46.00 
9 

1.67 
5.00 
9 

0.00 

7 

138.57 
174.80 

7 

2.14 
5.67 
7 

213.71 
188.89 

7 

123.20 
146.01 

5 

Free Venture 
I ndusTri es -

65 
<10 

28.29 
38.80 
31 

148.37 
132.71 
30 

1.71 
10.14 
35 

7.67 
25.79 
36 

3.86 
16.00 
35 

4.74 
26.40 
31 

31.29 
97.88 
31 

4.36 
16.97 
31 

191.30 
147.48 
30 

122.04 
101.48 
25 
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Off-Grounds 
Work Program 

12 
7 

45.33 
49.66 

6 

179.83 
129.01 

6 

0.0 

7 

26.29 
44.89 

7 

0.0 

7 

0.0 -

6 

106.67 
167.68 

6 

0.0 

6 

268.17 
142.74 

6 

136.50 
130.18 

6 

Chemical 
Oependency Program 

50 
25 

39.32 
44.41 
19 

163.79 
152.00 

19 

2.70 
12.93 
23 

11.70 
30.90 
23 

8.74 
23.96 
23 

4.84 
21.11 
19 

42.68 
103.37 

19 

11.90 
26.17 
19 

245.79 
143.01 

19 

131.53 
109.26 

15 

Parenting 
Program 

29 
16 

43.10 
41.55 
10 

202.10 
143.54 

9 

0.0 

11 

0.0 

11 

4.64 
10.51 
11 

'0.0 

10 

0.0 

10 

5.10 
10.96 
10 

207.67 
145.77 

9 

92.11 
54.09 
9 

Work 
Release 
--6-

5 

30.33 
52.54 
3 

280.67 
81.21 
3 

0.0 

5 

0.0 

5 

0.0 

5 

0.0 

3 

0.0 

3 

0.0 

3 

290.67 
81.82 

3 

194.00 
167.14 

4 
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TABLE 31; 

Total N 
N ReleasedC 

BegInning 
!-burl y \~age 
on First Job 

~:ean 

SaD. 
N 

Ending Hourly 
~Iage on FIrst 
Jobe 
---;tean 

S.D. 
Nd 

Days on 
Second Job 

r~ean 

S.D. 
Nd 

BegInning Hourly 
Wage on Second 
Job 
Mean 

S.D. 
Nd 

End I ng HourI y 
~ on Sacond 
Job 
t:"'ean 

S.D. 
Nd 

Days on 
longest-Held 
Job 
Mean 

S.D. 
Nd. 

BeginnIng 
Hourly ~Iage 
on Longest
Hel d Job 

Mean 
S.D. 
Nd 

Ending Hourly 
~laQe on 
~-Held 
Job e 
--;:Jean 

S.D. 
Nd 

Days between 
Release and 
Absconding 

rilean 
S.D. 
Nf 

Days between 
Release and 
CommissIon of. 
New Offense 

Mean 
5.0. 
Ng 

Days Outs I de 
Correctional 
Faci I Ity at 
One Year 

Mean 
S.D. 
Nd 

-----~---~----.---- ----

Descriptive Statistics on Continuol.ls FoJJow~up Variables for the 
Females Involved in Vnrious Institutionnl programs

a 
(contincd) 

Support b 
Services 

97 
511 

3.87 
.97 

20 

3.97 
1.23 

20 

74.35 
69.93 
20 

3.73 
.65 

11 

3.79 
.72 

10 

166.39 
109.99 
31 

3.83 
1.09 

17 

3.88 
1.00 

16 

115.75 
152,52 

4 

130.36 
96.06 
11 

344.72 
49.98 
54 

EducatIonal 
Program 

6.5 
40 

4.12 
.99 

15 

4.26 
1.28 

15 

73.71 
70.29 
14 

3.76 
.66 

7 

3.90 
.70 

7 

184.67 
112.80 
24 

3.96 
1.16 

13 

4.20 
1.10 

13 

230.50 
130.82 

7. 

104.33 
73.67 
9 

340.60 
55.93 
35 . 

VocatIonal 
TraInIng 

15 
9 

5.11 
.22 

4 

5.62 
1.25 
4 

o 

o 

o 

123.20 
146.01 

2 

5.22 
.30 

2 

6.25 
1.77 
2 

138.00 

o 

363.13 
5.30 
8 

Free Venture 
IndustrIes 

65 
'9a 

3.71 
.92 

14 

3.71 
.92 

14 

82.08 
73.27 
12 

3.65 
.61 

7 

3.75 
.72 

6 

155.46 
100.39 
22 

3.66 
1.04 

II 

3.75 
1.10 

11 

46.67 
79.10 

3 

121.00 
104.652 

9 

335.31 
59.08 
36 

Off-Grounds 
Work Program 

12 
7 

4.47 
.92 

3 

4.47 
.92 

3 

130.00 
59.40 

2 

3.40 
.57 . 

2 

3.40 
.57 

2 

160.00 
119.63 

6 

4.07 
.83 

3 

4.07 
.83 

3 

138.00 

o 

365 
o 
6 

ChemIcal 
Dependency Program 

50 
25 

4.06 
1.05 
8 

4.06 
1.05 
8 

97.56 
76.70 
9 

3.95 
.71 

4 

4.20 
.68 

4 

180.31 
106.60 

13 

4.06 
.97 

5 

4.06 
.97 

5 

1.00 

2 

203.33 
116.23 

3 

. 34B.43 
40.67 
23 

Parenting 
Program 

29 
16 

3.52 
.84 

6 

3.52 
.84 

6 

74.00 
85.44 

8 

. .3.73 
:40 

3 

4.07 
.51 

3 

164.25 
95.80 

8 

3.02 
1.20 
4 

3.27 
1.42 
4 

o 

174.33 
140.72 

3 

339.92 
61.45 
12 

Work 
Release 
-6-

5 

4.71 
.89 

4 

5.23 
1.69 
4 

130.00 
59.40 
2 

3.40 
.57 

2 

3.40 
.57 

2 

241.00 
107.02 

3 

4.21 
1.08 
3 

4.90 
2.26 
3 

o 

o 

365 
o 
3 

~------~------------------------------------------------------------------------------.~ 
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Chapter Five: Discussion of Phase H Findings 

The findings reviewed in the previous chapter are generally straightforward in 
nature. Most have been presented for purposes of description and as such do not 
require further elaboration. It is not our intention, therefore, to interpret each and 
every figure which we have reported. Furthermore, much of the information concerns 
inmates in institutional programs which are unrelated to Free Venture. While such 
data merit much more consideration than we are prepared to give them, their only 
value for our project lies in what they reflect about the Free Venture model. For this 
reason our focus must be on how individuals involved in Free Venture operations 
compare to those in other groups and what those comparisons tell us about Free 
Venture. Other inter-group comparisons will not be discussed. 

Some synthesis is clearly required if we are to address the evaluative questions 
which have been raised. The plan of this chapter is to provide that synthesis by way of 
descriptive summaries of the various groups, using the format of Chapter Four, 
followed by general remarks concerning the overall pattern of the findings. In 
addition, in the final section we will comment on the specific hypotheses which were 
put forth in our original grant proposal and reviewed in the first chapter of this report. 

The Males at Each Institution 

Background Variables: Our three institutional samples have been shown to differ 
widely in terms of demographic characteristics. They were, after all, representative 
of very different correctional facilities, and fortunately for the purpose of research, 
the groups were highly comparable to the larger populations from which they were 
drawn. Racial heritage and history of substance abuse are the sole background 
variables which showed little variation. Each sample was about three quarters 
Caucasian with Blacks making up the bulk of the minority population. Similarly, close 
to three quarters of the men in each group had had serious problems with alcohol or 
other drugs in their pasts, and only 15 percent or less could be described as having no 
such difficulty. 

The St. Cloud sample was by far the most homogeneous. The modal inmate there 
was young (under 20 years of age), never married, and childless. Over 70 percent of 
that group had not completed high school (with the mean years of education being 
10.5) and only 17 percent had held outside employment for more than one year (with 
over one-fifth having never worked). Their criminal records as adults were, under
standably, shorter than those of the other institutional groups, however their juvenile 
histories were much more extensive. For example, close to 80 percent had been 
involved with the criminal justice system as juveniles, with most of their offenses 
occurring at age 16 or younger. The mean number of juvenile adjudications was 4.3, 
with the mean age at the first of these being 14.9 years. Close to three quarters of 
the St. Cloud sample had committed property offenses as adults, but only a slim 
majority had committed a crime against a person. This pattern was opposite those of 
the other institutions. We1l over half of the group (62%) had been institutionalized 
previously. 

The men in the Stillwater sample were much olde!;' (mean age 29.7 years), more 
likely to have been married (62%), and to have dependent children (35%). They were 
also better educated with 58 percent having at least graduated from high school or 
earned a GED. While only six percent of this group had never been employed, about 
one-half of those who had held outside jobs had done so for less than one year. Slightly 
more than one-third of those jobs had been skilled or semi-skilled in nature. Almost 
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half of the men had clean records as juveniles, but the majority had committed an 
offense as an adult previous to that for which they were incarcerated in the period 
under study. Although less than half of the Stillwater inmates were serving for 
property offenses, two-thirds had a history of such. Sixty-five percent of the active 
sentences were for crimes against people with an additional eight percent of the group 
having committed such crimes in the past. Almost two-thirds of these men had served 
a previous prison sentence. 

. As expected, given the fact that they had been transferred from MCF-STW and 
MCF-SCL, the Lino Lakes sample tended to fall between the other two groups in terms 
of most of the background variables. With a mean age of 26.1 years, almost half of 
the men had been married, and one quarter of them had dependent children. Just 
under 50 percent of this group had earned at least a high school diploma or its 
equivalent. Although they had worked somewhat less than had the Stillwater inmates, 
their previous employment histories tended to be more extensive than those of the ,)t. 
Cloud sample, with 41 percent having more than one year's experience and only seven 
percent no past jobs. Their criminal records were also more comparable to those of 
the MCF-STW men, with person offenders predominating over property offenders, 
although, once again, two-thirds of the group had committed a property crime as an 
adult. They had a low 51 percent rate of previous incarcerations. It should be noted, 
however that the Lino Lakes sample had the highest proportion of escapees with some 
16 perce~t of the men hLving escaped at some time during their current incarceration. 

Institutional Variables: In light of their differences on background variables, it is 
hardly surprising that the institutional groups were occupied in different act,iviti:s 
while incarcerated. A large majority of the St. Cloud sample spent some tIme m 
academic programs and in vocational training programs (71 and 62 percent respec
tively). Compared to the men at Stillwater they were less likely to have worked in 
traditional industry or support services (31 and 54 percent respectively). About one
third of the MCF-SCL inmates were involved in a full-time treatment program and a 
high 91 percent at some point had been assigned to permanent idle status. Only eight 
percent of the group had Free Venture experience. 

Among the Stillwater men on the other hand, less than half had participated in 
academic programs and only one quarter in vocational training. Over two-thirds of the 
MCF-STW group had worked in traditional industry, and eight out of ten had held a 
support service position. While slightly more than two-thirds of our Stillwater sample 
had experience in a Free Venture operation, it must be pointed out that this figure is 
not representative of the population at large there. We had selected 76 MCF-STW 
inmates on the basis of Free Venture experience. Among the 224 randomly selected 
members of that sample, only 27 (12%) worked in Free Venture jobs. Relatively few 
Stillwater inmates were ever assigned to permanent idle status or to full-time 
treatment (9 and 11 percent respectively). 

Over nine out of ten of the men in the Lino Lakes group worked in Free Venture. 
Their involvement in other activities fell midway between the levels reported above 
for Stillwater and St. Cloud, tl1-'"' sites where most of those other activities occurred. 
The MCF-LL did have the highest percentage of Pre-release participants - 51 percent 
compared to 43 percent for Stillwater and 23 percent for St: Cloud. 

In addition to the proportions of inmates involved in the various activities at 
each institution, our samples varied in terms of the length of their participation. For 
example although they were the most likely to be in education, the St. Cloud inmates 
spent the least amount of time in such programs; the reverse was true for MCF--LL 
inmates and permanent idle status. The details of the groups' involvements are nlot 
particularly relevant for the current project (given our decision to pool across 
facilities, a decision which will be explained in the next section); they were listed in 

.\, 

Table 4 for the purpose of completeness. We will point out nevertheless that with the 
exception of Free Venture, regardless of the activity, the St. Cloud inmates tended to 
commit more major and minor disciplinary infractions. Whether or not this reflect~ a 
stricter enforcement of rules at MCF-SCL or on the younger, more unruly populatIOn 
there, is difficult to assess. It may be noteworthy that the St. Cloud inmates who 
held Free Venture positions at Lino Lakes did not commit an excessive number of 
major infractions. It is not clear, however, whether they were a select group w,ith 
regards to their earlier record at MCF-SCL or whether the~ r,e~ormed after ~eI!1g 
transferred to MCF-LL. Furthermore, the small number of mdiVIduals (N=16) lImIts 
the generalizability of the finding. 

Follow-up Variables: Among the 131 inmates released from St. Cloud in time to 
be included in our follow-up analysis, 53 percent were out on general parole, 39 
percent on conditional parole and seven percent on discharges. Eight out of ten of the 
116 men for whom information was available went to live in an urban area in 
Minnesota with all of the others (except one individual) going to rural areas of the 
state. Very few releasees received assistance from programs such as CETA or DVR. 
Nevertheless, 57 percent did find work within the first three months, with almost half 
of the sample employed less than two weeks after leaving St. Cloud. By the end of the 
first year, 72 percent of the group had held jobs. Their average length of employment 
was 124 days. The initial jobs were almost evenly split between being semi-skilled and 
unskilled in nature. They lasted for a mean number of 108 days at an average hourly 
wage of $4.58. The skill levels of second jobs of the St. Cloud releasees were similar 
to those for the first ones. These averaged 71 days in duration at a mean $4.89 per 
hour rate of pay. The jobs held by this group which lasted for the longest period during 
the follow-up (mean number of days - 139) were somewhat more likely to be semi
skilled rather than unskilled (57% versus 37%) with an average final hourly wage of 
$5.02. 

Involvement in academic and vocational training programs was limited to a small 
number of the St. Cloud parolees, however, one-third were involved in full-time 
treatment of one sort or another during the course .of the follow-up for an average of 
29 days. 

The St. Cloud sample had the highest proportion of parole violators; 46 percent 
of the group were found guilty of violations. By the year's end, 51 men (39%) had been 
returned to the institution, 23 of them charged with new offenses, and another six had 
absconded. The majority of the new crimes were against property with approximately 
three out of every ten releasees having been found guilty of such within the follow-up 
period. Five percent of the men had committed person offenses and eight percent 
crimes which fell into a miscellaneous category. The average length of time between 
release and the com mission of the crime was 139 days. 

The proportion of the 153 Stillwater releasees who were paroled on conditional 
terms was somewhat lower than for St. Cloud (32 versus 39 percent) with a slightly 
higher percentage of direct discharges from MCF-STW compared to MCF-SCL (11 
versus 7 percent). Again, the vast majority (82%) of these men moved to a 
metropolitan area with 12 percent going to other places in Minnesota and six percent 
out of the state. One in 12 of this group obtained a car from the Wheels program, and 
a comparable number received assistance from CET A. By three months into the 
follow-up period six out of ten of the Stillwater releasees had found a job and this rate 
rose to 75 percent of the group at the end of the first year. The average number of 
days of employment was a high 172. Almost half of the initial jobs wer: semi-s~i~led 
and another 14 percent were skilled. Thus, fewer of these men held unskIlled pOSItIOns 
than was the case with the St. Cloud sample. A similar pattern was characteristic of 
the second jobs as well as for those held for the longest time during the follow-up. In 
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fact among the latter positions only 29 percent were unskilled and 17 percent were 
skill~d in nature. The average length of jobs was 145 days for the first. 115 days for 
the second and 190 days for the longest held. The respective mean hourly wages were 
$5.13, $5.65 and $5.81. . 

As was true among the St. Cloud releasees, few of the former MCF-STW mmates 
were involved in academic or vocational training programs, and only 21 percent 
participated in treatment during the follow-up. . ... 

The Stillwater group had a somewhat better record wIth regards to rem.dI':'lsm. 
One-third of the parolees violated the terms of their release, 13 percent commIttmg a 
new property offense, five percent a new person offense and n~ne percent another 
miscellaneous crime. These occurred an average 144 days followmg release. By the 
end of the follow-up year, 26 percent of the MCF-STW releasees had been r.eturned 
with a slight majority of this group having had an additional sentence posed. FIVe men 
(3%) had absconded. 

Sixty-one percent of the offenders who were released fron: Li.no ~akes lef~ on 
general parole, a figure higher than those for the other male mstitutIOns. T~I:ty 
percent of this group were conditional~y. paroled, .three perce!lt paroled on modIf~ed 
terms (requiring less than normal supervISIOn) and SIX perce~t dIschar.ged .. Almost n~ne 
out of every ten members of this group went to a metropolltan area m Mmnesota, n~ne 
percent to rural communities in Minnesota and four out of the stat.e. The Lmo 
releasees had the highest rate of participation in the Wheels program wIth 13 percent 
of the men obtaining a car. A similar number received CETA assistance. ~lthough 
the differences were not statistically significant, this group was the most likely to 
have found jobs, with 69 percent doing so within three months post-release and 77 
percent by the end of the yea,r. The average number .of days of :mployo:ent was 
comparable to that for the StIllwater me~ - -.172: . ~lke the MC~-STW group, 14 
percent of the former Lino inmates held skIlled Jobs I~Itiallf1' and a hIgh 19 percent of 
the longest held positions for this group were skIlled m nature.. However the 
proportions of these ex-offenders who did unskilled labor was more llke th?se of ~he 
St. Cloud releasees. Half of the first jobs for the MCF-LL group were unskIlled, With 
the rate dropping to 38 percent for the longest held jobs. An average of 142 ?ays was 
spent in first positions, 87 in second and 180 in those held for the longest perIod. The 
respective mean hourly wages were $5.08, $5.31 and $6.3.3. . . 

The Lino releasees fell between the other instItutIOnal groups m te:ms of 
recidivism. Over one-third committed parole violations with 30 percent bemg re
incarcerated. Twenty-three of the 36 returnees had additional sentences. Three men 
were on absconded status. Once again, property crimes predominated over pe:son and 
miscellaneous offenses with 17 percent, four percent and 12 percent of thIs group 
found guilty of such respectively. Typically 151 days elapsed between the release and 
the time of the new offense. 

General Comments Concerning Institutional Comparisons: The above. descrip
tions were included here in the hope that they would be of value to varIOUS staff 
persons at the three major correctional institutions for males in Minnesota. ~hat hope 
remains. Furthermore, for our purposes they demonstrate th? heterogeneIty found 
both within and across these facilities (the significance of whIch we shall return to 
momentarily). Nevertheless it is not clear that the inter-instit.utional analyses tell us 
much about Free Venture. After all, the Free Venture experIences of the St. Cloud 
group occurred outside that prison, as did many. o~ those ~f the Still~ater sam~le. As 
we noted in the previous chapter, the same crItIcIsm ap~lled to t~e .c~ean.ness of the 
samples used in phase one of this project, can be made wIth. some JustIfICatIOn here. In 
retrospect, it may have been wiser to have dropped the Ide~ of a separate .MCF-LL 
sample, comparing instead Stillwater and St. Cloud groups WhICh would have mcluded. 
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of course, many men who had served some portion of their sentences at Lino Lakes. 
Or} perhaps, we should have constituted four groups: offenders incarcerated only at 
Stillwater, offenders incarcerated only at St. Cloud, Lino Lakes inmates who had 
transferred from Stillwater, and Lino Lakes inmates who had transferred from St. 
Cloud. Hind sight can bring certain wisdom! (Actually the data we did collect could 
be analyzed in the above described manner although the format we followed would 
make such an effort very tedious, and our time has run out.) 

By analyzing the institutional groups as we did, however, and thereby demon
strating both the tremendous intra-facility heterogeneity and the considerable extent 
to which men transferred between programs and from one facility to another, we have 
provided evidence supporting our own rationale for pooling all of the men for the 
program comparisons (i.e. for the evaluation of Free Venture). In addition to the 
factors mentioned above, the decision to combine all of the males has the desirable 
consequence of creating a much larger sample size for each activity than would be 
otherwise possible. 

Collapsing programs across institutions has its greatest relevance for the follow
up analyses, and while it may appear on a superficial level to ignore differences, in 
actuality, it was done in appreciation of the value of individual differences with the 
expectation that those with the greatest predictive strength (be they background or 
program variables) would emerge in our analyses. Thus, it was our hope that by 
making possible critical controls and by placing everything in context, this strategy 
would provide the most appropriate test of the Free Venture model and all of its 
ramifications. 

The Males in Free Venture Industries: Program Comparisons 

No effort will be made to describe each of the nine activity groups in terms of 
our three categories of variables (while such reviews are beyond the scope of this 
project, the interested reader can pull together descriptive summaries from the data 
presented in the previous chapter). Instead our focus here is on characterizing the 
types of men who participated in Free Venture operations, their behavior during that 
involvement, and their activities following release. Information concerning the other 
groups is introduced only as it reflects on the distinctiveness of the Free Venture 
sample. 

Background Variables: Given the tremendous within-group variance on most of 
the demographic variables we looked at, it would be difficult, if not unwise, to portray 
a single IItypicalll Free Venture inmate. As a group, Free Venture participants tended 
to be somewhat older than average (mean age 27.6 years), however, their ages varied 
greatly. Over half of them had been married - although only 17 percent were living 
with a spouse at their incarceration - and over one quarter had dependent children (i.e. 
children under the age of 18 with whom they had lived or for whom they were 
financially responsible). These rates were higher than those for the inmates in 
education, vocational training, and permanent idle. 

Seventy-three percent white, 19 percent black and six percent American Indian, 
the racial make-up of the Free Venture sample was similar to those of the other 
groups. Although their mean years of educati.on (10.9) was not atypical, a larger than 
average proportion of the group (53%) had earned at least a high school diploma or its 
equivalent. In addition their previous employment records were somewhat better with 
a low six percent of the group having never worked and a high 38 percent having done 
so for more than a year. Almost three quarters of their jobs were, however, unskilled 
in nature; only five percent had held skilled positions. 
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As was true in general, only 13 percent of the men who had worked in Free 
Venture jobs could be described as not having a drug or alcohol problem. Some 60 
percent had a history of substance abuse that had contributed in part to the crime for 
which they were incarcerated. 

The criminal histories of the Free Venture group set them apart in several 
respects. They tended to have started their criminal activities at a later than average 
age (mean - 18.9) with a high 44 percent having committed no offenses as juveniles. 
Nevertheless their adult records were more extensive than was common among the 
others and also more serious in nature. A high 45 percent of the Free Venture 
participants had been incarcerated in the past; 44 percent had previous property 
offenses on their records (a higher than average rate), 13 percent previous person 
offenses, nine percent previous robberies, four perc~~nt previous drug offenses, and 16 
percent other types of crime. While they were less likely to be sentenced currently 
for a property offense than were the others (42 versus 49 to 61 %), they had the highest 
rate of active person offenses (69 versus 49 to 65 percent). As one might anticipate, 
their average expected length of incarceration was greater than was usual (38.4 
months compared to a range of 24.9 to 34.1 months for the other groups). 

From what the past literature has indicated, the characteristics which differ
entiated the Free Venture inmates from the larger population of male prisoners in 
Minnesota appear to be at odds, both statistically and practically speaking, when it 
comes to predicting adaptation within an institutional setting and following release. 
The fact that the Free Venture group tended to be somewhat older family men with 
superior educational and work backgrounds bodes well; such men should behave 
themselves better while inc8:'cerated and should have a lower rate of recidivism and 
higher rate of employment later on. On the other hand, their more serious criminal 
records placed them at greater risk, at least following ti-:"5ir release from prison. 
These points will receive further consideration in the next two sections. 

It is not clear from our data how the differences in background variables came 
into play with regards to Free Venture. We do not know from our analyses whether the 
somewhat special types of men we have described were drawn to and thus self
selected into Free Venture operations or were sought out by shop supervisors. Nor did 
our abortive attempt to differentiate the men who failed (for whatever reason) to stay 
in Free Venture positions foJ:' more than several weeks from those who remained longer 
reveal anything in this regard. In all probability both types of selection were 
occurring. To answer this question satisfactorily one would need (1) to examine the 
population of applicants for Free Venture positions to determine how deviant they are 
as a group and (2) to scrutinize the hiring practices of the Free Venture operations. 
Unfortunately we did neither. Such information would be useful nevertheless to 
administrators interested in expanding the Free Venture program in Minnesota as well 
as to prison officials elsewhere who want to set up similar programs and need help in 
deciding how big they should be. 

Institutional Variables: The men who participated in the Free Venture program 
did so for an average of 241 days. Relatively few (4%) left before a month had passed 
with about half of the group being involved for between one to six months time. 

Almost 90 percent of the Free Venture workers earned $4.00 or more per day 
(compared to two percent and seven percent of the traditional industry and state 
service workers respectively). Their mean daily wage was $8.26 (compared to $1.88 
and $1.51 for traditional industry and support services respectively). It is little wonder 
given these discrepancies that more members of the Free Venture group sent money 
out (usually to family members) and that they sent larger amounts than did the other 
workers. Twenty-seven percent of the Free Venture sample sent no money to outside 
sources while 22 percent sent less than $1.00 per day of work, 34 percent sent between 
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$1.00 and $4.00 per day and 17 percent more than $4.00 per day, for a mean daily 
amount of $2.05. Approximately half of the other two work groups sent no money out; 
the mean daily rates were $.41 for the traditional industry sample and $.61 for the 
support services sample. 

It is unfortunate that we could not document how the funds which were sent 
outside were used. While the presumption was that sending money home is a positive 
?onsequence of Free Vent~re, this clearly would not be the case were it being used for 
Illegal purposes. The pomt to be made, therefore, is that the potential for good 
(support of family or payment of debts) has been demonstrated beyond the theory of 
the Free Venture model; the participants have not been spending all their earnings on 
themselves. It should be pointed out here too that at Lino Lakes, where most of the 
Free Venture positions exist, inmHtes are permitted to buy themselves many "luxuries" 
and thus could exhaust their "big" pay checks quite readily at the canteen. The fact 
that most did not do so speaks well of the program. This is not to suggest that the 
Free Venture workers did not spend more money on themselves within their institution. 
They did,. in fact, spend ov.er twice as much ($3.61 per day) as the other working 
groups, wIth almost one-thIrd of them spending over $4.00 each day they worked 
(compared to five percent of the traditional industry workers and eight percent of the 
men on support service jobs). These figures probably reflect the greater so ending 
opportunities available at MCF-LL as much as the greater wealth of the Free Venture 
sample. 

A final set of statistics deserves mention, and that involves the amounts of 
money inmates received from outside sources while involved in various programs. The 
F~ee Venture work~rs were the least likely to receive such financial support with 
sllg.htly over one-thIrd of them getting no money from the community during the 
perIOd they worked. The amount of money coming in averaged a low $.89 per day for 
the Free Venture sample compared to $1.01 to $1.24 for the others. This too may 
represent a positive finding in suggesting, albeit crudely, that Free Venture makes for 
greater self-sufficiency on the part of participating inmate workers. 

Little attention was paid in phase two of the evaluation to inmate savings. This 
was due to the fact that most inmates did not put into their institutional accounts any 
more than was mandated by law, and thus the information about money saved 
reflected very little on the actors involved. It is unfortunate that we had no access to 
information concerning the bank accounts many offenders maintained on the outside. 

Our data on out-hours, our measure of work habits, were also disappointing. The 
pay.ro~ records indicated that Free Venture workers averaged one hour away from 
theIr Jobs every three mO:1ths, a rate slightly higher than that for the traditional 
industry workers and 2! tim€':'s higher than that for the support service group. While 
these differences are not statistically significant, the trend suggested is contrary to 
our expectation as well as to many anecdotal accounts within each institution. Rather 
than reflecting negatively on Free Venture, however, by suggesting less fastidiousness 
among Free Venture workers, it may well represent better record keeping within Free 
Venture operatLns. 

Our prediction that involvement in Free Venture would bring with it a reducti(ln 
in disciplinary infractions was not confirmed by the data. Although the Free Venture 
workers had one of the best records with regards to major infractions with only 13 
percent incurring Bt}y while they worked, their rate of minor infractions (33%) was 
unusually high. Furthermore, it would be unreasonable to attribute the low rate of 
major violations reported for the group to Free Venture per se, since the individuals 
involved tended to have committed fewer such infractions during their entire 
incarceration, that is they tended to have been a somewhat select group from the 
start. 
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Follow-up Variables: Three-fifths of the releasees who had worked in Free 
Venture operations left prison on general parole, a rate comparable to that for the 
other groups, except for those who had been in Work Release, of whom a high 80 
percent were on general parole. Most of the other former Free Venture workers were 
released on conditional parole with only eight percent receiving discharges. Although 
almost half of the Free Venture releasees, a relatively high proportion, existed via 
Pre-Release, only one in ten leased a Wheels car or obtained assistance from CET A or 
DVR, making their overall usage of the support network availab~e to newly r~leased 
offenders similar to that for most of the groups. They were also lIke the others In that 
the vast majority (86%) moved to a metropolitan area within Minnesota. 

The former Free Venture workers were slightly more likely than most of the 
other groups to obtain jobs on the outside, with 68 percent having done so within three 
months and 78 percent by the end of the first yeal'. These rates were, however, 
considerably lower than those for the men who had been through Work Release and 
Pre-Release. Indeed, the individuals who had been in the Work Release program 
showed a generally superior record of employment, with approximately half .of the 
group being employed nine month3 or more for an average 238 days of work durmg the 
first year following release. On the other hand, just under one-third of the former 
Free Venture workers held jobs for such a period, their group mean days of 
employment being 172. Their performance, while much better than those of the 
treatment and permanent idle groups was similar to those of the traditional industry 
and support services groups, and only slightly better than those of the education and 
vocational training groups. 

Nor did the men with Free Venture experience stand out from the others in 
terms of the length, skill level, or wage rate for their jobs. They remained on their 
first jobs of which 13 percent were skilled, 42 percent semi-skilled and 44 percent 
unskilled, for an average of 142 days at a mean hourly wage of $5.00. The same 
distribution of skill levels characterized their second jobs which lasted on the average 
94 days with mean earnings of $5.30 per hour, Their longest held positions (mean 
length - 182 days) were of somewhat higher status (16% skilled, 49% semi-skilled and 
35% unskilled) as was generally the case and paid an average $5.52 per hour. 

The rate of enrollment in academic and vocational training programs by our Free 
Venture group approximated those of the other groups with less than one in 20 men 
attending academic school and about one in ten receiving vocational training. This 
group had an atypically low number of members (16%) who participated in full-time 
treatment in the community compared to all except the Work Release and Pre-Release 
groups. Overall their involvement in productive activities was not especially remark
able: 11 percent of the group did nothing positive with their time during the first year 
post-release while about "10 percent were occupied in a productive manner for at least 
nine of the 12 months. These percentages while superior to some of the other groups 
were highly similar to those of the traditional industry and Pre-release samples and 
much worse than those of the Work Release participants. 

The picture regarding recidivism was not very different. Thirty-five percent of 
the Free Venture group violated the terms of their parole, with 21 percent being 
returned on new charges, 11 percent returning without, and two percent having 
absconded at the end of the follow-up year. These figures were typical of those for 
the other samples, with the exception of those from Work Release who fared 
somewhat better. Almost one out of five of the former Free Venture workers 
com mi tted a property offense while less than one in 20 was convicted of a person 
crime; 13 percent were convicted of other types of offenses. This pattern was not 
uncommono The mean number of days betweeen release and the time the new offense 
occurred was 148 for this group, a figure comparable to those for the others except for 
those who had been in institutional treatment programs (their mean was 115 days). 

-100-

~ 
I 

't 

As was mentioned earlier, all of the descriptive comparisons summarized above 
can be faulted in that the samples which were analyzed overlapped in their member
ship. However, while the statistics reviewed are not informative with regards to the 
independent "effects" or more appropriately, the correlates of experience in the 
various institutional programs (which was why we chose to carry out multiple 
regression analyses, the results of which are considered in the final section of this 
chapter), they do represent objective measures of very real groups. It is our hope that 
for that reason alone they may be of value to prison administrators and program staffs 
in Minnesota, but we must emphasize again that inferences about what they mean are 
problematic (see the general comments at the end of this chapter). 

The Specific Fre~ Venture Operations 

Background Variables: Like the operations within which they worked, the men 
employed in the four programs we called Free Venture differed along a number of 
dimensions. The individuals in the Lino Lakes program constituted almost three 
quarters of our Free Venture sample. Their racial makeup was almost identical to that 
of the entire group of males studied: 72 percent white, 18 percent black, seven 
percent American Indian, and three percent Chicano. Their mean age was 26. About 
half of the group had been married, although two-thirds of the marriages had broken 
up, and one quarter had dependent children. Forty-eight percent of the Lino Free 
Venture workers had a high school education or its equivalent. Although only six 
percent had never worked on the outside, another 53 percent had done so for less than 
one year, and three quarters of the jobs held had been unskilled in nature. More than 
seven out of ten of the men had serious drug or alcohol problems. 

While a majority (53%) of the Free Venture group at Lino had committed 
offenses as juveniles, they were somewhat less likely than average to have done so. 
Forty-three percent of the group had been convicted previously as an adult on property 
charges. A slim majority had been incarcerated in the past. Just under half were 
currently in prison for property crimes, and just under two-thirds had active person 
offenses. The average expected length of stay was 34.4 months. 

Blacks were slightly over-represented (23%) and whites under-represented (67%) 
among the fifty-two Best Food workers relative to the MCF-STW popultion. With a 
mean age of 32 they were somewhat older than their peers there and elsewhere. They 
were also slightly more likely to have been married (68%) and to have dependent 
children (44%) than was typical. A high 67 percent had graduated from high school or 
earned a GED, and almost that many had worked on the outside for more than a year. 
Over four out of ten of their jobs had been semi-skilled or skilled in nature. In each of 
these respects they were better off than their Free Venture counterparts at MCF-LL 
as well as their peers at Stillwater. FUrthermore they had a relatively low rate of 
alcohol and drug problems (60%). 

Although over half of the Best Foods workers did not have a juvenile history of 
criminal activity (a lower than average rate), their adult records were longer than 
most (mean number - 4.2). Over 60 percent of the group had been incarcerated 
previously. Almost eight out of ten in this group were sentenced for a person offense 
while just under one-third had an active property offense. They expected to be in 
prison for an average of 51 months. 

Eleven individuals constituted the Stillwater Data Processing Systems group. 
Blacks were over-represented in this group (27%) which contained no other minority 
members. At a mean age of 30, six of the 11 SDPS workers had been married. and four 
had children. What was most exceptional about the group was the fact that all but one 
had a high school diploma; indeed four of the men had attended college. (While this is 
unusual in a prison setting, it is not surprising given the nature of the SDPS operation.) 
Their past work records also tended to be better than average in that only one man had 

-101-

c 



t 

, 

- ~. -:-T"--------"- ,-

fl' 

not been employed, six had worked for more than a year, and a high 70 percent of the 
jobs had been semi-skilled or skilled in nature. 

The criminal records of the SDPS group were equally remarkable. Only four of 
the men had been adjudicated as juveniles, and their adult histories were also limited. 
While three of these people had committed a property offense previously, none had an 
active property offense. Indeed all were in prison for crimes against people. 
Accordingly, their expected length of stay was a high 49.6 months. We should point 
out that the fact that this group had longer than average sentences is hardly surprising 
given the SDPS policy to hire only individuals who are ineligible for transfer for at 
least one year. Finally, their alcohol and drug records were "good" - - only five of ten 
had histories of substance abuse. 

The bus shop workers at MCF-STW were also atypical in most regards except age 
(mean - 30). Predominately (91%) white, the group had no American Indians or 
Chicanos. All but one quarter had been married, and over one-third had children. A 
higher than average. 65 percent of the bus shop inmates had graduated from high 
school or earned a GED prior to their incarceration. Only one individual had not 
worked in the past, although grantedly most had been employed for less than one year, 
and 62 percent of the jobs had been unskilled. Seventy percent of the group had 
serious problems with drugs and/or alcohol. 

The criminal histories of the bus shop employees were more like those of the 
MCF-LL Free Venture workers and of the Stillwater population in general than had 
been with the case with the Best Foods and SDPS groups. Fifty-six percent had 
juvenile records. A comparable number had had a previous prison sentence. Although 
only one quarter were presently serving time for property offenses, 70 percent of the 
group had been convicted of such offenses in the past. Nineteen of the 23 three were 
incarcerated currently for crimes against people. Like the other Free Venture workers 
at the prison, they faced long sentences, their mean length of expected stay being 66 
months. 

Institutional Variables: "Although there were not major differences in the 
average amounts of money earned within the distinct Free Venture operations, there 
were variations in what happened to those earnings. The Stillwater groups spent less 
on themselves and sent more money to persons outside the prison. We have paid little 
attention to these differences, however, because they probably reflect more about the 
institutions than about the individuals involved. As has been mentioned, since they 
were charged for their room and board, the inmates at MCF-LL had many fewer 
dollars at their disposal, but at the same time they had greater opportunities to spend 
money on themselves. 

The pattern with regard to disciplinary infractions incurred by the various Free 
Venture groups has different implications from those concerning their finances. The 
men working at Lino Lakes were more likely to have committed an infraction, 
especially a minor one, sometime during their incarceration. Although incarcerated 
for considerably shorter periods of time generally, over 42 percent of the MCF-LL 
Free Venture workers had committed a major infraction, compared to 31 to 36 percent 
of the men in Free Venture operations at MCF-STW. A high 64 percent of the former 
group had minor infractions on their records compared to 27 to 50 percent of the 
others. If one looks at the rate at which infractions were incurred during involvement 
in Free Venture, the greater misbehavior of the Lino group becomes apparent. 
Although regulations may well have been applied with greater regularity at MCF-LL, 
it was also true that the Free Venture workers there arrived with worse records. Thus, 
the fact that they committed more infractions while there reflects on them as much 
as on that facility. 
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Follow-up Variables: It was unfortunately the ca<;e that our released Free 
Venture sample was made up almost entirely (85%) of men who had worked in the 
MCF-LL operations. It was for that reason that no separate follow-up data on the 
distinct Free Venture programs were presented in the previous chapter. We can point 
out here that the 15 former Best Foods workers for whom data were available fared 
somewhat less well than the Free VeT'ture group from Lino Lakes in terms of the 
length of their employment (working an average 151 versus 172 days) and the length of 
productive activity (a mean 165 days versus 206). However, the proportion of 
individuals within each sample who held a job for any time during the first year post
release was identical. Furthermore fewer in the Best Foods group held unskilled 
positions (among the longest held jobs the respective figures were 18 and 37 percent 
unskilled). The two groups did not differ with respect to their number of parole 
violations or new offenses. 

Only two men from the SDPS operation were included in the follow-up. One 
remained at a skilled position throughout the entire year and the other did so for 
almost nine months. However, the latter left his initial job for no apparent reason and 
while he did find a second position, it was unskilled in nature, and he again quit 
without cause after a very short time. Neither individual had further criminal 
difficulties during our follow-up period. The sole releasee in our study who had worked 
in the bus shop was returned to Stillwater on a new miscellaneoous offense committed 
in the eighth month of his parole. He had attended school for two months following his 
release before taking a semi-skilled job where he remained for two and a half months 
and which he left for medical reasons. Of course, one must be cautious about drawing 
any conclusions from such tiny samples. 

The Females Studied 

As we have seen, since only one women's prison was studied, there were many 
fewer analyses to carry out for the females' data. Our purpose here is to describe the 
women who were in Shakopee in 1978 and spent at least one week (not necessarily 
during that year) working in the Free Venture operations there. Comparisons between 
this group and the prison population at large (and it should be pointed out that we 
indeed have populations, rather than samples) and between the former and the women 
in other activities have been made in order to identify what is distinctive about Free 
Venture workers. As with the males, our focus is on that group alone; other inter
group comparisons will not be discussed. 

Background Variables: Approximately two-thirds of the MCF-SHK population 
were employed in the key-punch or assembly operation at one time or another. As a 
group they did not differ from the non-Free Venture inmates in terms of age (mean -26 
years) and marital status (Approximately half of the group had been married and four
fifths of those marriages had been terminated by death, divorce or separation.). They 
were, however, younger than their peers who participated in the off-grounds program 
and Work Release. They were also less likely to have been married than those women. 

Blacks were somewhat over-represented among the Free Venture workers 
compared to women lacking Free Venture experience (23 versus 16 percent), with 
American Indian women under-represented (six versus 13 percent), and Caucasian 
women making up a typical 71 percent of the group. A similar pattern characterized 
the education, off-grounds, Work Release and parenting groups. 

The inmates who had worked in Free Venture were more likely than those who 
had not to have dependent children (55 versus 47 percent). Their rate was comparable 
to that for their peers in education, slightly higher than that of the chemical 
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dependency group and lower than those of the women in the vocational training, off-
grounds parenting and Work Release programs. . 

Fifty-eight percent of the Free Venture workers had earned a hIgh school 
diploma or GED. In this regard, they were somewhat better educated than the other 
women at Shakopee. They also were more likely to have worked on the outside (78 
versus 62 percent for the non-Free Venture inmates) with their rate being excelled 
only by the women in Work Release. Almost two-thirds of their past jobs had been 
unskilled in nature as was the case generally except for the off-grounds and Work 
Release women, over 80 percent of whose jobs had been semi-skilled or skilled. 

Drug and/or alcohol abuse was a serious problem for more than six out of ten of 
the Free Venture workers, and fewer than three of ten could be described as 
completely free of such difficulties. This pattern was fairly typical of the other 
groups except for those in the parenting and Work Release program~ who had fe~er 
problems. In addition, it was less marked than that of the women m the chemICal 
dependency program. 

Approximately one quarter of the Free Venture inmates had escaped or attempt-
ed to do so during their current incarceration. While slightly lower than that for non
Free Venture women (38%), this rate fell midway among the range for the others (13 
to 36 percent). The Free Venture women were also less likely than average to have 
been paroled and returned on their active convictions. 

As was usual among all but the off-grounds and Work Release women who had 
more such histories, 45 percent of the former Free Venture workers had juvenile 
records. Thirty percent had been convicted previously as adults of property offenses, 
a rate typical for all but the off-grounds and Work Release groups who in this case had 
lower rates. The number of women with other types of past convictions was, as was 
common, minimal. Approximately one-third had served previous prison sentences. 

The pattern with regards to the active convictions was different. Thirty-one of 
the 65 (48%) Free Venture workers were currently serving for property offenses 
compared to 19 out of 32 (59%) of the non-Free Venture inmates. Furthermore while 
30 among the former group (46%) were in prison for crimes against persons, this was 
true of only 11 (34%) of the latter. Interestingly, the Work Release group was 
constituted entirely of person offenders, none of whom had been convicted for 
property crimes. A similar pattern, although not as deviant, characterized the women 
who had participated in the off-grounds program. The Free Venture women expected 
to be incarcerated for 26 months, a somewhat shorter period than was typical for the 
others. 

Most of the literature reviewed in Chapter One pertains to male offenders. If 
the relationships reported there between demographic chracteristics and outcome 
measures hold for women as they do for men, our data would suggest that the 
Shakopee inmates with Free Venture experience are not placed at any special risk by 
virtue of their backgrounds. Indeed they might be slightly less likely to recidivate and 
more likely to work following their release than other female offenders. We must 
emphasize, however, that whether or not the same factors which are predictive for 
men are so for women remains to be seen. It is certainly an issue worthy of 
researchers' attention. 

Institutional Variables: Our female Free Venture workers spent an average 157 
days in the assembly or key punch operations. This value was lower than those for the 
lengths of involvement in other programs. Almost one out of five Free Venture 
participants lasted less than one month, a particularly high drop-out rate. As 
explained earlier, a frequent lack of jobs in the assembly shop unfortunately limited 
the length of time some Free Venture workers were employed. The period of their 
involvement was also affected by the fact that they could not continue to work if they 
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had to be in segregation for major disciplinary infractions. While less than one in 
three of the women committed a major infraction while assigned to Free Venture a 
propor~ion. similar to that for other activities, this group did have a high rate' of 
mfraction mcurred per month of participation (.4 compared to .05 to .21 for the other 
groups). 

We should point out here that this latter result was contrary to our prediction 
that ~ehav~or would ir?pr?ve as a function of Free Venture experience. It is especially 
puz~ling gIven our fmdmg that the Free Venture participants were not generally 
deVIant with regards to their disciplinary records (slightly less than two-thirds 
committed at least one major infraction and slightly more than two-thirds at least one 
minor infraction). Unfortunately, we were unable to collect data on out-hours for the 
Free Venture groups and, therefore, cannot say anything about their work habits. 

The Free Venture workers earned an average of $3.63 per day, which was over 
three times the wages paid to the women in support service positions. Interestingly 
the group also was sent the highest amount of money from outside sources ($.64 per 
day) while they worked, but this was due to the excessive amount sent to a few 
individuals since the Free Venture group had the highest proportion (48%) of members 
receiving no financial assistance from the outside. The amount these women sent 
home w.as similar to that sent by the support service workers ($.29 and $.26 per day 
respectIvely). The chBrgebacks for room and board paid by the Free Venture workers 
averaged $.71 daily_ 

Follow-up Data: Among the 40 Free Venture who were released in time to be 
included in our follow-up, 67 percent were out on general parole, 21 percent on 
conditional parole and ten percent on discharges. These rates were fairly comparable 
to those for the female releasees at large. Only three individuals leased Wheels cars 
and assistance from special programs was minimaL As was true for the entir~ 
Shakopee population, the large majority (95%) of the fOI'mer Free Venture workers 
moved to a Minnesota city (typically St. Paul or Minneapolis); none left the state. 
Unlike the men who rarely did so, approximately half of the female releasees resumed 
living with their dependent children when they left prison. 

Over two-thirds of the Free Venture releasees held at least one job sometime 
during their first three months in the community, and this proportion was up to three
quarters by the end of the follow-up year. These rates are somewhat hia-her than those 
for women with no Free Venture experience although they did not diff:r from those in 
our other activity groups (except for the former off-grounds women all of whom 
worked). Only 20 perc~nt were employed for most of the year, however, with a mean 
164 days of employment. These values were somewhat lower than those for women 
who had been in the education, off-grounds, Work Release, and interestingly, parenting 
programs. 

The skill level of the initial jobs held by the former Free Venture workers was 
evenly split across our three categories, with those which were semi-skilled slightly 
out-numbering those at either extreme. This pattern was fairly typical except within 
the vocational training group who went primarily to skilled positions (71%) and among 
the women who had been in the parenting program and who worked primarily at less 
skilled positions (40% semi-skilled, 40% unskilled). The mean hourly wage for the Free 
Ven.ture group was $3.71 compared to a low $3.52 for the former parenting women and 
a hIgh $5.62 for those who had been in vocational training. The picture improved 
slightly for second jobs held by Free Venture women. Lasting an average 82 days, 29 
percent were skilled, 57 percent semi-skilled, and only 14 percent unskilled; they paid 
an average $3.75 per hour. The longest held jobs were of an average 155 days which 
was. an ~typically short period. !hirty-six percent were skilled in nature, 50 percent 
semI-skIlled and 14 percent unskIlled, paying an average $3.75. The lcc.tter wage was 
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second (in the low range) only to the parenting group's $3.27. The former vocational 
training women earned almost twice that rate. 

As was generally the case, few of the women who had been in Free Venture 
operations attended school during the follow-up. Only the former vocational training 
inmates did, with 43 percent of that group continuing in a vocational training program 
at some point during the first year post-release. A relatively low nine percent of the 
Free Venture women participated in full-time treatment on the outside. If one 
considers together all productive activities, only four out of ten of our experimental 
group can be described as occupied in a positive manner for nine months or more of 
their follow-up period. The group mean for days of productive activity was a poor 191. 
In retrospect we consider it ill-advised to have not allowed for the full-time care of 
one's own children to be credited as "productive activity". Such a move would have 
been more just to our way of thinking about female roles in society. Whether or not it 
would have changed the pattern of our results cannot be determined. We can point out 
nevertheless (although not so as to excuse our oversight) that while four out of five of 
the former parenting group members assumed responsibility for young children at their 
release, that group had one of the best track records with regards to days of 
employment during the follow-up period (although their jobs tended to require few 
skills and to pay poorly). 

The picture involving recidivism rates among the women who had participated in 
Free Venture operations was equally disappointing. Over one quarter of that group 
violated their parole agreement within the first year post-release. This rate was 
higher than those for the other groups as well as that of the non-Free Venture 
offenders, 88 percent of whom stayed out of trouble. One out of six among the former 
Free Venture workers returned to prison with an additional sentence, and half again as 
many returned on parole revocations; one individual absconded. The new conviction& 
tended, as was common among the others, to involve crimes against property. The 
average length of time between release and the commission of the new offense was a 
relatively short 121 days. 

There was no evidence that for the women we studied Free Venture participation 
had any positive influence on behavior during the follow-up period. It might have been 
appropriate to have analyzed separately the data for the almost two-thirds of our Free 
Venture group who were involved in the key punch and those who had only assembly 
experience since, as we have mentioned, the latter operation was marked by 
difficulties. Unfortunately, we did not do so. 

The General Patterns - What Can We Say of Our Hypotheses 

Our foregoing descriptions have addressed the evaluative questions under study 
only indirectly, and we have not given sufficient consideration to the multivariate 
analyses done with the men's data. Therefore our purpose in this final section is to 
pull together all of the results and respond systematically to the specific hypotheses of 
the research. We again will consider the males first. 

It is apparent that despite tremendous within-group variability the male inmates 
who worked in Free Venture operations in Minnesota were distinctive in a number of 
regards. It is interesting although hardly surprising that their general backgrounds 
differed the most from those of the men in the non-employment programs, i.e. 
education, vocational training, treatment, and permanent idle. While the Free Venture 
workers had slightly better previous work histories than did the men in traditional 
industry or support service positions, they stood apart from the latter groups primarily 
in terms of criminal history variables. To the casual observer this pattern might 
appear as evidence that first set of differences represent the effects of self-selection 
(i.e. the voluntary decision to be "employed" as opposed to participate in another type 
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of full-time activity) while the distinctions among the inmate-employee groups (i.e. 
traditional industry, support services, and Free Venture) reflect the consequences of 
the different hiring criteria followed by the different operations. Such a simplistic 
conclusion however would be unwarranted if for no other reason than the influence the 
parole board has on inmates' choices for activities while they are incarcerated. As 
indicated earlier, it seems likely that both individual and extra-individual factors 
functioned to create the distinctiveness of the Free Venture group. We can say no 
more at this point regarding the reason(s) for the differences. 

Our evidence concerning the short-term effects of Free Venture is mixed. We 
were not able to demonstrate that Free Venture workers spent less time away from 
work (for miscellaneous reasons) and therefore had better work habits compared to 
other inmate employees. In fact our out-hours data were to the contrary, but as we 
have noted already, the figures may reveal more about the quality of record-keeping in 
the various operations than about the individual workers. 

Nor did we find evidence to support our hypothesis that participation in a Free 
Venture shop would lead to a reduction in disciplinary infractions, i.e. generalized 
"good" behavior on the part of inmate employees and a more manageable institution. 
While relatively few Free Venture workers committed major infractions, while 
working, comparatively many committed minor ones. Furthermore, their overall 
records suggested that they were a better behaved group regardless of the activity. 
Unfortunately, the ideal comparison of pre- and post-measures was not possible within 
the fram ework of our design. 

Our spending behaviors hypotheses seem equally ill-fated. Free Venture release-
es did have somewhat more money in their institutional accounts when they left than 
did individuals in other groups. However the differences were minimal, especially in 
light of the much higher wages paid within Free Venture shops. Furthermore, as also 
was mentioned previously, we had come to the conclusion in our phase I analysis that it 
was silly to make much of these figures given our ignorance concerning external saving 
accounts (which undoubtedly existed). It was financially unwise to maintain funds in 
the no-interest, institutional savings accounts, and few inmates placed more of their 
earnings in them than was required by law. 

A problem in responding to our hypothesis that Free Venture workers would send 
more dollars home to support their families arises from our inability in many cases to 
determine exactly where money sent out went. Nevertheless several points are clear: 
more individuals working in Free Venture operations did send money out, and the 
average amount sent was much higher than for the other employed groups. While we 
cannot conclude that in the current study these funds were going necessarily to 
support dependents, we have demonstrated that such a potential for good exists. 
Similarly, the finding that Free Venture inmates were less likely to receive money 
from the outside and obtained fewer dollars reflects positively on the Free Venture 
program. For related discussion of the financial variables the reader is referred back 
to page 98. . . 

Our inter-group comparisons ,qgain yielded a rather unremarkable picture With 
regards to the long-term "effects" of Free Venture participation. Although, as we had 
predicted, the former Free Venture workers did commence working somewhat sooner 
than did the others, their overall employment record for the year was not impressive. 
They did not hold onto a job for an exceptionaHy long time or work at any number of 
positions for an especially high proportion of the foll?~-up yea~. While the Free 
Venture men certainly fared better in terms of the stabilIty of their e~ploymen~ than 
releasees who had participated in full-time treatment or who had been. Idle, so did the 
other groups. Furthermore, their average earnings were on the low Side (contrary to 
our prediction that they would obtain higher paying jobs). 

As we have noted repeatedly, the group comparison results cited above are 
marred by the overlapping of certain groups. In order to circumvent the problem of 
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our lack of independent samples while at the same time controlling for the effects of 
demographic variables known (from other research and from phase I of this project) to 
influence our outcome measures, we carried out several regression analyses. These 
produced a set of results more consistent with our predictions regarding the long-term 
effects of Free Venture on work. While, as we stressed in the previous chapter, these 
tests are somewhat preliminary, and the findings require very cautious interpretation, 
they point to a positive relationship between Free Venture experience and post-release 
employment when the effects of critical background variables are partia.ll~d out. !t 
appears that individuals who were able to work in a Free Venture posItIon for SIX 
months or more, held jobs for longer on the outside. We are wary of saying that this 
association attests to the influence of Free Venture as an intervention. It may be 
more simply that we have uncovered a hardly surprising correlation between being able 
to work during one period and doing so during a second period closely related in time 
(Remember past behavior, especially recently past behavior, is the best predictor of 
future behavior!). However, clearly something more than two indicators of stick-to
itiveness are being measured since the length of i.nvolvement in other prison programs 
(except Work Release) did not predict length of outside employment. The greater 
similarity between Free Venture work (compared to traditional industr~ .work for 
example) and outside work - the very components of the @llOdel - may be crItIcal. The 
significance of Work Release experience in these equations lends further support to 
this view. It seems fair to conclude that having the opportunity to work in a "real
world" type position for a sustained period while in prison facilitates post-release 
adaptation for certain inmates. Of course the nature of this "facilitation" may vary: 
for the offender with a good work history Free Venture (or Work Release) may allow a 
renewal of work habits, while for the never-previously-employed individual, it may 
offer the first demonstration both to himself and others that he can survive in a "real" 
job. Reminiscent of the predictions made by proponents of the Free Venture model, 
such interpretations may seem vague, but they are not, we believe, unreasonable in 
light of our data. 

Unfortunately the arguments concerning Free Venture's impact on recidivism 
were not clearly supported. The group analyses showed that the Free Venture group 
fared no better (or worse) than the others did in terms of the parole revocations or the 
com mission of new offenses, including specifically only property offenses, during the 
first year on the outside. However our regression tests suggested that when crucial 
background variables are controlled, there is a significant association between Free 
Venture experience and parole success. The nature of this relationship is somewhat 
complicated, and although chi square tests produced statistically significant results, 
the latter are hard to interpret. Men with six to 12 months employment in a Free 
Venture shop were less likely to be returned to an institution for any reason th~n were 
individuals with less or more such experience. Similarly fewer members of thIS group 
(than of those with less--or-more Free Venture experience) committed new offenses. 
These results are puzzling, and in the absence of further study we cannot determine 
satisfactorily what they reflect. At this point we should not reject any null hypotheses 
concerning Free Venture and recidivism. 

We must backtrack momentarily to remind the reader that the general comments 
made above refer only to the males stUdied. The findings concerning the women were 
different enough to merit separate consideration. Many dire~t stateme~ts abo~t the 
impact of Free Venture on the women involved were included In the earlIer sectIon of 
this chapter devoted to the females. They will be summarized briefly here. 

We were puzzled to find that tile disciplinary records of the women who worked 
in Free Venture positions seemed especially poor. Certainly there was no support for 
the contention that Free Venture experience improves individuals' behavior or makes 
an institution more easy to manage. Nor did the women provide any evidence that 
Free Venture experience induced inmates to save more money for their release or to 
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send more money home to support dependents - although as we have said, our 
hypotheses about savings was unreasonable, given our inability to tally savings in 
external accounts. 

By virtue of their previous backgrounds in terms of past work as well as criminal 
history variables, the Free Venture women should have been good risks for parole. 
Surprisingly, they did worse than their controls in terms of both the productive use of 
time post-release and the commission of new crimes. They did not find jobs sooner, 
hold onto them longer, or get paid better than their peers. For reasons we cannot 
explain they did have their parole revoked more frequently and did commit more new 
property offenses (precisely opposite to our expectation) than did the women with no 
Free Venture experience. 

The integration of these results with those from the first phase of our project 
and consideration of the overall implications of the research are the subject for our 
final chapter. Before ending this discussion of the phase II findings, however we feel 
the need to stress the fact that this evaluation was focused upon Free Venture. While 
it was our desire to use information about participants in other institutional programs 
for purposes of comparison, i.e. to allow us to examine the Free Venture model in the 
complete context of correctional programs within Minnesota prisons, our findings are 
not intended as critiques of those other activities. We must caution the reader against 
drawing specific conclusions about the impact of involvement in the other activities 
studied. While their data are no less valid in a global sense, insufficient consideration 
was paid to the intricacies within a given program which may have affected the 
overall pattern of the results associated with it. For example, under educational 
programs we combined individuals enrolled in basic education courses with those 
working on graduate level degrees. To do justice to the prison education programs in 
one would want to examine separately several sub-grour;s of inmate-students. While 
such an effort was beyond the scope of this current project (and unwarranted for our 
purposes), we must draw attention to the resulting limitations placed on the interpre
tation of the findings concerning other institutional groups. 
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Chapter Six: Conclusions and Recommendations 

Given the neutral, if not negative, tone of most of our findings concerning the 
impact of a Free Venture experience on the inmate workers, it is difficult not to 
become excited by the results of the regression analyses. They certainly suggest a 
more encouraging ~icture than we had been led to anticipate by our earlier tests. We 
are tempted consequently to dwell on that optimism, but such emphasis would be at 
the expense of our general findings, and, in effect, of a balanced evaluation. 
Furthermore, it may be that the most important lesson to learn from the regression 
data is how little we know even now about the "effects" of Free Venture. 

It is the purpose of this final chapter to review very briefly what has been 
learned from both phases of our research and to raise related questions which we 
believe merit further consideration. In addition we will make recommendations 
regarding future implementation of the Free Venture model both in Minnesota and 
elsewhere. 

It must be pointed out that because of the change in the research design 
employed in the second half of our project, it was the case that many individuals were 
included in both phases one and two. Thus, the two sets of outcomes are highly 
related, and one cannot consider the second phase to be an independent cross
validation of the first. 

Employment in a Free Venture shop appears to have had little immediate 
influence on the behavior of the inmates we studied. Despite the anecdotal accounts 
of better attitudes about work and increased self esteem which were reviewed in the 
first interim report (Appendix VII), we found no evidence of improved behavior as 
measured by disciplinary infractions for either the men or the women. 

The relative "wealth" brought about by Free Venture participation was clearly 
demonstrated, and it is noteworthy that to the best of our knowledge the money was 
spent in praise-worthy ways. Funds that could have bought "luxuries" for the prisoners 
themselves were often sent home or put into savings accounts, and the Free Venture 
workers were seemingly less dependent on monetary support from the outside. 
Although it would be inappropriate to attribute the positive use of the greater 
earnings, to Free Venture per se (given the absence of proper control conditions), we 
can say that the financial data we collected did reflect well on the program. Of 
course whether or not such individual "benefits," as well as the revenue generated by 
tax and chargeback payments are indeed "benefits" when the larger economic picture 
of Free Venture industry is considered is another question and one which we cannot 
address. 

Our objective data did not support the view that Free Venture makes institutions 
easier to manage. The difficulties about drawing conclusions concerning the impact of 
Free Venture implementation on institutions and the tremendous complexities involved 
were discussed at some length in the first interim report. As we noted there, no single 
set of consequences can be expected to follow from the introduction of Free Venture. 
The experiences at the three Minnesota facilities varied greatly, and what happens 
depends on a host of variables involving (among other things!) both the prisoner and 
staff populations as well as outside business and political interests and the economy at 
large. Even the architecture of the prison itself may be crucial. 

While it may be obvious that no one ever proves a null hypothesis, we must take 
special note here of the fact that the situation in Minnesota did not lend itself to 
demonstrating that Free Venture makes for more manageable institutions. There were 
simply too many extraneous circumstances to consider, and proper controls were 
impossible. Furthermore, even at the end of the second phase of our research focused 
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on a then several year old program, we were too close to the initial implementation of 
Free Venture and all that that entailed to draw satisfactory conclusions about the 
consequences of the ongoing operation of the program. 

Our predictions about the long-term (post-release) impact of Free Venture 
participation on inmate workers seem especially optimistic in light of the literature on 
rehabilitation which we reviewed in Chapter One of this report. Clearly the program 
does not constitute a miracle cure for chronic unemployment or criminality (although 
in fairness, we admit that not even the most avid Free Venture proponent anticipated 
such); releasees who had worked in Free Venture shops did not obtain better jobs, or 
find them earlier, or earn higher wages than their peers with no such experience. A 
sizeable number remained idle throughout their entire first year post-release. 
Nevertheless, we found some evidence that Free Venture participation of six months 
duration or longer was associated with more extended employment and/or involvement 
in other productive activities following departure from prison. Although one would be 
hard pressed to infer a rigid cause-and-effect relationship from our results, it does not 
seem unreasonable, as we commented earlier, to conclude that Free Venture had a 
positive influence on the future employment of some inmate-workers. Furthermore, 
while the group was far from crime-free, for cer~Free Venture ex-offenders there 
seemed to be a postive impact of the program on recidivism. Who those particular 
individuals are is, of course, the critical issue, and unfortunately our analyses were 
generally unenlightening in that regard. Answering this question and those that follow 
from it should be the primary focus of future research in this area, the topic to which 
we now turn. We want to point out in passing that many of the analyses we suggest 
could be carried out using data we have already collected in Minensota, and it is our 
intention to complete some of them. 

The logical first question to raise is which inmates benefit On terms of post
release success) from Free Venture experience. One would want to consider here 
whether there is a differential impact of the program as a function of various 
demographic factors. FOl' example, there was some suggestion from our phase one 
results than American Indians may have been especially well served by Free Venture. 
Is this the case? What does it tell us? What other groups are particularly helped? 

In addition to and in combination with examining the role of background 
variables we should determine which particular aspects of the Free Venture program 
and indeed of other institutional programs account for significant variance in the 
outcome measures. For instance does the type of Free Venture position or the wage 
levels matter? Do job evaluation scores make a difference? Does the attitude about 
the Free Venture position or the reason the inmate chose to hold it count? What 
function does involvement in other prison activities play? Do institutional regulations 
concerning chargebacks or savings accounts mean anything? And how do all of these 
things interact with the individual variables? 

One could generate an almost endless list of questions. The obvious objective is 
simply the identification of specific subsets of inmates who benefit from experience in 
a Free Venture position. (We should mention that these may not be the group or 
groups who are the best workers for Free Venture. While determination of who 
constitutes the most profitable group of Free Venture workers for prison industries 
may well be a legitimate concern for evaluation, it is quite a separate issue.) 

The questions raised above are purely empirical in nature. Answers to them 
should be useful to the correctional officials in this state who make decisions about 
institutional programming. Whether or not findings concerning Minnesota prisoners 
are relevant elsewhere cannot be determined at this point. Clearly confirmation of 
our basic results by looking at populations in other areas of the country is desirable in 
and of itself. Similar efforts at identification of special groups might then follow. 

In order to understand the nature of the relationship between employment in a 
Free Venture job and post-release measures, one would need to redirect one's research 
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into the area of process evaluation. It is interesting to consider that while such work 
would probably have less practical application (at least in the short-run), information 
about the dynamics of the intervention (i.e. Free Venture) would likely be more 
generalizable outside the specific institution studied. 

To the superficial observer it may appear surprising for us to claim we have 
evidence for long-term effects in the absence of more immediate ones. Two responses 
are in order, First, as we have complained repeatedly, our short-term measures (and 
we must point out these were not process measures) were far from ideal. Future 
researchers should obtain better assessments of work habits using behaviorally
anchored evaluations from supervisors and co-workers. In addition to "objective" data, 
it would be desirable to obtain "subjective" information from the inmate-workers, 
information concerning issue such a how Free Venture participation affected their 
attitudes about work, about themselves, about their futures, and so on. Interviews of 
the type we carried out in phase one might be a good starting point. These could be 
conducted at different times during the course of incarceration. Furthermore, 
established psychological tests, measuring locus of control, self esteem and/or 
vocational preferences, for example might be administered at various intervals. The 
purpose of such efforts would be to generate a phenomenological account of changes 
which accompany Free Venture involvement, to psychologize so to speak the nature of 
the intervention. Such information night be useful for building upon the strengths of 
the program -which, we may note again, could be directed towards making it either 
more rehabilitative or more solvent or possibly, both. 

As was mentioned earlier, one problem with the current evaluation was the fact 
that in many regards the "control" conditions were not very dissimilar from Free 
Venture. This may explain in part our inability to demonstrate short-term "effects" of 
Free Venture participation. It also provides us with another reason for gathering 
process data of the sort described above and that is, that they would present a context 
for evaluating outcome measures. For example, the smaller the differences between 
"experimental" and "control" conditions on various dimensions, the fewer outcome 
differences one would expect. 

We have, in effect, (although perhaps between the lines) already made what is 
our primary recommendation concerning Free Venture implementation: namely that 
the officials involved approach the problem with (1) awareness and appreciation of the 
complex sets of variables involved both in establishing and maintaining the model 
withj~ a particular facility and (2) explicit acknowledgement of their real objective(s). 
Both of these conditions require a commitment to ongoing evaluation, that is to 
addressing the kinds of questions we have raised above. What has been learned from a 
variety of perspectives in Minnesota can only be valuable to politicians and 
administrators elsewhere if they attend to their own special circumstances. As the 
University City Science evaluators (1981) recommended, planning documents which 
describe the developmental history of each of the six states which have implemented 
Free Venture should be prepared with special emphases on the relationships between 
the different components of the model and various institutional functions. 

We would also second the UCS's (1981) call for the provision by LEAA to 
individual states of technical assistance focused on " (1) establishment of a private 
sector psychosocial working environment and (2) coordination of prison industries with 
other correctional programs and services." Such assistance should aid the understand
ing of the complexities we have described, an understanding we view as prerequisite to 
action. 

Decisions about the future of Free Venture here in Minnesota or expansion or 
establishment of the model elsewhere depend in large part on political and economic 
con.:lic'lerations which we cannot begin to address. What we may ask, do our data add? 
They demonstrate we believe, that at the very least Free Venture participation does 
no harm. Indeed it can provide financial (and possibly emotional) support to 
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dependents of inmate-workers. In addition it may well contribute beyond base-rate 
expectations for success from other pgorams to a somewhat higher probability of 
employment post-release and to a slight reduction in recidivism for some offenders. 
Whether or not these "benefits" leave a state in the black after all of the "costs" are 
counted, is contingent upon how carefully and completely Free Venture 
implementation was undertaken. According to a recent assessment by American 
Foundation staff, in most cases "break-even" (if not profit-making) operation should be 
possible provided good business practices have been followed. Furthermore, in our way 
of thinking there is a final consideration which while intangible, deserves weight in the 
equation, that is the view that Free Venture constitutes an ethical alternative to most 
traditional prison industry programs because of the greater dignity and respect it 
bestows on individual inmates. 

The current Zeitgeist in American society views efforts at rehabilitation as 
ineffective, and indeed this is largely true. Like so many of the findings cited earlier, 
our results may be interpreted by some as further support for such a judgment and for 
the related conclusion that we should stop trying to rehabilitate and devote ourself to 
punishment and deterence. In closing, we must caution our readers against making 
such an assessment. To do so would be both primitive and irrational. We might 
compare it to a decision to reject any search for causes and cures for disease because 
we have not yet found them. While the equation of criminality with illness may be 
questioned, the parallel implied here between the two phenomena is valid. Each is the 
proper subject for scientific investigation. What we need now, more than ever, is 
renewed dedication to understanding the causes of criminal behavior (indeed of all 
behavior!). We believe that our results concerning Free Venture and the questions 
which follow from them are a step in the right direction. 
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Appendix I: Free Venture Study 
Institution Data Collection Form Phase I 

NAME AND BIRTHDATE General Codes: 
---------------'------ 8 - not app I I cab Ie 

Institution Number ____ _ 

2 Card Number 1 

3 Institution Sample 4 Work Sample 

1 MCF-LL 
2 MSP 
3 SRM 

1 Traditional Industry 
2 State Service 
3 Free Venture 

A. institution, Offense, and Personal Data 

5 Date institutionalization began ___ _ 
M 0 DI\Y Y R 

6 Date of admission to this institution 
MO, DAY YR 

7 Institutionalization a result of: 

1 New court cOmmitment 
2 Parole violation with nevI offense 
3 Parole violation without new offense 

8 Parent institution for this institutionalization 

1 MCF-LL 
2 MSP 

3 SRM 
4 Other 

9 Active convictions this institutionalization (3 most 
recent, if more than 3 j' property cr i mes p I aced first) 

9 - unknown 

( 1st) 
(2nd) 
C3rd) 

10 Number of months from institutionalization to exp~cted release 
(TRD minus MAP) . 

888 no-target release date set 

11 Previous experience in prison industry in this or prior 
.~~titutionalization 

~es 2, No 

12 Age at institutionalization 

13 Highest grade completed at institutionalization 
22 GED 

14 Highest grade completed at industry admission 
22 GED 

15 Race 

i ~Ihite 
2 Black 

16 Marital status 

1 Single 

3 Indian 
4 Mexican American 

5 Ori enta I 
6 Other 

3 Married 
2 Single/living with woman 4 . Sepa rated 

17 Number of dependent ch i I d ren __ ' 

18 Total number of dependents (excluding self) 

5 
6 

Divorced 
Widowed 

12345 
1 
6 

7 8 

21 

22 

35 

36 37 

40 41 

42 

19 Date inmate left this institution ___ _ 
M 0 DAY YR 

46 47 

48 49 50 51 52 53 

1'18 

! ' 

• a:. 

o 

.j. 

20 Date of release from institutional system 

-------
'21 Release status 

1 Parole 2 Expiration 3 Work Release 

J uven i I e Record 

22 Number of juveni Ie adjudications 

23 Age at first adjudication 

4 Pre
Release 

Prior Adult Record (gross misdemeanor and felony only) 

24 Number of property offense convictions 

25 Number of person offense convictions __ 

26 Number of drug offense convictions ~ 

27' Number of other offense convictions 

28 Number of'prevl'ous state and federal institutionalizations 
(including institutional izations for parole and probation 
violations) 

119 
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61 62 

63 64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 70 
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NM,1E AND BIRTHDATE _________________________ _ 

Institution Number ____ _ 

2 Card Number £ 

3 Institution Sample 4 Work Sample 

1 MCF-LL 
2 MSP 
3 SRM 

B. Industry Information 

1 Traditional Industry 
2 State Service 
3 Free Venture 

5 Date of industry (state service) admission 
M 0 DAY YR 

6 Months of sentence served at indu?try (state service) admission 

7 Months to expected re I ease date ____ __ 

Work Record 
MCF (hourly) MSP/SRM (daily) 

Shop __ Job Wages Worked Days 
Shop __ Job Wages " Worked Days 
Shop __ Job \'Iages l'iorked Days 
Shop __ Job Wages \'Iorked Days 

8 Number of shops (servi ce areas) in which inmate worked 

9 First shop (service area) in which' inmate worked __ 

10 Last shop (service area) in which inmate worked 

II Number of jobs worked __ 

12 Number of pay increases __ 

13 Number of pay c,hanges __ 

14 Number of entries into industry (state service) in this institution 
during current institutionalization __ 

15 Number of times quit 

16 Number of times fired 

17 Beginning wage ____ _ 

18 Hi ghest wage earned ____ __ 

19 Tota I wages earned _____ __ 

20 Number of days worked _____ __ 

21 Numb~r of days medical lay-ins ___ 

22 Number of days segregation time ___ _ 

23 Number of days admi n i si"rative lock-up __ __ 

24 Number of days temporary idle __ _ 

25 Number of days non-working Idle (NWI) 

26 Number of ' out hours 

2.7 Reason for industry (state service) terminat'ion 

1 Segregat ion 
2 Idle 
3 Other 'program or state service 
4 Transferred to a less or equat security 'level Institution 
5 Transferred to a higher securi~y level institution 
6 Release from insi'itutional system, 

12345 
2 
"6 

78 

910-11 T2 13 T4 

31 

35 36 3~ 

38 39 dQ 41 

42 43 44 45 

---48 49 50 

51 52 

53 54 

5556 

57 58 59 

60 

,© 
[ 

o 

... " .. ' ________________________________________ -'-__________ ~_.L."h...... _____________ • ____ , ____ _ 

28 Activity follo\~ing termination (jf other program or state service) 

1 State service work 
2 Prison industry 
3 ~rivate industry 
4 Vocational education 
5 Education program 
6 Treatment program 
8 Terminated for other reason 

29 Date of industry (state service) termination 

30 Months to expected release MO DAY YR 

Disciplinary Reports During Industrv Emoloyment 

31 Number of major convici'ions 

32 Number of minor convictions 
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NAtvlE AND BIRTHDATE _______________ _ 

Institution Number ____ _ 

2 Card Number ~ 

3 Institution Sample 4 Work Samp Ie 

1 'MCF-LL 
2 MSP 

1 Traditional Industry 
2 State Service 

3 SRM 3 Free Venture 

C. Financial Information 

5 tvtoney in savings account at industry (state service) admission 

6 Money in spend'ing' account at industry (state service) admission 

7 Money in savings at industry (state service) termination ______ _ 

8 ,Money in spending at industry (state service) termination ______ __ 

9 Money i'n savings at institution termination ______ _ 

10 Money in spending at institution te'rmination _____ __ 

11 tvbney in savings at institutional system termiQation ______ __ 

i2 Money in spending at institut'ional system teirmination ______ __ . 
During Industry Period 

13 Money sent. to fami.ly/dependents --'- ___ __ 

14 Chargebacks ______ __ 

15 Fed§lra I taxes ______ __ 

16 State taxes _____ __ 

17 Money spent on se I f _____ __ 

Se I f Expend i tures 

18 Clothing ______ __ 

19 Recreational items (TV's, etc.) 

20 Canteen ______ _ 

21 .Other ____ __ 

122 '. 
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Appendix II: Free Venture Study 
Follow-Up Data Collection Form Phase I 

Name and Birthdate ---------------------------------
General Codes: 8 - not applica.ble 

9 - unknm'ln 

A. 

Institution or 010 Number 

Card Number 4 

Institution Sample Work Sampl e 
I, 

1 1~CF-LL 
2 MSP 
3 SRM 
4 r'1CHJ 

1 Traditional Industry 
2 State Service 
3 Free Venture 

3. Month Data Agent_ Date of Informati on ---------- ------
1 DATE OF RELEASE 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

-MO-- VAY- -YR-

PAROLE STATUS 

Genera 1 Parol e 
Modified Parole 
Conditional Parole (group home, halfway house, 
community correct; ons center, etc .. ) 

4 
.6 P e.c"L n fj 

Paroled to a detainel~ -

LENGTH OF PAROLE 
montTib 

COUNTY OF RESIDENCE 
, (.6,tandM..d. codi) 

MARITAL STATUS 

1 Single, never married 6 Widowed 
2 Married, living with spouse 7 Divorced & remarried 
3 Common law 8 Hidowed & remarried 
4 Separated 9 Unknown 
5 Divorced 

NUMBER OF DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

123 

__ ~--------..t_~_~ ____ _ 

12'3456 

I 

89 

TIfITITT3T4T5 

19 20 

IT "22" 

24 25 

i 

Ii 
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:.: . ." ~.-= .. 

7 DID OFFENDER USE CONTROL DATA CAR PROGRAI~? 
(Whe.w) 

1 Yes 
2 No 

8 DID OFFENDER USE JOB PLACEHENT SERVICE? 

Ho!~k rel ease 
1 Yes 
2 No 
Pre-release 
1 Yes 
2 No 
CETA 
1 Yes 
2 No 
DVR 
1 Yes 
2 No 
Inmate Referral Service 
1 Yes 
2 No 
Other institutional program 
1 Yes 
2 No . 

" 

Other non-·institutional program 
1 Y €S ---J.,:-"p-:"e-u"-· 6;-fJ---
2 No 

9 HAS OFFENDER BEEN EMPLOYED SINCE RELEASE? 

1 Yes 
2 No - no reason given 
3' No - is in vocational training program 
4 No - is attendina school 
5 No - is unable t~ work for medical reasons 
6 No - on general assistance 

10 NUMBER OF JOBS HELD SINCE RELEASE 

11 CURRENT JOB (i6 not. empf..oye.d, e.n;t~'t ill 8'.6) 

DATE BEGAN ~~ORKING ---------
Number of days on job 

TYPE OF JOB 

1 Skilled 
2 Semi-skilled 
3 Unskilled 
9 Unknown 

,----

124 

c 

I 
( .' 

(not. c.ode.d) 

(11.0..t c.oded) 

--~-----~---.~"----------.--... 

I· 
i 
! 

,t . 

11 (continued) 

FULL TIr1E OR PARTTIl~E? 
1 Full time 
2 Parttime 

BEGINNING vJAGE _(houJLf..y) 

CURRENT HAGE ____ (hou/tty) 

NUMBER OF PAY RAISES_ (not. due. :to c..O.6t. 06 Uv-i.ng -i.nc.ne.cwe.o) 

HOH WAS POSITION OBTAINED? 
1 Previously held position (be6one -i.lu-U.tu.:ti..onaUzation) 
2 Acqua i ntance 
3 Placement service indicated in #8 
4 Other 

---------------~~~-----------------.6 P e.u 6 y 

12 FIRST JOB (-i.n .6ame tt6 c.U!lJLe.n:t job, .6fUp and ne:tunn t.o c.ode. 
.ea.te.n a.6 # 11, -i.6 nevell. e.mp.f.o !fe.d en:ten CLte. 8'.6 J 

DATE BEGAN HORKING (not c.oded) --------------------
Number of days between release and employment __ __ 

TYPE OF JOB 

1 Skilled 

. _________ -,....,.--. ____ (fwt c.ode.dl 
.6peUn!! 

2 Semi -s ki 11 ed 
3 Unskilled 
9 Unknown 

FULL TIr~E OR PARTTIME? 
1 FL!ll time 
2 Parttime 

BEGINNING WAGE (houJLty) -- -- -- . 

CURRENT I-JAGE__ __ __ __ (ltouJtt!fJ 

. . . 

NU~18ER OF PAY RAISES _(not. due to C.O.6t. 06 Uvbl.g -i.nc.ne.cwe.o) 

!-lOH HAS POSITION OBTAINED? ' 
1 Previously held position (be.6one. .ut.6U:tuUortaUzmolt) 
2 Acqua i ntance 
3 Placement service indicated in #8 
4 Other -----------------.6peu6!! 
DATE LEFT ,JOG . ____________ (ItO:t c.ode.d) 

Number of days on first job 
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~ ,,] 
i,j 
\!.. 12 (continued) 
11 
1 ( .1 REASON FOR LEAV ING 
:! 1 Fired 3· Quit - no reason 
'I 2 Laid off 4 Quit - better opportu'1ity 
,~ 

13· SECOND JOB (-ttl .6ame M c.wvr.e:nt job,. .6lUp a.nd Jte;tuJr.J1 a.nd 
c.ode lo,..teJt. ·.i..fi Jteve.!t employed, e.nteJt al.t &'.6) 

DATE BEGAN· HORKING (not c.odedl ------------------
Number of days beb/een fi rst and second jobs _ _ 

.. 
TYPE OF JOB ____ -,-.-._-.-,:--_____ (not c.odedl 

.6pecJ.6Y 
1 Skilled 
2 Semi -skill ed 
3 Unskilled 
9 Unknm·m 

FULlTIME OR PARTTIME? 
1 FuHtime 
2 P.arttime 

BEGINNING ~~AGE _[hol)/r..ty) 

CURRENT HAGE _ __ __ _ (holvcE.yl 

Institution or 010 Number 

Card Number 5 

Institution Sample Ho rk SalOp 1 e 

NUt>1£3ER OF PAY RAISES _ {not due to C.O.6t 06 ,Uv-i.ng -tJ1(;9LeM.~} 

HOH HAS POSITION OBTAINED? 
1 Prev i ously he 1 d pos'j t ion o( be60Jte -tr!.6:tLtu.Uono.Li.za:Uon I 
2 Acquaintance 
3 Placement service 'indicated in #8 
4 Other 

DATE LEFT JOB 
--'----- - ,6 pec.L6y 

Number Qf days on second 'job _ _ 

REASON FOR LEAVING 
1 Fir-ed 3 Quit - no reason 
2 Laid off 4 Quit - bette,- opportuni ty 

14 IF OFFENDER HELD HORE THAN THREE JOBS, ASK HOi~ LONG 
BETWEEio,J LAST JOn" AND CURRENT JOB OR BE111EEN ANY 
SEQUENTIAL POSITION'S (no-t c.ocledl 

----~ -6pecl3y . --
Total number of days r::mployed dHring fh~st three months __ 
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J . J l . . 

t ___ " 

15 Total number of pay raises 
17 

16 Total number of times fired 

17 Total number of times laid off 

18 Total number of times quit - no reason_ 

19 Total number of times quit - better opportunity .. -

20 IS THERE A VALID REASON WHY THE OFFENDER HAS BEEN 
~ UNEr~PLOYED? (not c.ode.dJ 

,0 pe.c.i 6y 
Number of days unemployed because of other involvement 

in vocational training 
r day,o 22 23 

~ attending school 
"" 7Tday!.> 24 25 

in other program 
T day!.> .ope.u6y 21) "'li 

unable to work because of illness 
r day/.) .ope.cJ..61J 28 29 

r 
21 HAS PAROLE BEEN REVOKED? 

1 Yes 

tiJ· 2 8 8 No 
Spe.cA-3y ll..e£Uon & date. ll..e.:tulLne.d to ,Ln.o:tLtu.:ti..o n 30 3T 32 

'~ ;'~ 

"'- 22 NEW ARRESTS 

Property offenses 
-#- S P e.c..<.. of{ 0 6 0 e.n.o e..6 and da:te..6 3'3 3if 

if 

Person offenses 
35 36 37 38 39 

" 
---II - Spe.uny o66e.ltOe..6 an"iICliLfe..6 40 4T 

1: 42 43 44 45 46-
.~, Drug offenses 

.(" -#- Spe.c..i.6y 06 6e.n6 e.,o and (la:te..6 47 48 !, • 

49 50 51 52 53 ..; 
(111 e.ac.h c.aoe. U6e. UI'I"L~OIUn 066e.1'L6e. code. .to c.ode. mO,ot , t':,;' 
,0 eJUOU6 0 6 ~ e.M e. .in e.a.c.h c.a.te.g OIty) 

i~ 
.. ~.. . 

23 Number of days out 
54 55 

r, 
H 
;\ 

-, i' , 
lJ. ( J 
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B. 6 Nonth Data Agent Date of Information ------------ -----
24 COUNTY OF RESIDENCE 

(~d:a.ttda1ld c.ode.) 

25 HA.RITAL STATUS 

1 Single, never married 
2 Married, living with spouse 
3 Conmon 1 aw 
4 Separated 
5 Divorced 

26 NUMBER OF DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

-6 Wi dowed 
7 Divorced & rema.rried 
8 Widowed & remarried 
9 Unknown 

h 

27 HAS OFFENDER USED JOB PLACEMENT SERVICES IN THE PAST THREE 
MONTHS? 

CETA 
1 Yes 
2 No 
DVR 
1 Yes-
2 No 
Other institutional program 

- 1 Yes ------:-l> p-e.-u-,"6Y-----'---
2 No 
Other non-institutional program 

-- 1 Yes --l>-p-e-u""" 67""Y----
2 No 

28 HAS OFFENDER BEEN EMPLOYED DURING THE PAST THREE MONTHS? 

1 Yes 
2 No - no reason given 
3 No - is in vocational training program 
4 No - ;s attending school 
5 No - is una bl e to work for medi ca 1 reasons 
6 No - on general assistance 

29 NUi'1BER OF JOBS HELD IN PAST THREE MONTHS 

30 CURRENT JOB (in rlOt empl9yed efU:VL a..U 8' 1., in l>aJne. a.6 tha:t 
itt 17 (.Le. 3 monXJt6 c.ulVte.tt.t job) ct6R. on1.y a.bout 'I: Uem6) 

DATE BEGAN ~vORKING ' (not c.oded) -----------.--------
Number of days on job_ 
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30 (continued) 

31 

TYPE OF JOB ______ --=-_...,.--________ ( ttot c.ode.d) 
l>pe.u.6y 

1 Skilled 
2 Semi-skilled 
3 Unskilled 
9 Unknown 

FULLTIME OR PARTTIME? 
1 Full time 
2 Parttime 

BEGINNING WAGE _(hoWl1.y) 

*CURRENT VJAGE _ __ __ _ (howr1.y) 

Institution or OlD Number__. 

Card Number 6 

Institution Sample Hork Sample 

I. 

*NUMBER OF PAY RAISES_ (not due. 'to C.Ol>:t 06 living incJl.ect6e.6) 

BOH WAS POSITION OBTAINED? 
1 Previously held position (be-noJLe inl!.tLtut-i.olu~za:t.i.on) 
2 Acquaintance 
3 Placement service indicated in #8 
4 Placement service indicated in #27 
5 Other ________________ ~~~----__ --~------

~pec.~6Y . 
If thi sis fi rs t job, enter number of days between rel ease 
and employment __ 

IF OFFENDER DID NOT HOLD JOB DURING FIRST THREE MONTHS, 
AND CURRENT POSITION WAS NOT FIRST JOB FOR THIS PERIOD,
ENTER FOLLOHING REGARDING FIRST JOB: 

DATE BEGAN WORKING (not c.oded) ---.--------------------
Number of days between release and employment __ _ 

TYPE OF JOB (no.t c.oded) 
·--------~l>-pe-u~·~6-y------------

1 Skilled 
2 Semi -s ki 11 ed 
3 Unskilled 
9 Unknown 

FULL TH1E OR PARTTJf~E'? 
1 Ful1time 
2 Parttime 
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31 (continued) 

BEGH~N ING WAGE_ _ __ _(hoWLty) 

ENDING HAGE ______ (houJi.ty) 

NUl-mER OF PAY RAISES_ {not du.e. to co<!>t 06 Uving -U1C1te.MU) 

HOH HAS POSITION OBTAINED? 
1 Previously held position 
2 Acquai ntance 
3 Placement services indicated in #8 
4 Placement services indicated in #27 
5 Other _____________ ~--~~----------------__ 

<!>pe.u6Y 
DATE LEFT JOB (not coded) --------------------------
Number of days on job_ 

REASON FOR LEAVING 
1 Fired 
2 Laid off 

3 Quit - no reason 
4 Quit - better opportunity 

32 IF OFFENDER HELD MORE JOBS THAN ARE DESCRIBED HERE, 
DETERf'UNE HOH MUCH TIt/IE THERE l~AS BETWEEN POSITIONS 

-----------------------------------(not code.d) 

Total number of days employed during second three 
months -- --

33 Total number of pay raises in second three months __ 

34 Total number of times fired in second three months 

35 Total numbel~ of times 1 ai d off in second three months __ 

36 Total number of times quit - no reason in second three 
months 

37 Total number of times quit - better opportunity in second 
three months_ 
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38 IS THERE A VALID REASON \my THE OFFENDER HAS BEEN 
UNEMPLOYED IN THE SECOND THREE MONTHS? 

-------------------------------------(J1Ot code.d) 

Number of days unemployed because of other involvem~nt 

in vocational training 
trdayf, • 

attending school 
rday<!> 

in other program 
7rdayf, ----------~f,-p-e.c-~~~6~y-----------

unab 1 e to \'Iork because of ill nes s 
rday<!> --f,:--p-e.-u ..... 67""y-----

39 HAS PAROLE BEEN REVOKED IN THE PAST THREE ~1ONTHS? 

Yes 
-S=p-~~'~6y--4-~--o-n~(-<!>~)-ru-1~d~~~~e.~(<!>-)~----

No 

• 40 ARRESTS IN SECOiW THREE NONTHS 

Property offenses 
-# -- Spe.ci 6y 06 6e.n6 e6 and CJa.i.e6 

-# Person offenses 
---."S---p-e.u~· 6.-y-0-6'7'"6--e.-M-u-,--a-nd-r-aa:tr--;;:-u:o---

Drug 0 ff enses ________ --.-.---;"7_~-__r_..,__~---
-# - Spe.M6y 0nne.MU and aa:t.u . 

(In e.ach cafJe. U6e. UtU.001Un 066e.Me. code. to code. mo<!>t 
<!> eJUo U6 a 66 eM e. in e.a.ch c.a..te.g OJl.y ) 

41 Number of days out during second three months 
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C. 'on'l at,d gen ' _______ _ 12 11 tt D'" A t Date of Informati on __ 

42 COUNTY OF RESIDENCE 
(~ta.YtdaJLd c.ode.)-

43 HARITAL STATUS 

1 Single, never married 6 Hidowed 
2 Married, living with spouse 
3 Common law 
4 Separated 

7 Di vorced & rema rri ed 
8 Hidowed & remarried 
9 Unknm'ln 

5 Divorced 
.. 

44 NUivlBER OF DEPENDENT CHILDREN_ 

Institution o\" 010 Number_ - - - - -
Card Number ~ 

Institution Sample Work Sample 

45 HAS OFFENDER' USED JOB PLACEMENT SERVICES IN THE PAST SIX 
IvtONTHS? . 

CETA -, Yes 
2 No 
DVR -, Yes 
2 No 
Other institutional program 

.6 pe.d61J -, Yes 
2 No 
Other non-institutional program 
1 Yes .6 pe.c.i 61J 
2 No 

46 HAS OFFENDER BEEN EMPLOYED DURING PAST SIX MONTHS? 
1 Yes 
2 No - no reason given 
3 No - is in vocational training program 
4 No - is attending school 
5 No - is unable to work for medical reasons 
6 No - on general assistance 

47 NUMBER OF JOBS HELD IN PAST SIX MONTHS_ 
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" 48 CURRENT JOB (i6 no-t employe.d, ente.1r. au 8' ~ 1 i6 .6ame. IU 
:tha.:t in #30 (1. e.. 6 mon:th c.uJlJr.e.n-t job) IU k. only about * 
ae.n16 ) 

49 

DATE BEGAN WORKING 
----------~.6-p-e.~-'~6-y-------------

Number of days on jo b_ 

TYPE OF JOB 

1 Skilled 
---------------.6~p-e-u~'~6y--------------

2 Semi -$ ki 11 ed 
3 Unskilled 
9 Unknown 

FULLTIt1E OR PARTTIME? 
1 Ful1time 
2 Parttime 

BEGINNING WAGE ___ (hoU/l..ty) 

*CURRENT i~AGE _____ (hoU/c.ty) 

*NUMBER OF PAY RAISES_ (I'!-o-t blc..e.ucU.ng C.O.6:t on UVblg 
• . -<..nM.e.a..6 ~ ) 

HOW WAS POSITION OBTAINED? 
1 Previously held position (be.nolLe. in6.tUu;ti.onaUza.Uon) 
2 Acquaintance , . 
3 Placement service indicated in #8 
4 Placeme~t service indicated in #27 
5 Placement service indicated in #45 
6 Other 

--------------~¢-pe.~C.~~~6-y-------------------

If this is the first job, enter number of days between 
release and employment __ _ 

IF OFFENDER DID NOT HOLD JOB DURING FIRST SIX MONTHS AND 
CURRENT POSITION IS NOT FIRST JOB FOR THIS PERIOD, ENTER 
FOLLOI1ING REGARDING FIRST JOB: 

DATE BEGAN WORKING (no-t c.ode.d) 
------~.6-pe.-u~'~6-y---------

Number of days between release and employment _ 

TYPE OF JOB 

1 Skilled 
-------------.6~p-e.-~~·6~1J------------------

2 Semi-skilled 
3 Unski 11 ed 
9 Unknown 

FULLTIME OR PARTTIME? 
1 Full ti me 
2 Parttime 
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49 (continued) 

BEGINNING HAGE _( ftoUJtR.lj) . 

ENDING \.JAGE _______ (houJ£i.y) . 

NU~mER OF PAY RAISES (not: .inc.f.uCUJ1.g co/.):t 06 Uv-<.nq 
-- "tncJLe.a..6 e..6 ) -

HOW HAS POSITION OBTAINED? 
1 Previously held position (be6oll.e -<'t~titutiona.e.-<.zationl 
2 Acqua i ntance 
3 Placement service indicated in #8 
4 Placement service indicated in #27 
5 Placement service indicated in #45 .. 
6 Other 

--------------.6~p-e.-C.<..~.76y---------------------

DATE LEFT JOB ______________ (no:t c.ode.d) 

Number of days on job_ 

REASON FOR LEAVING 
1 Fi red 3 Quit - no reason 
2 Laid off 4 Quit - better opportunity 

50 IF OFFENDER HELD t40RE JOBS THAN ARE DESCRIBED HERE, 
DETERi'lINE· HOW HUCH TI~lE THERE WAS BET\~EEN POSITIONS 

(no:t c.oded) 

Total number of days employed during second six months 

-- -

51 Total number of pay raises in second SlX months 

52 Total number of times fired in iecond six months 

53 Total number of times laid off in second six months 

54 Total number of times quit - no reason in second six months 

55 Total number of times quit - better' opportuni ty in second 
six months 
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.. 56 IS THERE A VALID REASON WHY THE OFFENDER HAS BEEN UNEMPlOYED 
IN THE SECOND SIX MONTHS? 

.6pre-<-61J (not: coCled) 

tr rfiiY.6 
-in vocational training - . 

if cfiiij.6 
__ attending school 

if cLay/.) 
in other program 

.ope.UOy 
unable to work because of illness -,. rfiiY.o . .6peufilj 

57 HAS PAROLE BEEN REVOKED IN THE PAST SIX MONTHS? 

1 Yes 
Spre-L6y ll.e.ct4on & datu a 6 b1.6j~u;ti..o naUza;t.(.o /'l 

2 8 8 No 

Institution or 010 Number 

Card Number 8 

Institution Sample Hork Samp"/ e 

58 ARRESTS IN SECOND SIX MONTHS 

Property offenses 
-# -- -~r.-·p:-::e:-::-c.(.-:-3T'y~o 1"6 3r:e-J1/.)7"u""-,---::-al1-:-a..,.-,ac::-a::t=e..o-:-:----· 

Person offenses 
-If - --Speufiy ofifieJ1/.) u alta aa::tu 

Drug offenses 
--# -- ---~S-pe.-u~6-y-o~6~6-e~--u--a-n-a~aal~~~-------

59 NUMBER OF DAYS OUT DURING SECOND SIX MONTHS 

D. General Items 

60 Is the job(s) the offender has held during parole similar to 
what he/she did while institutionali~ed? 

1 Yes - ~learly related 
2 Yes - somev/hat rel ated 
3 No 

Comments 

135 

----:~ 

or b2 63 

64 65 66 

67 68 69 

70 7T 7'l 

73 74 75 

-123456 

I 

89 

mIT 

TZIT14ElO 

17 nr 
T9"N"2T"Zl"ZJ 

N'Z5 

"21)"27"28-z9"JQ 

, -

I 

\ 



'.) 

I't 

Appendix ill: Initial Memo Sent to Parole Agents 
Requesting Follow-up Information in Phase I 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS Office Memorandum 

TO Parole Agent DATE: 

FROM Susan Phipps-Yonas, Project Director 
Free Venture Evaluation 

PHONE: 296-0872 

SUBJECT: Follow-up Study of Prison Industry and State Service Workers 

The Minnesota Department of Corrections is currently engaged in a two year LEAA 
funded evaluation of the Private Industry in Corrections program. Certain inmates at 
MSP, MCF-LL, SRM, and MCIW are employed as printers, wood-workers, metal
workers, assemblers, computer programmers, and maintenance workers, many of the 
shops appear to be running well, and some workers are earning enough money to pay 
taxes, to help support their dependents, to pay chargebacks to the state for room and 
board and to save for their release. One major goal of the program is to provide the 
opportunity for offenders to develop work habits which will enable them to be 
successful in outside jobs and which may reduce recidivism. 

To determine the extent to which this goal is being met, we plan to follow selected 
groups of offenders while on parole. We want to obtain information regarding their 
employment at three, six, and twelve months post-release. We are interested 
specifically in what kinds of jobs they have held, how they obtained them, how much 
money they are making, the number of promotions, reasons for termination, and so on. 

Rather than ask you to fill out another form, we intend to call you sometime within 
the next few weeks and obtain the necessary information over the telephone regarding 
the following indivduals assigned to you: 

Our questions should not require more than two or three minutes for each offender. 
Your cooperation is essential to the success of our evaluation and will be greatly 
appreciated. The results of the study will influence future decisions regarding the 
prison industries in Minnesota as well as in numerous other states which are looking at 
our program. Thanks in advance for your assistance. 

SPY:tar 
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Appendix IV: Second Memo Sent to Parole Agents Requesting 
Follow-up Information in Phase I 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS Oflicei Memorandum 

TO Parole Agent DATE: 

FROM 
Susan Phipps-Yonas, Project Director 
Free Venture Evaluation 

PHONE: 296-0872 

SUBJECT: 
Follow-up Study of Prison Industry and State Service Workers 

I would like to thank you for your past cooperation in our evaluation of the Private 
Industry in Corrections program. Your assistance has been very helpful. 

Once again we need to call upon yOul for information regarding the following 
individuals: 

As in the past, we are interested in whether these people are employ'ed, how much 
money they are earning, reasons for job t1erminations, and so on. You will be called 
within the next few weeks. 

Thanks again for your help. 

SPY:tar 
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Appendix V: Interview Questions for Staff in Phase I 

What is your position here, and how does it relate to the industry program? How 
long have you been in Corrections? 

What, if any, is your background in industry elsewhere? 

What do you see as the objectives served by prisons? 

What do you believe is and/or should be the purpose served by prison industries? 

What is your view of the Free Venture model? 
Explain. 

Do you think that participation in Free Venture changes inmates? How? 
Behavior? Attitudes? Self-esteem? 

What do you believe are the best incentives for inmate employees? 

What has been the impact of Free Venture on this prison in general? on the 
inmate economy? on the inmates status? on inmate-staff relationships? on 
inmate-inmate relationships? on staff-staff relationships? on other programs? 

Do you have any information about how outside employers view former Free 
Venture Workers? 

How would you organize the industry program if you were in charge? 

Other comments? 
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Appendix VI: Free Venture Evaluation 
Data Collection Form Phase II 

Name and Birthdate 

General Codes: 8 - not applicable 
9 - unknown 

Card Number 1 

2 010 Number 

3 INSTITUTION 
- --

1 MCF-LL 3 MCF-SCL 
2 MCF-STW 4 MCF-SHK 

4 AGE AT INSTITUTIONALIZATION 

5 RACE 

1 White 3 Indian 5 Oriental 
2 Black 4' Chicano 

6 MARITAL STATUS . 

7 NUMBER OF DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

8 HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED AT INSTITUTIONALIZATION 

9 STABILITY OF PREVIOUS OUT SIDE EMPLOYHENT 

~ 

1 Never worked 3 More than, 1 yr .. 
2 Some experience 4 More than 3 yrs, 

10 SKILL LEVEL OF PREVIOUS OUTSIDE EMPLOYMENT 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1 Skilled 
2 Semi -Ski 11 ed 
3 Unskilled 

DATE OF INSTITUTIONALI4ATION BEGAN 

-MO- -VAY -YR-
PARENT INSTITUTION FOR THIS INSTITUTIONALIZATION 

1 MCF-LL 3 MCF-SCL 5 Other 2 MCF-STl{ 4 MCF-SHK 

DATE OF ADMISSION TO THIS INSTITUTION 

MO- -VAY -y1( 
ACTIVE CONVICTIONS 

'a) Number 

b) Three most serious 
('<'nc.lude both peJU.on & 

p1WpeM:y ca.tegoJUeA) 

NUMBER OF ~IONTHS FROM iNSTITUTIONALIZAT rON 
TO EXPECTED RELEASE (MAP oIL '<'6 no MAP, TRV) 

HAS INlvtArE ESCAPED THIS INSTITUTIONALIZATION? 
1 Yes 2 No 
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17 HAS INMATE BEEN PAROLED AND RETURNED 
THIS INSTITUTIONALIZATION? 

28 No 12 Yes, new o.ff. no new sent. 
11 Yes, ne" off. & sent. 13 Yes, w/out'new off. 

18 AGE AT FIRST ADJUDICATION 

19 NUMBER OF JUVENILE ADJUDICATIONS 

20 NUMBER OF ADULT CONVICTIONS 

a) Property 

b) Person 

c) Robbery 

d) Drug 

e) Other 

21 NUMBER OF PREVIOUS INSTITUTIONALIZATIONS 
(.<.nc..tuc:Ung W'Wle a.nd p1Wba.Wn v.i.o£.a:UOtlo) 

22 HAS INMATE BEEN INVOLVED IN EDUCATIONAL.PROGRAM 
THIS INSTITUTIONALIZATION? 

a) 1 Yes, here 3 Yes, both institutions 
2 Yes, elsewhere 4 No 

b) Full time 2 Parttime. 

c) Number of days 

d) Highest level achieved 

1 Some high school 3 Some college 
2 GED 4 College degree 

e) Number of major disciplinary infractions 
during this period 

f) Number of minor disciplinary infractions 
during this period 

g) Number of days in segregation during 
this period' 

Card Number 2 

OID Number 

INSTITUTION 

1 HCF-LL 3 MCF-SCL 
2 HCF-STW 4 r>1CF-SHK 

23 HAS INMATE BEEN INVOLVED IN VOCATIONAL TRAINING 
PROGRAf,1 THIS INSTITUTIONALIZATION? 

a) 1 Yes, here 3 Yes, both institutions 
2 Yes, elsevlhere 4 No 

b) Ful1time 2 Parttime 

c) Number Qf days 

140 

r 
\ .' 

; i 

7TT'l 

345678 

n 

o 

.\ 

d) Which programs? 
(c.ode 1 Olt. Z 6lLOIn lbt .u.ot 60/1..' 

each .(.no:Utu;ti..o n) 

e) Number of major disciplinary infractfbns 
during this period 

f) Number of minor disciplinary infractions 
during this period 

g) Number of days in segregation during 
this. period 

h) Amount of money sent in t9 inmate 
during this period 

24 HAS INf>1ATE IWRKED IN TRADITIONAL 
. INDUSTRY DURING THIS INSTITUTIONALIZATION? 

a) Yes, here 3 Yes, both institutions 
2 Yes, elsewhere 4 No 

b) 1 Fulltime 2 Parttime 

c) Which positions? 

d) Number of days 

e) Number of out-hours 

f) Number of positions 

g) Reasons for terminations 

h) Number o'f major disc·ipl inary infractions 
during this period 

i) Number of minor disciplinary infractions 
during this period 

j) Days in segregation 

k) Total wages earned 

1 ) State taxes .pa i d 

m) Federal taxes paid 

n) Money sent Ollt 

0) r"oney sent in 

p) t·1oney spent on sel f 

Card Number ] 

010 Number 

INSTITUTION 

1 ~ICF-LL 3 MCF-SCL 
2 MCF-STl'I 4 MCF-SHK 

25 HAS INMATE WORKED IN FV DURING THIS. 
INSTITUTIONALIZATION? 
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a) 1 Yes, here 3, Yes, both institutions 
2 Yes, elsewhere 4 No 

b) Fulltime 2 Parttime 

c) Hhich positions? 

d) Number of days 

e) Number of out-hours 

f) Number of positions 

g) Reason for tenlli nati ons 

h) Number of major disciplinary infractions 
during this period 

i) Number of minor disciplinary infractions 
during this period 

j) Days in ~egregation 

k) Total wages earned 

1) State taxes paid 

m) Federal taxes paid 

n) Money sent out 

0) Money sent in 

p) f~oney spent on self 

q) Chargebacks paid 

26 HAS INt~TE HORKED IN STATE SERVICE 
POSITION THIS INSTITUTIONALIZATION? 

a) 1 Yes, here 3 ' Yes, both institutions 
2 Yes, elsewhere 4 No 

b) Full time 

c) Number Df days 

d) Number of out-hours 

e) Number of pOSitions 

f) Reasons for terminations 

g) Number of major disciplinary infractions 
during this period 

Ca rd Number 4 

OID Number 

INSTITUTION 

1 t4CF-LL 3 ~lCF-SCL 
2 MCF-STW 4 f~CF-SHK 

1T 
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h) Number of minor disciplinary infractions 
during this period . 

i) Days in segregation 

j) Total \'Iages earned 

k) State taxes paid 

1) Federal taxes paid 

m) Money sent out 

n) Money sent in 

0) ~loney spent on self 
, . 

HAS INMATE BEEN INVOLVED IN A THERAPEUTIC 
PROGRAM THIS INSTITUTIONALIZATION? 

a) 1 Yes, here 3 Yes, both institutions 
2 Yes, elsewhere 4 No 

b) Full time 2 Parttime 

c) Number of days 

d) Hhich programs? 
(c.ode 1 Oil. Z 61tOm w;t 6oll. eac.h .{.iUJ.tUu:ticnl 

e) Number of m~jor disciplinary infractions 
during this period 

f) Number of minor disciplinary infractions 
during this period 

g) Number of days in segregation during 
this period 

h) Amount of money sent in to inmate 
during this period 

28 HAS INr~TE BEEN IN PROTEC.TIVE CUSTODY DliRING 
THIS INSTITUTIONALIZATION? 

a) 1 Yes, here 3 Yes, both institutions 
2 Yes, elsewhere 4 No 

b) Number of days 

c) Has inmate idle during this time? 

1 Yes 2 Some of the time 3 No 

d) Number of major discipl inary infractions 
during this period 

e) Number of minor discip,'inary infl"actions 
during this period . 

f) Number of days in segregation during 
this period 

g) Amount of money sent in to inmate· during 
this period 

Card Number 5 

OID Number 

I NSTITUTI ON 
1 t4CF-LL 3 MCF-SCL 
2 MCF-STH 4 '''CF-SHK 143 
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29 HAS INMATE BEEN IDLE 
DURING THIs INSTITUTIONALIZATION? 

a) 1 Yes, here 3 Yes, both institutions 
2 Yes, elsewhere 4 No 

b) Number of days 
\ 

c) Was inmate unable to be active? 

1 Yes 2 No 

d} Number of major discipl inary infractions 
during this period 

e), Number of minor disciplinary infractions 
during this period 

f} Number of days in segregation during 
this period 

g) Amount of money sent in to inmate during 
this period 

30 DATE INMATE LEFT THIS INSTITUTION 

flO - -VAy -YR-
31 PLACEMENT AFTER LEAVING THIS INSTITUTION 

1 MCF-LL 5 MCF-HRC 
2 MCF-STH 6 Hork release , 
3 MCF-SCL 7 Outside institutional system 
4 MCF-SCR 

32 FOR IN~1ATE PARTICIPATING IN HORK RELEASE 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

a} Number of days 

b} Total wages earned 

c) Reason for termination 

1 Paroled 
2 Discharged 
3 Violated 
4 Absconded 

5 F'i red 
6 Laid off 
7 Illness 

DATE INI-lATE LEFT'INSTITUTIONAL SYSTEM 

- Mo -VAr -YR
AMOUNT OF MONEY IN SAVINGS AT RELEASE 

AI40UNT OF MONEY IN SPENDING ACCOUNT 
AT RELEASE 

·RELEASE STATUS 

1 Discharge 4 Condo par.-halfway hse. 
2 Modified Parole -5 Condo par.-treatment prog. 
3 General parole 6 To detainer 

MARITAL STATUS DURING '1ST POST-RELEASE YEAR 

NUMBER OF DEPENDENT CHILDREN _ _' 

DID OFF,ENDER OBTAIN A HHEELS CAR? 

1 Yes '2 No 
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40 0 ID OFFENDER USE A JOB PLACEr-1ENT SERVI CE 
IN THE FIRST POST-RELEASE YEAR? 1 Yes' 

a} Pre-release 

b) Inmate referral service 
~, CETl\ '" 
d) DVR 

e} Other 

41 RESIDENCE.DURING FIRST YEAR 

1 . Urban 3 Mixed 
2 Rural 4 Outside of Minnesota 

42 NUHBER OF DAYS BEn1EEN RELEASE AND 
ENPLOYMENT 

43 JOBS IN FIRST 3 HONTHS 

a} Number of jobs 

'b) Number of promotions 

c} Number of times fired 

d) Number of times laid off 

d) Number of times quit-no reason 

f} Number of times quit-better opportunity 

Card Number £ 

OID Number 

INSTITUTION 

1 HCF-LL 3 HCF-SCL 
2 MCF-STH 4 MCF-SHK 

44 JOBS IN FIRST YEAR POST-RELEASE 

a) Number of jobs 

b} Number of promotions 

c} Number of times fired 

d} Number of times laid off 

e) Number of times quit-no reason 

f}. Number of times quit-better opportunity 

45 OTHER ACTIVITIES IN FIRST THREE MONTHS 

a} Number of days in. vocational training 

b} Number of days attending school 

c) Number of days in other. program 

2 No 

d.) Nurriber of days. unable to work because of illness . ,. 
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46 OTHER ACTIVITIES IN FIRST YEAR POST-RELEASE 

a) Number of days in vocational training 

b) Number of days attending school :-s', 

c) Number of days in other program 

d) Number of days unable to work because of illness 

47 NUMBER OF DAYS EMPLOYED 

a) First month 

b) Fi rs t 3 months 

c) Second 3 months 

. d) Thi rd 3 months 

e) Last 3 months 

48 FIRST JOB 

a) How ~Ias position obtained? 

1 Previously held 
2 Acquaintance 

3 Placement servo indicated 
4 Self employed 5 Other 

b) Number of days worked 

c) Skill level 

1 Skilled 

d) 

2 Semi-Skilled 
3 Unskilled 

Full time 2 Parttime 

e) Beginning hourly wage 

f) Final hourly wag~ 

g) Was this related tq prison activity? 

1 To FV position 
2 To Trad. Ind. p0sition 
3. To State Servo position 
4 To Voc. training 

h) Reason for termination 

5 To ~Iork rel ease 
6 To more than one 
7 No 

1 Fi red 4 Quit-no reason 
2 Laid off 
3 Illness 

5 Quit-better opportunity 
6 Still there 

49 SECOND JOB 

a) How was position obtained? 

1 Previously held 3 Placement service indica~ed 
2 'Acquaintance 4 Self employed 5 Other 

, b) Number of days worked 

c) Skill level 

1 Skilled 
2 Semi-Skilled 
3 Unskilled 

146 ,t 

25 26 U 

"28 "29 3lf 

'3T 32 "3J 

"34$$ 

.j, 

f 

I 

, , 

i I 
l; .. 
, 1 

'~I 

d) 1 Full time 2 Parttime 

e) Beginning hourly wage 

f) Final hourly wage 

g) Was this related to prison activity? 

1 To FV position 
2 To Trad. Ind. position 
3 To State Servo position 
4 To Voc. training 

h) Reason for termination 

5 To work release 
6 To more than one 
7 No 

1 Fired 
2 Laid off 
3 III ness 

4 Quit-no reason 
5 Quit-better opportunity 
6 Still there 

Card Number 7 

010 Number 

INSTITUTION 

1 Mc'F-LL 3 r1CF-SCL 
2 MCF-SnJ 4 NCF-SHK 

50 JOB HELD FOR LONGEST PERIOD OF TUlE 
DURING THE FIRST YEAR 

a) Number in chronological sequence 

b) Number of days \oJorked 

c) Skill level 

1 Skilled 
2 Semi-Skill ed 
3 Unskill ed 

d) Ful1.time. 2 Parttime 

e) Beginning hourly wage 

f) Final hourly wage 

g) Has this related to prison activity? 

h) Reason for termjnation 

1 Fired 
2 Laid off 
3 Illness 

4 Quit-no reason 
5 Quit-better opportunity 
6 Still there 

51 . NUMBER OF TINES VIOLATED PAROLE IN 
FI.RST YEAR 

52 NUNBER OF TIMES RETURNED TO INSTITUTION 
AS PV 

53 NUMBER OF DAYS BEn~EEN RELEASE AND RETURN 

54 NUMBER OF DAYS BETWEEN RELEASE AND ABSCONSION 

55 NEW OFFENSES 

a") Number .of days between 1 stand release 

b) Number. of property offenses 
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c) t10st serious property offense 

d) Number of person offenses 

e') ~1ost serious person offense 

f) Number of other offenses 

g) Most serious otheir offense 

h) 14as inmate returned to prison"within the year? 

1 No 
2 Yes, but no new sentence 
3 Yes and with an additional sentence 

HOVI 14ANY DAYS WAS THE INMATE OUTSIDE: A. CORRECTIONAL 
FACILITY IN THE FIRST YEAR? " 

J"9"41J4T42" 

4344 

45" 46" 4/<m 

49 50 

"5T"5"2""5"r"54 

ADDENDU~1 

22 h) Amount of money sent in to inmate quring 
this period 

Additional Items Added to Phase IT Data Form 

Information or offenses committed after date that the current incarceration 
began and prior to the date of parole used in study. 

- Code for most serious offense 
- Total number of offenses 
- Indication of whether offense occurred while inmate was in prison 

or on parole, and in the latter case whether or not within first year 
of that parole period. 

History of substance abuse. 

1 - no problem 
2 - moderate involvement but not serious problem 
3 - history of serious problem which was under control at time of current offense 
4 - serious problem, probably related to offense 

Total number of major ,jiscifilinary infractions and total number of minor 
disciplinary infractions. 

4. Information concerning deaths during follow-up - cause and date. 

5. Information concerning transfers to other Minnesota Correctional Facilities -
dates and reasons. 

6. Reason for termination of therapeutic program. 

1 - Successful completion 
2 - Inmate chose to quit 
3 - Inmate terminated as failure 
4 - Unknown 
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Appendix Vll: Free Venture Evaluation 
Interim Report I - December, 1979 

In October, 1978 researchers in the Minnesota Department of Corrections 

undertook a study of the Free Venture industries in the states' correctional 

facilities. The purposes of this effort were both descriptive and evaluative. 

We were interested in determining what types of inmates participated in Free 

Venture shops and the nature of their activities. In addition we wanted to 

document \'Ihether or not the progY'am had any measurable effects on the institu

tions or on inmates while they were incarcerated or during their first year 

\post-release. Th'!s was to be accomplished by comparing the Free Venture workers 

on a number of variables to inmates employed in other capacities within the 

institutions. The: specific hypotheses to be tested were outlined and discussed 

in the initial grant proposal and in a concept paper written by the project 

director in April, 1979. More recently a revised design which reviewed both 

methodological and theoretical issues was submitted to LEAA. The purpose of this 

report is to describe the research which was carried out during the first year of 

the grant and the results to date. The analyses which have been completed involve 

samples of inmates who worked in prison industries in 1976 and 1977. The data 

pertain to background and institutional variables. Information regarding the 

post-release outcomes for these individuals will be included in the final report. 

The report begi ns with an overvi ew of our study and its fi ndi ngs • The 

second section provides brief descriptions of the institutions and programs from 

which our guoups were drawn. Included there is a review of the sampling pro

cedures used. This is followe:d by descriptive summaries of what we learned about 

the nine groups of individuals who were involved in the evaluation and a general 

discussion of what we have found to date. The final section is a detailed 

accounting of results. The actual group data and the outcomes of the statistical 

ana lys es 'are pres ented there for the i nteres ted reader. 
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AN OVERVIB~ 

The concept of Free Venture was developed by Econ Inc. to rectify a 

number of problems which came to plague most traditional prison industries 

during the past several decades. It became increasingly apparent over that 

period that such programs were failing to serve either the economic or rehabil

itative objectives towards which they were directed. Most simply stated, Free 

Venture represents an effort to structure and operate prison industries in a 

manner which resembles those in the free world as closely as possible. This was 

to be accomplished by a program characterized by six features: 

1) A full work week 
2) Inmate wages based upon worker skill and productivity 
3) Standards for productivity similar to those in the private sector 
4) Responsibility for hiring and firing decisions that of the industry 

director and/or shop supervisor within the limits of due process 
5) Business operations which are self-supporting if not profit-making, and 
6) A post-release job placement mechanism. 

Almost four years ago with the assistance of an LEAA grant, the Department 

of Corrections in the State of Minnesota began implementing this model in parts 

of industrial programs in three institutions. Although it became clear to us 

that evoiution towards this model was gradual (Indeed major changes have occurred 

in Free Venture shops over the past four years.), certain shops were identifiable 

as Free Venture shops in 1976. These were thus differentiated from other in

dustrial shops which continued to function as they had in the past. 

This situation is Minnesota offered a unique opportunity for studying the 

Free Venture model. Our research project was undertaken with two major objectives: 

1) Description - who participates in the program and what do they do? 
2) Evaluation - what effects does experience in a Free Venture shop have 

on an inmate while there and following parole? and what impact does the 
operation of such a program have on an institution? 

The first phase of our study focussed on individuals who beg~n working in 

1976 and 1977. We found that there were a number of pre-existing differences 

between the inmates who worked in Free Venture shops and their peers in the 
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traditional industry or state service (maintenance) programs. It seemed that 

these differences reflected factors of self-selection on the part of the inmates 

as well as the institutional hiring criteria for the various positions. 

Because there were basic differences between the institutions, it was 

necessary to separate the groups by facility (i.e. there were no all Free Venture 

\'Iorkers versus all state service workers comparisions). Futhermore data for the 

men and women were treated independently. 

At Stillwater, the maximum security prison for men, a, small computer company 

and the food services pperation functioned under the Free Venture model. The 70 

men whom they employed were special on a number of dimensions. Compared to the 

traditional industry and the state service workers and to the prison population 

at 'large, they were older, more likely to have been married, more likely to have 

children, and better educated. Although they usually began their criminal activit

ies at a later than average age, they had previously been convicted of more crimes. 

Futhermore they were more likely to have multiple active convictions and to be 

serving time for person offenses. Consequently, as a group, they expected to be 

incarcerated for much longer periods of time than was typical. 

The mean monthly income for the Free Venture workers:~at Sti llwater was 

$210.80. After taxes were deducted, the a~erage inmate in this group had 

$198.88, almost five times the amount his peer in a traditional industry shop 

earned. He was likely to spend a good portion of this to his family. 

In 1976 and 1977 the facility at Lino Lakes was a minimum security institution 

for inmates transfer'ed from Stillwater and St. Cloud (formerly the state men's 

reformatory and currently a maximum security prison for younger men). MCF-LL 

operated on a schj~dule arranged for the Free Venture model which chal~acterized 

all of the industrial shops (woodworking, metal, upholstry, telephone buffing, and 

printing). Most/,of the 280 inmates housed there worked in industry with the 
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remaining 23 percent filling state service positions. 

Because the MCF-ll population was drawn from Stillwater and St. Cloud, the 

inmates there tended to fall between the groups from these two institutions on 

a number of background variables. There were few differences however between 

those who worked in industry and those in state service. Interestingly, 

the men in state service positions proportionately had three times as many 

children as those in Free Venture shops. While one might have predicted that 

men with dependents would chose the IIhigher ll paying industry jobs, we soon 

realized why this was not the case. Although the average gross income for the 

Free Venture groups was $50 dollars a month higher, after taxes and chargebacks, 

the state service worker had $35 dollars more to spend. 

During the period under study, a program for female property offenders also 

operated at lino lakes. Of the 30 women who participated in the program, 18 

worked in Free Venture shops and 12 in state service positions. While the 

former group was much better educated, there were few other differences between 

these women. Compared to another of our groups, the women who worked in assembly 

and keypunch operations at the womens' state prison at Shakopee, the females at 

lino lakes were serving for less serious offenses and consequently had much shorter 

sentences. 

No attempt was made to introduce the Free Venture model at St. Cloud. However, 

we did study a sample of traditional indu~try workers from MCF-SCl for the purposes 

of comparison. As a group these 54 inmates were younger, less likely to have been 

marrieds and less likely to have children. Although they had lengthy juvenile 

histories, their adult records l'lere (for obvious reasons) much shorter. 

We had hypothesized that the experience of working in a Free Venture shop 

would have a positive influence on those involved, as measured by time spent 

away from the job and disciplinary reports. The data did not confirm our pre-
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dictions. There was no evidence that the Free Venture workers had developed 

superior work habits nor that they were better behaved in general dut"ing the 

period they were employed. 

It was the case that the Free Venture workers, especially those at Stillwater, 

sent more money home. While most observers might agree that that is a positive 

outcome and one which reflects well on Free Venture, it must be remembered that the 

MCF-STW Free Venture workers did have much more money to spend, It;s perhaps 

more noteworthy that their peers at MCF-ll were more generous to their families 

(evtllthough they were smaller) than were the state service workers ther(~ who 

netted more each month. 

The issue of how the existence of Free Venture shops affected the institutions 

generally was addressed in interviews with staff. As mentioned above, there 

did not appear to be an increase in the ease of manageability, as refJected by 
.... ", 

the incidence of disciplinary reports. Although by the time of the interviews 

(mid-1979) most of the people with whom we spoke were positive about Free Venture 

and the overall impact on their institution, it was clear that the introduction 

of the concept had necessitated many changes. Some of these changes met a 

great deal of resistance and some wl~re very di!ficult on the personnel involved. 

The transitions to Free Venture WerE! often complicated by factors peripheral 

to the industries and showed great variation across the Minnesota facilities. 

One definite conclusion to be drawn 'js that thel'l'e is no single set of consequences 

which follow from the establishment of a Free Venture program. Complex consi

derations need be made. 

At the end of the first year we have found that despite variations on 

demographic variables among our groaps, they did not appear to behave differently 

while they were employed in the various capacities we studied. In effect, the 

Free Venture experttence did not seem to make much of a difference; ~hether or 
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not a .longer term influence can be seen, will be determined by our evaluation 

of follow-up data for the first year on parole.) 

lest one conclude that the program is not a success, one must consider 

several points. As staff at both the shop and managerial levels pointed out, 

the first years of a new program are always difficult. Perhaps the initial 

problems which were encountered (problems ~1Hh staff, with materials, with 

business operations, with changes in general operating procedures necessitated 

by the full work week, and so on) interfered with the ability of the Free Venture 

program to elicit the desired effects. We may well find a rosier picture when 

we look at the data for 1978 and 1979. 

A more basic consideration must be raised however, and that is the issue 

of what constitutes evidence for success. While ultimate decisions regarding the 

future of Free Venture in Minnesota and elsewhere must take into account findings 

such as ours, Ondeed one major purpose for the study was the collection of 

information which would aid those who run the prison industry program here at 

all the various levels.), lt \lJould be inappropriate to emphasize these over the 

larger financial picture (being addressed by other ongoing evaluations) or more 

importantly over the moral question of whether or not Free Venture provides a 

more humane way to occupy the time an inmate is incarcer~ted. 

THE SAMPLES 

The individuals studied were chosen from four Ninnesota correctional facil

ities. These will be described in turn along with the s.ample seh;t;tion procedure 

used for each institution. 

Minnesot~ Correctional Facility - Stillwater 

The institution at Stillwater, formerly called the Minnesota State Prison, 

is a maximum security facility capable of housing 1,075 inmates. The average 
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daily population in 1976 and 1977, the period covered in the first phase of the 

study, was approximately 985 men, a majority of whom were working in the industry 

program or in support services positions. 

Slightly less than one third of the incarcerated population was employed 

at any given time in what we have considered "traditional pl"'ison industries" 

namely farm machinery and cordage factories. Some 250 individuals were involved 

on a regular basis lrl the former operation which had been started back in 1908. 

They manufactured and s hltpped manure spreaders, wagons, and wagon boxes, wi til 

about 5,000 being sold annually. Another 40 inmates were employed in the cordage 

shop which was at that time being phased out due to its non-profitabilityo Unfor .. 

tunately, there was no single source available to our project which listed all 

of the inmates who entered these two industry programs in 1976 and 1977. Con

sequently we had to rely on assignment committee reports to identify that 

population which totaled approximately 900 individuals. We randomly selected 400 

of that group for inclusion in our study. Sixty-seven of those workers were 

eliminated from the a~alyses either ~ecause they wo~ked for fewer than ten days 

or because important information was missing from their records. Thus, 333 workers 

constituted our "traditional industry" sample. 

Using the prison assignment committee reports we also generated list& of 

inmates who worked in support service positions, i.e. janitorial and general main

tanance work. From the composite of 700 names for the 1976-77 periods we randomly 

chose 300 individuals for allstate servicell sample. Fifty-six members of this 

group were dropped because of insufficient information, thus leaving 244 in the 

final "state servicell sample. 

The Minnesota Department of corrections began implementing the Free Venture 

concept in early 1976. In the two years which followed there were two operations 

at the facility at Stillwater which were considered to operate under this model. 
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These were (1) the Stillwater Data Processing Systems Inc., a private company 

which leased an area within the main prison building and typically employed 10 

prisoners in the development of custom programs, software packages, and computer 

alterations, and (2) Best Food Services, another private company which typically 

employed 25 inmates in providing meals for the entir'e institution. A total of 

70 inmates worked for one of these two companies for at least 10 days during 

1976 and 1977. We included this entire IIFree Venturell population in our study. 

It should be pointed out that 65 individuals were in two (and in one case 

three) of these samples. The decision was made to retain all of these cases so 

as to not bias the selection procedures. We deemed it important that the 

IItraditional industryll and "state service" groups i"epresent accurately the rea1 

populations from which they were drawn and that the IIFree Venturell group involve 

the entire population.* 

Minnesota Correctional Fa~ility - Lino Lakes 

The institution located in Lino Lakes has had numerous functions since it 

opened in 1963. During 1976 and 1977 it served as a minimum security prison for 

*While this choice creates some diffi culti es for certain types of statist; ca\ 1 
anal sis it does not appear to be a pcoblem for the results repo~ted here. -
mostYall'Of the variables being compared in ~h~ current analyses.,nvolve Ob~erv-'ll 
ations which if generated about a Single ind1Vldua~ who app~ars ln two ~amp es Wl 
be independent in each respective case since they lnvolve dlffer~nt P~~~OdS Of d 
time For example to compare the groups in terms of their behavl0r w 1 e e~p.oye 
we d~termined the number of discipl inar'J infract~ons per mo~th wo~ked., If h lnmate 
A worked in farm machinery from January to ~une of ~976,durlng Wh'~h tl~e, e 
received 3 reports for minor infractions, hlS contrlbutl0n to the ~ra~l~'~nal 
indus try II sample score on that va ri ab 1 e woul d be • ~. If, he then sw! tc e 0 a 
state service position for the next six months durlng WhlCh he cormllt~ed O~lY ~7 
infpaction his score as a member of the IIstate service ll si;1mp~e ~o~ld e on y. • 
Although tbese two figUl"~S (.5.and,.17) pertain to the,same lndlvldual, they appear 
to 'IS to constitute statlstlcally lndependent observatlOns. 
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adult offenders who had been transferred from Stillwater, St. Cloud, or Shakopee 

and were approaching their release dates. The average daily population there 

during that period was 90, and ten percent of the inmates were females who were 

participating in the Property Offt~nders Program Which was closed in June, 1977. 

After that time there were no more women incarcerated in this facility. 

Industry has alway been a primary focus at Lino Lakes, (s~;noe it became a 

medium security facility) and all of the shops there (which include printing, 

assembly, metal and wood fabricationl' and upholstry) have been operated under the 

tenets of the Free Venture model. Everyone at the facility works, with approx

imately 20 to 25 percent of the population performing activities classified as 

support services - as opposed to industrial labor. 

Included in our investigation were all of the Lino Lakes inmates who met the 

single criterion of having worked in a shop or a state service position for a 

minimum of ten days. The males and females were treated independently. There 

w~re a total of 64 men in the IIstate service ll group and a total of 216 men in 

the IIFree Venturell group. The respective lllumbers of women in the female groups 

were 12 and 18. 

Although there was no overlap within the Lino Lakes groups, 44 of the men 

were also included in one of the Stillwater groups and four of the women were in 

the Shakopee group. 

Minnesota Correctional Facility - St. Cloud 

Formerly known as the Minnesota State Reformatory for Men, the institution 

at St. Cloud is a maximum security facility for younger felons with a capacity for 

620 individuals. The average daily population in 1976 and i977 was 550. 

Between 25 and 30 percent of the inmates work in industrial shops manufacturing 

furniture, mattresses, or licence plates and tabs or doing metal work, upho1stry, 

or printing. A similar number hold general maintanance positions with the 
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remaining individuals in academic or vocational training programs. 

The Free Venture model had not been implemented at St. Cloud in 1976 and 1977. 

(Actually none of the shops to date are considered Free Venture operations 

by the Department although certain components of the model are now operative 

there.) However, because many of inmates at Lino Lakes had been placed initially 

at St. Cloud, WI;' chose to draw a "traditional industry" sample from that latter 

facility as a comparison group. Fifty-four men were randomly selected from the 

various St. Cloud industries and constttute our eighth group. Two of those people 

were also included in a Stillwater sample. 

Minnesota Correctional Facility - Shakopee 

The women1s prison in Shakopee with a 65 person capacity had an average daily 

population of 55 in 1976 and 1977. All of the inmates are required to spend 350 

hours performing state service jobs. i.e. food service and grounds and building 

maintanance, before they can participate in other programs. Most of the women 

are involved in education. The two employment possibilities serve only a small 

number ,of the Shakopee inmates. Typically be~/een 5 and 10 persons work as 

keypunchers, and a similar number do assembly work. Both of these operations 

function under the Free Venture model. A tota" of 30 women were employed in these 

positions for at least 10 days during 1976 and 1977. They are all included in 

our investigation. As indicated earlier, four of these people were also in the 

Lino Lakes group. 

THE DATE ELEMENTS 

The specific data elements included in the evaluation were discussed in detail 

in the original grant proposal and will not be listed again here. However mention 

should be made of the fact that we experienced even greater difficulty than we had 
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anticipated in collecting some of the information. For certain groups there is 

a considerable amount of misSing data for the institutional work and financial 

variables. Exactly what was unavailable for which groups will become apparent 

in the results section of this report. The two major problems arose with our 

attempts to map the work experience of the "state serivce ll sample at MCF-STW 

and to determine what the MCF-SCL workers did with their money. In the first 

instance we found that the 1976 and 1977 bi-weekly reports from which we coded 

hours worked, out hours, wages, and so on for the MCF-STW state service workers 

had been dumped randomly into boxes located in a dusty basement or simply thrown 

out. It would have required hundreds of hours of work to collect the information 

we sought, for ~ members of that group (and for them we wou1 d have had doubts 

about its completeness) while for others the data were forever lost. We chose to 

retain the MCF-STW state service sample for comparison with our other groups 

despite these prob'lems since we did have background material on these individuals 

~dd information concerning their performance on parole. With regards to the 

spending activities of the MCF-SCL inmates, we found that the business office at 

that facility used different recording procedures than those at the other in

stitutions. We could not determine reliably anything other than how nluch each 

individual had in his savings and spending accounts at a given point in time. 

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS 

Most of the data reported in the final part of this report are d~5criptive in 

nature. Although group comparisions on the variables presented there are inform

ative in terms of who participates (either by individual choice or program selection) 

in what types of employment at the various institutions, they are not, for the 

most part, evaluative in the sense of reflecting how experience in a Free Venture 

shop influences those involved (other than the obvious findings that Free Venture 

inmates earn more money, pay more taxes, and so on). The follow-up data to be 
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included in our Final Report should provide a better picture as what (if any) 

effects Free Venture produces. 

Becaust} of the many differences which exist among the institutions studied, 

we chose not to pool any of the Mne groups, i.e. there are no all uFree Venture ll 

versus all IIstate service ll comparisons. In effect, the three types of groups are 

nested within single facilities. Furthermure, as we shall note, certain inter

institution group comparisons may be inappr0priate due to confounding by a number 

of factors irrelevant to this evaluation. The paragraphs which follow provide 

descriptive summaries of each of the nine groups included in the evaluation. 

!he MCF-Stillwater Groups 

The 333 men who constitllted our tvaditionaZ industry sample at MCF-SnJ 

were in many ways representative of the entire prison population. Although 

slightly younger than the average Stillwater inmate, they were just as likely 

as the others to be married and/or divorced, and they tended to have a similar 

number of children. In addition, the racial make-up and educational backgrounds 

of this sample were characteristic of those incarcerated at the prison. The 

criminal records of our traditional industry workers were quite varied and cut 

across all categories of offenses. Proportionately there were somewhat fewer 

person-offenders within this group than within the institution at large. 

With an expected 24 months to serve, the average inmate in a traditional 

industry shop had been incarcerated for six months when he began working and 

tended to stay in the position for almost another six months, putting in a total 

of approximately 715 hours over that period. His efforts earned him slightly 

more than 40 dollars per month none of which went toward taxes or institutional 

charges. He was likely to spend one da.y out of every 30 as a medical laY-'in 

with an additional 11 hours away from the shop for other wiscellaneous reasons. 

There were more than threefold average increases in the amounts of money thl~ 
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traditional industry workers h~ld in both savings and spending accounts over the 

course of their employment ($23 to $73 and $23 to $76 respectively). Nevertheless 

it must be pointed out that their prison earning were supplemented by almost 

25 dollars each month which they received from outside sources. The large majority 

of inmates in this sample cOllll1itted nei~hef?~'major nor minor infractions w'lile 

working. Most tenninated their jobs because they were beli1ng released from the 

institution either to MCF-LL or to the outside world. One third of them left 

for other jobs within the institution. 

The 244 men in the state serviae sample from Stillwater were comparable 

to the traditional industry inmates in tenns of age and familial status. However, 

they tended to be better educated, and within this group Blacks were over

represented. While their previous criminal records were very similar to those of 

the traditional industry group, they were somewhat more~likely to have more than 

a single active conviction, and there were slightly more person offenders. 

Consequently the mean sentence to be served was longer. 

The typical worker in a state service position at MCF-STW, had served for 

slightly more than one year when he began working. As indicated earlier, we 

were not able to resurrect the daily work histories of the state service workers. 

We could determine from the movement cards the dates they began and terminated 

their positions. The mean length of such employment was a'lmost six months. 

Although we do not know exactly how much was earned during that period, we do 

know that the average inmate received $26.50 every month from outside sources. 

His savings and spending accounts showed less growth than those of the industry 

workers' however he spent comparable amounts of money within the institution , , 

and sent slightly higher sums to his family members. 

W~,';' 1 e 3, somewhat higher percentage of state servi ce workers commi tted major 

disciplinary infractions during the peri,;" they worked, the mean numbers of 

convictions per month of employment for the traditional industry and state 
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service samples were similar. Reasons for leaving state service positions 

varied considerably. This group was less likely than the traditional industry 

workers to terminate because they were departing the institution. Almost 

24 percent of the groupswere simply transferring to industrial positions with

in the prison. 

The Free Venture population at Stillwater in 1976 and 1977 was in many 

ways a very special group. Compared to the other two samples there and to the 

MCF-Sn~ population at large, they were older and more likely to have been 

mal"ried and/or divorced and to have children. Like the state service workers, 

they tended to be somewhat better educated and to have a higher than expected 

proportiom'of Blacks. American Indians were also over-represented in this group. 

Although they usually began their criminal activities at a later than average 

age, they had previously been convicted of more crimes in the person and property 

categories and had been incarcerated more frequently. Furthermore they were 

much more likely as a group to have multiple active convictions and to be serving 

for person rather than property offenses. 

The typical Free Venture worker expected to serve over four and one half 

years in prison and had been incarcerated for over two years when he began in 

the Free Venture position. The auerage 1eng~h of employment ~ras just under one 

year during which t'ime some 1708 hours were worked. The fact that the Free 

Venture inmates tended to be more serious criminals with longer sentences may be 

explained in large part by the recruitment and selection procedures of the private 

industries. For example one hiring criterion followed by the computer company 

was that their employees have a minimum of 12 months left at MCF-STW. Thus, that 

shop actively sought the inmate with a very long or even life sentence. It is 

difficult at the present to determine whether or not factors involving self

selection (on the part of the inmates) contributed to the special make-up of the 
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Free Venture group. It seems likely that individuals with better than average 

work histories would be drawn in disproportimate numbers to Free Venture 

positions both because they enjoy working and because they have established 

good work habits (i.e. they have a work ethic). It could be argued quite plausi

bly that person offenders are more likely to have he'jd and maintained jobs in 

the past than have property offeilders (perhaps the reason that many individuals 

fall into the latter category is that they have no ability or interest and con

sequently limited experience in legal meanS to financial rewardS, i.e. jobs). 

Data on the pre-institutional employment records of our samples should shed light 

on this issue. They will be included in the future analyses. 

The mean earnings per month for the Free Venture workers were $210.80. After 

paying taxes, the average inmate in this group was left with $198.88, 'almost five 

times the income of his peer in a traditional industry shop. Although he was 

apt to keep more of this money in his ~pending account and to spend somewhat more 

on himself on a regular basis, the major difference between him and other workers 

at MCF-STW was his great tendency to send money home. As might be expected, these 

individuals received fewer dollars from outside. 

In~tutional regulations mandate that a portion of income be saved until 

100 dollars is in an account for use at release. The Free Venture group had 

close to 80 dollars in savings when they began working ~probably earned in state 

service and traditionai industry jobs). The increase in this amount tended to 

be minimal for the period of employment. It seems likely that many Free Venture 

wOI"kers were saving money in non-institutional Rccounts. Unfortunately, we had 

no access to information to document such a possibility. 

Unfortunate too is the fact that we could not determine the number of out

hours and days of medical lay-in for the Free Venture inmates. We do know that 

they averaged fewer days of te.'TIparary and man-working idle. Their conduct, as 

indicated by reports for lilajor and minor disciplinary infractions, was no 
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different than that of the other MCF-STW groups. 

The Free Venture workers were less likely than their peers to transfer 

to other jobs. Many were still employed at the end of the period under study. 

The MCF-St. Cloud Group 

The sample of 54 workers drawn from the ~aditionaZ indu8t~ shops at 

St. Cloud is unique compared to our groups but is generally representative of 

those incarcerated at the reformatory where the mean age is significantly lower 

than at the other state institutions. Like most of their peers at MCF-SCL, 

the larger majority of our sample there were single, and few had children 

(although the employed group tended to have more children than was typical). 

Furthermore they were the least well-educated of our samples. 

The St. Cloud group had begun their criminal activities as young teenagers 

and had lengthy juvenile records. For obvious reasons, their adult histories 

we're much shorter and they had been incarcerated relatively few times in the 

past. Almost one third of this group had an active conviction for a person 

offense and just under one half were serving sentences for crimes against 

property. 

The typical traditional industry inmate at MCF-SCL expected to spend 28 

months in prison. About one third of this time had been served when he began 

working. He was likely to put in 1360 hours of labor over a 10 month period 

before terminating the position~ He spent twice as many days at the workers at 

Stillwater as medical lay-ins (2pper monti.). Information concerning out-hours 

was not available. 

None of the average 29 dollars of earned income per month was taken in 

taxes or for chargebacks. We were unable to determine how this income was spent 

or how much money these in~ates received from outside. The average savings 

account grew from $45.57 to $102.51 over the period of employment. 
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Compared to the Stillwater groups, the St. Cloud workers received many 

more disciplinary reports for both major and minor infractions. These differences, 

however prob~lY reflect differences between the applications of rules at these 
~ 

institutions~should not be int~preted necessarily as evidence thattthe MCF-SCL ~M~~~S 

were less well-behaved (although it may also be the case that these younger inmates 

are more unruly). The large majority of this group tet'minated their jobs because 

they were being released or sent to another institution. 

The MCF-Lino Lakes Groups 

The 216 men who worked in the Free Venture shops at MCF-LL during 1976 

and 1977 fell midway between the groups selected from MCF-STW and MCF-SCL on 

many of the demographic variables. This was to be expected given that they came 

in almost equal proportions from those two institutions. The typical Free 

Venture worker at Lino Lakes was 25 years old, single, and childless. Whites 

constituted a higher proportion of this group than of any of the others; American 

Indians were underrepresented. Two thirds of this group had at 'least a high school 

diploma or GED when incarcerated, and a relatively high number had furthered 

their education in prison. 

The criminal records of these men showed fewer previous convictions and 

incarcerations for all categories of offenses than did those of the Stillwater 

inmates but more than did those of our St. Cloud group. The large majority of 

the Free Venture population were serving time as new court commitment, i.e. they 

had not been returned as parole violators. Relatively few were person-offenders, 

compared with either the MCF-STW or MCF-SCL samples. Interestingly however, they 

were more likely to have more than one active offense than were the other groups. 

The average expected length of institutionalization for these inmates was 

short (22 months) and almost three quarters of their time had been served when they 
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were transferred to Lino Lakes. The typical Free Venture worker put in 592 hours 

over a four month per'iod, with an average 3 days of medical lay-in per month and 

an additional 7.5 hours away from the shop for sick and vacation leave. It 

should be noted here that these workers, unlike any of the others, were compensated 

for such time. They ea~ned 2 hours a week of vacation time and 1 hour of sick 

leave. No bonuses were applied to these earnings however. 

Although the average monthly earnings totaled almost $180 dollars, slightly 

over half of this amount was deducted for taxes and chargebacks. Very little 

money was sent in to this group from the outside. While it was the case that both 

savings and spending accounts grew considerably over the course of employment, it 

was also true that these workers spent significantly more money on themselves 

than did the other groups studied. They also sent more money home compared with 

everyone except the Free Venture workers at Stillwater. 

Almost half of the Free Venture inmates committed a minor infraction while 

employed, and 24 percent were found guilty of major violations (for which they 

were generally returned to Stillwater or St. Cloud). Indeed the mean numbers of 

major and minor infractions per month were higher for this group than for any of 

the others, including the purportedly unruly inmates at MCF-SCL. This finding was 

contrary to expectation, and without information which is unfortunately missing 

from the current evaluation (i.e. individual disciplinary records pre- and post

employment) it is difficult to interpret. The inmgtes at Lino Lakes have claimed 

that despite the greater freedom enjoyed at that institution relative to other state 

prisons, disciplinary regulations are applied with much greater stringency there 

than elsewhere. If the number of reports for infractions can serve as an indica

tion, our data support this assertion. 

The 64 men who worked in state serviae positiuns at Lino Lakes were very 

similar to their".Free Venture counterparts in tenns of age, marital status, and 
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education. Interestingly however, they had over three times as many children. 

Initially we viewed this finding with surprise; one might have predicted that 

men with dependents would opt for the higher paying industry jobs. As will 

become apparent however, they probably knew what they were~doing. 

Proportionally there were fewer Whites among the state service workers , 
and American Indians were represented in accordance with the general population 

in the state prisons. 

The criminal records of the state service workers were highly comparable 

to those of the other Lino La~es inmates in terms of both previous history and 

current convictions. The fonner were somewhat more likely nevertheless to have 

a single active offense. 

With an average 22 months to serve, the state service worker began his 

position with about 6 months remaining. He stayed on the job for 4 months, 

putting in 632 hours. The amount of time spent off the job was comparable to 

that of his Free Venture peer. Although he earned almost 50 dollars a month 

less than the average industry worker at MCF-LL ($130), very little of this 

amount was taken for taxes or chargebacks. Consequently, after deductions, the 

state service worker had significantly more money than did the individual working 

in a Free Venture shop. Thus, for the inmates at Lino Lakes it was personally 

more profitable not to work in industry but to work instead in a slower paced, 

less ureal worldish" state service position. Consistent with this view is the 

fact that more inmates went from Free Venture to state service positions than 

vice versa. 

Although the mean number of disciplinary reports were lower for this group 

than for the Free Venture inmates at Lino Lakes, simi'larly high proportions of 

each gDoup committed major and minor infractions while employed. This finding 

is consistent with the contention that differences between institutions rather 
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than inmates account for the differences in the incidence of disciplinary 

infractions. Once again however definitive information is lacking. 

Eighteen women worked in Free Venture shops at Lino Lakes while it was 

a minimum security institution in 1976 and early 1977. All were participants 

in an experimental program for female property offenders. None had an active 

person offense on her record. The average age of this group was 30.9 with a 

mean of 1.6 dependent children. Although 72 percent of these women had been 

married, only 17 percent were living with their husbands when arrested. Relative 

to the population of women incarcerated in t4innesotCl., ~~hites were somewhat 

over-represented. Compared to the other groups of women we studied, these 

were the best educated; over 60 percent had earned at least a high school diploma 

or GED. 

This was the first conviction for most of these offenders whose expected 

length of stay in prison averaged 10.5 months. They generally began working 

2.5 months after they were incarcerated and spent 4 months on the job. During 

that ti.me they worked approximately 530 hours with an average 6 days of medi ca 1 

lay-in and 14 other out-hours per month. The typical woman earned $170 dollars 

per month. An average $73 dollars per month was deducted for taxes and 

chargebacks, leaving $97 dollars to save or spend. Some of this went into 

mandated savings accounts, a little went to their families, and much was spent 

on canteen purchases. 

Like the men at Lino Lakes, these women had high rates of disciplinary 

reports. Over half were convicted of minor infractions and a third committed 

major infractions, evidence again for the high overall incidence of such 

at MCF-LL. Most of these women left their jobs because they were being 

released. 
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Twelve* women held state service pOSitions while inc~rcerated at Lino 

Lakes and participating in the Property Offenders Program. Perhaps the most 

striking difference between them and the women in the Free Venture shops was 

their relative lack of education. Although they tended to have committed 

their first offense at an earlier age, their criminal histories and active 

records were highly comparable. 

The mean expected time of incarceration was just under 9 months and an 

average 2 months had been served when the typical female state service worker 

began working. Over a 5.4 month period she labored 611 hours, spending re

latively more days on medical laly-in and tallying more out-hours than her peer 

in Free Venture. As we found with the males, the state service women ea~ned 

considerably less than those in Free Venture shops before ded~ctions but 

significantly more after deductions. The spending behavior, of the two g~oups 

of women at MCF-LL was highly similar. 

The state service women were found guilty of more disciplinary infractions, 

especially in the major infraction category, than were those in Free Venture. 

For this reason more of them were transferred to MCF-SHK. Five of the 12 

terminated their employment at reli:!ase. 

*While this number (and the 18 in the Free Venture group) may seem especially 
small, it must be remembered that it represents all the women who held such jobs 
for ten days or more. Consequently we may view the differences which were 
observed for nhe three female groups as differences among populations; they do 
not reflect sampli1g errors. The previous section of this report included 
results generated by standard tests of statistical significance. The issue of 
whether or not these aid intrepretation of the findings is left to the reader. 
Of course regardless of one's position on this latter question, such results 
reveal nothing about the real "meaningfulness" of the data. 
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The MCF-Shakopee Group 

The 30 women who worked in Free Venture positions at the women IS prison 

were comparable in terms of most of the demographic variables to the Lino Lakes 

women. However over one third of this group had an active person offense on 

her record and thus the mean expected length of stay was approximately three times 

longer than for the latter two groups (i.e. 27.8 months). The typical assembly 

worker or keypunch operator at Shakopee had been incarcerated for more than one 

year when she began working. A sizeable minority of the group (26.6 percent) 

had u~ed that initial time to further their education. As was noted previously, 

all of them had been required to wor'k a minimum of 350 hours in state service 

pos itions. 

The typical MCF-SHK worker worked for 4.5 months. She earned $73 dollars 

per month from which very little was deducted. Although chargebacks were drawn, 

these women di d not make enough money for these to amount to very much at that 

time. These earnings were supplemented by an average $15 dollars per month 

received from the outside. Compal'ed to their peers at Lino Lakes, the inmates 

at Shakopee spent little on themslelves and sent little home. (It should be 

mentioned here that they did have fewer children to support.) 

The disciplinary records of our MCF-SHK group were better than those of 

the MCF-LL groups in terms both of the number of individuals committing infractions 

and the average number of reports. This finding once again of cleaner records 

for a group$o~ somewhat more serious offenders suggests that inter-institution 

comparisons on s:uth institutionsilly-linked variables may be inappropriate. 

General Comments 

The descriptive summaries presented above tell us quite well about who 

within our prison population worked where in 1976 and 1977. Those findings, like 

170 

.... 

'( 

1 
I 

I . 
1 

; 

) 

) 

; 

I , 

, i. 
! : 
! j 

I. 
f Ii i. 
l 

-

most of the data reported in the final section tend to be self-explanatory in 

nature. The group differences which did appear among the various samples and 

populations on certain of our variables are hartdly surprising given the basic 

differences which exist across the institutions and programs studied. It 

seems likely that those differences were generated both by factors of se1f

selection and by the hiring criteria applied in the various shops and programs. 

It 'is difficult to document the relative strength of these two kinds of variables. 

One would need to have information concerning the whole poorl of applicants for 

jobs at each institution. The broader focus of the design for the second 

phase of the evaluation (specifically the inclusion of "non-workers" and workers 

who lasted fewer than ten days and interviews with staff and inmates) may shed 

some light on this issue. 

Thus far very little has been said regarding the "effects" of a Free Venture 

work experience. As we have noted, one must be cautious in drawing comparisons 

between groups from different institutions where policies and practices vary 

greatly. With this in mind, let us turn to the hypotheses set out in the original 

grant proposal and in the April, 1979 concept paper. 

We predicted that inmates in Free Venture shops would develop better work 

habits than would their peers in traditional industry and st~te service positions. 

Our measure of this was to be the number of out-hours per month worked. It would 

be rreaningless to make comparisions across the 'institutions because of differences 

in the rules concerning out-hours. For example inmates at St. Cloud were paid 

a set amount per day regardless of how much time they spent away from their jobs. 

In addition, unlike at MCF-LL which was o.rganized around the Free Venture model 

including an expected 8 hours of actual work, MCF-SCL inmates were excused from 

work for such activities as laundry and haTr.'cutS. Unfortunately we could not 

collect information on out-hours for the traditional industry and state service 
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samples at Stillwater. T~us the only comparisons to be made involve the 

MCF-LL groups. For the men there, there were no differences between the state 

service and Free Venture groups. While the two female groups did differ in 

the predicted direction, the tremendous variability within each group would make 

one hardpressed to interpret the results as supporting the hypothesis. 

A similar situation arises with regards to number of days of medical 

lay-in, a second variable thought to measure the strength of one's work habits. 

Again, the male groups at MCF-LL were not different from one another, and the 

sma 11 difference between the female groups was wea ken'ed by the 1 a rge wi thi n 

group variability. 

Unfortunately, we were unable to collect information on-.o.'hher.;vat"iables re

lated to the quality of one's work habit~ such as number of times quit, number 

of times fired, and number of pay raises. Our finding that there were only minor 

group differences in the number of shops where-inmates WO'l'Iked-.reveals little given 

that the reasons for the transfers are unknown. In short, we are left with no 

evidence to support our hypothesis that Free Venture workers would demonstrate 

superior work habits. 

With regards to the spending and savings behavior of our groups, we had 

predicted that Free Venture workers would save more money for release and 

would send more money home to their families. Of course it was necessary to 

take into consideration the fact that the latter group (at least at MCF-STW) 

earned more money than the others. While our data provide partial support for 

this prediction, our analyses are hampered by two problems. First, it was the 

case that the men in the Free Venture groups had more money in both savings 

and spending accounts initially than did others. Perhaps more Significant however 

is the fact that certain inmat~s chose to deposit some of their earnings in 

external savings accounts which we were unable to track. Consequently, we lacked 
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reliable information on how much each individual held in total savings. Further

more the fact that prison regulations required that a certain percentage of one's 

wages go into savings until 100 dollars were accumulated raises doubts about the 

use of this variable for assessing inmate behavior. 

With these reservations in mind, we may turn ahead to the-figures given 

in Tables 26-28. Despite their much greater earnings, the Free Venture workers 

at MCF-STW did not spend much more money on the"selves than did the other two 

groups there. Instead they chose to send much larger sums to their families, as 

we had anticipated, and to accumulate more in their spending accounts. Most 

seemed to stop putting money into their prison savings account once the 100 dollar 

level was reached. In considering the MCF-LL data, we must remember that after 

deductions, the Free Venture group was significantly poorer than their state 

service peers. Therefore the findings that they did save somewhat more and 

that they sent more money home (even ~~~ they had fewer dependents) reflects 

positively on them. The spending behavior of the women at MCF-LL did not 

vary greatly between the state service and Free V~~t~re groups. However, it 

should be pointed out that the latter did send slightly more to their families 

in spite of the fact that they had less to spend. Again, this may be viewed as 

evi dencE' that they made liS uperi or" us e of thei r earni ngs . 

Our hypothesis that the Free Venture groups would accrue fJewer diSciplinary 

reports ap,d spend fewer days in segregation than the others received no support. 

The three Stillwater groups had very similar records as did the male groups 

at Lino Lakes. There were slight'differences between the women in the state 

service and Free Venture posit'ions at MCF-LL, but these were largely attributable 

to one individual. As we have seen, there were large inter-institution differences 

whic~ interfere with across the board comparisons and which complicate the 

picture especially with regards to the issue of whether or not the existence of 
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Free Venture shops makes a prison earier to manage. if our data are taken at 

face value, the answer would have to be a resounding "no". The one institution 

which operated most consistently with the Free Venture model, had the highest 

incidence of disciplinary problems! However, such a conclusion would be un

founded given the host of other differences across the institutions (such as the 

enforcement of regulations, the nature of living ar.·angements, the personalities 

of the staff, and so on). Furthermore such a conclusion would be in contradiction 

to reports from those involved that MCF-LL was (and is) the most manageable 

of the men's institutions and that the inmates there are the best behaved. 

The question of how the existence of Free Venture shops affects a prison 

is complicated. In addition to the impact on the general population of inmates, 

one must consider the impact that such a program has on the institution's staff. 

It is necessary too to differentiate effects produced by the establishment of 

the shops from those related to their ongoing opeY'ation. In informal interviews 

the chief executive officiers, industry directors and staff, and other personnel 

from other programs were asked about how Free Venture had affected their jobs 

and the institutions in general. Although there was agreement among those at 

Stillwater, Lino Lakes, and Shakopee (St. Cloud has no Free Venture), that F~ee 

Venture was a good thing, there was also considerable variation in the responses. 

Probably the most positive reactions were those expressed by the warden 

and the individuals involved in managing industry at MCF-STW. Despite the fact 

that the implementation of Free Venture there had required major changes in 

staff hours and in arrangements for meals and counting,the transition had been 

smooth. The warden attributed this to the months of planning and preparation 

which preceded changes such as lengthening the work day. He noted his feeling 

that their success was c function of human, fiscal, and architectual resources 

which some facilities might lack. The general consensus among the Stillwater 

staff was that Free Venture had a stabilizing influence on the institution. 
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Although certain individuals expressed reservations about some components of the 

model, no one mentioned any negative consequences*. 

Reactions among those intervie#ed at MCF-LL were more mixed. Because that 

facility was undergoing major alterations in 1975, 1976, and 1977 (from a 

juvenile center to adujt minimum security institution to a mens' medium 

security prison) with most of the same staff, it is very difficult to separate 

"effects" induced by implementation of Free Venture from those caased by all of 

the other changes. The job classifications for many persons who had worked 

previously in educational and vocational programs were changed to allow them to 

work within the industrjes. This created a great deal of resentmentaas did 

the shift in focus from training and teaching to industry, as shift which many 

opposed for philosophical reasons. In addition to what they saw as basic changes 

in the nature of the facility, the implementation of Free Venture led to the 

displacement of a'il the educational and therapeutic activities. Having a 

standard eight hour work day for inmates meant that case workers and staff in 

other programs had to alter their working hours (i.e. work evenings and/or week

ends). Despite all of these growing pains, the program at MCF-LL has flourished, 

and although some of the staff there still believe that the emphasis on "real 

world" work is at the expense of other correctional obJectives, everyone we inter

viewed voiced support for the Free Venture model. What the critics would like 

would be to affer alternative programs for the inmates incarcerated at Lino Lakes. 

Several people at MCF-LL from both industry and non-industry programs 

suggested that some of the dissatisfaction (of the sort described above) resulted 

from a lack of communication between lower and middle level personnel in the 

various programs. They felt that the opportunity for interaction among the staff 

*~erhaps i~ should be kept in mind that these interviews were done in 197~ a 
tlme when lt was apparent that Free Venture program at Stillwater was a success 
~t least financi~ll~ speaking. We did hear that some (not all) of the longer term 
lndustry staff at flrst had balked at the program. Like any new undertaking Free 
Venture required changes in the way things were done. In addition shop supervisors 
and forem~n were called ~pon to perform in a more rapid (real worldish) manner than 
they had 1n the past, Wh1Ch for many reasons met with resistance at least initially. 
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who worked on all of the areas in which inmates were involved would benefit 

the institutions (and consequently the inmates). While there clearly is no 

IIreal-worldll parallel to such an activity Hi does not seem that !tIhe Free Venture 

concept necessarily would oppose regular contact between industry personnel and 

case workers or teachers or therapists. 

The staff at Shakopee reported that Free Venture had had very little effect 

there. This was due to the fact that relatively few women \'Iere involved in the 

program largely because there was little industrial work that could be done 

given the space limitations at the institution. Although critical of the 

Department for not providing more work opportunities, those interviewed certainly 

saw Free Venture in very positive terms. In particular the keypunch operation 

received considerable praise. 

The varying experiences at these three Minnesota institutions demonst~ate 

clearly that the nature and degree of the impact which the implementation of 

Free Venture creates depend upon the extent of the program, the numbers (and 

personalities) of those who will be involved, the manner (and speed) with which the 

program is introduced, and so on. There is no single set of consequences which 

will follow necessarily from the model. As the warden at MCF-STW so aptly noted 

fiscal, architectual, and human resources must be taken into consideration (and 

it may well be that the last of these presents the most difficulty~). 

At the end of the first year of our project we find ourselves unable to 

address many of the evaluative questions which have been raised. Many of our 

sources of data have been found to be wanting. Records were incomplete and hard 

to interpret. Part of the aifficulty may stem from the fact that the prison 

industries were undergoing major and rapid changes during the period studied. 

In informal interviews with shop and management personnel we were told repeat

edly that it was inappropriate for us to evaluate a program in its first year 
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or two when so many practices were unsettled. It is clear to us that many of 

the initial wrinkles have been ironed out; the current procedures for keeping 

records are mubh more accurate and complete than those used in 1976 and 1977. 

We are more confident about the validity of the data we are collecting presently 

in the second phase of our design. 

In terms of the measures we used, it does not appear that experience 

working in a Free Venture shop had much influence on (i.e. did not set apart) 

inmates who did so in 1976 and 1977. Critics could claim that our inability 

to get Significant group diffel-ences is a result of our reliance on lIobjectivell , 

easily quantifiable data which cannot captuY'e the real impact of programs such 

as Free Venture. Anecddtal accounts from both inmates and staff did highlight 

very positive outcomes (attributed to Free Venture) which our numbers may have 
mi ssed. It may be that we cannot operationalize the kinds of variables that are 

affected (such as self-esteem, sense of dignity, and so on). Our inability to 

reject our null hypotheses does not mean necessarily that Free Venture is not 

valuable. Decisions regarding the future of the model here and in other states 

should not depend solely on IIscientific ll findings such as ours or such as those 

generated by the financial evaluation underway within the industry program but 

also on moral considerations which are not subject to tangible assessment. This 

point was stressed by several prison industry directors at the April, 1979, 

Free Venture Conference in Florida, who maintained that even if the operation of 

Free Venture shops did not save a state money or did not make an institution 

easier to manage or did not contribute to ~he rehabilitation of the inmates they 

~Little has been made,of the fact that Free Venture workers paid oVler 40 000 dollars 
1n ~ta~e a~d f~deral '~come taxes and close to i15,000 dollars in chargebacks to 
thelr 1n~tltut10ns dur1ng the per~od they worked. Whether or not these are 
substant1al ~moun~s ca~ be determlned only in the context of information concernin 
thh~ hla~ger fl~anc1al p1cture of the prison industries in thd:s;,state information g 
w 1C 1S outs1de ~he realm of this study. ' 
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employed, the model was still worthwhile because of the great dignity if gave 

each individual inmate. 

It is pr"emature at this point to conclude that Free Venture has no measurable 

impact on imates. We are presently analyzing follow-up (parole) data which will 

help us to determine whether or not there are any long term effects on our 

1976-1977 groups. In addition it is our hope that the revised design fOI' the 

second phase of our evaluation with its broader focus will provide more definitive 

information relevant to the "effects" of Free Venture. 

THE DATA 

Most of the analyses which were carried out involved one-way Anovas follow

ed by Tukey post-hoc comparisons. The outcomes of the Anovas (as well as of 

a nUlmber of chi-square tests) are reported in the text. Specific group differ

eneE!S are said to be significant when the relevant Tukey comparisons produced 

p values of less than .05. Data for the males and females were always treated 

separately. 

Demographic Variables 

Age~ Table 1 presents group means and standard deviations for age at the time 

of the incarceration under study. An analysis of variance of the mens' data 
, 

revealed highly shnificant age effects (F(5,975) = 25.862,pp < .0000). Tukey 

tes.ts indicated that the traditional industry sample at MCF-SCL was significantly 

younger than all of the other groups while the Free Venture worke~s at MCF-STW 

were Significantly older. The MCF-LL groups fell between those from the other 

ins ti tuti ons, although the di ffer'ences between thei r mean ages and those for the 

MCF-STW group more sta:Mstically Significant only in the case of the MCF-LL 

Free Venture workers. 

The three female groups did not differ in terms of age. 
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F~t Relat£on6hip6: Summary information concerning marital status and numbers 

of children and of dependents (i.e. children under age 18 and spouses) is pre

sented in Table 2. There were large marital status differences across the 

institutions with a ma:jority of the MCF-STW inmates having been married at least 

once compared to less than 15 percent of the MCF-SCL group, with the MCF-LL 

workers falling in between. There were comparable proportions of men in each 

category 'For the two MCF-LL populations; however a x2 test calculated for the 

three MCF-STW groups revealed that the Free Venture workers there were less likely 

to have been Single and more likely to have been divorced or widowed than were 

the other groups (x2 = 28.834, 10 df, P < .0013). 

It Should be pointed out that the samples of traditional industry and state 

service workers drawn from MCF-STW and MCF-SCL were comparable in terms of 

marital status to the general populations in those institutions in June, 1977. 

There were no differences among the women on this variable, although the MCF-SHK 

women tended to have been married more often than the MCF-SHK popu1ation at large. 

Analyses of variance were carr'ied out on the number of children and number 

of dependents. For the males there was a significant effect in each case 

(F(5,975) = 2.449, p < .0323 and F{5,975) = 2.438, p < .0330 respectively); however 

Tukey post-hoc comparisons revealed that the only groups which were Significantly 

different from one another were those at MCF-LL with the state service workers 

there having significantly more children and more dependents. 

Tukey analyses of the womens' data demonstrated that the inmates at MCF-SHK 

had Significantly fewer children and dependents than did their Free Venture 

counterparts at MCF-LL with the MCF-LL state service workers fal'ling in between 

the two groups (F(2,57) = 3.832 and p < .0275 in both cases). The Free Venture 

women at MCF-SHK also had fewer than average children compared to the other women 
incarcerated with them. 
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Race: The racial make-up of our groups is outlined in Table 3. Except for the 

state service and Free Venture groups at MCF-STW which have a lower proportion 

of whites, the figures for the men are comparable to those for the institutions 

in June, 1977. Chi-~quare tests were done for the groups at MCF-STW and ~lCF-LL. 

While there was not a strong relationship between race and work group for the 

Lino Lakes inmates, the association between these variables approached statistical 

significance (x2 = 15.266, 8 df, P < .0542) for the Stillwater groups wherein 

the state service and Free Venture samples had fewer Whites and more Blacks 

than expected. 

As for the females in the study, there were no racial differences among 

our groups, although the F~ee Venture workers at Shakopee d4d have a higher 

proportion of Blacks than did the institution generally. 

Educati.on: Two factors regarding educational attainment were coded in the 

evaluation: highest grade level completed at time of the current institutional

ization and highest grade level completed at admission to prison industry or 

state service. The results are presented in Table 4. With the exception of 

the St. Cloud sample a majority of whom did not have a high school diploma or a 

GED, the male groups were quite similar with roughly 60 to 65 percent having 

achieved such an educational level prior to incarceration. Compared with the 

other MCF-STI4 groups, the state service workers had more college credit (x2 = 
13.085,4 df, P < .025). Although as Table 5 indicates,there was a tendency for 

the Free Venture workers at MCF-STW to have furthered their education while in 

prison to a greater extent than their other Stillwater counterparts, this 

difference was not statistically significant. The figures given in that table may 

be misleading for the St. Cloud inmates. While few earned new GEDls before 

entering the work force, many others did increase their educational level to a 

1 es ser degree. 
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The women who constituted the Free Venture groups at Lino Lakes and 

Shakopee were quite Similar in terms of the educational background, a majority 

in each case having a h~gh school diploma, a GED, or some college credit. The 

state service women however were much less educated. Both MCF-LL groups were 

less likely to have furthered their eJucation while in prison than were their 
peers at Shakopee. 

C~inai Hi6~o~y: The case file for each inmate included in the evaluation was 

read for information concerning his or her juvenile record and for previous adult 

convictions. Our findings are summarized in Table 6. Anovas and Tukey post-hoc 

comparisons were done for each variable. The data for the males and females will 
be discussed turn. 

There was a strong relationship between group membership and age at the time 

of ones
l 

first adju~ication (F(5,91l) = 6.214, p < .0000). The St. Cloud inmates 

were Significantly younger when they were first convicted of a crime than were 

the others (although the age difference between them and the MCF-LL state service 

group missed statistical significance). The Free Venture workers at Stillwater 

were Significantly older than the state service workers there and tended to be 

older than the other groups. 

The fact that the MCF-SCL inmates began their criminal activities earlier 

is supported by the additional finding that they committed more offenses as 

juveniles than did the other groups who did not differ on this variable (F 

= 13.965, P < .0000). (5,928) 

Significant group effects were demonstrated for number of previous property 

= 6.978, P < .0000), for number of previous person offenses offenses (F(5,975) 

(F(5,975) = 3.148, p < .0080), and for number of previous other offenses (F 
(5,975) 

= 3.032, P < .0101). There were no group differneces for the men on the number of 

previous drug offenses. The St. Cloud inmates had committed Significantly fewer 
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property offenses than any of the MCF-STW groups, and the Free Venture workers 

at Lino Lakes had committed significantly fewer than either industry group at 

Stillwater. 

The Free Venture workers at MCF-STW previously had been found guilty of 

more person offenses than the other$; however the only group differences which were 

statistically significant involved them and the Free Venture inmates at MCF-LL. 

This" latter group also had committed fewer other offenses than the Free Venture 

and traditional industry groups at Stillwater. No one in the St. Cloud sample had 

been convi cted previ ous ly for an "other" offense. 

As a logical consequence of the relationships between number of previous 

offenses and group membership, there was also a significant group effect for 

number of previous incarcerations (F(5,975) = S.746 p < .0000). As to be expect

ed, the MCF-STW Free Venture workers had been institutionalized significantly 

more times than had the other groups. In addition the MCF-STW traditional industry 

workers had been incarcerated more times than the St. Cloud inmates or than the 

Free Venture workers at MCF-LL. 

The Anovas calculated on the female group data reported in Table 6 did not 

produce any statistically Significant F ratios. Nevertheless certain patterns 

were suggested. The state service women tended to have begun criminal activity 

at an earlier age, to have been convicted previously for more property, person, 

and drug offenses, and to have been incarcerated more frequently. The Shakopee 

group had a history of more juvenile adjudications and more convictions for 

"other" offenses. 

Because the analyses discussed above were subject to some distortion by 

the extreme scores of a few individuals, the criminal history variables were 

re-analyzed in terms of the number of persons within each group who had committed 

X number of offenses. These results are provided in Tables 7-15. Chi-square 

tests were done, and the outcomes are included in the appropriate table in each 

case where Significant or near significant relationships were indicated. 
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C~ent In~~ation: All of the inmates were classified in terms of six types 

of commitments. These and the percentage of indivdiduals fitting each category 

are presented in Table 16. Generally, the Lino Lakes groups had more new court 

commitments while the state service and Free Venture groups at Stillwater had 

higher proportions of parole Violators. Separate analyses of the three MCF-STW 

groups revealed a significant association between group membership and commit

ment (x
2 

= 20.261,10 df, P < .0269). Clearly, there:'Mere more new commitments 

within the traditional industry sample than in ~he other groups. 

Information was coded regarding up to three active convictions for each in

mate. These were listed in terms of seriousness, with property offenses receiving 

higher priority than person offenses due to the anticipated association between 

the former and outcome measures in the study. Each offense was coded as person 

related, property related, robbery, or other. Our justification for separating 

robberies from the first two categories was our belief that such offenses cut 

across these twossince they both involved violence against other people and 

presumably are financially motivated. The findings are given in Table 17. 

The St. Cloud samp1e appears to be very similar to the traditional industry 

and state service groups at Stillwater both in terms of the types of offenses 

and proportions of inmates 'with 2 or 3 active convictions. The Free Venture 

workers at MCF-STW stand out among the groups there as having more person offenders 

and slightly more robbers. Furthermore, they were more likely to have more than 

one active conViction. The respective chi-square values for the three offenses 

were x2 = 27.417 (6 df, p < .0001), x2 = 27.063 (S df, P < .0007) and x2 = 
26.651 (S df, P < .OOOS). 

Although the Free Venture and state service groups at Lino Lakes were 

similar in terms of the types of offenses committed, the former were more likely 

to have more than one active conviction (x 2 = 5.567, 1 df, p < .05). 
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Each inmate was classified on the basis of whether or not he or she had 

an active pel'son offense on hi s or heY' record and whether or not there was an 

active property offense. Table 18 demonstrates these results. There is 

considerable comparability across the male groups with the exception of the 

Free Venture workers at MCF-STW. Consistent with the data presented above,t~9s 

latter group was shown to have fewer property offenders and more person offenders 

compared to the other samples. Chi-square tests were done using the Stillwater 

data, and in the cases both of percentage of property offenders and of percentage 

of person offenders. there were strong associations with group membership 

(x 2 = 14.68, 2 df, P < .001 and x2 = 21.28, 2 df, P ~ .0001 respectively). 

Although almost all of the female inmates at Lino Lakes were incarcerated 

for property offenses, this was somewhat less likely for those employed in 

Free Venture shops. There were no person-offenders in either of those populations. 

Compared to both of these groups; the women at MCF-SHK were both much more 

likely to be person offenders and somewhat less likely to have an active property 

conviction. 

The group differences in numbers and types of active convictions are re

flected in the amounts of time the inmates were expecting to serve. These figures 

are included in Table 19. It is clear that the men at Lino Lakes wet'e serving 

comparable length sentences and ones which were similar to those of their peers 

at St. Cloud and of the traditional industry workers at Stillwater. Although 

it appears that the MCF-STW state service workers had somewhat longer periods 

to serve and the Free Venture workers there even more time, none of these groups 

differences reached statistical significance because of the tremendous within 

group variability. 

The average length of sentence for the women incarcerated at Lino Lakes 

was shorter than that for their peers at Shakopee. This finding is consistent 

with the nature of their active offenses. 
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Between 91 and 96 per'cent of the inmates ; n the r~CF -STW, and MCF -SCL groups 

began their current incarceration in those respective institutions. The male 

Free Venture workers at Lino Lakes were somewhat more likely to have come from 

St. Cloud than from Stillwater (52.8 versus 47.2 percent), while the reverse 

was true for the male state service group there, of whom 56.3 percent had been 

first incarcerated at Stillwater and the remaining 43.8 percent at St. Cloud. 

These differences are not statistically significant. 

Most (86.7 percent) of the women in the Shakopee group had been committed 

to that institution. About half of the women in the MCF-LL groups had begun 

serving their current sentences elsewhere, typically at MCF-SHK. 

The Work Experience 

P~d 06 Wo~k: Information concerning the number of months for which inmates 

had been incarcerated when they began working and the number that they had left 

to serve is presented in Table 20. Anovas and Tukey post-hoc comparisons revealed 

significant group effects. For the males (F(5,975) = 17.299, p < .0000) it was 

the case that the Free Venture workers at MCF-STW had served significantly more 

time than anyone else while the traditional industry workers there had been 

incarcerated Significantly less time than all but their St. Cloud counterparts. 

Similarly (F(5,811) = 26.525, p ~ .0000) the Stillwater Free Venture inmates had 

significantly more time left to serlfe when they gegan working than did the other 

groups. The I~CF-LL groups had significantly shorter periods remaining. 

The females at Lino Lakes had served significantly fewer months when they 

started working (F(2,57) = 9.785 p < .0002) and had fewer months left to serve 

(F(2,49) = 3.672, p < .0330) than had their peers at Shakopee. 

For all of our groups except the state service workers at MCF-Smw and the 

women at MCF-SHK we were able to determine from payroll records how mapy hours 
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each individual worked. These values are given in Table 21 which also presents 

the number of months worked, data which were available from other sources. There 

were significant group effects for the ma,les. In terms of the total number of 

hours the men worked (F(4,723) = 37.197, p < .0000) the Free Venture group at 

Stillwater and the inmates at St. Cloud far surpassed the others. This was also 

true for the number of months worked (F(5,975) = 30.487, p < .0000), a variable 

on which the Free Venture workers at L ino Lakes also stood out for having worked 

a significantly shorter period than had all but the other MCF-LL inmates. 

The differences among the female groups were minor. 

As Table 22 indicates, the groups differed considerably in the number of 

months remaining to be served (i.e. until their target release date) at the date 

they terminated their industry or state service position. The MCF-LL inmates 

had significantly less time left than did the MCF-Sn~ groups. In addition the FV 

workers at Stillwater had significantly mo~e time left than all but the state 

service worker,s there. Although the women at MCF-SHK tended to have longer 

sentences remaining than did their peers at MCF-LL, the Tukey comparisons did 

not produce statistically significant results due to the tremendous variability 

within the former group. 

Eanning4: Because of the variability across our groups in the amount of time during 

which inmates had worked, it was deemed necessary to recompute all our work 

related variables as a function of the number o~months worked. Table 23 presents 

data concerning the amount of money earned per month (including regular wages 

and bonuses) both before and after deductions. Clearly, there are tremendous 

difference among the groups. For the men (F(4,731) = 312.664, p < .0000) the 

two Free Ventu~e groups significantly out-earned all of the others. In addition 

the difference between these two was statistically significant as were those 
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between the state service inmates at MCF-LL and the traditional industry workers 

at both Stillwater and St. Cloud. The differences were much less marked for 

the women (F(2,57) = 19.771, p < .0000). Those at Shakopee earned significantly 

less than either MCF-LL group. 

Interestingly enough although the group effects remained strong (F 
(4,731 ) 

= 174.696, P < .0000- for the males) and (F(2,57) = 3.640, p < .0325 for the females) 

when comparisons of earnings minus deductions were drawn, the pattern of association 

was changed. The Free Venture workers at Stillwater still had significantly 

more money than did the other groups. However for both males and females the 

state service groups at MCF-LL earned significantly more after deductions than did 

the Free Venture workers there. 

Two types of deductions were made for certain of our groups, state and 

federal income taxes and chargebacks to the institutions for room and board. 

Taxes were withheld from the paychecks of all of the workers at Lino Lakes and 

from the Free Venture group at Stillwater. The Free Venture inmates at 

MCF-Lino Lakes were charged on a sliding scale for their room and board. In 

addition Some state service workers at MCF-LL paid chargebacks on money earned 

from special assignments. These figures are pl'esented in Table 24. 

W04k-Related V~bleo: The manner in which many of the work-related variables 

were recorded in the various shops and offices prevented us from coding much of 

the information we had hoped to collect. For example, it was often very difficult 

to determine the reason an individual left a job, which introduced uncertainty 

into our tallies of "times quit" and "times fired ll
• Bonuses were added to the 

paychecks in certain Free Venture shops, but because this was done differently 

at different pay periods and without any notation of the procedure followed, we 

found it impossible in many instances to calculate hourly wages. 
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Table 25 presents the non-financial worked-related data which we did 

code. For some of the groups some of the information was not available. There 

was an association between group membership and number of days of medical 

lay-ins for the men (F( ) = 6.516 3 P < .0000). The traditional industry workers . 5,645 
at Stillwater had significantly fewer such days than did either group at Lino Lakes. 

For the women there were no significant differences on this variable or any of 

the others inc 1 uded in the table. 

Although there was no special relationship between days in segregation 

or days idle and group membership for the men, there was a significant group 

effect on the number of out-hours (time spent away from work because of sickness 

or vacation) (F( ) = 9.461, P < •• 0000). The traditional industry workers 2,592 
at MCF-STW had significantly more out-hours per month than did their peers at 

r-iCF -LL. 

Financiat Vaniable6: The amount of money which each inmate had in savings and 

spending accounts was coded for four points in time: the date he or she started 

working in the position under study, the date the job was terminated (or December 30, 

1978 for those inmates still employed at that time), the date of departure from 

that institution, and the date parole (or work release) began. Summary data 

are included in Tables 26 and 27. 

There were significant differences among the men's groups in terms of how 

much money they had saved before they began working in the position which was 

studied (F(5,970) = 16.450 1 P < .0000). Both of the MCF-LL groups had signifi

cantly more money in their savings accounts initially than did the traditional 

industry and state service workers at MCF-STW. In addition the MEF-LL Free Venture 

workers had saved significantly more than h~d the traditional industry workers 

there. The spending accounts at admi~i~1'I followed a similar pattern. The 
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overall effect, however, was less marked (F{5,970) = 2.467, p < .0312) and the 

only groups which were significantly different were the Free Venture workers 

at Lino Lakes and the traditional industry group at Stillwater, with the latter 

having fewer funds initially. 

As expected, there were Significant differences in savings (F(5,973) = 
19.014, p < .0000) and spending accounts (F(5,972) = 20.760, p < .0000) at the 

time of job termination. The Free Venture workers at Lino Lakes had saved 

Significantly more than all others except the state service group there, which 

in turn had Significantly more savings than the traditional industry and state 

service inmates at MCF-STW. With regards to spending accounts at termination, 

the Free Venture group at Stillwater had Significantly more money than did all 

of the others. Furthermore their Free Venture counterparts at Lino Lakes had more 

money to spend at termination than did the other two MCF-STW groups. 

Tbe large majority of men had left the institution from which their sample 

was drawn by the date we collected our data. Once again there were Inajor group 

differences in their savings (F(5,872) = 11.728, p < .0000) and spending accounts 

(F(5,871) = 12.389, p < .0000) at that time. The Free Venture workers at Lino 

Lakes had Significantly more money saved than all of the others, and the second 

ranked MCF-LL state service inmates had Significantly more than did the traditional 

industry and state service groups at Stillwater. As far as spending accounts are 

concerned, the MCF-STW Free Venture had sigpificantly more money than did everyone 

else. Also their counterparts at MCF-LL had Significantly more than did the 
other MCF-STW inmates. 

The rankin~of both accounts at parole followed this same pattern. In 

terms of the number of dollars saved (F{S,8l7) = 9.427, p < .0000) the MCF-LL 

Free Venture groups had Significantly more than did the state service workers at 

MCF-STW or than did either traditional industry group. Finally, the spending accounts 
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of the Stillwater Free Venture workers were significant'ly larger than those of 

the other groups at the time of parole (F(S,81S) = 10.237, p < .0000). 

Although the women at Shakopee tended to have the most money in both savings 

and spending accounts at each of the points in time which we sampled, none of 

the Anovas which were done produced a statistically significant F value. 

It was out intention initially to account for how all of the wages earned 

over the course of the period studied were spent. While this was totally im

possible for the MCF-SCL group, we were able, as Table 28 demonstrates, to make 

such determinations with reasonable certainty for our other groups. For the males, 

group membership had a significant effect on each of the categories included: 

canteen (F(4,91S) = 77.629, p < .0000), other money spent on self (F(4,918) = 
16.976, p < .0000), and family (F(4,918) = 98.702, p < .0000). With regard to 

canteen, the Free Venture group at Lino Lakes out-spent all of the other groups 

with the second ranked MCF-Ll state service workers significantly out-spending 

those below them. In addition the Free Venture inmates at Stillwater made 

significantly more canteen purchases than did the traditional industry workers 

there. Similarly, the two Lino Lakes groups, comparable to one another in terms 

of other expenditures for oneself, out-spent the three remaining groups in this 

category. It was the Free Venture inmates at Stillwater, however, who far out-

did everyone else in sending money to their families. While not as generous 

as the former group, the Free Venture workers at Lino Lakes did send significantly 

larger sums to their families than did the MCF-STW traditional industry workers. 

The famales at Shakopee spent significantly less in the canteen than did 

the Lino Lakes groups (overall F(2,57) = 11.232, p < .0001); however they ranked 

highest in the category of other expenditures on self (F(2,57) = 3.784, p < .0286) 

although the difference between the scores was statistically significant only for 

the MCF-SHK - MCF-LL state service group camparison! The three groups of women did 
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not really differ in terms of the amount of money they sent out to their familiesp' 

We discovered that a few of the men and women at Lino Lakes used some of 

their earnings to make restitution. The amounts are contai"ed in Table 29. 

These may be underestimates since we may well have missed some payments. 

In addition to sending out money, many inmates receive funds from family 

and friends outside of prison. Table 30 presents these figures. As might be 

expected, there were larger inter-group differences (F(4,91B) = 6.764, p < .000 

for the males and F(2,57) = 7.866, p < .001 for the females). The inmates at 

Lino Lakes received significantly less money than did the state service workers 

at Stillwater. Furthermore the Free Venture inmates at MCF-LL were sent fewer 

dollars than were the traditional industry group at MCF- STW. Among the women~ 

it was the Shakopee group who received the largest amount of money from the 
outs ide. 

TeJUni,na.;Uon 06 PO.6.i..:ti.on: Information regarding the reasons which inmates left 

their industry and state service positions and the activities in which they Were 

engaged subsequently is provided in Table 31. Comparisons across institutions 

wer.e deemed inappropriate. Among the groups at Stillwate!r there were significant 

differences in reasons for termination (x 2 = 98.32, 10 df, P < .001). Relative 

to the other groups there, the Free Venture workers were less likely to leave 

their position for another job and less likely to have been transferred to a 

lower security institution. In addition they were somewhat more likely to have 

remained employed at the end of the period under study. The other intra-institution 

analyses revealed no differences. 

V~ciptl~ Repo~: Each inmate was scored for the numbers of major and minor 

infractions he or she committed while working at the positd.on under study. The 

results are given in Table 32. Major infractions refer to actions which may be 
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punished by segregation while minor infractions are less serious. Although there 

was a s i gni fi cant group effe:ct among the males on the number of major i nfracti ons 

(F(5,968) = 4.243, p < .0008), the only group which stood apart statistically 

speaking from the others were the Free Venture inmates at MCF-LL. They committed 

significantly more major infractions than did the traditional industry and state 

servi ce groups at Sti llwater. Furthermore, thi s group conmi tted s igni fi cantly 

more minor infractions than any other group except for their MCF-LL state service 

peers who in turn committed significantly more minor infractions than did any 

of the MCF-SHJ groups (overall F(5,966) = 28.127, p < .0000). Among the women, 

there were no statistically significant group differences although there was a 

tendency for the inmates at Shakopee to have a cleaner record (F(2,57) = 1.568, 

p < .2174 and F(2,57) = 2.('74, p < .0932 for major and minor infractions respec

tively). 

The disciplinary report data were also analyzed in terms of the number of 

individuals who committed infractions while employed. As Table 33 demonstrates 

there was cons i derab 1 e val ri abi 1 ity across the groups in terms of the proporti on 

of inmates who committed both major and minor infractions. A chi-square analysis 

of the number of reports for major infractions (x2 = 29.55, 5 df, P < .001) 

suggests that a significMtly higher percentage of the traditional industry group 

at St. Cloud had committed at least one such infraction than had the other groups 

of males. This was also true for minor infractions. Proportionately more of the 

women incarcerated at MCF-LL had been found guilty of major and minor infractions 

than was the case at Shakopee. 
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Table 1: Age in Years at Time of Current Incarceration 
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Mean 

r ; 
~ 

~ 
~ 
t 

~ 
'J 

j 

I ~ 
~ 

0' J 
~ J " \; 

I [/ :6-
~ 
~ , 
~ , ~ 
!! 
il 
Il 
~ 

~ ~ 
lJ 

i fi 
~ 

m 
I! 

..;' 

I 

MCF-LL Q 
i'~CF-SCL I NCF-LL f I~CF-SHK r, 

I 
State Free I, 

State Free J' Free " Service Venture Traditional I Service Vent.!!.@. , Venture I 
64 216 54 t , 12 18 . 30.-1, 

-·b· , iii 
-1j 

~I I 25.766 25.125 

I 
20.963 f 29.750 30.944 30.500 Ii 

9.336 7.996 4.014 
I, 

9.743 9.428 10.615 
I' 
i: 
/i 

I 11 

I /1 
II ' I. ,I 

Il 

I 
" 
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1.11 ~ 1 

M 

::/ ~ ~, 

~ 
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Table 2: Marital Status, Number of Children and Number of Dependents* at Time of Current Incarceration 

MALES 
FEMALES --

If 
J 

MCF-STW~ 

f 
i~Cr:-LL MCF ~SCL MCF-LL 

Group State Free State Free State Free Tradi ti onal Service Ven~ure Service Venture Tradi ti ona 1 

I Service Venture 
N 333 244 70 64 216 54 12 18 

'" ---Peraent single '43.2 

~ 
34.3 51.6 57.7 85.2 25.0 27.8 Percent living 1.2 2.9 3. 1 3.3 I 8.3 

w/member of 
opposite sex 

I Percent married 27.6 22.5 28.6 18.8 22.3 7.4 25.0 16.7 Percent separate 4.2 4.5 1.4 3. 1 5. 1 1.9 2!>.0 11. 1 Percent divorced 23.4 22.5 28.6 20.3 ' 11.2 

I 
5.6 16.7 38.9 Percent widowed .3 1.2 7. 1 3. 1 .5 

5.6 

I I Children 

~ Mean number 1.09 .922 1.443 2.203 .713 

" 
.481 1.333 1 .611 I standard 1.392 1.336 1.961 12.343 1.186 1.128 1.371 1.461 

Deviation 

1 
Dependents* 

I ' Mean Number 1.426 1.221 1.743 

I 
2.406 .972 , ---~ :::-- -

1.333 1.611 standard 1.689 1.592 2.172. J 2.,342 1 .459 '-- 1.371 1. 461 
Deviation 

*"Dep~ndents" were defined as number of children under age 18 a,nd spouses. 

, " 
. " 

,t. 

-

• 

., MCF-SHK 

Free 

, :ntut-e 
3(1 

r: 
I 

20.0 

6.7 

26.7 

13.3 

.667 

.922 

\ 

.677 
! 
I 

.992 .. -. I 
i 
t 

!' 
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Table 3: Racial Make-up of Groups Studied* 

White 

Black 

American 
Indian 

Mexican 
American 

, 

1 

Traditional 

333 

74.B 

16.5 

7.B 

.9 

*Numbers given are percentages 

. , 

ivJCF-srW 
. 

State 
Service 

244 
I I 

I 

67.2 

25.4 

I 7.0 I 
I I { 

I 
.4 I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

MALES 

MCF-LL 

Free State Free 
Venture Service Venture 

70 64 216 
, 

I 

64.3 70.3 76.3 
21.4 20.,3 lB.6 
14.3 7.B 3.3 

-- 1.6 1.9 
I 

• 

I I 

, 

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

" 

.t. 

.'-' 

" • , 

r • • • 
L 

FEHALES 

! fY1CF -SCL MCF-LL MCF-SHK 

State Free Free Tradi ti ona 1 Service Venture Ven~ 

54 I. 12 1B 30 

72.2 
, 

75.0 72.2 76.7 

14.B 25.0 22.2 20.0 

11.1 ! -- 5.6 3.3 I 

i ~ i , 1.9 -- -- --

II 

I 

I 
I , 

, . 
I 
I 

i I, I 

I I L f 

i .. _ .. - ------- ~.----- . -- - . . ! 

\ 

, 
, 
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, I: • , Table 4: 

; 
Group 

• ~ ~ , [ ~ & $ ~ 
Highest Grade Level Completed at Time of Current Incarceration and at Admission to Industry* 

NCF-STW 

State 
Service 

HALES 

Free 
Venture 

r~CF-LL 

State Free 
Service Venture 

FEMALES 

MCF -SCL t~CF-LL 

State Free 
Tradi ti ona 1 Service Venture 

'i _MC_F_,-~H~ 
Free 

Venture I Trod:::ona1 

~i====~~~======~=====i======~====~======~======~!~====+=====~==. _____ --~ 
~ ~ ~ 

54 N 244 70 64 216 12 18 30 

At Incarceration ~ ! I 
2,d-6'h"". I 2.1 2.0 5.7 -- .5 1.9 IIII 

7',h~9th qrade I 18 . 6 1 5. 1 18 . 6 ' 15. 7 18 . 5 18 . 6 1 

loth-11th grade ~ 15.3 18.9 10.0 25.0 21.3 35.2 I 
s ! I 27.3 23.4 32.9 25.0 29.2 20.4 I 
§ I 

12th,grado 

GED 
H 28.5 24.6 28.6 21.9 22.2 20.4 I 

Some College N 7.8 I' 13 . 1 4.3 7 .8 6 .9 3 . 7 I 
CollegB degrea I 

.3 2.4 -- 1.6 1.4 -- I 
Unknown I 

A~ Admission to l -- .4 -- 3.1 , -- -- I 
Industry I i 
2",-6th ,eod. I 2.1 2.0 5.7 -- .5 1.9 I 
7th-9th grade I 17 .4 13.9 14.3 '1 5.7 1 7.2 13 . 0 /1 

loth-lJ.th grado ~ 12.6 I 17.2 8.5 21.'9 15.7 37.0 III1 

12th grade H I 
26.4 23.4 30.0 20.3 28.2 22.2 

:JED 32.4 27.0 34.3 23.4 29.2 22.2 

8.4 13.5 5.7 12.5 7.4 3.7 
. Some college , 

• College degree .6 2.4 1.4 1.6 1.4 

,j Unknown .4 -- 4.7 .5 , 
, *Numbers given are percentages 

", 

, " 

.... 

;-".-.. ..,.,._~ "'--t~. -r."C""-' 

.: 
\'-." 

~ .. ~ 
'. 

.8.3 

8'~ 3 

41.6 

25.0 

16.7 

8.3 

B.3 

41. 5 

25.0 

i 6.7 

.0:"--

22.3 

1 D. 7 

"11. 1 

16'.7 

27.8 

5.6 

22.3 

11 .1 

11 .1, 

.22.2 

27.8 

5.6 

16.7 

20.0 

40.0 

3.3 

16.7 

3.3 

10.0 

10.0 

30.0 

16.7 

30.1 

3.3 . 

\ 
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Tabl e 5: 

t. 
r.' , 

Group 

• • • ' . • • 
Percentages of I nma tes ; n Each Group Ea rni ng GED or College C redi t Between Inca rcerati on 
and Admission ·to Industry 

• 

~lALES FEftlALES 

NCF':'STW MCF~LL I MCF -SCL MCF-LL ---- -
State Free I State Free I State Free TradHianal Service Venture Service Venture Tradi ti ana 1 ~ervice Venture 

N 

M 

N 
i.'. 
~ ..... __ . 
~ 

~ 

ew GED I 
ore Coll ege ~ 
Credit I 
ombined .' C 

I 
I 

.... ~ 

.. , 

333 

3.9 

.9 

4.8 

'. 

I 244 I 70 

2.4 5.7 

.4 2.B 

2.8 8.5 

I 
I -

,1 
12 1B 64 216 54 

1I 
~ I -

I 

1.5 

I 
7.0 loB 0 5.5 

4.'7· .5 0 0 0 

6.2 7.5 1.8 0 5.5 

I 

. 

._-g. __ .... ---_ ..... --- .. ~~_. .. ~ - .... -.-~ , 
.~- . .... ----. -- .~-.-. 

C_""-~="~"""".,..,,,.,c',.,,,,,,., •.• ~.,,."~~,,=.~.~,~c_e.,,",,~:~.~."=' .. _=.~ __ ••. "_ ... ~~;":-=.'.,..~:'_" _,~ .. ,_" 
, ' \ 

" 

• 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture 

30 

i , 

13.3 
f 
I 
! 

13.3 ! 

I 
! 
I 

26.6 i 
I 

I 
i 
f 

! 

I 
I 
I \ 

\ 
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Table 6: 

" 

1 

• • 
Previous Criminal Records - Mean Age at First Conviction Mea~ Number of Earlier 
Offenses*, and Mean Number of Previous Incarcerations 

HALES 

r~CF -STW 

• 

FEt/tALES 

f'1CF-LL MCF -SCL r r'lCF-LL 

'Age i 
first 
Mean 
S.D. 
N*** 

Group 

N** 

-
I'l years at 
Conviction 

Numbe 
Can vi 

Mean 
S.D. 
N*** 

I" of JUVenil~ 
ctions " 

#Prop 
Mean 
S.D. 

erty Offenses 

#Pers 
Mea 
S.D 

#Drug 
Mean 

, S.D. 

on Offenses 
n 

Offenses 

#othe 
Mean 
S.D 

I" Offenses 

#Pre 
Inc 

Mean 
S.D. 

vious 
arcerations , 

I 

I 
~ 

Traditional 

333 

19.987 
7.328 

312 

1.031 
1.533 

320 

1.048 
1.468 

.156 

.452 

.045 

.208 

.126 

.468 

.919 
1.409 ' 

I State 
Service 

244 

19.071 
6.504 

226 

I 1.506 
I 

1.967 I 
237 

1.020 
1.533 

j 
.160 I .693 

I .115 
.650 

I 

.139 

.683 

I 
I 1.094 

I 1.860 

Ft'ee State Free 
Venture Service Venture Tracliti ona 1 

70 64 216 54 
~ 

22.090 18.695 19.271 14.923 8.646 7.762 8.391 4.237 67 59 199 52 

1.091 1.707 1.535 
~ 

3.490 1.760 2.582 2.249 3.158 66 58 202 51 
1.457 

I 
.812 .653 .185 1.968 1.542 1.252 ,.479 

.257 .062 .051 .037 .606 .244 .241 

I 
. 191 

.029 .031 .065 .019 • '168 .175 .392 .136 

.129 .031 .009 0.0 .448 .250 .096 0.0 

I 1.743 .672 .532 .296 2.506 1.643 1.196 ~ 1.110 
~-~~.-. -- -.~-- -- -. ---

*Felonies and g~oss misdemeanors only 

**Number of individuals in sample or population (and number for whom information was available unless otherwise indicated) 
***Number of individuals within sample'or population for whom information was available, 

. " 

. , 
,\, 

r State Free 
Service Venture 

12 1 18 

24.417 27.125 
8.597 11.893 

12 16 

.583 .778 
1.505 1.437 

12 I 18 

1.083 .722 
I 1.881 1.018 
I 

.083 .056 

.289 .236 

.167 . 056 

.577 • 236 

0.0 .056 
0.0 .236 

.417 .333 
1.165 .485 

. -+- - . 

, 

NCF-

Fr 
Ven 

• 

SHK 

ee 
ture 

3 o 

~ ' 1l. 
893 
970 

28 I 
I 
I 
~ 

I 

I 
I , 

1. 214 
095 3. 

. 

. 
O. 
O. 

O • 
O . 

· · 

28 
433 
858 

a 
o 

o 
o 

233 
679 

· · 
200 
484 
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~ 
L· '. eA 
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Table 7: Age at First Conviction for Males* 

Group 
Traditional 

N ** 333 

N*** 307 

Under 10 yrs. old 1.3 

10-12 yrs. old 7.8 

13-15 yrs. old 24.1 

16-18 yrs. old 18.9 

19-21 yrs. old 13.4 

22-30 yrs. old 30.9 

31-40 yrs! old 3.3 

x2 = 60.7, 30 df., P < .001 
*Numbers'given are petcentages 

, 

MCF-S1W 

State 
Service 

244 

, 
225 

1.3 

8.9 

26.7 

20.4 

12.0 

25.7 

4.7 

**Number of individuals included in sample 
***Number of individuals for whom information was available 

- " 
.... 

" 

r-~'*" . -~:"---~"l 
.... ~-~~-~------.\ 

• 

MCF-LL MCF-SCL 

Free State Free Venture Service Venture Traditional 
70 64 216 54 

64 57 189 51 

-- 5.3 3.7 3.9 
7.8 5.3 5.8 15.7 , 

14.1 26.3 25.9 45.0 
25.1 19.3 23.2 18.9 , 

13.9 17.6 18.5 9.9 

27.6 21.0 20.0 6.0 
, 

12.7 5.3 2.5 ! --
I 
I 
i 

I 
; 

i 
t 
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I 
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Table 8: Age at First Conviction for Females* 
. 

HCF-SHK HCF-LL 

• Free State Free 
Grou;J Venture Serv'ice Venture 

N ** 30 12 18 

I 

N*** 24 11 14 

12-14 yrs. old 12.5 -- 14.2 

~ t 16-18 yr~. old 16.7 36.4 14.2 

19-21 yrs. old 8.3 18.2 21.4 

22-30 yrs!' old 45.9 36.4 14.2 
C 31-38 y rs. old 16.8 9.1 35.5 

1 

,,;. 

\ 

x2 = 10.32, 8 df. P ~ .24 , 
*Numbersgiven are percentages 
**Number of individuals included in samp1e 
***Number of individuals for whom information was· available 

-. 
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."..._~t Table 9: Number of Juvenile Convictions for the Ma1es* 

• • . C 

~ 

MCF-STW 

Group State Free 
Traditional Service Venture ---

N** 333 244 70 

u 

N*** ~ 320 
, 

237 66 
0 52.5 46.0 54.5 

1-2 35.0 30.4 28.8 
-3-5 10.7 19.0 13.6 

6-9 j 1.5 3.8 1.5 
More than 9 ~ .3 .8 1.5 

" , 

, , 

I 
I 

x2 = 78.96, 15 df, P < .001 

*Numbe~given are percentages 
**Number of individuals included in sample 
***Number of individuals for whom infonnat'ion was available 

'/ I ., .. ~ 

q' -

• • 

MCF -LL 

State I Free 
Service Venture 

64- 216 

58 202 

43.1 46.5 

34.3 33.2 

15.6 14.9 
, 3.4 3.5 

3.4 2.0 

. 
.. 

• 

I 

• <,". -~ ••• ~~ •• ' ... ~-~"""'"' """'-' ·;""-·'''·7..'''''''~'<''O,"-",,· .. ~,~. ~ 't'" ~.' 
11;.,. ~'''' Ii. { 
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MCF-SCL --

Traditional 

54 

51 
\! 21.6 ~ 
f 21.6 
I 

I 35.3 

15.7 
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Table 10: Number of Previous Property Offense Convictions for the Males* 

I 

Group 
Traditional 

N 
r 

333 

"- ..( 

0 50.5 

1-2 36.0 
3:;.;5 11.4 

6-9 , 
3.1 

x2 = 54.89, 15 df, P < .001 

*Numbers given are percentages 

. , 

. 

MCF-ST W 

State Free State Service Venture Service 
244 70 64 

t 

52.0 45.7 64. 1 
36.9 32.8 28.2 
7.4 15.7 4.7 . 
3.7 5.7 3.2 

.. 

.\ 

• • • 

MCF -LL 

Free 
Ventw'e 

216 

- 68. 1 

22.3 

8.9 

.9 

. 

• 

MCF-SCL 

Traditio!1al 

54 

85.2 

14.8 

--

--
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r.. 

" 
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0, 
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:- t ,\ 

Group 

N 

0 

At least 1 

, 

x2 = 19.05, 5 

*Numbers given 
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-, 
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Table 11: Number of Previous Person Offense Convictions for Males* 

f 
~ MCF-STW j 

I 
State Free State Traditi ana 1 Service Venture 

I Service 
333 244 70 64 

I ~ 
i. i 

87.4 89.3 81.4 I 93.8 I 12.6 10.7 18.6 6.2 

I I 
I I 

~ 
~ 
Ii 
~-
OC 

~ 

i J f I g l 
I r. 

I ~ 
~ I ~ 
til 
~ 

df, P < .002 

are percentages 
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MCF -LL MCF-SCL 

Free 
Venture Traditional 

216 54 

95.4 96.3 

4.6 

i 
·3.7 
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Table 12: Number of Previous Drug Offense Convictions for.Ma1es* 

o· 
';). 

. , 

Y I 

Group 

i 
I 
i 

j 

·-1 I 
N 

o 

At 1 east 1 

) 

, 

t 

I 

I 

Traditi ana 1 

333 

95.5 

4.5 

*Numbers given are percentages 

MCF-STW 

State Free 
Service Venture 

244 70 

I 

93.0 97.1 

7.0 2.9 

-

I 
I 

-------~------~--------------------------------------------~--------------~-.~\~------.. '. 

State 
Service 

64 

96.9 
, 3.1 

. , 

~ ,( 
I/. 

.. 

• • • 

MCF-LL 

Free 
Venture 

216 

95.4 

4.6 

~ 

I 
I I 

~ 

. 

I 
I 

• 

r~CF-SCL 

Traditi ana 1 

54 

98.1 

.1.9 

! 
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! 
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Table 13: Number of Previous Convictions for Other Offenses for Ma1es* 

Group 

N 

~J 
'i 
II g 
S --------',., 

o 

At least 1 

, 

, 

~ 
{J 

I 
B 

I 
! 
I 
I 

Traditional 

333 

91.3 

8.7 

x2 = 23.42, 5 df, I < .001 
J 

*Numbers gi ven are percentag'~s 

. . , 

I 

MCF-STW 

~ 
State Free State 

Service Venture Service 

244 70 64 

91.4 91'.4 

I 
98.4 

8.6 8.6 1.6 

- I ' . 

\ 

.. j 

I 
I 

,j. 

• 

MCF-LL 

Free 
Venture 

216 

I -
99.1 

.9 

. 

! 

• • 

MCF-SCL 

Traditi ona 1 

54 

,~------

I 
, 
.. 

! 

100 

o 
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Tab1 e 14: Number. of Previous Incarcerations for the Males* 

o 

1-2 

3-5 

Group 

N 

More than 5 
, 

! 

( 

! 
~ 
~ 
~ 1~ 

Traditional 

333 

56.5 

30.0 

12.0 

1.5 

t ': x2 = 60.68, 15 df, P < .001 

*Numbers given are percentages 

. . 

MCF-STW 

I State Free 
Service Venture 

244 70 

I 

56.2 42.9 

30.3 34.3 

9.0 - 15.7 

4.5 7.1 

.. I 
! 

_~~.l.........~ _____ _ 

• 

~ 

U 

. 

I , 
I 
! 

• • 

~1CF -LL 

State Free 
Service Venture 

64 216 

75.0 

,. 
74.5 

15.6 - 19.0 

6.3 5.6 

3. 1 .9 

! 
I 

-

I 

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

• • 

MCF-SCL 

Traditiona1 

54 
1 

88.9 

I ·5.6 

I 3.7 

1.9 
~ 

i 
~ 
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I 
ii , 
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I Table 15: Number of Previous Convictions and Incarcerations for the Females* 

MCF-SHK ~1CF -LL --
C \ Free State Free 

Group Venture Service I Venture 
-

N ** 30 12 18 

~ 
Juvenile Convictions 

N*** 28 12 18 
0 75 83.3 72.2 

1-2 . 10.7 8.3 11.2-

t 3-5 7.2 8.3 16.7 
!'1ore than 9 7.2 -- --

Property Offenses 

• 0 70.0 58.3 55.6 
1-2 26.6 25.0 33.4 
3-5 3.3 16.7 11.1 

I Person Offenses 

<t 
0 100 91.7 - I 

94.4 ,\ 

1 -- 8.3 5.6 \ 

Drug Offenses 

t: 94_4 
0 100 91 .. 7 

1-2 -- 8.3 5.6 

\ 
\ 
\ 

:~ 

Other Offenses ,i 
! 

f' 
0 86.7 100 94.4 

1-3 13.3 -- 5.6 
\ 

~ 

Previous Incarcerations 
" 

{[ 
0 83.3 83.3 66.7 

1-4 16.7 16.7 33.3 

t 

, 
*Numbers gi ven are percentages 
**Number of indlviduals included in sample 
***Number of ;nd'ividua1s for whom information was aviia1able 

, 
207 

-
.j. 
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Table 16: • • 
Percentages of Inmates in Each Group As a Function of Type of Commitment 

• 
MALES 

FEMALES 

Group 
NCF-ST1W 

1 State 
Traditional Service 

MeF -SCL r~CF-LL --. ~'lCF-SHK 

I
I MCF-LL I 

Free State Free i 
tl 

..... _-.. _---

Ven.ture Service venture, Traditional State 
Service 

Free 
Venture 

Free 
Vent.~ 

, ____ 3_33 _____ ~_--2-44 __ . ___ 1~:----70--:-=14.====6=4===~1===2=1=6===~~=====5=4====~t== __ ,~1_2 _______ ~~_-_-_-_-l_'~ __ ' ___ :+~ ______ ~_:_~O~~~ ____ ' 
-:=~'-. --"~.---t-- 69.3 I 65 7 I 87 5 ' I 88 0 72 2 83.3 83.3 80.0 

~~;;~:~~~. 14. 1 I 24. 2 I 30: 0 Ii 1 0: 9 I 9: 3 11 : 1 I 
out new offense I I 8.3 5.6 

Returned parole I 
violator with 
new offense 

I 
Returned work' I 
release with
out new offense 

Returne~ work 
release violato 
w/new offense 

Escape-return 

8. 1 

.9 

.6 

.9 

.' ,:' ":::-"::-: :'=:=::::-=::;;:':~':;7"'_~~,=,,:tt"., 'm'~ ~ ' .• _ 

. " 

5.3 

.8 

.4 

4.3 1.6 1.9 

.9 

" 

.j. 

13.0 8.3 5.6 
I 

1.9 

5.6 

1.9 ,/ -- __ Iii 
j /' 
!J . ---~--- _____ jL ___________ ~ ___ .. _ ...... _ .. _. 

, , 

13.3 

6.7 

c." .-;" ..... ,. " ~ i"'~ 

I \ i 
!~-~.--{ 

\ 

\ 

L' 
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;r / 

Group 

N 

• • • 
Table 17: Active Convictions - Percentagles of Individuals Within each Group in Terms of 

Categories of Offenses 

Traditional 

333 

MCF-STW 

State 
Service ---

244 

l~lAlES 

Free 
Venture 

70 

I MCF-Ll 

State 
Service 

64 

Free 
Venture 

216 

~1CF-SCl 

Tradi ti ona 1 

54 

:1 

t 

FEf.1ALES 

t4CF-lL --
State 
Servic~ 

.12 . 

Free 
Venturg 

• 

t~CF-SHK 

Free 
Vent'dre 

30 

======::t======:==:!=====~=======t===:===i========1======:=:tt=:=:.---1----""";--_____ .1 

" -T- -; 
Offense #1 

Persoll) 
Property 
Robbery 
Other 

Offense #2 

None 
Person 
Property 
Robberg 
Other 

Offense #3 

None 
Person 
Property 

: Robbery 
Other I 

I 

21.9 . 
52.9 
18.9 
6.3 

55.0 
7.8 

25.8 
7.5 
3.9 

82.6 
2.7 
9.3 
2.1 
3.3 

27.0 
41.0 
24.2 
7.8 

45.1 
11.5 
24.6 
11.1 
7.8 

72.1 
5.7 

14.8 
3.7 
3.7 

45.7 
28.6 
24.3 
1.4 

40.0 
21.4 
14.3 
15.7 
8.6 

68.6 
14.3 
7.1 
2.9 
7. 1 

I 

18.8 
46.9 
20.3 
14.1 

70.3 
3.1 

18.8 
3.1 
4.7 

90.6 
1.6 
6.3 

1.6 

" 

19.4 
48.1 
22.2 
10.2 

53.7 
6.5 

27.8 
6.0 
6.0 

83.3 
2.3 

10.2 
2.3 
1.9 

24.1 
42.6 
25.9 
7.4 

42.6 
11.1 
27.8 
7.4 

11 .1 

83.3 
5.6 
5.6 

5.6 

-~ -~ 30.0 
91.7 72.2 46.7 

5.6 20.0 
8.3 22.2· 3.3 

75.0 66.7 53.3 
6.7 

8 .. 3 27.8 26.7 
3.3 

16.7 5.6· 10.0 

I 91.7 77.8 

22.2 
'I 8.3 

~ 1 
I , _______ 1 ~ __ . __ ..... _ ------._-

\ 

, 
l' 

, 
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Table 18: Percentages of·Individua1s in Each Group with Acti~e Convictions for Person and Property Offenses 

MALES 
I 

iI 

MCF-STW 

~ 

FEMALES 

Group 

I 
' NCF-Sel NCF-LL , MCF-LL --

_.N I 
~-.-d 

Property 
Offenders 

Person· 
Offenses 

. , 

w 
.~ 

i ; 
~ 
a 
~ i 

i 
I 
" 

!! 

~ 
J 

, 

Traditional 

333 

55.9 I 

29.7 

I 

State Free State 
1 

Service Venture Service 

244 70 64 

i 
I I 

45.5 32.9 51.6 

36.9 58.6 23.4 

. .. . .. t 
~ ... -. -_ ... 

·io 

Free State Free i Venture i Tradi ti ana 1 ! Service Venture 
If 216 i 54 I 12 18 

-r ~ 
, 

53.7 ~ 46.3 91. 7 77.8 I 
I 

Ii 
Ii 

I 
24.5 29.6 -- --

, , 

'I j 
I 

i1 
1/ 

1/ 
. , 

II 

t , 

J. 
.. - • --~- - -¥ -- _. ~~ . . _-. - --_._------------ - ~- - .. ~- ... 

- .. -

... ;.· ... 1 

;) 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture 

30 

56.7 

36.7 

-

! 

! 

f 
r. 
1 
I 
! 

I 
I 

! 
i 

I , 
i 
i 

I 
I 
I 

i 
I , 
i 
I 

! 
I 
! 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

II 
[ 

I 
I 
t 
h 

• 

,1 L , .' 

! 
I 

, 

\ 

, 
, 
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Table 19: Number of fvlol1ths Between Incarceration and Target Release Dates 

MALES 
'- I FEMALES ---

r MCF-SHK 
I 

~ 

, 
MCF-SnJ 

MCF-lL MCF-SCL f1CF-Ll ! - i 
Gl~OUp State Free State Free State Free Free 1 

Tradi ti ana 1 Service Venture Service Venture Traditi ana 1 

~ 
Service Venture Venture N * 333 244 70 64 216 54 12 18 30 . ~ 

- --
, N** 264 208 55 52 188 40 10 16 24 

i 

Mean 24.31 33.226 54.455 21.962 22.239 28.175 8.90 10.50 27.75 S.D. 21.39 31. 918 50.668 17.217 16.687 15.762 3.071 6.552 20.600 
~ 

I I ~ 

I , 
I , t 
I 
I 

I \ . 
'. 

J I 
-- - . - ~- - .. 1 . . - .... --. -"'~ .. 

j 
-,~ ~-.--- '-" -~- ... J. ---

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

*Number of individuals included in sam le 

: . 
p 

. **Number of individuals for whom information was available 
, 

, 
I 

" ., 
~ I .. \ . , 

.\ 



. <, 

ti 
.~~J 

•. 
~ - :.-.-:._- -- ---.~ 

Table 20: Number of Months of Sentence Served and Number 
of Months [eft to Serve at Admission to Industry 

~1ALES 

I MCF-SHJ MCF-LL 

Group State Free State 

1 
Traditional Service Ventu're Service 

Nit 333 244 70 64 

-s1 I 

~fonths 

Mean 6.165 12.713 24.671 14.781 

S.D. 

I 13.435 20.877 28.841 15.056 

Months 
Remaining I N** . 264 208 55 52 

J Mean 19.069 20.736 33.145 5.904 

S.D. 1~. 140 21.724 36.367 ~.026 

I I 
~ ¢. 
5 

.. . 

I 
. ____ ._ ..... _. _ ... J_ 

~- ~ .... ... .. ----

*NUmberaf individuals included in sample 
**Number of individuals for whom infonnatian was available 

, 

~I I . , 

-------~-----~----.---------------------------------------~----.--------~.~~.----~ \,,'ad 

Free 
Venture < 

216 

15.769 

15.804 

188 

6.952 

4.40 

. 

-'---'-- -

• 

I 

I MCF -SCL 

Tradi ti ana 1 
.! 

54 

9.833 

12.056 

I 

I 40 

18.100 

10.119 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I - < 
M ...... ' __ • __ l~ 

-

• 

FEMALES 

HCF-LL 

State Free 
Service Venture 

12. 18 

2.000 . 2.556 

3.219 3.854 

10 . 16 

8.000 7.625 

21160 4.41 

. 

I 
I " ..... • _w_ ~._ 1.._-_ . 

'MCF-SHK 

Free 
Ventur'e 

30 

, I 
: i 
~ i 
1.1 
!) 
;1 
'1 

!I 
'i 

r 

I 
12.567 

12.056 

, 

24 

17 .667 

18.052 

I 
I e _._. 

f\ 
. ~_~_,~_,,¥,_._ .. ,_._ > ~._. '~M~<""'~~"""'-""~'_'_ 11 

\ 

I' , 
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t,,:"<~ . 

f 
, 

~ , 

I "j . , 

L 

(j 

'~ 

;I i 

r) t 

Group 

N* 

Hours 

N** 

Mean 

S.D. 

Months 

fvlean 

S.D. 

• 
Table 21: Numbers of Hours and Number of Months Worked 

'·1 , 

I 
( 

~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
t! 
~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
~ 

Traditional 

333 

333 

715.471 

602.031 

5.760 

4.700 

~1CF-STW 

State 
Service 

244 
, 

0 

--
--I 

5·.893 

5.815 

~'ALES 

t1CF-LL 

Free State Free 
Venture Service Venture 

70 64 216 

I 
63 64 214 

1708.000 632.156 591. 841 

1750.948 490.305 420.047 
~ 

11. 743 . 4.125 4.118 
, 

10.305 2.914 2.873 

• • • • • 

\: 
FEMALES 

MCF -SCL ~~CF-LL MCF-SHK 

State Free Free 
Tradi ti ona 1 

54 I 
Service Venture Venture 

12 18 
~ 

30 

~ 

I I 

1 

54 I 12 18 0 
I 

1359.462 
~ 

831.829 ~ 610.667 530.222 

I 
--

458.539 308.524 --1. , 
~ I ! 

10.185 5.417 t 3.944 4.483 

; 
~ 

~ 
I 

I II 3.147 2.485 U 3.158 

II . I 
I ~ 

I i 
i I 

6.295 

i 
!l 

I ~ 
._ ~'--.. ___ " __ "_' ... __________ 1 __ ._ ...... __ ... _ .• ___ .... _ .......... l ... __ .. -.. __ ._. __ .... _ .. . -- ._--_ ... _ ...... __ .... 

*Number of individuals inc1~ded in sample 
**Number of individuals fo:r whom information was available 

. " 

.... 

1~, "'. 

-.. 

;1 ,1 f "1 '., 

L 
! 
! 

.' 

I 
'i 

, , 

'1 
i 

:' 
:1 
:' 

n 
II 
i! 
Ii 

II 
II 
'I 

\ 

, 
, 
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Table 22: Number of Months Remaining to be Served at Termination of 
Industry or State Service Position 

~lALES 

• • • 

it FEMALES 

" 

MCF-STW MCF-LL MCF-SCL MCF-LL , .t!fF-SHK 

• 

Group . T radi ti ona 1 I, S;;~~~e Ve~~~~e S;;~~~e ve~~~~e T radi ti ona 1 S!;~~~e Ve~~~~e I. V :~~~re 
II *! 333 244 70 64 216 54 I 12 18 30 -------~~----------~------_4--______ ~j----____ _+----_____ ~----______ ~------__ +_------~--------__ _ 

N** 

rV1ean 

S.D. 

~ 

I 
I 
fi 

271 

12.712 

17.663 

I 
I 

I 

205 

I 14.429 

19.344 

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

52 

21.019 

35.061 

For .the male groups: 

F(5,Bl,) = 19.156, P < .0000 

-, 

.t. 

52 

1.442 

4.179 

188 

2.809 

4.262 

40 

6.550 

9.928 

10 

2.60 

2.271 

16 

3.50 

24 

13.125 

17.625 

For the female groups: 

F(2,47) = 3.930, P < .0264 

~.-~ ~~"-~ . 

... 

~" -, 

t 

, 

L 

\ 

\ 

l' 
, 
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Table 23: Number of Dollars Earned Per Month Before arid After Deductions* 

Group " 

N ** 

Total 
Earni ngs 

N*** 

Mean 

S.D. 

Earnings 
Minus 
Deductians* 

N*** 

Mean 

S.D. 

~ 

f{ 

l 

I 
! IA 

I 
i 
I 
i 
. 

~ 

r1CF -STi'.! 

State 
Traditi ona 1 Service 

333 244 

, 
r 

I 
I 

333 0 

40.414 --
17.584 --

I 
333 0 

40.414 --
17.584 --

I I 
I 

I I .- ....... ~~. _ .. -~ -- ---_ .. _,----+-.....--..- ---"-'~-'- .. ~~~.--. -~ ". 

I 

NALES 

I 
r~CF-LL 

f 
MCF-SCL _ . ..., ... _-

Free State Free 
Venture Service Venture I Traditi ana 1 

70 64 216 

J 
54 

. 

69 64 216 54 

210.804 129.875 179.783 29.015 , , 

120.165 63.954 61.945 11.759 
, . 
i 
~ 

63 64 216 54 
i98J381 

, 125.655 90.633 29.015 
99.723 61.862 45.551 11. 759 

iJ 
~ I 

.' .j 

I' 

~ 

• • 

!f FH1ALES 
I 

~/;CF-lL 

, State Free 
Service Venture 

t 12 18 
~ 
,i I 
N 
I 
! 

~ 
I: 
I 12 18 I 

I 
I 125.885 169.945 
I 

I 
53.406 56.609 

I 12 18 
I 
I 113.224 97·173 f 

58.811 44.469 

i 

I 
I 
I 

• • 

i ~1CF-SH 
~ I Free Ventu , 30 

re 

K 

b 

~ 
___ II 

I 
M 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

30 

73. 

48. 

30 

367 

807 

70. 

48. 

865 

665 

I 

I II 
l! 
ij 

il 
II 
li, 

" i, 
i I ! . - _ .. - ... - ......... --------...... ,,"-,.~ .. - .. ,,- -*Deductions include state and federal income ta:;; and chargebacks for room and board ~ .. ---.-- ,~- "~-~--- ~----,--- ..... -----....... " ~ -- --

' .... - -,> ... , -

**Number of individuals included in sample 
***Number of individuals for whom information was available 

' . 

. . 

,1 
L 

\ 

, 
, 
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Table 24: Number of Dollars Paid in State and Federal Income Taxes and 

As Chargebacks to Institutions 

NALES 

MCF-STW ~1CF-LL 

Group State 
I Tradi ti ana 1 c: • ... erVlce 

N 333 244 

Free 
Venture 

70 

State 
Service 

64 

-.--:~~ __ -+--1 ----t---'I 
State Taxesl I I :I -- -- 88.49 I 5.67 

S.D. 1 -- -- 126.50 6.86 

Federal Tax~s I I i 

Mean ~ 

S.D. I 
Chargebacks I 

201.35 5.67 

I 
Mean ~ 

S.D. ~ 

j 

I 

325.92 9.99 

5.13 

13.87 

Free 
Venture 

216 

27.61 

34.75 

61.75 

91.61 

326.98 

327.17 

..... - .. _- -.. .. -.. -~--.. ~~ '--

, , 

-. 

• j, 

It MCF -SCL I 

I Traditional 

54 
~ 

-11 

FEt<lALES 

r~CF-LL 

State 
Service 

12 

Free 
Venture 

18 

I 4 .00 15 .61 I 
I 5.83 16.79 I 

I I 
I 4 . 92 29. 11 ~ 

I
~ ~ I 
.f -- I[ 8.72 28.82! 

h I I 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture 

30 

1.53 

4.39 

.90 

3.25 

" :[ 

i -- II 74.42 192.44 I " 
i __ I m.58 173.Q4' 50.09 :1 

/

1, ,. r 

16.33 

I! 

~---~-._~~~_I! _____ -.. _. L. _________ , 

. . 

1 

\ 

, 
t' 
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Table 25: Work-Related Variables 

~IALES 

Group I 
I Traditional -

N* 333 

FEt4ALES 

MCF-LL 

Free 
Venture 

'i8 

f t~CF-SfiK 

I Free 
~entur e 

30 

------------~I~'----------+-------+-------T-------+--------i~--~----.~i!-------+------._ Number of shops ft 

~oo~ I' N** ~ 333 242 69.

1 

~ 64 21 5 54 

i r 30 -
Mean I 1. 718 1.450 1.014 L 156 1.116 1. 259 
S.D. g .856 .751 1 .120 .407 .362 .483 I, 

Number of days o~ I 
medical 'lay-in ~ I ~ 
~r~~hoo~~'i ~ 
N** 319 0 0 

~:;~ 1" 1:~n 
Number of days i 

segregation per i 
month worked 
N** 

Mean I~" S.D. 

Number of days of~ 
temporary idle pe~ 
month worked m 

N** I Mean 
S.D. " 

t 

332 
.189 
.882 

332 
.077 
.306 

240 
.231 
~828 

241 
.090. 
.373 

59 
.025 
.134 

58 
.021 
.093 

. 63 
3.261 
6.695 

64 
0.0 

64 
OiO 
--

. --- _w ~ •• ,--- -"---

(cont.) 

, " 

.j, 

, .' J ". ,. 

210 
3.206 
5.904 

216 
0.0 

216 
0.0 
--

--- - -

I 

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

54 
2.408 
3.662 

54 
.523 
.924 

53 
.137 
.507 

-. -

I 
II 

I 
I 

[I 

/1 

.I! ,. 

18 
1.278 

.575 

11 18 
8.222 5.885 
6.730 5.954 

12 18 
0.0 0.0 
-- --

12 18 
0.0 0.0 
-- --

. 1.067 I .254 

I 
0 , --

--

I 0 
----

I 
0 

--
--

;us 

I' 

II 

\ 

, 
. ). 

if 
, 



u.& __ • t 

1 , 

~ I 

Group 

• • 
Table 25: Work-Related Variables (cont.) 

~lALES 

NCF-STL 

State Free 
~ 

MCF-LL 

State Free Traditi ana 1 Service Venture Service Venture 
N* 333 

~ 
244 70 64 

----. II 

1 Number of days 
I of non-wor:king 

idle per month I worked 
N** 

I 332 241 57 

I 
64 Mean .318 .346 .009 0.0 S.D. .986 1.111 .066 --

Number of out-
J hours per month ~ worked *** 

N** I' 319 0 0 64 Mean 
11.106 7.646 S.D. -- --8.601 -- -- 8.826 

I 
i 

. 

.J_" ... -_L~ 
*NUmber of individuals included in sample 
**Number of individuals from whom information was available 
***Out-hours = hours of sick leave + hours of vacation 

.\ 

<, 

216 

216 
0.0 
--

213 
7.538 
7.619 

. 

-_._- ,,~-

r .. -. '-'-"'~ -' ". e 

L.~ ____ ~ 
\ 

• • • • • 

FEr1ALES 

I t1CF-SCL 

I Trad1 ti ona 1 I State Free Free 

I 
Service Venture Venture 

12 18 30 I 54 

r~CF-LL f NCF-S~IK 

, -

I , 33 12 18 0 .,578 i Q.O 0.0 --! 2.964 -- -- --
I ~ 

ij 

0 12 18 0 20.107 1.4.336 -- ---- 19.268 10.463 --

II 
II 
r 
n 
/! 
i; 
'J 

, I 
I . I .-

I I II 

J 
~-. ~ -, .. 

~ ".- -~.- J. -.... -___ ._.1. 
--- I -- -.- . 

11 \ 

II 
I! 
ff 

f 
I 

/' 

\ 

< , 



\' 

p' '-.~-"-.- '''-''~-~--~'-'~''--' ~'-~ 

~"'~ 
c :'1. 

-1,,\ 
)j~~~ __ oV; 

~ ,. 
I r 

J I 

• .. • • 
Table 26: Number of Dollars in Savings Accounts at Various Points in Time 

Group 

N* 

Admission 
to position 

N** 
Mean 
S.D. 

Tradi ti ana 1 

333 

332 
22.919 
42.475 

Terminationl ::* POSition,'.** 

Mean 
S.D. 

333 
72.919 
93.019 

Departure 
from 
Institution 

N** 
Mean 
S.D. 

293 
85.259 
89.981 

NCF -STw 

1 State 
Service 

244 

242 
39.062 
52.630 

243 
65.407 
75.798 

II 203 85.148 
I 75.623 

~lALES 

Free 
Venture 

70 

70 
78.914 
32.685 

70 
96.400 
14.669 

50 
99.320 
14.123 I 

Iv1C:= -LL 

State 
Service 

64 

63 
91 .175 

146.426 

64 
145.750 
179.657 

64 
146.906 
179.253 

Free 
Venture 

216 

214 
104.698 
213.460 

216 
171.361 
228.380 

215 
167.685 
226.439 

I 

MCF-SCL 

Tradi ti Dna 1 

54 

54 
45.594 
42.894 

53 
102.509 
98,,087 

52 
98.596 
42.008 

• • • 

FEMALES 

MCF-LL 

State 
Service 

12 

12 
50.083 
52.972 

12. 
lCt4.917 
31.385 

Free 
Venture 

18 

18 
41.50 
48.512 

18 
101. 667 
18.478 

~ , I 

• 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture 

30 

30 
65.567 
36.437 

30 
106.600 
47.403 

:1 ~ 1 ., 
Ii - i [I 

I
I 1 ol~ 917 1O~~ 778 I 11 ~:400 ~ I 31.385 23.715 I 70.05 I 

N** , I 63 I 205 53 :_J_1.Z"---__ ~_] ...... 8 ....... ___ L. __ -2-4- __ ._.__ ,J 
Mean-,· --·:--.. -.g3.....rsg.--.. ---9t-;-826---~ 123.11'4- --'-"'-1-48';13'0----'1'-'7'1"'-6'-'. 2,..,29--·'.=........-'9T.T5r 108.167 99.944 116.042 

Parole**** 

184 274 44 

S.D. 87.671 83.439 156.615 180.172 242.755 41.132 28.290 31.042 71.490 *Number of individuals included in sample 
**Number of individuals from whom information was available 

, ***If individual continued working beyond 12-30-78, the amount given represents amount in his/her account as of thaf date 
****If individual went through work releasu, this amount represents savings prior to work ~elease 
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Table 27: Number of Dollars i,n Spending Accounts at Various Points in Time 

MALES FEMALES 

:"z 
~ t~CF -ST\II MCF-LL MCF -SCL r~CF-LL t~CF-SHK -_ .. -

Group State Free State Free State Free Free 
Traditional Service Venture I Service Venture Traditional 

t 
Service Venture Venture 

N* L 333 244 70 64 216 54 
,- , 

~( 
'i1 Adm; ss i on 

I to pos iti on~ 

N** 332 242 70 64 213 54 
Mean 23.431 26.843 52.643 32.891 47.360 27.463 
S.D. 68.895 75.244 118.822 34.447 147.940 ~ 56.075 

[ermination I 

of pos; ti on ** 
~ I 

N** 333 243 70 64 214 53 
Mean 76.036 37.510 391.514 134.391 161.195 49.811 
S.D. 219.921 54.170 867.745 156.268 146.421 40.462 

Departure 
from I 
Institution 

N** 293 203 50 64 215 52 
Mean 73.427 67.704 369.460 [ 133.734 145.084 51.462 
S.D. 104.164 126.485 1032.193 158.275 143.276 l 44.357 

Parol e**** 

N** . 273 184 44 63 204 53 
~ Mean·· ',---, -----. --g~32.2---·--·-7-6 .-82.1-, ,-. 384. 18a-- _··-+2-6.-825 -142 .196 

S.D. 121.874 130.159 1096.242 160.678 152.540 
- ..... ~--." ... --- ~ ........... , 49.t9£ 

45.818 
*Number of individuals included in sample 
**Number of individuals from whom information was available 
***If individual continued working beyond 12-30-78, the amount given represents amount in his/her account as of that date 
****If : .. dividual went through work release, this amount represents savings prior to work release 
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12 18 30 
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I 
12 18 30 " 

30.083 23.667 36.833 
86.419 29.458 47.660 

12 18 30 
84.333 90.556 52.400 
85.299 42.573 75.453 

I 
12 18 24 

75.583 84.167 80.333 
86.129 44.565 126. 126 

12 18 24 _ t~._. __ -- --~5-;-ffi -rl-;3-3;3- 7"6.00 
126.09 
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Table 28: 
Number of Dollars Per Month Spent on Various Discretionary Uses of Money 

N'~* 

Mean 
S.D. 

Group 

N * 

Se~it to 
family_ 

N** 
Mean 
S.D. 

f.1CF -ST~J 
1 

).- State 
Service 

MALES 

Free 
Venture 

~1CF-LL 

State 
Service 

Free 
Venture 

*Number of individuals included in sample 
**Number of individuals for whom information was available 

fi r~CF -SCL 

Tradi ti ana 1 

_
______ ~~ __ i~ __ ._' _____________________ ~ ____ _______________________ ~ ______ ~.\L_ _______________ ~~ ______ _ 

--

• • 

FEMALES 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Ventw"e 

30 

30 
52.675 
47.604 

30 
3.932 

10.369 

(.: - -~~.... .. ~.. .,-,' '-~"l 

L~_~ ___ :: ~ 
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Table 29: Number of Dollars of Restitution Paid 

~lALES 

~ r~CF -STtv t-1CF-LL MCF -SCL 
Gro~p 

I~ State Free State Free I State 

• • 

FEt-1ALES 

MCF-LL 

Free 
Venture 

• 

HCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture Traditional Service Venture Service Venture Traditional I Service 

~ 333 244 70 64 216 54. 12 18 I 
~, ~.I ~ --------~~}----------~---------+--------+-------~,r-------4~.--------~~r~------_+------~~!--____ __ 

! ! I I it I 
30 

~ 
Group Mean ~ 

oj 

S.D. ~ 
11 
.} 

Ii 
N Paying ~ 
RestitutioJll 

Mean for 
paying 
group 

~ 
~ 
~ 
i 

I 

Ii 

0.0 0.0 

o o 

.. ~ ~--~ --.--.~-. '.-~--------_ .. --......_-"'_ .. _--_.- ---......,..-

. " 

0.0 

o 

.... 

I 
I 
u 

.3120 1.125 

2.500 13.959 

1 5 

19.97 48.60 

I 0.0 

o 

90167 

Ii 31.754 

II 1 

'I 110.00 

II Ii 
11 

II 
I 
I 

4.444 

13.382 
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4Q.00 
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Table 30: Number of Dollars Received From Outside Sources Per Month Worked 

NALES 

" 

l1 

I r 
MCF-ST W f'~CF-LL MCF -SCL 

Group State Free State , Free 

f 

Tradi ti ona 1 Service Venture Service 
, 

Venture Tradi ti ona 1 -
t: * 333 244 

I 70 64 216 54 
~ 

N** ~ 333 241 69 64 I 216 0 i 

I ! 24.615 26.564 18.883 .783 1 .101 --
~ 89.017 67.593 32.694 5.363 10.570 --

I 
I 
i 
~ , 

Mean 

S.D. 

~ 

I 
I ~ - - .... ~ . - .. - -- -- ,.-~~ .. .. 

*Number of individuals included in samp18 
**Number of individuals for whom information was available 

... 
.' ..... _________ ... ___________ , _________________ ._~____l.j.'___ ___ ~ ___ ~.~ __ ~ _______ _ 
hllf' * -

,~ ........ 

• • • iL;· . 
"\, e' < ,,". 

[ 
FEr'IALES 

I 

MCF-lL , HCF-SHK -
State I Free Free 

I Service Venture , Venture 
: 

12 18 30 I 

I e ! 
r --

I 12 18 30 i 

I 0.0 .222 15.098 

I -- .943 20.475 ! 
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Table 31: Reasons for Termi nation of Jobs and Acti vi ti es Foll owing Termination* 

MALES FEMALES ... ,--
I 

1.l MCF-ST. MCF-LL MCF -SCL MCF-LL r~CF-SHK Ii 

Group 1 State Free State Free State Free Free 
Traditi onal Service Venture Service Ventute Tradi ti ana 1 Service Venture Venture , 

N 333 244 70 64 216 54 12 18 30 

I' i 

Reason for 
I 

Termination 

" 

Segregation I 5.7 10.2 2.9 -- -- 3.7 -- -- --Idle 9.9 18.9 22.9 -- -- -- -- -- --i other Job 32.4 29.9 15.7 31.3 35.2 13.0 , 8.3 5.6 36.7 Transfer to lowerJ 33.9 22.1 21.4 20.4 I 8.3 5.6 security instit, -- -- --
Transfer to highe i, -- -- -- 9.4 16.2 1.9 Ii 41.7 16.7 

I 
3.3 or equal securitJl 

institu'bion ~ 

I Release ~ 16.8 16.8 18.6 48.4 38.9 53.7· 41.7 66.7 ~ 26.7 , 
other (including 1.2 2.0 18.6 10.9 9.7 7.4 5.6 33.3 i 

I I 
--"ill ~ploy,d) ~ 

Activity followin ' I 

I termination I 
I I I I 

Social Service :} 13.8 I 4. 1 28.6 / -- 13.9 7.4 I 8.3 5.6 3.3 I Traditional Industr..y 1.2 19.7 5.7 -- -- -- ·1 -- --
I --Free Venture i ij ~J -- ~:6 -- I -- -- --Vocation training 2.9 4.6 -- -- -- 30.3 Ed. Program i 6.3 7.0 2.9 -- .9 3.7 I -- I 3.3 --Treatment 1.8 4.1 -- .5 1.9 , Protect Custody* I -"" -- -- ~-3.9 .8 1.4 

., 
18.8 15.3 I 

5.6 --
Ii 

-- --other ! 61.3 52.5 47.1 59.4 55.1 79.6 91. 7 77.8 I 30.3 still employed , 
~ 1.2 2.5 11.4 9.4 9.7 7.4 .J_ -- 11.1 33.3 .. 

-.- - ........ -_ .. ., .- - ~~- ..... _- - -.--.-- '-'.-' i 

\ 

, *Numbers given are percentages 
**For L ino Lakes inmates this category represent percentage of i"nmates Who went to Pre-release , 
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Table 32: Number of Reports for Disciplinary Infractions Per Month Worked 

MALES --

" 

I I 

I 
MCF-ST W ['-iCF-LL MCF -SCL 

Group State Free State i Free I 
lJ 

I Tradi ti ana 1 Tradi ti ona 1 Service Venture I Service I Venture. 

I I N* 333 244 70 64 216 54 
:.. i 

I 

I I 
I 

I 

Major 
Infractions 

i N** 332 241 67 t:.11 I "1 C 54 
I I 

v, 
I '-IV 

I Mean .055 .060 .062 nail .156 .072 ---', S.D. ~ .B78 .172 .260 .234 r- .374 .128 I 

I ~ " 
I 

Minor ~ 

I 
j Infractions ~ 

~ 

I N** I 331 241 67 64 216 53 Mean .039 .044 .013 .249 .347 .155 S.D. ~ . 130 .120 .052 .411 .654 .189 

I I 
S 

. I I' . I . 

I I I 
I . B . _ ,, __ ~_i ______ '. __ , ___ . L I - ... " . - .-. - --,_ .. -~. 

~Number of individuals included in sample 
**Number of individuals from whom information was available 

.\ 

• 

i FEt-1,ALES 

MCF-lL 
I 

State Free I Service Venture 

i 12 18 

-I 
II 

. 

II 

Ii 12 18 II .533 , 
.185 II I 1.419 .332 

I 
I 
i 

I· 

I 12 I 18 
I .332 .261 
! .847 .325 

, 
1 

I 
I 
I 

JI 
- --".~-.- .... ---

f NCF-SHf~ 
~ 
I Free 
I Venture 

~ 30 

~ ---,i 
I 
I 
I 
I 

30 
.129 
.278 

30 
.049 
.154 

L 

\ 
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Table 33: Percentages of Inmates in Each Group Committing Disciplinary 
Infractions During Period of Employment 

"'1 ,-. 
W 

Group 

fl * 
II 

M ajor. ~ 
Infractions ~ 

** I one 

-3 
-6 
ore than 6 

M inor . 
Infractions I 

N 
N 
1 
2 
4 
M 

** -
one 

-3 
-6 
ore than 6 

~ 

I 
- l:I 

. 

Tradi ti ana 1 

333 

332 
88.3 
7.8 
3.3 

.6 
--

331 
84.6 
1'2.4 
2.7 

.3 
--

r·1CF -STL 

.j State 
Service 

I 
244 

243 
79.4 
14.4 
6.2 
----

243 
82.3 
14.8 
2.9 

I --
i --

I . I 

MALES --

I r~CF-LL 

I ---
Free I State Free 

Venture Service Venture. 

70 64 216 ; 
I 

67 
a 

64 216 
83.6 76.6 75.9 
14.9 20.3 2:0.4 
-- 3.1 3.2 
1.5 -- .5 
-- -- ~ --

67 64 216 
86.6 53.1 51.9 
11.9 28.1 25.0 
-- 14.1 17. 1 
1.5 3.1 5.6 

I 
-- 1.6· .,5 

_: . __ .. __ .I 
- - ~-' ~ - -- . - -~-

WNumber of individuals included in sample 
**Number of individuals for whom information was available 

- , 

1 MCF -SCL 

Tradi ti ona 1 

54 . 

54 
63.0 
11. 1 
24.1 
1.9 
--

53 
43.4 
20.8 
18.9 
9.5 
7.5 

FEf'lIALES 
! 

f NCF-SHK MCF-LL 

! State Free Free 

I Service Ventw~e . VcntUlA 

I 12 18 30 
J 

'i -" 

e 

hl 
1\ -'-,1 

-'iI 

I 
12 18 I 30 I 

I 50.0 66.7 I 73.3 
i 33.3 

I 
27.8 16.7 

I 
8.3 5.6 10.0 
8.3 -- --

I 
-- I -- --

! 
I 

i' 
Ii 
r 

I 12 18 , 30 , 
I 50.0 44.4 83.3 , 33.3 44.4 , 6.7 

8.3 1].1 6.7 
8.3 -- 3.3 
-- -- --i 

I \ , 
" 
il 

I 
II 
il. 
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Appendix VIII: Analyses of Phase I Follow-up Data 
Second Interim Report on the 

Free Venture Evaluation - June, 1980 

This report constitutes the second of two interim reports describing 

the first phase of the evaluation of the Free Venture program in Correctional 

faci lities in Minnesota. The results included here involve primari Iy follow-

up data for ex-offenders during their first year on parole and in a sense 

take up from where the findings in the first paper leave off. The reader 

is referred to that earl ier report for an overview of the project's design 

and a detailed description of the institutions and samples. Fol lowing the 

previously used format, this paper begins with a general review of the 

fol low-up information. The second section provides a descriptive summary for 

each of the nine groups studied and a discussion of the overal I patterns and 

impl ications of the results. A detailed accounting of the data, including the 

outcomes of statistical analyses, is presented in the final section of the 

report. 

AN OVERVIEW OF THE FOLLOW-UP DATA 

In order to determine whether or not the experience of working in a Free 

Venture shop had any long term effects on the inmates involved, a fol low-up 

study of the first year post-release for the individuals included in the first 

phase of the' evaluation was undertaken. The original groups had involved 333 

traditional industry workers, 244 state service (maintenance) workers, and 70 

Free Venture workers from the men's prison at Sti I Iwater, 216 male and 18 

female Free Venture workers and 64 male and 12 female state service workers from 

the correctional faci lity at Lino Lakes, 54 traditional industry workers from 

the men's reformatory at St. Cloud and 30 Free Venture workers from the women's 

prison at Shakopee. AI I had begun wOI~king at the position as identified by 

their group membership in 1976 or 1977 and approximate~y 78 percent had been 

released for at least one year at the time of the study. An additional six 

percent were out for a shorter period of time, permittillg their inclusion in 
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the three and six month data. Although there was somewhElt greater sl ippage among 

the f ema leg roups in terms of miss i ng data, i nformat i on was typ i ca I I Y comp I ete 

for most of the el igible males. 

The follow-up irformation was gathered from parole agents (or i"n certain 

cases from their reports) at three, six, and twelve months post-release. The 

variables measured covered fami Iy status, employment, involvement in other 

productive activities, changes in parole status, and arrests on new charges. 

As in the previous analyses, each work group within an institution was treated 

separately as were the males and females. Group comparisons were made on al I 

of the outcome measures. In addition a series of analyses were carried out to 

examine relationships among various background and outcome variables. 

*** We had hypothesized that experience in a Free Venture shop would have a 

positive influence on employment and/or other productive activity within the 

first year post-release. However with a few minor exceptions, the data did not 

confirm our predictions. Although there was considerable variation across 

institutions , the Free Venture-versus-other group comparisons generally failed 

to yield meaningful differences in terms of number of days of between release 

and employment, number of days worked, number of days of other productive activities, 

skil I level of jobs obtained, wages earned and so on. 

We had predicted also that the ex-Free Venture workers would commit fewer 

crimes, especially property crimes, during their first year post-release. There 

was no evidence that this was the case. Indeed the Free Venture group from 

Stillwater (despite looking good for the first six months) had been charged with 

more offenses than had the others by the end of the year. (Grantedly they had 

more serious records initially and thus were probably at greater risk). 

Sign i f i cant re I at i onsh ips Wel-e demonstrated between severa I background 

and outcome variables. For example, whether or not one had worked prior to 
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a good pred ',ctor of employment as wei I as recidivism. incarceration was Further-

b tl to activity and to incidence of arrest more, race bore a clear association 0 1 

during the first year on parole; Indians faring especially poorly compared to 

blacks and whites in each regard. The complexity of the variables under study 

is clearly compel ling. 

AI I in al I there is no reason in I ight of our current findings to attribute 

Ic)ng term nature on the offender who has participated any positive influence of a 

in the Free Venture prog;--am, Nevertheless, given several methodological problems 

evaluat ion, we should not conclude at this point with the first phase of our 

that the Free Venture model has no rehabil itative value. The revised design 

of the research now underway wil I provide more definitive information relevant 

b th long and short term "effects." *** to questions concerning 0 
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DISCUSSION OF THE F!NDINGS 

Using the format of the first interim report, this section wil I describe in 

turn" the fol low-up picture for each of the nine groups studied. These summaries 

are fol lowed (beginning on page 24) by a review of the findings concerning 

relationships among certain demographic, institutional, and outcome variables. 

The section concludes with a general discussion of the results and their impl ica-

tions. Some readers may prefer to skip to tho$conclusions (page 30) before 

reading the intervening material. 

The MCF-Stil Iwater Groups 

Of the original 333 men who constituted the tnadLtionai ~n~~y sample at 

MCF-STW, over three quarters had been released for at least one year at the time 

of the fol low-up and were thus el igible for inclusion in the study. Data were 

collected on 89 to 94 percent of the releasees at each fol low-up period. A 

moderate majority (56 percent) of the group were released on general parole with 

most of those remaining being paroled on conditional terms. 

Approximately three fifths of the former traditional industry workers first 

resided in the metropol itan area surrounding St. Paul and Minneapol is after 

leaving the prison. Another 20 percent lived in outlying areas of Minnesota with 

8.5 percent moving out-of-state. Although most of the group had been married 

at one time, only 20 percent returned to I ive with spouses. Many more were 

separated or divorced. SI ightly less than one third of the group had children 

under the age of 18 for whom they were financially responsible. 

Just prior to release about one-fifth of the former traditional industry 

workers had been in Work Release and a comparable percentage in Pre-Release. 

Twelve percent of the group leased cars through the Wheels program. CETA pro-

vided services to five percent of the men while the use of other support services 

was minimal. (page 42 in the Data section describes the aforementioned programs.) 

During their first three months on the outside a sl ight majority held at 

least one job, with those who worked averaging 66 days (out of 92) of employment. 

230 

, 
I , , 

" 

~: 
; \ 

! , 

! 
I' 

! 

l 
1: 
, 
'1 
j 

ii 

1\ 
j ~ 

)' ,; 
I, 
I 
I 

! ' 
)t 

, 

f 



:~ 

I 

.. 

fl' 

---.....,',-,~ 

Typically there was a period of two and one half weeks before work started at 

an average beginning salary of $4.63 per hour. Approximately half of the first 

jobs were unski lied with only 15 percent fall ing into the "ski lied" category. 

One in ten of those who worked was fired during the first three months and twice 

that many quit a job for no reason; 13 percent left a posttion for a better offer. 

Few of the traditional industry sample were involved in vocational and educational 

programs. Whi Ie one fifth participated i.n full-time parole programs, a sl ightly 

smaller number were idle for the entire first three months post-release. 

Parole status remained unchanged for 79 percent of this group during the 

first fol low-up period. Six percent were returned to prison and another 8.5 

percent absconded. MOI-e than ha I f of the returnees had commi tted a new offense, 

generally of the property type. avera I I nine percent had been arrested on new 

charges, many of which were sti I I pending. The average number of days spent 

inside a correctional facil lty was less than six. 

The picture at six months post-release looked much as it had at three months 

for the former traditional industry workers; however fewer were involved in other 

programs. Among the 57 percent who worked, there was an average 71 (out of 91) 

days of employment. The average wage of those holding a job at six months was 

$5.09 per hour. Twenty percent of the positions were ski I led and 37 percent 

unski I led. Terminations fol lowed the same pattern as at three months. 

By six months post-release 29 percent of the group had had a change in parole 

status. Eleven percent were returned to prison within the period. Over 15 

percent had been charged with a new offense, once again generally against property. 

An average of 13 days was spent inside some correctional faci I ity. 

Between six and 12 months post-release three fifths of the traditional 

industry worked were employed for an average of 132 (out of 182) days. Among 
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those who held a position at one year the mean wage was $5.71 per hour. About 

half of the jobs were semi-ski lied and slightly more of the remaining positions 

ski I led rather than unski I led. The reasons for leaving positions continued to be 

simi lar to those for the first three months. Sixteen percent of the men were 

idle for the entire 182 days. 

At one year three out of ten of those rele3sed had experienced parole status 

changes with 14 percent having been returned to prison in the past six months. 

Sixteen percent were charged with new offenses, typically against property, 

during the final fol low-up period. 

Considering the entire 12 months, three quarters of those from Sti Ilwater 

who had worked in traditional industry had held at least one job. The average 

number of days worked was 201 (out of 365). 

Most of the group had worked for at least a short period prior to their 

incarceration, although half had held jobs for less than a year. Only 15 percent 

had worked more than three years. Almost three fifths of the previous positions 

were unski lied in nature. 

One third of the 244 -6.ta;te.-6eJl.vic.e. workers from Stillwater were not re

leased in time to be included in the year long fol low-up although almost one 

th i rd of those not out for a year were out for six months. Of the roe I eased group 

information was obtained for over 93 percent for each period. About one half of 

the ex-offenders who had worked in state service positions were paroled on a 

conditional basis with most of those remaining going on general parole. Over 

two thirds resided during their initial three months, in the Minneapol is-st. Paul 

area with another 14 percent in other parts of Minnesota and 5 percent out of the 

state. Although a sl ight majority had been married at least once in the pas~ only 

10 percent I ived with spouses during the first fol low-up period. Less than one 

quarter of the group had dependent chi Idren for whom they were responsible. 
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One fifth of the former state S6rvice workers had participated in Work 

Release and a comparable number in the Pre-Release program prior to their parole. 

CETA was uti lized by only four percent of the group. One in seven leased a Wheels 

car. 

At the time of the three month fol low-up 47 percent of these men had held a 

job with the remaining group almost evenly split between those participating 

in ful I-time therapeutic programs and those who were idle. Among those who had 

worked, the mean number of days of employment was 65 (out of 92). Typically 

there were 15 days between release and the first job. Their average hourly wage 

was $4.39. Eleven percent of the first positions were skil led in nature with the 

remaining 89 percent almost equally split between ceing semi-skil led and un-

ski lied. Whi Ie one in !'line workers were fired from at least one job twice that 

many left a job for no good reason. Overal I this group had fewer days of pro

ductive activity than either the traditional industry or the Free Venture workers 

from MCF-STW. 

The first three months post-release saw a change in parole status for over 

one quarter of the ex-offenders who had held state service positions. Ten percent 

absconded, six percent committed technical violations, and I I percent were charged 

with new crimes. By the time of the fi rst follow-up, 7 percent of the group had 

been returned to prison. Most of the new offenses fel I in the against-property 

category. An average 87 days of freedom characterized the initial 92 day period. 

Whi Ie somewhat more former state service workers were employed between three 

and six months than earlier, the number of idle individuals also increased so 

that more than 3 in 10 men were classified as doing nothing during the second 

fol low-up period. Compared to the other Sti I Iwater groups,the entire released 

sample averaged fewer days of. employment as well as fewer days of productive 

activity. The average number of days worked by those who held jobs was 66. 
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Among those who held positions at the iime of the second fol low-up, the mean 

hourly wage was $4.83. Half of the jobs were semi-ski I led and unskiled positions 

out numbered skil led ones three to one. While fewer people were involuntarily 

terminated during this period, over 18 percent left jobs for no apparent reason. 

The Stillwater state service group stood out compared to the others, es

pecial Iy the Free Venture workers from that institution and both Lino Lakes groups 

by virtue of their excessive number of parole status changes between three and 

six months. Over 17 percent had been arrested on new charges and another 10 

percent had absconded. One in 12 former state service workers was returned to 

prison during this period. The mean number of days spent outside correctional 

facil ities was 78 (out of 91). 

On the whole the former MCF-STW state service workers fared less wei I than 

the other groups in terms of activities during the second six months post-release. 

Again less than half held any jobs over the 182 days and over one quarter re

mained idle. The average hourly wage for those working at one year was $5.27. 

Fifty percent of the positions were semi-ski I led, 31 percent unskil led, and 19 

percent skil led. 

51 ightly more than one third of this group experienced a parole status 

change during the final follow-up period. Eighteen per'cent were returned, typically 

with a new charge. A majority of the new offenses were against property. An 

average of 136 (out of 182) days were spent outside correctional facil ities. 

A higher proportion (37 percent) of the former state service workers remained 

jobless throughout the entire first year post-release than was irue of the other 

groups. Their average numbers of days of employment (191) and of days of pro

ductive activity (163) were lower as wei I. 

The pre-incarceration work histories of the state service worker sample were 

very simi lar to those of the traditional industry workers, although a sl iyhtly 
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larger percentage had never worked (22 percent versus 17 percent). The larger 

majority of those who had been employed had been so far less than one year with 

only 12 percent having held jobs for more than three years. Skil led, semi-ski I led, 

and unski lied positions were chal-acteristic for II percent, 32 percent and 57 

percent respectively. 

Because the F~ee Ventune group at Sti I Iwater tended to have committed more 

serious cri~es for which they were sentenced to longer terms, fewer of them were 

released in time for their fol low-up data to be included in the study. Of the 

original 70,22 (31.4 percent) remained incarcerated throughout our project and 

only 40 (57. I percent) were out for the entire twelve months. The proportion 

of the released group for whom data could be obtained ranged from 83 to 90 percent 

across the different periods. 

The pattern of types of release for this group was very simi lar to that of 

the MCF-STW state service workers. Forty-five percent left on general parole 

and 55 percent on conditional parole. Relatively few (2.3 percent) of these men 

resided out-of-state during their first three months with almost three quarters 

of the group living in the Twin Cities area and 16 percent in other parts of 

Minnesota. 

As reported in the first interim repor~ more of the Sti I Iwater Free Venture 

workers had been married than was true of the other groups. Nevertheless only 

26 percent I ived with a spouse fol lowing their early release. Slightly more 

than one quarter had dependent chi Idren for whom they were financially responsible. 

Almost one quarter of the Free Venture releasees from Sti I Iwater had part-

icipated in Work Release and one fifth had been through Pre-Release. Nearly 

that many leased a Wheels ca~ Relatively few of these men were served by any 
other support program. 

Less than 10 percent of the Free Venture group remained idle during their 

first 92 days on the outside, with 56 percent working and 33 percent participating 
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in parole programs. The mean number of days spent in "otoer programs" was 

higher for this group than for the others. Those Who did work during the initial 

period typically waited 15 days before starting and put in an average 69 (out of 

92) days~ $4.79 was the mean hourly wage of the first positions. Thirty nine 

percent of these were unskil led jobs, 44 percent semi-skil led, and 17 percent 

ski lied. This group tended to leave positions less frequently than the others 

with the most common reason for termination being a better opportunity. 

Fourteen percent of the former Free Venture workers experienced status 

changes in their first three months post-release, 7 percent having absconded and 

7 percent returned, typically for ~ technical violation. This was a better 

record than obtained by the other ex-offenders from Stillwater or by the 

st. Cloud group. Only one individual was charged with a new offense, and this 

was in the "other" category. An average 89 (out of 92) days were spent outside 

correctional facil ities. 

Participation in special programs dropped off during the second three months 

so that during that period only 10 percent of the Free Venture group was so in

volved. Three fifths of the group were employed and 18 percent idle. Those Who 

were employed spent an average 71 days on their jObs. As in the past the most 

common reason for leaving a job was a better opportunity. Those Who held positions 

at six months had done so for a mean of 125 (out of 182) days. About one quarter 

of these were ski I le~ one third unski I led, the average hourly wage being $5.64. 

Compared to the others released from Sti Ilwater, the eX-Free Venture workers 

from that institution experienced fewer legal problems during the second three 

months post-release. Ten percent absconded, and 10 percent were charged with 

committing a new offense. The average number of days spent outside a correctional 

fac iii ty was 82. 

The second six months saw some marked changes in the pattern of adjustment 

for the MCF-STW Free Venture group. Only half of these men worked during this 
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final period and almost one quarter were idle. Altuougu tuey continued to do 

better in terms of making productive use of tuetr time than the ex-state service 

workers from Stii Iwater, they fel I behind the traditional industry workers from 

MCF-STW in that regard. The mean hourly wage for those holding a job at 12 

months was $3.72. A I most one fi fth of tuose who had worked had been I aid off; 

another 19 percent quit for no apparent reason. 

Approximately one half of the Free Venture group experienced changes in 

parole during the second half year with a remarkably high 36 percent being 

charged with a new offense. Most of the crimes were aga' ,st property although 

the percentage of individuals charged with person offenses was also excessive. 

A mean of 133 days was spent outside correctional facil ities. 

Three quarters of the former Free Venture workers held at least one job 

during their first year on parole. The average numbers of days o·f various activities 

were highly comparable to those for the other groups. Overal I the typical man 

spent 210 days in a productive manner. This group exceeded al I others in charges 

for new offenses I ill both the property and person category. 

Over 98 percent of the Free Venture group from Sti I Iwater had worked for 

at least a short period prior to their incarceration with 20 percent having held a 

job for more than one year and 17 percent for longer than three years. Thus 

they had more past work experience than did the other groups. Well over half 

of their positions had been ski I led or semi-ski I led, 17 percent and 40 percent 

respect i ve I y. 

The Male MCF-Lino Lakes Groups 

All but 4 of the original 64 ~;f:ctte ,oeJ1.vic.e workers from Lino Lakes were 

released in sufficient time to be included in the year long fol low-up data. 

Information was avai lable on approximately 92 percent of those el igible. Two 
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thirds of this group left the institution on general parole and one third on 

conditional paroie. Over three quarters of the group resided initial!y in the 

metropolitan area of Minneapolis and st. Paul with most of the others I iving in 

other areas of the state. Almost three fifths of the men were single and only 

II percent were legally and financially responsible for dependent chi Idren; 

compared to al I except the other st. Cloud workers, this was a smal I proportion. 

t t t feh'er of the former state Compared to the i r Free Ven ure coun erpar s, VY 

service workers had been involved in Work Release or Pre-Release although 

comparable numbers leased Wheels cars. Fifty five percent of the group worked 

during the first three months post-release whi Ie 18 percent were idle. 

remaining 27 percent were faIrly evenly divided among other activities. 

The 

Those 

men who were employed averaged 60 days on the job with a mean hourly wage of 

$4.78 for the first positions which began typically 22 days fol lowing release. 

Half of the jobs were unski lied and only 10 percent were ski lied. The jobs held 

by the 27 individuals who were employed at thr'ee months were of higher status: 

14 percent ski I led, 57 percent semi-ski I led, and 29 percent unski I led with a mean 

hour y wage 0 .~. I f $5 I ~ Most positions were terminated voluntarily by the ex-

offender, with some 23 percent quitting for no apparent reason. 

group did leave one job for a better opportunity. 

One fifth of the 

t t f the former S tate service workers retained their Eightly eigh percen 0 

init'ial parole status during the first three months. Less than four percent 

committed a new offense. even percen . S t absconded The average number of days 

spent outside a correctional faci I ity was 90. 

During the second fol low-up period almost 60 percent of the state service 

group worked. Nine and II porcent were involved in vocational or academic train-

ing respective y. I No one part 'lc'lpated in other programs. The mean number of 

days of employment (for those holding positions) was 71 with an average hourly 
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wage of $4.56 for jobs held at six months. Although 20 percent of the latter 

positions were ski I led, the proportion of individuals in semi-ski I led positions 

had dropped to 36 percent. Again the most common reason for termination of a 

position was "no reason" (given by 28 percent). 

Reiatively few (14 percent) of this group experienced legal difficulties 

during the second fol low-up period. About half of those who did committed a new 

offense, typically in the "other" category. An aver 87 d age ays were spent outside 
correctional institutions. 

The final six months of the first year post-release saw over two-thirds of 

the former state service group working. Relatively few individuals engaged In 

other activities. One fifth remained idle during the entire period. Those 

who were employed averaged 139 days on jobs. Among the 48 percent holding 

positions at one year the mean hourly wage was $5.96. One quarter of these were 

ski I led in nature and the remaining positions were equally spl it between being 

semi-ski I led and unski I led. During this pertod most jobs were left for better 

opportunities, although a larger percentage of people (I I percent) were fired 

as well. 

One third of the gr'oup experienced a change in parole status. SI ightly 

over one quarter were charged with new offenses, typically against property. 

A mean 164 days were spent outside correctional faci I ities. 

Over the course of the first year post-release four fifths of the former 

state service workers held JOobs, being employed for an average of 212 days. 

The group mean for days spent productively was 238. 

Prior to incarceration, 83 percent of tho,s group h d b I a een emp oyed although 
59 percent for less than one year. Tho t t h d Ir een percen a held stable jobs for 

more than one year, and I I percent for more than three years. OVer two thirds 

of the past positions had been unski I led with only 13 percent skil led. 
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There were 216 FJt.e.e. Ve.ntufr.e. workers in the original sample. Four percent 

were not released in time for the fol low-up, and another 4 percent were not out 

long enough to be fol lowed for an entire year. Of the 190 who were el igible 

for inclusion, data were available on 96 percent. This group was somewhat more 

I ikely than their state service peers to go out on general parole (77 percent) 

with only 21 percent being paroled on a conditional basis. 

Almost two-thirds of the former Free Venture workers returned to the Twin 

Cities area upon release. One quarter resided in other areas of Minnesota and 

7 percent out..,of-state. SI ightly more of this group I ived with a spouse during 

the year on parole than was true of the state service workers. In addition they 

were responsible for many more dependent chi Idren. 

Prior to release, 21 percent of the Free Venture workers went through Work 

Release and 25 percent througr Pre-Release, figures much higher than those for 

their peers who had worked in state service positions. One in eleven of the men 

I eased cars from the Wheel s program. 

Sixty percent of the former Free Venture workers were employed during the 

first fol low-up period while almost one quarter remained idle. Those who did 

work averaged 73 days of employment. First positions were begun typically 13 

days fol lowing release with a beginning hourly wage of $4.32. Sixteen percent 

of these positions were skil led and 44 percent unskil led. This group was some-

what more I ikely to remain in their first jobs than were the state service workers, 

the former group averaging 64 days on such compared to 53 for the latter group at 

three months. Among the former Free Venture workers employed at three months 

the average individual was earning $4.52 per hour, having been at his job for 

69 days. The ski I I levels of these positions were very similar to those of the 

first positions. Over the period 16 percent of the men had quit jobs without 

cause and 10 percent terminated for batter opportunities; 7 percent were fired. 

240 

T-

" 'i 



I' 

H' 

Only I I percent of the former Free Venture workers had a change in parole 

status during the first fol low-up perIod, with 8 percent being charged with a 

new crime and less than 3 percent absconding. The offenses were evenly divided 

between the "against propertyll and "other" categories. A mean of 90 days was 

spent outside of any correctional faci I ity during this period. 

The proportion of employed ex-Free Venture workers increased to 65 percent 

during the second three months post-release, with 18 percent engaging in no 

productive activity. The average number of days of employment among those who 

worked was 72. The mean hourly wage for the group holding jobs at the half

year point was $4.83. Almost one quarter of these positions were ski I led in 

nature with the remaining jobs evenly divided into semi-ski I led and unski I led 

categories. The average number of days on these jobs was a high 110. Almost 

one fifth of the working men quit a job for no good reason whrle a comparable 

number left for a better opportunity. 

Seventeen percent of this group experienced a parole status change during 

the second fol low-up period, with two-thirds of the changes involving new offenses, 

once again generally not against persons. The Dumber of days spent outside any 

correctional faci I ity averaged 83. 

The final six months of the fol low-up saw 70 percent of the former Free 

Venture group employed and only 13 percent idle. The average number of days on 

the job was 132. There was somewhat less involvement in other activities than 

was true of the ex-state service men. The average hourly wage at 12 months was 

$4.86 with one third of the group in unski lied positions and one quarter in 

ski I led positions. The mean number of days on those jobs was a high 188. While 

16 percent of the former Free Venture workers left jobs without cause, 21 percent 

left for better opportunities. Thirteen percent were fired and 10 percent laid 

off during this period. 
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The parole status of sl ightly more than three quarters of these men remained 

unchanged. Sixteen percent were charged WIth new offenses which cut evenly across 

the various type of crime. The mean number of days spent outside any correctional 

faci I ity was 154. 

All but 17 percent of the individualswho had held Free Venture jobs were 

employed during their first year on parole. They averaged 220 days of work. 

Overal I the group had a mean of 225 days of productive activity. 

SI ightly more than one-fifth of the group had not worked outside of prison 

and over one half had held stable jobs for less than one year. Only I I percent 

of the previous positions had been ski I led with two-thirds fal ling into the 

"unski lied" category. 

The MCF-St. Cloud Group 

Eight of the original 5-1 st. Cloud inmates were not released in sufficient 

time to be included in the year long fol low-up. However four of the eight were 

out in time to be included in the thre~ and six month data. Information was ob-

tained on 91 percent of those eligible. 

Almost two-thirds of this group was released on general parole and the 

remainder on conditional parole. Unlike the other male groups, somewhat less than 

half returned to the Minneapolis-St. Paul area with over 40 percent going to 

other parts of Minnesota. Only 4 percent moved out of the state. These men had 

the lowest probabi I ity of I iving with their wives during the fol low-up and the 

fewest dependent chi Idren, findings consistent with their younger age. Relatively 

few of the ex-offenders from st. Cloud had gone through Work Release or Pre

Release (7 and 9 percents respectively) and less than 5 percent leased a Wheels 

car. 
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During the first three month per';od 52 percent of this group worked; II percent 

were in vocational training and 6 percent a piece in academic or other programs. 

More than one-fifth of these ex-offenders remained idle. The average number of 

days for those who were employed was 58. There was a mean of 23 days between 

release and employment with a typical 46 days spent on the first job during the 

first follow-up. The average worker earned $4.84 an hour on his first position, 

13 percent of which were ski I led and 58 percent of which were unski I led. Only 

'one-third of the group held on to their initial jobs through the end of the 

first period, with more than one-fifth being fired and another 29 percent quitting 

without cause. Among those employed at months only 8 percent were in ski I led 

positions and a high 58 percent in unskil led positions. The average hourly wage 

was a low $4.26. Considering al I of the jobs held during the first three months 

of freedom, 19 percent of the group was fired at least once and 35 percent left 

for no good reason. 

Seventeen percent of the former st. Cloud group experienced changes in their 

parole status during their first three months on release, with 13 percent being 

~rrested on new charges, fairly evenly spl it across categories. Eighty.eight 

was the mean number of days spent outside any correctional facil ity. 

The second fol low-up period saw almost one quarter of the former traditional 

industry workers from st. Cloud idle and only sl ightly more than one half were 

employed. Whi Ie no one was stil I in an academic program, 9 percent were receiving 

vocational training and 5 percent continued to participate in therapeutic programs. 

The average number of days of work was a low 64. Those who held jobs at six 

months earned $4.71 an hour, this relatively low wage reflecting the fact that 

half of the jobs were unski I led and only 13 percent skil led. The most common 

cause for leaving a position during this period was again unexplainable and a 

high 17 percent of these workers were fired. 
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The number of individuals in this group experiencing parole difficulties 

increased dramatically during the second three months to 35 percent. Over one 

quarter of this group were arrested for new offenses. Eleven percent of the group 

were charged with property crimes and over 6 percent with crimes against people. 

Nine percent faced other kinds of charges. The average number of days spent 

outside any correctional faci I ity was 78. 

During the final six months of fol low-up 55 percent of the ex-offenders 

from st. Cloud worked and 23 percent remained idle. The average number of days 

of employment was a low 116 and the average number of days of involvement in a 

productive activity a low 76. Those who held positions at one year had been on 

their jobs a mean 171 days and were averaging $4.87 per hour. Half of their 

jobs were semi-skilled and slightly over one-third unskilled. Twenty three percent 

of the group qui t a job for no reason between six an d 12 months post-re I ease 

and 14 pel-cent were fired. Fourteen percent also went on to better opportunities. 

Almost one-third of the st. Cloud group changed parole status during the 

final period, with over one quarter being charged with a new crime, which tended 

to be against property. A mean of 139 days was spent outside any correctional 

facility. 

Seventy three percent of this group held a job sometime during the first 

year. The mean numbers of days of employment and of productive activity were 

168 (for those employed) and 166 (for the entire group) respectively. Thus 

al I in al I this group fared less wei I than al I but the state service workers from 

sti I Iwater. Their recidivism data however look comparable to those of the other 

groups. 

Prior to incarceration over 40 percent of the group had never worked and less 

than 10 percent had worked for one or more years. A whopping 79 percent of the 

previous positions were unski lIed in nature; less than 5 percent were ski lIed. 

244 

.\ 



.. 

'b 

The Fema Ie MCF-Li no Lakes Groups 

All of the 12 women who worked i.n .6:ta.:te .6eJtvi..c.e positrons whi Ie at MCF-LL 

were released at least one year prior to the fol low-up. Data were unavai lable 

however for three so that only 75 perceni of those el igible were fol lowed. Two 

members of this group were paroled conditionally with the remaining 78 percent 

going out on general parole. Four went to reside in the metropol itan area of 

Minneapol is and st. Paul and three in other parts of Minnesota. Two of the women 

absconded almost immediatley, their whereabouts being therefore unknown. Whi Ie 

all but three of these ex-offenders had been married, only two of the nine returned 

to live with their spouse. Twenty two percent of the group was childless and 

67 percent had one dependent chi Id. The remaining woman (I I percent of the group) 

had six chi Idren for whom she was responsible. None of these former state service 

workers participated in Work Release or Pre-Release nor did any receive assist

ance from any other support program. 

During the first three months of parole, four of the women were employed 

for an average 53 days and five remained idle (although it must be remembered 

that many were caring for young children). Three of the positions held were 

unski I led and one semi-ski I led. Two of the women were laid off (one twice) 

and one was fired so that at three months only one remained employed. She made 

$3.50 per hour. 

One of these women was returned to prison on a technical violation and 

unother charged with a property offense which was not resolved during this period. 

Little changed for these former state service workers during the second 

fol low-up period. One woman did begin receiving assistance from CETA. Three 

women worked during this period for an average 61 days. One was in school for 

51 days. Two were employed at the six month fol low-up, one in an unski I led and 

one in a semi-ski I led position. During the three months one individual was 

laid off,and another left two jobs for no apparent reason. 
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The person who had been arrested durrng the first three months was found 

gui Ity of the charge against her and returned to prison with an additional 

sentence. No one else experienced any change in parole status. 

During the final fol low-up period one of the mothers of one chi Id gave 

birth. There were no other changes in family status. Among the eight free 

women, three worked (for an average 56 days) and five were "idle". Two 

individuals held J"obs, both unski I led, at on e year. One member of this group 

had been laid off and two had left positions without apparent cause. 

Two of these former state service workers were arrested on new property 

charges during the final half year. The status of these charges was not resolved 

during the study. 

Over the course of the first year post-release If' th on your women In is group 

held a job. The average number of days of employment for them was 124, whi Ie 

the mean number of days of productive involvement (excluding parenting) was 84. 

lnformation conce-rning past employment was available for only five of the 

state servl"ce group. Three had w k d f I th 
. 01- e or ess . an one year, one for I ess than 

\ 

three years, and one not at al I. Generally their jobs had been unski I led in 

nature. 

A II of the 18 women who worked in FJr.ee Ve.n.:twr.e. shops at L i no Lakes were 

el igible for inclusion in the study; however datp were missing on two of them. 

Nine of the workers for whom data were ayai lable were released on general 

parole and seven on conditl'onal parole. Unl'k th" t t . 
I e elr s a e service peers, who 

became more evenly dispersed following release, th t f h ree quar ers 0 t is group 

went to the Twin Cities area to res·Ide. Of th .. e remaInIng four, three moved 

to outlying areas of Minnesota and one out of the state. 

Although 75 percent of the former Free Venture workers had been married only 

two of 16 resided with a husband during the first three months. By the end of 
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the first year however three other women were also rnarrted. Seven individuals 
I 

had dependent chi Idren for whom they were responsible. During the second fol low-

up period this number grew to eight. 

As was true of the state service group, the assistance provided these 

former Free Venture workers by specIal programs was minImal. Five women worked 

during the first fol low-up perio~and six partIcipated in special programs. The 

remaining five were idle. The average numbel- of days of employment by the 
f 

previously mentioned five was 71. This rather high figure reflects the fact 

that they began working almost immediate upon release. AI I the positions however 

were unskil led and only one women remained at her fIrst job at the end of the 

initial three months. Two others were fired, and one laid off. One did quit 

for a better opportunity. The mean number of productive days for this group 

(43) was somewhat higher than that for the state service workers (27). 

Two of the former Free Venture workers committed technical violations and 

four were charged with new property offenses during the first 92 days. Never-

theless no one was returned to prison during that pertod. 

The second follow-up period saw five members of this group working, one in 

school, and three in special programs. The average number of days of employment 

for those working was 69. Again al I of the positions were of an unski I led nature. 

During these three months one person was fired, one quit for no reason, and 

one left a job for a better opportunity. At the half year mark three people 

were employed. 

The second fol low-up period also saw five women experience changes in 

parole status. Three committed technical violations for which two were returned 

to prison. One of i-he women who had been charged earl ier was returned as well, 

in her case with an additional sentence. Another absconded after being charged 

with a property offense. 
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Seven of the 15 women for whom data were avai lable during the final six 

months were idle throughout the period. Only five had worked however they did 

average a high 147 days of employment. Four held jobs at one year, two of 

which were ski I led and two unski I led. 

There were no additional offenses committed by this group during the final 

period. Two individuals however did abscond ~nd two women who had done so 

earl ier remained missing). 

Over the course of the year 60 percent of these women held at least one 

job, averaging 159 days of employment. The mean number of productive days was 

131, considerably higher than the 84 days mean for the state service group. 

Prior to their incarceration only four of the nine women in this group for 

whom the information was available had worked and three had done so for less 

than a year. Two had held ski I led positions and one each semi-ski I led and un-

ski I led positions. 

The ~~CF-Shakopee Group 

Eight of the 30 women who constituted the Ffl.e.e. Ve.n.tuJr..e. group at Shakopee 

were not released during the follow-up. Thl-ee others were not out long enough 

to be included in the 12 month data. Data were avai lable on al I but four who 

we re eli g i b Ie. 

Two of the group were conditionally paroled whIle 16 were released on 

more general terms. Thirteen resided in the Minneapol is-St. Paul area whi Ie the 

other five returned to other locales in Minnesota. Like the other women's 

groups, the large majority of these women had been married, however on Iy four 

I ived with a spouse, a figul-e which remained constant ovel- the entire follow-

up year. This group tended to have somewhat smaller families than the others 

with only seven women having dependent chi Idren. There were no changes in fami Iy 
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status during the first year post-release. 

Four of the releasees from Shakopee participated in Work Release and two 

in Pre-Release. In addition two received assistance from CETA. Proportionately 

fewer members of this group were idle (22 percent) during the first fol low-up 

period. Over half of the group worked,and two were involved in vocational train-

lng, one in school, and one in another special program. The mean number of days 

of employment for the workers was 79, their having taken an average 23 days 

to begin. Three-fifths of the first positions were unskil led with the remainder 

being equally divided in semi-ski I led and ski I led categories. Half of the group 

remained at their jobs at the end of three months, and four' others had gone on 

to better opportunities so that at that point, nine of the women were employed. 

The entire group averaged a high 60 days of productive activities. 

There were no pure technical violations within this group during the first 

fol low-up period. However one woman did abscond and another was arrested on a 

property charge. 

Slightly more than one-third of the Shakopee group remained idle during 

the three to six month period. Forty one percent worked, 12 percent received 

vocational training; 16 percent went to school, and 6 percent participated in a 

parole program. Those seven who did work did so for an average 71 days. Only 

six remained employed however at the half year point, four in unski I led and two 

in ski I led positions. One woman had quit a job for no reason and two had gone 

on to better opporutnities. Ash~c: from the one individual who r'emained missing, 

there were no further legal difficulties during this period. 

Four of the 15 Shakopee women for w~om information was available did nothing 

between the six and 12 month fol low-ups. Seven were employed and four engaged 

in other activities. The mean number of days of productive involvement was a 

very high 121. Six continued to hold positions at the first year's end although 
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there were several shifts to better opportunities within the final period. 

Two members of this group were returned to prison during the second six 

months, one on a technical violation and one on a new sentence for the property 

offense committed during the first three months. Two others remained missing. 

Over the course of the first year post-release nine of the Shakopee women 

worked for a total of 228 days. Several of the six who were not employed were 

involved in other productive activities so that the mean number of "good" days 

was 227. All in all this group was more successful than the women who had been 

at Lino Lakes. It should be noted however -J-hat they had more pre-incarceration 

work experience with over tWo-thirds having held a job in the past (although 

typically for less than a year). Forty percent of their previous jobs were 

ski lied and 47 percent unski lied. 

Relationships Among Outcome Variables 

Because the groups differed in terms of modal ;type 06 pcvl.O£'e and degree 

of assistance received from support programs, it was deemed fmportant to consider 

whether or not such factors were associated with particular outcomes. Many of 

the offenders who were released on conditional parole were mandated to spend much 

of their time in special therapeutic programs. Consequently work was often 

out of the question for them. Consistent with this situation is the finding that 

general parolees were more likely to be working while conditional parolees were 

more I ikely to be involved in other (non-educational) programs during the first 

fol low-up period. Furthermore since the terms of release are more stringent 

for conditional than for general parole, the conditional parolee has an increased 

probabi lity of being returned as a violator. This was the case for our subjects 

during the second fol low-up period, when, once again, the general parolees were 

more I ike/y to be working than were those on conditional parole. 
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Since WOJr.k. Rei.e.M e. and PJr.e.-Rei.e.Me. cater to the offender who may' have 

special difficulty readjusting to the outside world" one might expect worse 

than average outcomes to be associated with individuals who had parttctpa-red tn 

such. Thus wh i I e an absence of differences between those s"erved and those 

who werenot might, in and of itself, reflect the success of the program 

(since the former were brought up to the "level of the latter), any differences 

favoring participants over non-participants represent a clearly positive outcome. 

In this study involvement in either Work Release or Pre-Release was found to 

have a positive influence on activities during parole. Similarly, at least for 

the first two fol low-up periods, having leased a Wheels car was associated with 

greater than average success (more work, less idleness). Fortunately the effects 

of these variables seem to be balanced across the groups (e.g. more conditional 

paroles from MCF-STW yet also greater special program assistance for those groups) 

so that there is no reason to suspect that they bias our results. 

It was also the case that employment during the earl fer months post-release 

and to a lesser extent ,later on was related to lower recidivism. Those who 

were idle were much more I ikely to commit a crime than were those who were 

working. Individuals involved in other worthwhile activities such as vocational 

tra i n i ng or co I lege fe I I tTl i dway between the two extremes. It shou I d be noted 

in passing that no causal interpretation IS intended here. A number of possi-

bi I ities exist. For example perhaps the workers are the persons who have decided 

to go straight, and their employment and clean record simply reflect this 

decision or maybe they just do not need the money or maybe they are too busy to 

get into trouble or maybe their co-workers are having a positive influence and 

so on. Nor shou I d we ru I e oui' the poss i b iIi ty that they are smarter crooks 

and just have not been caught. 
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Relationships Between Demographic Variables and Outcome Measures 

As the first interm report documented, the groups differed considerably 

on a number of background variables, certain of which might be predictive of 

success on parole. In order to isolate (and then if necessary control for) 

the influence of such factors, it was considered necessary to determine the 

strengths of the possible relationships. Consequently a number of analyses 

of both main effects and interactions were done. 

One critical variable which was omitted in the first interim report was 

the paoz wOJr.k. ~zoJr.y. The results showed a clearcut relationship between having 

worked prior to incarceration and working or engaging in some produC"!-ive 

activity during parole. The influence of the earl ier experjence appeared to 

be cumulative (i.e. some previous experience was not as good as much previous 

experience but was better than none). The ski II level of the previous positions 

was also predictive of working post-release, a history of ski I led work being 

especially favorable. Interestingly, men who had worked at semi-ski I led jobs 

fa r~.j no b9tte r th an those who we re un ski I led. The stab iii ty of past emp I oy

ment, although not the ski I I level, was also found to be assoctated wIth 

recidivIsm. Those wIth a previous lack of work experIence commItted more 

property and miscellaneous crimes and spent more time in correctional faci lities 

than dId those who had held a job wIth some regularity. 

Unfortunately, as the summaries presented above indicate, our groups did 

vary in terms of both the extent and type of previous employment. The Free 

Venture inmates at Sti I Iwater had much superior historIes compared to al I of the 

other male groups. In addition the st. Cloud workers appeared especially poor 

in this regard. It should come as a surprise then that the MCF-STW Free Venture 

gl-oup and the MCF-SCL group did not look better and worse respectively than 

they actually did on our outcome measures, However, two-way analyses of varIance 
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in which work group membership and past employment &[story were the two in

dependent variables demonstrated that they generally functioned separately 

in influencing the various dependent variables. Only two statistically 

significant interactions emerged; whi Ie fewer crimes were generally associated 

with superior work records, this was not true for the Free Venture group at 

sti I Iwater in terms either of number of person offenses or total number of 

offenses (the latter result reflects the former to a large extent). The meaning 

of this finding is most puzzl ing. 

Given common assumptions concerning the importance of eduQation, it was 

deemed appropriate to consider the relationship between the amount of previous 

school ing and outcome. The results of these analyses were largely negative. 

The on I y remarkab I e fin dings were that those inmates w tth I ess than a seventh 

grade education (grantedly a smal I group of I I) were more likely to participate 

in spedal parole programs and to commit more person offenses than were thei r 

better educated counterparts. 

Age at ~n~Qenation did bear a significant relationship to several depend-

ent variables. Men who were 18 and younger or 51 and older when incarcerated 

(typically two to three years prior to release) were more likely to be idle and 

less I ikely to work during the final fol low-up period than were their mid-age-

range counterparts. Furthermore this youngest group committed more crimes, 

especially against other people, during the second six months. These employment 

findings are hardly surprising given the realities of the recent job market,and 

the data relating age and criminal involvement are consistent with many others, 

suggesting that old crooks burn out. 

In assessing the relationship between one's ~nat hl6xo~y and success 

on parole, two background variables were considered - age at first adjudication 

and number of previous crimes. The first of these was shown to be associated 
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with activity and incidence of property offenses post-release. As one might 

expect those who had not been involved with the criminal justice system unti I 

they were well into adulthood (i .e. 31 or older) fared better than those who were 

adjudicated at a younger age. Interestingly those who were between 17 and 19 

when first charged with a crime looked better (after the older than 31 group) 

than those younger or older at such occasion. It may be that their criminal 

activities were a consequence of involvement in a del inquent peer culture, 

especially strong during late adolescence~ather than a 'reflection of a criminal 

disposition within the individual which might find expression at any age) _ 

although one must be wary of post-hoc speculations! 

The number of previously committed crimes bore much weaker associations with 

outcome measures compared to age at first adjudication. This may simply be 

due to the fact that convictions active at the time of incarceration were not 

included in the independent variable. 

The final demographic variable which was evaluated in conjunction with out

come wap ~aQe. Generally, white ex-offenders made more constructive use of 

their time and committed fewer new crimes than did blacks who in turn out

performed American Indians. It should be added that the blacks tended to be 

much more simi lar to the whites than to the Indians who did extremely poorly 

across most measures. Consider for example the finding than two-thirds of the 

latter group were arrested or new charges during the first year post-release 

compared to 32 percent and 29 percent of the blacks and whites respectively. 

The presence of a relatively high proportion of Indians in the MCF-SCL and 

MCF-STW Free Venture samples may have influenced the overal I outcome picture 

-for these groups. However the smal I number of individuals involved make specific 

analyses of the results questionable. It was the case that race interacted 

with work group membership in predicting recidivism. The Indians who worked 
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in Free Venture shops at Lino Lakes committed many fewer crimes than did 

their peers in other groups. This relationship did not hold for black and white 

ex-offenders. Perhaps the Free Venture experience at that institution had a 

positive influence on this high risk group. It is not clear why this would be 

the case. 

Race also interacted with previous work history in predicting the number 

of days of productive activity during the first year. While past employment 

• was associated with more positive outcomes for whites, this was not the case 

at al I for blacks and was only partially true for Indians. One may speculate 

that discrimination against minorities makes their own abi I ities less relevant 

• to their success than- is the case with whites (but again this is pure conjecture) • 

We had hypothesized that ~aving~ at release might effect the immediacy 

with which one sought employment. The results confirmed our predictions. 

Individuals who were paroled with 500 dol lars or more in their institutional 

accounts were initially less likely than average to work although it is not 

clear whether or not they were simply taking a vacation or being more particular 

about the i r prospects.. By the second fo II ow-up they no longer looked unusua I 

in this regard. Individuals released with the minimal amount of 100 dol lars 

were less I ikely to work or to engage in other productive activities across 

the entire year. They were also the group most I ikely to be returned to 

prison. It is probably the case that their I imited savings reflects limited 

interest in and abi I ity to work whi Ie they were incarcerated which are simply 

carried with them to the outside. 

Attempts to relate these findings concerning savings as wei I as differences 

among our groups on this variable to activities were not successful. 
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General Conclusions 

In the original grant proposal and the April, 1979 concept paper, a number 

of hypotheses regarding the long range effects of Free Venture participation 

were put forth. It was generally assumed that experience in the new program 

would have a positive influence on inmates in terms of both post-release1employ

ment and recidivism. Caution was expressed nevertheless concerning the ad

visabil ity of certain comparisons given the pre-existing differences among the 

groups and the wide variabil ity across institutions on possibly critical factors 

(e.g. assistance programs, job referral services, and so on). The remainder of 

this section wi I I examine in turn the specific predictions which were made, 

commenting too on the relevant findings and their implications. The section 

closes with discussion of what can be concluded at this point from this evaluation. 

It was hypothesized that offenders who had worked in Free Venture shops 

would obtain employment sooner after release thai) would traditional industry 

and state servi ce workers (both because of the i r greater eagerness and ab i I Lty 

to work - since they WElr-e rewarded for doing so in prfson - and because of the 

greater wi II ingness of private employers to hire workers with more "real world" 

type job experience). There was no evidence from our data to support the claim, 

as the groups d,id not differ in the average number of days between release and 

job initiation. It may be that other important countervail ing factors were 

operating differentially across t:le groups in a manner that masked an actual 

Free Venture effect. For example the amount of money held in savings was in

fluential, as we have seen, in determining how quickly an individual obtained 

work, and the Free Venture workers from Str Ilwater were considerably richer at 

release than were their peers. A second reason they might have tended to delay 

work, was their increased assignment to special conditional parole programs which 

often demanded ful I-time involvement. On the other hand, the fact that this 
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group had better work histories prior to incarceration (a factor which has been 

shown to be associated with post-release employment success) speaks to the 

likelihood of their obtaining positions morequicklythan the other groups. In 

an Ideal design one could control for al I such variables simultaneousl~ but the 

small numbers Involved In the current evaluation prohibit such analyses,and we 

are left with the simple finding of tremendous within-group variability and 

limited across-group variability In the number of days between release and 

employment. 

Nor was it the case as hypothesized, that experience in a Free Venture 

shop was associated with higher wages post-release. Again the variabi Iity 

which was found was within rather than between groups. 

There was partial support for the hypothesis that former Free Venture 

participants would exhibit more stable employment during their first year post-

release. The males in Free Venture at Lino Lakes and their counterparts at 

Stl I Iwater tended to hold jobs for longer periods than their respective controls 

within each institution. Indeed there was a significant dffference between the 

two MCF-LL groups in the number of days on the job held at one year, favoring 

the Free Venture workers. However a number of other findings lessen the impact 

of these figures. There were for example no group differences in the number 

of jobs held, in reasons for terminating, in full and part-time status, and so on. 

Nor did the percentage working at a given time (always less than 50 percent) 

vary. More Important perhaps is the fact that at least at Llno Lakes the state 

service group tended to be more involved than the Free Venture group in other 

kinds of productive activities such as vocational training and academic programs. 

Thus if one considers the total number of "good" days, there Is no evidence 

favoring any particular work group (although there were major differences across 

institutions In this regard whic w e scusse e • h III b di d b low) All In all the data 
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do not lead one to conclude that the Free Venture workers were any more success-

ful than their controls during their first year post-release. 

A second set of hypotheses involved predictions that participation in 

Free Venture would lower recidivism rates, particularly in the area of property 

offenses (because of greater access to legitmate income which would accrue pre-

sumably). Comparisons of the Lino Lakes groups did not provide any support 

for th is view. In i ti a II y the Free Venture workers from St i II water did look 

somewhat better in that they were charged with fewer new offenses and those who 

were returned tended to be simple parole violators. However during the second 

six months post-release, this group more than made up for their earlier success. 

In considering the year long data, one sees that they had the highest overal I 

rate of new crimes. Before concluding that Free Venture may have had an adverse 

effect, it should be noted that this group did have a more serious criminal 

history and therefore might be considered as at a high risk for recidivating. 

It is noteworthy that they were especially over-involved in crimes against 

persons, a finding consistent with their past records. 

As was found in the earl ier analyses, there were consistent differences across 

institutions in terms both of post-release activity and recidivism. The two 

male Lino Lakes groups did much better in each regard compared to parolees from 

the other men's institutions, although it was the case that the Free Venture 

and traditional industry workers from Sti I Iwater almost rival led the ex-offenders 

from MCF-LL in days of employment and other productive activities. The MCF-STW 

state service workers and the St. Cloud group fared equally poorly on those measures. 

An observer at Lino Lakes suggested that the working hours and standards 

for the state service positions there are more "real-worldish" than those at 

the other institutions since the program there is operated through industry 

which also supplements the state service pay scale. As was discussed in the 
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first interim report, the state service workers at Lino Lakes actually made 

more take home pay than did their peers 1n Free Venture and for that reason 

their jobs were highly sought after. It is possible to argue that the 

experience of working in a state service position at that institution was not 

unl ike that of working in a shop there in terms of the characteristics of the 

Free Venture model. In a simi lar vein, the farm machinery operation which 

employed most of the traditional industry workers at MCF-STW was in many ways 

less "traditional" than would have been desired for a controlled evaluation. 

Although the workers there earned less than those in the Free Venture operations, 

they put in the same number of hours and were held to fairly high standards of 

performance. This was not true for the Sti I I water state service workers or for 

the inmates at st. Cloud. Thus it may be that the pattern of results involving 

post-release employment and activity provides evidence of the positive influence 

of "real-world" type work per se even if it does not correspond rigidly to the 

Free Ventu~e model. The second phase of our evalu~tion may lend further 

support to this interpretation. 

It must be pointed out that most of the summary statements and general 

discussion which have preceeded have appl ied only to the males. The smal I numbers 

of women studied limit our abi lity to general ize about them. In addition the 

fact that so many had dependent chi Idren whom they were parenting, an activity 

not coded in our analyses, means that we did not obtain a meaningful measure of 

how constructively they used their time during their first year post-release. 

It is interesting nevertheless to consider the fact that the ex-offenders from 

Shakopee fared better in terms both of productive activity involvement and lower 

recidivism than did the Lino Lakes women. There was nothing in the work programs 

at the two institutions which would explain this finding. The MCF-LL state service 

workers did have many more children for whom they were responsible and at least 
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during the first three post-release months the Free Venture workers from there 

participated more in special parole programs, but there are no other clues 

from the fol low-up period. It may be that the greater productivity of the 

Shakopee group simply reflects a continuation of their superior pre-incarceration 

work histories. The finding that this group committed fewer new offenses and 

were returned less frequently than those parol led from MCF-LL is consistent with 

the fact that whi Ie the latter groups had longer criminal records, they tended 

to be less serious property offenders and hence were at greater risk for 

recidivating. 

The results provide a clear demonstration of the richness of the variables 

under study. Whi Ie work group membership was hardly predictive, there were 

a number of other factors which, as we have seen, were related to outcome. Any 

theory which attempts to account for post-release success must address this 

complexity. 

With a few minor exceptions, experience in a Free Venture shop in 1976 and 

1977 did not produce the hoped-for effects on the inmates fol lowed. As was 

discussed at some length in the first report, this is not to say that the model 

is not ~ good one. There were initial difficulties in implementing the concept, 

and the program has undergone many changes and improvements since starting 

in 1976. Employment in one of the current shops may be more beneficial. More im-

portantly however, it must be stressed, that the ultimate assessment of the 

Free Venture concept should not be based solely on its rehabil itative value but 

in addition (or perhaps even instead of) on other financial and ethical consid-

erations. 

The manner in which the groups were constituted and the lack of consideration 

of their other activities whi Ie incarcerated were major drawbacks in the study. 

These prob I ems have been discussed in greater deta iii n the October, 1979, 
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concept paper which also outl ined a revised design. The second phase of our 

research which is currently nearing completion is much broader in its focus and 

should provide a more complete picture of work experience in Minnesota prisons 

as well asrwe hope, more definitive information concerning the "effects" of 

Free Venture. 
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THE DATA 

Since the follow-up information was collected at dates three, six, and twelve 

months after release, it is easiest to present the findings for each of these 

periods separately. Consequently the data and analyses which wi I I be described 

first pertain to these I imited periods with some attention paid to changes 

occurring. In order to mainta·tn comparibll lty across groups, the fi rst three months 

was defined arbitrarily as the first 92 days post-release, the second three months 

as the next 91 days, and the final six as the last 182 days of the year. Clearly these 

periods do not necessari Iy correspond to monthly end points. A final section wi I I 

provide summary data covering the entire initial year post-release and an examination 

of relationships between variables across the follow-up periods. fv10st of the 

analyses which were carried out were one-and two-way ANOVA's, fol lowed by Tukey 

post-hoc comparisons, and chi-square tests. Their outcomes are reported here. 

Specific group differences are said to be significant when an F-value corresponding 

to a probabi I ity of less than .05 was found and when the relevant Tukey comparison 

produced a p-value of equal or greater statistical significance. 

Comparisons were drawn between or among the groups at a single institution and 

across institutions. Once again however the data for males and females always were 

treated separately. 

Table I presents information regarding the numbers of individuals included 

both in the first phase of the investigation and in the fol low-up. A case could 

be "missing" from the follow-up by vrrtue o'f his/her not yet having been released 

(or having been out for too short a time) or because of our inabil ity to obtain 

information. This latter category, labelled in the Table as "Iost ll , includes 

individuals who were discharged upon release (so that there was no parole agent to 

provide information) and those who were on parole for less than twelve months 
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-Table I: N~bers and p~rcentages oft Individual' from Phasetne Include'in Follow-~ Data 

MALES 

Institution MCF-LL MCF-STW MCF-SCL 
, 

State Free State Free 

• • 
FEMALES 

MCF-LL ----
State I Free 

Group Service 
, 

Venture Trad I tiona I Service Venture Tradl tiona I Service ! Venture 

Original NIJmber 64 216 333 244 70 54 12 18 

Cases still 
incarcerated at 3 9 60 56 22 , 4 0 0 
time of follow-up 4.7% 4.2% 18.0% 22.9% 31.4% 7,.4% - -
Cases "lost" fat' 
3 month follow-up 5 13 27 13 5 4 3 2 

7.8% 6.,0% 8.1 % 5.3% 8.0% 7.4% 25.0% 11.1 % 
flumber followed at . 
three mOl1ths 56' 194 246 175 43 46 9 16 

Percentage of . 
original number 87.5% 90.0% 73.9% 71.7% 61.4% 85.2% 75.0% 88.9% 
PArcentage of 91.8% 
released group 

93.7% 90.1% 93.1% 89.6% 92.0% 75.0% 88.9% , 

Cases noe released 
or released for les 3 12 64 59 

r 
23 4 0 0 than 6 months at 4.7% 5.6% 19.2% 24.2% 32.9% 7.4% - -time of follow-up 

Cases IIlost" for 5 14 29 12 6 4 3 2, 
'6 month follow-up- 7.8% 6.4% 8.8% 4.8% 8.2% 7.4% 25.0% II. 1% 
I lumber followed 56 190 240 173 41 46 9 16 
':It six months 

Percentage of 
original number 87.5% 88.0% 72.1 % 70.9% 58.6% 85.2% 7'5 :0% 88.9% 
Percentage of 
released group 

91.5% 93.1% 89.2% 93.4% 87.2% 92.0% 75.0% 88.9% 

Cases not released 
or reloased for les 4 18 '82 83 30 8 0 0 
Lhan 12 months at 6.3% 8.3% .24.6% 34.0% 4;2.9% 14.8% - -
time of follow-up 

Cases IIlost" for 12 5 8 15 10 7 4 3 2 
r.lon th follow-up 7.8% 3.7% 4.4% 4. 1% 10: 1% 7.4% 25.0% II • 1% 
'lumber followod at I 

12 months 56 190 236 '151 33 42 9 16 
Percentage of 

85.9% 88.0% 70.9% 61.9% 77.8% 75.0% 88.9% ' - original number '47 ,,1% 
Percentage of 91.7% 96.0% 94.0% 93.8% 82.5% 91.3% 75.0% 88.9% rllieasec! flroup,. 
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MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture 

30 

8 
26.7% 

4 
13.3% 

18 

60.0% 
81.8% 
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9 
30.3% 

4 
13.3% 

17 

56.7% 
81.0% 
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15 

50.0% 
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was requ ired) and discharged relatively early in the period (so that no parole report 

1976 or 1977 so that the paro I e agent, if he or she was of the follow-up (i .e. in 

th' in sUfficient detail). Checks sti I I avai lable, was unl ikely to remember any Ing 

f" I to determine whether or not were done using Bure9u of Criminal Apprehension I es 

haod comm"ltted offenses in their first year post-release. Consequently the "lost" cases 

"t f th vari ab I es under study, although they constitute "missing 8tlbJec S for many 0 e 

d d s spent outside correctional their data are included in tal I ies of new offenses an ay 

faci I ities. 

in the proportions of the groups which had There was considerable variation 

to be included in the fol low-up, from a low been released for periods long enough 

" t at Sti I Iwater to 100 percent of the of 57.: percent of the Free Venture Inma es 

However the proportions of persons "lost" fell wcnen in the Lino Lakes samples. 

" f the MCF-LL female state service group. in a much smaller range, with the exception 0 

" d" considering the follow-up findings. Both sets of figures should be kept in min In 

Each table included in the report notes three N's: the original group size1 the 

had been released for the period in question, and the number number of cases who 

on whom the data were avai lable. 

The Three Month Findings 

Rei. eao e. S:ta.tuA : The large majority of individuals who could be followed during 

their Irs ree f " t th months on the outside were released on parole. Table 2 presents 

"d None of the within institution the specific release status of those studle . 

S 'lgn"lf"lcantJ' however there was significant variation across differences were 

facilities. 

Ii kel y to be 

(x 2 = 44.17, p. < .001) (5) Inmates from Sti I I water were much more 

a cond itional rather than a general basis compared to paro I ed on 

those from Lino Lakes. This was especially true for the Free Venture groups. 

The St. Cloud inmates fel I in between the two extremes. 
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Reo-U:1e.nce.: Information regarding the county of residence of the inmates during 

the major portion of their first three months outside an institution Was coded 

and is presented in summary form in Table 2. Among the me~ the majority of ex-

inmates in all groups except that from St. Cloud lived in the 7 county metro-

pol itan area surrounding Minneapol is and St. Paul. A much larger portion of the 

releasEes from the reformatory returned to out-state areas (X(5)2 = 18.75, P < .005). 

There were no significant differences among the female groups. 

M~at S~: Table 3 presents information concerning the marital status of the 

men and women during their first three months post-release. Each individual was 

classified in terms of his or her status for the major part of that period. Whi Ie 

there were no significant group differences within institutions,the inmates from 

St. Cloud were much more I ikely than those at Sti Ilwater to have not been married, 

with the Lino Lakes groups fal I ing in between the two extremes. The women showed 

little variation in marital status as a function of group membership. 

Ve.pe.nde.n:t CIUldJc.e.n: Table 3 also indicates the numbers of dependent chi Idren 

within each group. For the purposes of these tal lies, a dependent chi Id was de

fined as one under age 18 lolving with the ex-offender or being financially supported 

by him or her. Once again, there were no within institution differences however, the ex-

offenders from St. Cloud were more I ikely to be ch! Idless than any group except 

the state service workers from Lino Lakes. Their mean number of children differed 

significantly only from that of the Sti I Iwater traditional industry group. The 

apparent differences among the females were not statistically significant. 

Spe.ciat Pnognamo: Certain individuals participated in programs geared to aid 

their transition to the free world either before or after their release. Inform-

ation concerning the percentage of each group involved in the specific programs 
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• Table 2: 
., . . . . . . . 

Percentages of Each Group Involved in Various Types of Release and Percentages Living in Variou~ 
Locales at the Three Month Fol low-up 

Instit"tion f'.1CF-LL ---
S't-ate Free 

Group Service V l')!'i" uIE_ Traditional ---._- ---
Origilml Number I 64 216 333 
Released Number 61 207 273 
Number included in 
~..e" 

55 193 246 

Release Statu~ 
. 

General Parol E 67.1 76.6 56.1 

Motified - 0.5 I -
Parol E 

Conditional 32.9 20.7 41.5 
Paro 1 E 

Detainer - 0.5 0.8 

Expiration - 1.5 1.6 

Residence 
I 
I 

1'~pls./St. Paul 76.8 64.1 61. I 
Area 

Di fferent 16.2 24.6 20.6 
Locale with-
in Mi nnesotc' 

Out-of-state - 7.2 8.5 

Unknown becaus s' 7. I 2.6 4.9 
absconded 

Returned to - 1.5 4.9 
prison 

,~ '~~4---:::-': :;;::~.:.-- . -::~.~~~-,.---,~, 

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

- , 

L~I __ --~~~--------~------~'--~ 

Mer -STvJ f'.1CF-SCL f'.1CF-LL 
------

i State I Free Sta're I Free 
Service Ve~ture Traditional Service Venture ------- . __ ._-

244 70 54 12 18 
188 48 50 12 18 
175 43 46 9 16 

45.7 45.2 63.0 77.8 56.3 

I . I - - - -

49. 7 54.8 37.0 22.2 43.8 

2.9 - - - -
0.6 - - - -

68.9 72. I 47.8 44.4 75.0 

13.6 16.3 41.4 33.3 18.7 

5. I 2.3 4.3 - 6.3 

9.0 7.0 - 22.2 -

3.4 2.3 6.5 - -

_ .... _. 

\ 

• 

~lCF-SHI\ 

Free 
Ven'ru r8 ------50 

22 
18 

88.9 

-

II • I 

-
-

I 
72.2 

i 27.8 

\ 

-

-

- , 
l' 
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Table 3: Marital and Dependent Status Durinr First Three Months Post-Release* 

Institution 

Group 
Original Number 
Released Number 

Number included in 
ihese w§asyrslO 

~"'a rita I Status 

Single 
~"'arri ed 
Common-law 
Separated 
Oi vorced 
Widowed 
Divorced/ 

Remarri ed 
Widowed/ 

Remarried 

,Dependent 
Ch i I dren 

o 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Sroup Mean 
S.D. 

State 
Serv ice ----64 

61 
55 

58.2 
10.9 
1.8 
7.3 

20.0 
1.8 
-

-

85.5 
1.8 
7.3 
3.6 
1.8 
-
-

.35-

.91 

Free 
Venture ---216 

207 
195 

61.0 
13 .. 3 
1.5 
4. I 

17.4 
-
2.6 

-

73.8 
12.6 
8.7 
3. I 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 

.47 

.97 

tvJALtS 

Mcr -STVJ -- .. -
Stai"e 

Traditional Servi ce ---333 244 
273 188 
246 176 

43.7 49. I 
14.3 8.6 
2.9 4.0 
4. I 9.7 

29.0 26.3 
0.4 0.6 
5. 7 1.7 

- -

69.2 78.5 
14.6 10.7 
7.7 6.8 
5.3 2.8 
1.6 -
1.6 I . I 
- -

i .60 .38· 
I. II .88 

, I 
*Numbers represent group percentages unless specifie( otherwise 

'. 

~1CF-SCL ----
Free 

Venture Traditional 
70 54 
48 50 
43 46 

32.6 84.8 
18.6 6.5 
4.7 -

11.6 2.2 
23.3 4.3 

7.0 -
2.3 2.2 

- -

72 .1 89. I 
9.3 6.5 

14.0 4.3 
2.3 -
2.3 -
- -
- -

.54 .15 

.98 .47 

[ 

.. , 

(';'-' .. ....,.~ ...... - . I " "-i~"~-'\ 

I ___ -...... ~~ .. ~----: '.\. 

FEMALES ----
MCF-LL MCF-SHK -----'-

State . Free Free 
Service Venture Venture 

12 18 30 
.12 18 22 

9 16 18 

33.3 25.0 33.3 
If. I 6.3 II . I 
" . I 6.3 -
II . I 6.3 -
22.2 43.8 38 .• 9 
- 6.3 II . I 

II . I 6.3 5.6 

- - -

22.2 56.3 6 I. I 
66. 7 18.8 22.2 
- 18.8 16.7 
- 6.3 -
- - -
- - -
t 1.1 - -
1.33 • 75 .56 \ 

1.80 1.00 .78 

, 
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described below is given in Table 4. Work Release refers to a program run 

;J independently of any institution for inmates who are sti I I legally incarcerated 

but who work in outside jobs and spend their non-working hours in any of a variety 

of correctional settings. It is intended to assist high risk offenders in 

adjusting to the world of employment. Simi larly, Pre-release functions to 

prepare inmates for living and working on the outside. It is a shorter term 

program and is housed at the Lino Lakes facility. Some inmates are permitted to 

• lease cars at very reasonable terms through a Control Data program known as Wheels. 

This was developed to ensure that transportation problems not interfere with an 

ex-offenderts abi lity to obtain employment or training. The Inmate Referral Service 

• at MCF-STW is essentially a job placement office for inmates being released from 

that institution. It began its operations in October, 1978 and now provides assist-

ance for inmates at other facilities as wei I. The Comprehensive Employment and 

4t Training Act (CETA) program is a federal program which both trains and places 

'1; 

J 

unskil led laborers in a variety of settings. The Division of Vocational Rehabi 1-

itation (DVR) Is a state aqency whfch performs simi lar functions. 

Relatively few inmates were served by any of these programs, and there were 

few group differences. At MCF-LL compared to their Free Venture counterparts 

significantly fewer state service workers were involved in Pre-Release 

(x2 = 6.74, P < .01), The group from St. Cloud was also somewhat less likely to 

have participated in either Work Release or Pre-Release. 

Activ~y: The ex-inmates were classified in terms of how they were occupied during 

the first three months on the outside. These figures are given in Table 5. If 

an individual was involved in two or more activities, he or she was credited for 

that which involved the greatest amount of time unless one of those activities was 

a job in which case "working" was always checked • Parti ci pati on in "other programs" 
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• • • • • • • • • • • Table 4: Percentages of Inmates in Each Group Participatinq in Special Programs Either Before Release or During 
the First Three Months Post-Release 

Institution 

Sroup I Original Number 
Released Number I 
Number included in 

these measures 

Work Release 

Yes 
No 

Pre-Release 
i 

Yes 
t~o 

Wheels I Yes 
No 

Inmate Referra I 
Servi ce 

Yes' 
No 

CETA 

Yes 
No 

DVR -
Yes 

'No 

Other Program 

Yes 
No 

. . , 

~ 
I 

~,"CF -1-1:. 

Stare 
Service ----64-

61 
56 

10.9 
89. I 

9.1 
90.9 

8.9 
91 . I 

o T A V 

5.5 
. 94.5 

5.5 
. 94.5 

1.8 
98.2 

f 

A 

Fr-ee 
Venture -----

I 

216 
207 
195 

20.5 
79.5 

24.6 
75.4 

8. 7 
91.3 

L. A B L 

6.2 
93.8 

8.2 
91.8 

1.0 
99.0 

Trad i ti ona I 

F. 

333 
273 
246 

18.3 
81.7 

18.3 
81.7 

12.0 
88.0 

0.8 
99.2 

4.9 
95. I 

0.8 
99.2 

1.2 
98.8 

.), 

-

MALES --
Mer -ST\'.f 

, 

I 

State 
Service 

241\ 
188 
177 

21.5 
78.5 

22.0 
78.0 

15.0 
85.0 

0.6 
99.4 

4.0 
96.0 

_. 
100.0 

0.6 
99.4 

I 
I 
I 

Free 
Venture 

70 
48 
43 

23.3 
76.7 

20.9 
79. I 

19.0 
81.0 

2.3 
97.7 

2.4 
97.6 

-
100.0 

. 7.0 
93.0 

~1CF-SCL 

Traditional 
54 
50 
46 

6.5 
93.5 

8.7 
91.3 

4.4 
95.6 

-- NOT 

4.3 
95.7 

2.2 
97.8 

2.2 
97.8 

MCF-LL 

State . Free 
Service Venture ---

12 18 
12 - 18 
9 16 

- 6.3 
100.0 93.8 

- -
100.0 100.0 

-- NOT A V A I LAB 

A V A I LAB L E --

- -
100.0 100.0 

- 6.3 
100.0 93.8 

100.0 100.0 

, 
.-

Free 
Venture ----

30 
22 
18 

22.2 
77.8 

II. I 
88.9 

L E --

II. I 
88.9 

100.0 

100.0 

c' 

1 \ 

; 

I' 
" I 
I 
t 
Ii 
): 
i; 
Ii 
H 

11 

fl 

\ 

- ---':-"'~~ 

t 
l. 

t. _ . 
~ 

, 
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• • Table 5: • • • • • • • • Percentages of Inmates in Each Group Engaging in Various Activities During the First Three Months 
Post-Re I ease 

FEMALES 

lnsti tution ~·1CF-LL Mer -ST\~ fvlCF-SCL 

I 
MCF-LL ---- ----- ---- ---

State 
f 

Fn"O)e State Free State , Free 
Group I Service Venture Traditional Serv i ~'''>. Venture Traditional Service Venture -_._- ---- -----Original Number 64 I 216 333 244 70 54 12 18 
Released 'Jllmtor , 61 i 207 273 188 48 50 12 18 Number included in 56 194 246 176 43 46 9 16 these me!l.sures • 

~ vJQrk i ng 55.4 60.3 53.3 46.6 55.8 52.2 44.4 31.3 
Vocationa I 7. I 2~6 3.7 2.8 - r I • I - -iprainin~ 

I 
Academic 10.7 6.7 1.6 1.7 - 5.6 - -Education 

Other Program 8.9 6.7 21. r 23.8 32.5 5.6 ..; 37.5 
Nothing I 17.9 23.2 17.5 22.2 9.3 22.2 55~;6 31.3 
Returned - 0.5 2.8 2.8 2.3 - - -

I 

I 
I 

. , .. 
.t. 

• 

MCF-SHI< 

Free 
Venture ----

30 
22 
18 

55.6' 

I r • I 

5.6 

5.6 

22.2 

-

I 

i 

I· 
1 ; 

r i 
Ii 
!J 
!l 
II 
ii I· 
Ii 
11 
if 
II 
i' 

Ii 

II 
H· 
II 
jj 

Il 

\ 

t 
L 

\ 

l' 
, 
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as indicated in the Table generally refers to a ful I-time involvement in a thera-

peutic regimen. To be classified as doing "nothing" an individual had to have 

been engaged in none of the coded activities for even a single day during the 

first three months. Several individuals were returned to a correctional institution 

almost immediately upon release; they are included in the "returned" category. 

There were no group differences in the proportion of individuals engaged in 

the various activities. This was the case even when the activities were collapsed 

into "productive" (working, vocational training,:.academic educatton, other program) 

and non-productive (nothing, returned) categories. 

Table 6 documents the average number of days each group engaged in the 

activities described above. Although there was a tendency fOI~ the Free Venture 

workers at MCF-LL to have been employed for more days, the group difference 

missed statistical significance (p = .065). The Stillwater groups were comparable 

to one another in terms of the length of employment; however the state service 

workers there worked sign if i cantl y I ess than the Free Venture workers at Li no 

Lakes (F(5 754) = 2.809, P = .016, Tukey p < .05~ There were no significant , 
differences among the women. 

Relatively few individuals were involved in vocational training or academic 

education and consequently the average number of days of involvement in these 

activities was consistently low. No group differences emerged in the mean number 

of days of vocational training; however the MCF-LL state service group spen~ 

significantly more days in academic programs post-release than either the state 

service or traditional industry groups at MCF-STW (F(5,756) = 4.109, P = .001 I, 

Tukey pIS < .05). 

The male groups did vary considerably in the number of days of involvement in 

other programs. The Free Venture workers from MCF-STW spent significantly more 

time at such compared to the other Sti Ilwater groups (F(2,462) = 4.376 P = .0131, 

271 

I 
-~ 

~ 

1 

, 

~----------------------------------------------------------------------~----------~----~~.~~--------------~--

L·, ... : ,. 

\ 

'0" 

1 
" 

, 
, 



-~-.,. --=-----~.----

~ll----=.J 
r. p , 

'1 r • • Table 6: . . . . . . - . 
Numbers of Days Each Group Engaged in Various Activities During the First Three Months Post-Release t--J 

M/\LES ---

Institution MCF-LL w;r-STW MCF-SCL -----
State Free State Free 

Service Venture Traditional Serv~ce . Venture Traditional Group -- ----
Original Nu~bel' 64 216 333 244 70 54 
Released Number 60 207 273 188 48 50 
Number included in 56 195 246 176 43 46 --+.he.se..a/.e4lSu,r .. "", 

Days Eme10yed 
Group ~1ean* 33.09 44.03 35.05 30.41 38.70 30.50 
Group S.O.* 37.67 39.29 37.91 37.66 40.14 35.39 
Number I nvo I VE d 31 12.1 133 84 24 25 

The i r rvl.ean 59.78 73.01 65.82 65.27 69.34 58.46 

Oa~s in Voca-
tional Train " il!9.. 

Group Mean* 7.43 5.64 3.68 3.77 2.05 6.96 qroup S.D.,1<· 24.52 20.91 16.97 17.20 - 23.62 
Number I nvo I V€~ 5 15 12 9 I 4 

Their Mean 83.22 73.32 75.44 73.72 88.0 80.04 

Days in Academ IC 

Program 
Group ~~ean* 10.39 5.65 1.24 1.64 2.05 3.09 
Group S.D. * 28.81 

I 
21.48 10.27 11.47 - 15.29 

Number I nvo 1 ve ~ 7 14 4 ' 4 / 2 
The i r Mean 83.12 78.70 76.26 72.16 88.0 7/ .07 

, , 
Days in Other 

Proqram 
Group Mean* 6.14 5.50 16.26 16.79 31.91 9.76 
Group S.D.* 19.44 18.35 

I 
31.70 3/ .51 41.53 24.49 

Number Involve p 7 21 66 49 19 9 
Their Mean 49.12 51.07 60.61 60.31 72.22 49.88 

"Good" Days 
Group Mean 57.05 58.80 56.90 52.68 69.19 50.22 
3roup S.D ... 38.01 37.49 36.13 37.81 33.22 38.46 

\ 

" *These figures include everyom~ on whom data were avai lable, many of Ivhom scor·ed "0" 

. , 
? I • 

--~-"~. --~-~--------------~. -~"'"'----'----
~X~H.-c 

"', 

FErvlALES ---
MCF-LL 

State . Free 
Service Venture 

12' 18 
·12 18 

9 16 

23.44 22.06 
31.17 36.96 
4 5 

52.74 70.59 

0 0 
- -
0 0 
-. -

0 0.69 
- -
0 I 
- " .0 

0 19.44 
- 35.65 
0 6 
- 51.84 

27.44 42.50 
34.66 40.88 

z 

, 
It 

~. 

MCF-SHI< -----'-

Free 
Venture 

30 

22 
18 

-

43.72 
43.59 
10 
78.70 

10.22 
29.75 

2 
92.0 

10.22 
29.75 
2 

92.0 

\ 
0.89 ! 
3.53 i 

I 

2 I 

8.00 , 

59.94 
41.95 , 

\' 
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Tukey pIS < ,05) and compared to the groups. from the Lino Lakes and St. Cloud 

(F(5,756) = 8.62, P = .0000, Tukey pIS < .05~ Because of the smal I number of females 

studied, the apparent differences among their groups failed to reach statistical 

significance. 

Record was also made concerning the number of days each individual was unable 

to work because of major illness. There were never more than one or two cases 

within a group who were disabled for reasons of health: group differences were 

mi nor. 

The number of days of "productive ll activities plus "sick" days were calculated 

for each individual. The group data are presented as number of "good" days in 

Table 6. The only statistically significant group differences which emerged were 

among the three MCF-STW groups wherein the state service workers fared less weI I 

than either their traditional industry or Free Venture peers (F(2,460) = 3.572, P = 

.0289, Tukey pIS < .05). 

SpecLbl~ Job Innonmation: We had been concerned initially with obtaining detai led 

information concerning each job held. Specifically we were interested in the source 

of the job, the beginning wage, number am size of pay raises, number of hours, 

ski II level, and in the case of termination, the reason for such. Unfortunately 

the parole agents were often unable to supply such information so the summary 

figures are often incomplete. There were no differences in the number of jobs 

held. The range in the males was zero to four with the large majority of ex

offenders who worked holding only one job during their first three months on the 

outside. The employed women were more I ikely to have had a second position, 

however Ilone of them had worked at more than two jobs during the initial follow-

up period. Table 7 presents what is known about the first jobs. The groups 

did not differ in terms of how they obtained their jobs, the length of time be-

iween release and employment, beginning \'Iage, or ski II level required by the 
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Tahle 7: Information Concernina the First Job Held f)urinn the First Three /,lonths Post-Release • • 

MALES FEMALES . 

I 
, 

MCF-LL MCF-LL Mc:r'-STW f'..lCF-SCL n "Lnstitutio 

Jumber 
Group 
Original t 
Released N 
Number who 

umber 
worked 

-..9.ll.t:i..ug-~ :(;~H 

Number of 
be:Cween 
and empI 

Number for 
info. av 

Mean 
S.D. 
Range 

days 
reIease 
oymen:C 

whom 
ailable 

Beginning 
wage 

Number for 

hourly 

info. av 
Mean 
S.D. 

whom 
ailable 

I 

I 

_._-
State Fr-ee 

Service Venture 
~----.- •.. -216-flo 

61 207 
3/ /2/ 

31 12.1 

21.94 13.32 
29.03 19.76 

0-90 
I 0-87 

/5 53 

4.78 4.32 
2.15 1.6/ 

Range 
12.60-9.45 2.38-9.86 

Skill Leve 
Number for 

info. av 
% in skill 
% in semi

job 
% in unski 

1 
whom 

ailable 
ed job 
skilled 

lled job 

job 
whom 

i 

anabI" , 
iously 
e posHio 
ined 

Sou roe of 
Number for 

info. av 
% who prev 

held sam 
% who obta 

position 
acquaint 

% who obta 
via plac 
service 

via 
ance 
ined job 
ement 

, , 

30 117 

10.0 16.2 
40.0 39.3 
50.0 44.4 

7 43 

- 22.7 

14.3 13.6 

85.7 61.4 

I 

Traditional 
333 
273 
/33 

133 

16.40 
23.39 

0-82 

I 
70 

4.63 
1.72 

2.50-10.46 

131 

15.3 
35.9 

48.9 

I 50 

22.0 

18.0 

60.0 

State 
1 

Free 

I 
State 

, 
Free 

Servi ce , Venture Traditional Service Venture --------
12 18 244 70 54 

138 48 50 .12 /8 
84 24 25 4 5 

84 24 25 4 5 

14.55 15.38 23. 12 17.00 3.60 
22.26 22.96 24.52 20.15 5.13 

0-80 0-82 0-82 0-45 0-12 

41 17 13 I I 

4.39 4.79 4.84 3..50 3.00 
/.37 1.37 I 1.92 - -

2.25-8.10 2.20-8.00 3.00-10.00 - -
83 23 24 4 5 

10.8 17.4 12.5 - -
43.4 43.5 29.2 25.0 -
45.8 39.1 58.3 75.0 100.00 

34 10 5 0 2 

f 1.8 10.0 - - -
17.6 - 20.0 - 50.0 

70.5 90.0 80.0 - 50.0 

• 

.j. 

• 

MCF-SHI< ____ L 

Free 
Venture ---

30 
22 
10 

-

10 

23.12 
24~52 

0-43 

4 

3.28 
0.56 

2.71-4.00 

10 

20.0 
20.0 

60.0 

3 

\ -

-

100.0 

, 
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• • • • • • Table 7: Cont. rvlALES 

Inst i l;utioll MCF-LL ~1Cr -ST\'J 

State Free Stai"e I 
Group Service Venture Traditional Service 
Original Numbtlr --"64 216 333 244 
Releasl3d Number 61 207 27) 188 
Number who wor~ed 
durins fi'2,st mi; s 31 121 133 84 

Number of days on 
job 

Number for whom 30 117 129 82 
info. available 

Mean 50.40 63.73 57.37 56.90 
S.D. 33.66 28.52 30.25 30.15 
Range 1-92 1-92 1-92 5-92 
Reason for leaving 
Numbet' for whom 30 118 131 78 

info. available 
% fired 3.3 5.9 6.9 9.6 
% laid off 6.7 3.4 3.8 7.2 
% quit 16.7 16.1 19.8 19.3 % went to better 20.0 11.0 12.2 15.7 opportunity 
% still there 53.3 63.6 57.3 48.2 

I 

, , 

: 

<- - •• ,-- .-. 

" 

:r I 

.j. 

• • • 
MCF-SCL t·1CF-LL 

Free State . 
Venture Traditional Service ---

70 54 12, 
48 50 12 
24 25 4 

24 24 4 

64.00 46.42 49.50 
29.09 30.30 27.26 

1-92 6-92 20-86 

24 24 4 

4.2 20.8 25.0 
- 4.2 50.0 

12.5 29.2 -. 
20.8 12.5 I -
62.5 33.3 I 25.0 

• FEMALES 

Free 
Venture 

18 
18 
5 

5 

63.60 
28.94 
28-91 

5 

40.0 
20.0 
-

20.0 

20.0 

.---

.. 
MCF-~HI( 

Free 
Venture 
-" 

30 
22 
10 

10 

74.50 
24.92 
30-92 

10 

10.0 
-
-

40.0 

50.0 

I 

f 

~ 

I 

, ' 

, 

I ~ 

" " 
" 

I 
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position. There were almost statistically significant differences in the length 

of time the first jobs were held. At Lino Lakes the Free Venture workers tended 

to have spent more days on their first job than had the state service workers 

(t(40.32)= 1.99, p = .053) and compared to the other male groups, the St. Cloud 

inmates tended to have worked fewer days on their first jobs (F(5,400) = 2.176, 

P = .0560, Tukey pIS < .05). Looking at the final section of Table 7, we can 

see that the latter group was much less I ikely to have been fired or quit for no 

apparent reason than were the other groups. Similar data were collected for each 

job held during the first three months, these were however too scanty to warrant 

statistical analyses. 

In order to assess the relative status of each individual at the three month 

period, information was coded concerninn jobs held at that time. In some cases 

the job involved was the individual's first whi Ie in others it was a subsequent 

position. The findings are presented in Table 8. None of the statistical analyses 

yielded significant group differences. 

Tal lies were recorded concerning the reasons those who were employed during the 

first three months left jobs. These are summarized in Table 9, Although none 

of the group differences were significant, it did appear, as we suggested earl ier, 

that the St. Cloud group was more likely than the others to be fired or to quit for 

no good reason; on a simi lar note, they were less I ikely to leave one position for 

another offering a better opportunity. 

Change6 in Panole S~: The parole agents were asked to indicate whether or not 

the cases assigned to them had experienced any legal difficulties and the outcomes 

of such. Table 10 presents these results. Technical violations were considered 

separately from more major offenses; nevertheless within the latter category all 

kinds of crimes were grouped together. In the table "returned" means that a hearing 
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f • Table 8~ Informati!n Concern in: the Jobs Htld at Threettlonths post~Release • • • 
MALES FEMALES 

Institution MCF-LL ~"CF -STy! r-1CF-SCL r-1CF-LL MCF-Sl1K -----
Sta-re Free State Free State . Free Free 

Servi ce Venture Trad i ti ana I Serv i ce Venture Traditional Service Venture Venture GrolJP ---
Original Number --64 216 333 244 70 54 12· 18 30 
Released Number 61 207 273 188 48 50 12 . 18 22 Number working at 27 100 99 51 19 12 I 3 9 --±.h~Ii..lllQ,~ 

[',eq inn i ng 
Houri y. \rJage 

Number for who n 1/ 49 54 26 
info.avai labl a 

13 8 1 a I 3 

',1ean 5.15 4.50 4.57 4.77 4.74 4.26 3.50 - 3.42 
S.D. 1.90 1.73 1.71 1.91 1.53 1.20 - - .93 
Ranqe 2.60-8.50 2.30-9.86 2.60-10.46 2.75-10.46 2.20-7.25 3.00-6.60 - - 2.50-4.35 

cur~ent Hourlyl 
':Jaae 

~Jumber for who II 49 54 26 13 8 I 0 3 
info.avai lacl 

l>'lean I. 5.15 4.52 4.57 4.78 4.74 4.26 3 .. 50 - 3.42 
S.D. 1.90 1.75 1.71 1.91 1. 53 1.20 - - .93 
Ranlle 2.60-8.50 2.30-9.86 b.60-10.46 2.75-10.46 2.20-7.25 3.00-6.60 - - 2.50-4.35 

Ski II Level 
"Jumber for whor 27 100 99 51 18 12 I 3 9 

info.avai labl e 
% in skilled ,14.3 17.0 14. I 15.7 II . I 8.3 - - I 22.2 

job 
I ct in semi- 57. I I 44.0 40.4 47.1 55.6 33.3 100.0 - I I. I p 

ski I led job I 
% in unski I led 28.6 ! 39.0 45.5 37.3 33.3 58.3 - (00.0 66.7 

job \ 

'Number of Days 
on Job 

Number for WhO~ 22 97 97 51 19 12 I 3 9 
info. ava i I ab I 

Mean 56.86 68.60 62.88 67.47 64.05 62.83 47.00 37.00 

I 54.89 
S.D. I 32.89 27.24 30.11 28.98 3 f .46 25.66 - 46.94 42.67 
Range I 2-92 2-92 2-92 2-92 6-92 10-92 - 6-91 6-92 , 
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• • Table 9: • • • • • • • • Percentages of Inmates in Each Group Leaving Jobs for Various Reasons During the First Three Months 
Post-Release 

MALES FEMALES 

Institution ~·1CF- LL MCF-SnJ I MCF-SCL rv1CF-LL 

State Free State Free State . Free 
Service Venture Trad i ti ona I Service Venture Traditional Service Venture GroLip ---- ----

Or'iginal Number 64 216 333 244 70 54 12 18 
Released Number 61 207 273 188 48 50 12 18 
Number who. worked 31 121 133 84 24 25 4 5 durina ':1 months 

~Iumber of 
. Times Fired 

0 96.S 93 .• 4 89.5 8S.2 95.S 80.8 75.0 60.0 
I 3.2 5.8 8.3 9.4 4.2 II .5 25.0 40.0 
2 - 0.8 1.5 2.4 - 7.7 - -
3 - - 0.8 - - - - -

Number of 
Times Lai d-
Off -

0 90.3 96.7 96.2 91.8 100.0 96.2 50.0 SO.O 
I 9.7 3.3 3.8 7. I - 3.8 25.0 20.0 
2 I - - - 1.2 - - 25.0 -

Number of 
Times fluit 

0 77.4 84.3 80.5 78.8 87.5 65.4 100.0 60.0 
I 19.4 14.0 17.3 21.2 12.5 30.8 - 40.0 
2 3.2 0.8 2.3 - - 3.8 - -3 - 0.8 - - - - - -

Number of 
Times Left 
for Better, 
Opportunity 

0 80.6 89.3 87.2 84.7 79.2 88.5 100.0 80.0 
I 19.4 f O. I 12.8 14.1 16.7 7.7 - 20.0-
2 - - I - 1.2 4.2 3.8 - -

.. ~ 

", . , 

- , 
.... 

• 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture 

30 
12 
10 

90.0 
10.0 
-
-

100.0 
-
-

100.0 
-
-
-

I 60.0 
40.0 . 
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• • Table 10: • • • • • • • • Percentages of Inmates in Each Group Classified in Terms of Changes in Parole Status During the 
First Three Months Post-Release 

MALES FEMALES . 

Institution ~.1CF-LL ~.1CF-STW MCF-SCL MCF-LL 

State Free State Free State , Free 
Group Service Venture Trad i ti ona I Service Venture Traditional Service Venture ----
Original Number 64 216 333 24tl 70 54 12 18 
Released Number 61 207 273 188 48 50 .12 18 
No. for whom 56 195 247 177 43 46 9 16 info. available 

Technical 1.8 0.5 3.2 5.7 4.7 2.2 II . I 12.6 
Violation 
Returned ( I .8) (0.5) (2.8) (2.3) (4.7) - (II.f) -
Not returne~ - - (0.4) ( I .7) - - - (6.3) 
Unresolved - - - ( I .7) - (2.2) - (6.3) 

New Offense 3.6 8.2 9.2 " .2 2.3 13.0 II . I 25.0 
Returned - (1.5) (3.2) (2.8) (2.3) (2.2) - -
wi th add-
itional 
sentence 
Returned - - (0.4) - - - - -
without 
additional 
sentence 
Hot Returne ~ ( 1.8) (2. I ) ( I .6) (2.8) - (4.3) - (12.5) 
Unresol ved ~ 1.8) (4.6) (4.0) (5.6) - (6.5) '".f) ( 12.5) 

Absconded 7.1 2.6 8.5 10.2 7.0 2.2 - -
f~o Chan!le 87.5 88.7 78.9 72.3 86.0 82.6 77.8 62.5 

Returned for I .8 2.0 6.4 5. I 7.0 2.2 II . I 0.0 
any reason 

\ 

'. 
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was held and the individual was returned to prison. "Not returned" means a hearing 

was held but the individual was not returned. Charges which were sti I I pending 

at the three month follow-up are classified as lIunresolved". Individuals who 

were returned after having been convicted of a new offense mayor may not have 

received an additional sentence, as noted in the Table. Individuals who were 

released at expiration are included in the IIno change" category unless they 

committed a new offense in v;hich case they were coded accordingly_ Because of 

limited cell size, the categories had to be collapsed into "returned", "absconded" 

"other trouble" and "no change" categories for statistical analyses. Although 

there were no within institution differences, the chi-square test on al I of the 

6 male groups produced a significant value <X(15)2 = 33.87, P < .005), It seems 

that the Free Venture workers at Sti Ilwater and both groups from Lino Lakes fared 

better than their peers. The chi-square analysis of the MCF-STW data alone just 

missed statistical significance (X(6)2 ; 10.88, .05 < p .1). 

Table I I provides information concerning the number and type of new offenses 
. 

for which individuals were arrested during their first three months fol lowing 

release. These figures do not necessari Iy represent convictions although in most 

instances gui Ity pleas or verdicts fol lowed. If it was later determined that the 

individual was innocent, his or her record was erased. Only felonies and gross 

misdemeanors were counted. There were no differences between the various groups. 

Nor were there group di fferences in the number of days duri ng the first three 

month period which individuals spent outside of correctional faci lities (see 

Table 12), 

The ~ix Month Findings 

Manitat and FarnLey SZatu¢: The second three months post-release saw relatively 

little change in either the marital or dependent status of the groups fol lowed. 
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Tab I e II: t .. Jumber and Type of New Offenses for Wh i ch Arrests Were ~1ade Duri nq the Fi rst Three Months Post-Re I ease 

:j) 

'I I 

Insl itution 

p 
inal Number 
ased Number 

Gr~JI..~ 

Orig 
Rele 
NUf!1b er for whom 

In fo. available 

Pro 
o 
flert~ 
ffenses 

I 

ommitting % C 
% Co 
% C 
% C 

mmitting ~ 
ommitting :2 
ommitting ., 

Per son Offens~~ 

% C 
% C 
% C 

ommitting C 
ommittinC1 I 
ommitting i 

Oth er Offenses 

ommittinq C % C 
% C 
% Co 

ommitting I 
mmitting 2 

Tot 
o 

Mea 
S.D 

al Number 
f Offenses 

n 
. 

- " 

MCF-LL 

State 
Service ----64 

61 
56 

94.6 
5.4 
-
-

100.0 
-
-

98.2 
1.8 
-

.07 

.26 

...... ----~~------.-----------~---. ru= l' t t 

Free 
Venture Traditional 

216 333 
207 273 
195 246 

95 .. 9 92.3 
3.6 6. I 
0.5 1.2 
- 0.4 

99.0 98.4 
1.0 I I .6 
- -

95.9 96.3 
3.6 3.3 
0.5 0.4 

.10 .15 

.37 .51 

I 

MALES FEf·1AL[S 

~.1Cf -SrI'J r~1CF-SCL rIl1CF-LL MCF-SHI< --,--

S·t-ate Free Sta're . Free Free 
Servi ce Venture Traditional Service Venture Venture ---24 11, 70 54 12 IS 30 

188 48 50 12 . 18 22 
177 43 49 9 16 18 

93.3 100.0 93.5 88.9 75.0 94.4 
4.5 - 6.5 " • I 18.8 5.6 
1.7 - - - 6.3 -
0.6 - - - - -

9S.3 100.0 95.7 100.0 100.0 J 100.0 
I .7 - 4.3 t:! - -
0.6 - - .., - -

96.6 97.7 95.7 100.0 100.0 100.0, 
2.3 - 4.3 - - -
I • I 2.3 - - - -

.18 .05 . 15 • I I .31 .06 

.54 .31 .42 .33 .60 .24 

I 

", 

..... ------~----------
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• • • • • • • • • Table 12: t-!urnber of Days Spent Outside of Any Correctional Faci I itv Durinn the First Three Months Post-Release L 
MALES FEMALES 

Institution MCF-LL r~r,r -ST\'J MCF-SCL MCF-LL MCF-SHK ---- ---
State 

r 
Free State Free State Free F-ree 

Groul' Service Venture Trad i ti ana I Service Ver:lture Traditional Service Venture Venture --------- -------
30 Original Number 64 I 216 333 24<1 70 54 12 18 

Released Number 61 207 273 188 48 50 12 18 22 Number for whom 56 195 246 177 43 46 9 16 18 info. available 

~Iumber of Day= 
. 

% out less - - 1.2 : 0.6 - - - - -
than 7 

% out 7-30 - 1.0 2.4 3.4 4.7 4.3 - - -
% out 31-60 3.6 1.5 5.3 3.4 - - " . I 6.3 5.6 

% out 61-92 96.4 97.5 91.1 92.6 95.3 95.7 88.9 93.7 94.4 
I 

Mean 89.52 90.28 86.63 86.67 88.79 87.54 85. 78 89.56 90.22 

S.D. 10.23 9.18 17.45 16.10 13.58 15.85 12.51 7.98 7.54 

Range 33-92 17-92 1-92 5-92 27-92 11-92 60-92 60-92 60-92 
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As Table 13 indicates, the pattern of findings is very simi lar to that for the 

3 month period. 

Spe.ua..t PlLog.tr.a.m6: Nor were ther," many changes in the proportions within the 

various groups of individuals who received assistance from programs such as CETA 

or OVR. Once again (see Table 14) very few individuals were served. 

ActLv~: Table 15 presents information concerning how the ex-offenders were 

occupied for at least a portion of their second three months post-release. As 

before, each individual was classified in the basis of which activity occupied the 

greatest number of days, with the category "working" taking precedence over all 

others. "Nothingll, once more, meant that no other activity was carried out over the 

three month period. There were no significant group differences for either sex. 

It should be noted that a higher proportion of·each of the male groups had worked 

during this period than during the first three months; however this was not true 

for the fema I es. ~~h i I e fewer of the ex-offenders from Li no Lakes were doi ng 

"nothing" now than before, more of those from the other mens' institutions were 

idle during the later period. 

Summary 'I indings concerning the numbers of days of involvement in various 

activities are fJ"'ovided in Table 16. Whi Ie there were no group differences on any 

of the variables for The women, the male groups showed considerable variation. 

The Stillwater state service workers and the St. Cloud inmates tended to be employed 

for fewer days than were the men in the other groups (F(5 733) = 3.045, P :. .0099). , 
The within institution comparisons did not yield significant results. Although 

significant F-values were generated in each analysis comparing the 6 male groups, 

on the remaining variables listed in Table 16, the I imited number of individuals 

involved suggests that such tests have little meaning. These figures may be more 

useful for the purpose of description. We can report nevertheless that in each case 
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Table 13: Marital and Dependent Status Durinq the Second Three Months Post-Release* 

rv1ALES 

Institution I ~,lCF-LL ~1Cr·-STW MCF-SCL ---
State Free Stai"e Free 

Group Servi ce Venture Traditional Service Venture Traditional --"64 -2"1iS ~ 54 Original Number 333 244 70 
Released Nu.mber 61 204 269 185 47 50 Number for whom 54 188 237 174 41 46 info, available 

Mari ta 1 Statw 

Single 61. I 60. I 41.4 48.3 31.7 82.6 
~-1arried 7.4 14'.9 19.0 11.0 22.0 6.5 
Common-law 3.1- 2. I 0.8 2.3 2.4 -Separated 7.4 3.7 3.8 1.0 9.8 2.2 
Divorced 16.7 16.0 28.7 27.9 22.0 4.3 
Widowed - - 0.4 1.2 4.9 -
Divorced! 3.7 3.2 5.9 2.3 7.3 4.3 

Remarri ed 
INi dowedl - - - - - -

Remarried 

DeQendent 
Chi Idren 

I 
0 83.3 72.9 69.0 78.2 70.7 89. I 
I 1.9 13.3 14.2 10.9 9.8 8. 7 
2 9.3 9.0 7.9 6.9 12.2 2.2 
J 3. 7 3.2 

I 
5.4 2.9 4.9 -

4 1.9 0.5 1.7 - 2.4 -5 - 0.5 I. 7 I. I - -6 - 0.5 - - - -
Group ~1ean .39 .49 .62 .39 .59 .13 
S. D. .94 .98 1.12 .89 1.05 .40 

I 
*Numbers represent group percentaqes unless specified otherwise' 
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FEMALES 

MCF-LL 

State . Free 
Service Venture 

12 18 
12 18 
9 16 

33.3 18.8 

" . 1 12.5 
II. I 6.3 
II. I 6.3 
22.2 37.5 
- 6.3 

II . I 12.5 

- -

22.2 50.0 
66.7 25.0 
- 18.8 
- 6.3 
- -
- -

II • I -

1.33 .81 
1.8 .98 

MCF-SH1< 

Free 
Venture 

30 
21 
17 

35.3 
11.8 
-
-

29.4 
11.8 
" .8 

-

64.7 
23.5 
11.8 
-
-
-
-

.47 

.72 
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• • • • • • • • • • Table 14: Percentages of Inmates in Fach Group Participating in Special Programs During the Second Three 
Mnn+hs Post-Release 

MALES FEMALES ---
Insti tution !v1CF-LL w-:r -STVJ MCF-SCL MCF-LL ---- ----

State Free State Free State . Free 
Group Service Venture Trad i ti ona i Service Venture Traditional Service Venture ----, ---
Original Number 64 216 333 244 70 54 12· 18 
Relea:::ed NlImbel' 61 204 269 185 47 50 12 18 

Number for whom 54 187 237 173 41 46 9 16 
~\le.i.la.bJ.e 

CETA 

Yes I - 6,0 3.0 4.6 2.4 - II. I -No 100.0 94.0 97.0 95.4 97.6 100.0 88.9 100.0 

DVR --
Yes 5.6 3.9 2. I 0.6 - 2.2 6.3 -
No 94.4 96. I 97.9 99.4 100.0 97.8 100.0 93. 7 

Other program 

Yes 5.6 - 0.4 - - 2.2 - -No 94.4 100.0 99.6 100.0 , 100.0 97.8 100.0 100.0 

,< 

" 

.j, 

o 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture 

30 
21 
17 

II .8 
88.2 

-
100.0 

-
100.0 

\ 

, 
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• • Table 15: • • • • • "t' •. • • Percenta~es of Inmates in Each Group Engaging in Various Activi les During the Second Three 
~1onths Post-Re I ease 

MALES FEMALES . 

Institution rvICF-LL ~1CF-STW /l.1CF-SCL MCF-LL 

State I Free 

I 
State Free State . Free 

Group Service Venture Traditional Service Venture Traditional Service Venture 
·--"'64- ----

Original Number 

I 
216 333 244 70 54 12· 18 

Released Numbe ... 61 204 269 185 47 50 .12 18 Number included in 54 188 237 173 41 46 9 measure . 16 

\vorki no 59.3 64.5 57.1 49.2 59.3 53.2 33.3 31.3 

Vocational 9.3 3.3 3. I 1.3 2.6 
I 

Traininq 
8.9 - -

Academic II . I 5.4 0.9 2.4 2.6 6.3 - -Education 

Other Program - 2.2 7.7 4.7 10.0 4.5 - 18.8 

Nothing 13.0 17.7 18.7 30.7 17.7 24.3 44.4 37.5 

Returned 7.4 7.0 12.3 11.7 7.6 8.9 22 .. 2 6.3 

\ I 
'. 
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17 
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11.8 
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-• • Tab 1 e 16: • • • • • • • • Numbers of Days Each Group Engaged in Various Activities During the Second Three Months Post-Release 

~1ALES 

I 

MCF-SCL InstituHon MCF-LL rvlcr -STVI -----
State Free State Free 

Venture Trad i ti ona I c: • Venture Traditional Group Service ",erVlce . _-- ,..'_ . 
Original Number 64 216 333 24/'1, 70 54 

I Released Number 61 204 269 185 47 50 
Number included in 
these measures 

54 ,188 237 173 41 46 

Days EmQ! o~ed 
Grc. JP Mean* 43.57 47.47 40.27 32.20 44.93 33.20 
Group S.D.* 40.65 41.05 40.98 38.61 41.35 39.44 
Number I nvo I ve ~ 33 124 135 85 26 24 

The i r Mean 71.30 71.97 70.70 65.54 70.85 63.63 

Da~s in 
Vocati ona I 
Tra i n i nq 

Group Mean* 9.30 4.78 2.28 2.42 .07 6.61 
Group S. D. * r 26.79 19.60 13.20 12.89 - 22. II 
Number I nvo I ve 7 12 9 7, I 4 

The i r Ivlean 71.74 74.89 60.04 59.81 3.00 76.02 

Days in Academ c 
Program 

Group Mean* 10.19 4.55 1.39 2.09 2.29 2. " Group S. n. * 27.96 18.41 10.15 12.68 14.21 13.43 
Number I nvo 1 veb 7 14 6 5 2 2 

The i r iv1ean 78.61 61.10 54.91 72.31 46.95 48.53 

()a~s in Other 
Program 

Group Mean* 1.83 2.23 7.02 ,5.78 12.20 5.13 
Group S.D.* 11.46 12.78 21.87 19.47 26.09 20.15 
Number Involve~ 2 8 31 19 " 3 

Their Mean 49.41 52.4' 53.67 52.63 45.47 78.66 

I'Good" Days 
Group Mean 64.89 56.84 51.72 42.69 61.29 45.07 
.Group S. D. 

t 
35.28 39.40 40.48 40.68 37.78 39.95 

! I ! 
l*These figures i ncl ude everyone on whom data were ava i I ab Ie, many of whom scored "0" 

I , 

: 

- , 
_ ...... 

FEMALES 

MCF-LL -

State . Free 
Service Venture ---

12 18 
12 18 
9 16 

20.22 21.56 
33.95 37.72 

3 5 
60.66 68.99 

0 0 
- -
0 0 
- -

5.63 5.69 
- -
1 1 

50.67 91.00 

0 9.44 
- 18.44 
0 5 
- 27.01 

28.38 

I 
35.69 

39.98 40.78 

.. 

MCF-SHK ! 

! 

Free 
1 

Venture t 
I 
I 

30 , , , 
21 
17 . 

33.24 
44.t8 
8 

70.64 

10.71 
30.22 
2 

91.00 

I 

13.65 
31.52 
3 

77.35 

5.35 - \ 

I 
91.00 

57.59 
44.06 , 

t' 
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the largest and smal lest means were significantly different (Tukey pIS < .05). 

The figures given for number of "good days" in Table 16 nweal that the groups 

did vary in the extent of productive use of their time. The stat~ service and 

Free Venture group from Lino Lakes were com,)arablei however the state service 

workers from Sti Ilwater averaged significantly fel.'ler "good days" during their 

second three months post-release than eIther the traditional industry or Free 

Venture workers from that faci I ity (F(2,444) = 4.545, P = .011 I, Tukey p's < .05), 

There were also significant differences across institutions (F(5,72S) = 4.316, 

P = .0007) with the state service workers from MCF-LL faring better than their 

counterparts from MCF-STW whi Ie the ~onverse was true for the Free Venture groups 

from those faci lities (Tukey pIS < .C5). 

Speci&lc Job In604mation: Detai led information was sought concerning jobs held 

at the six month fol low-up. This is summarized in Table 17. Whi Ie there are no 

striking group differences in the ski II level of the positions held, it is in·terest~ 

ing to consider that in every case for the males, a higher percentage of the 

individuals were in ski lied jobs and a lower percentage in unski lied jobs than was 

true at the tilree month follow-up. Lest this be seen as absol ute progress, it must be 

noted as well that proportionately fewer men were working at six months than at 

three. This was true even though as we have seen more had "orked during the 

second fol low-up period than during the first. 

Although the differences missed statistical significance, there were tendencies 

among the mal e ex-offenders who had been Free Venture workers at. Li no Lakes and 

Sti Ilwater to have worked at their six month job for longer periods than had the 

other groups at the respective institutions. The sma: I numbers of women !nvolved 

preclude meaningful comparison of their group data . 

Table IS presents summary statistics concerning the reasons individuals who 

worked during the second three months fol lowing their release left jobs. There 
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• • • • • • • Table 17: Information Concerning the Jobs Held at Six Months Post-Release 

Ins 

Grc 
Ori 
ReI 

titution 

t..fJ 

ginal NIlIT.Cer 
eaSJO [lumber 

N6m~ er working at 
onths 

inning 
ourly Wane 

Beg 
.4 

Num ber for whot1 
~o. ava i I ab I r in 

Mea 
S.D 
Ran 

. I 
oe 

Cur rent Hourly 
age I W 

Nu~ ber for whor 
fo. ava i / ab 1 ~ 

.n 
. 

f'.1CF-LL 

State Free 
Service Venture -'--- ---64 216 

61 204 
24 93 

17 53 

4.56 4.83 
I. 70 ! .94 

2.60-7.00 2.60-12.00 

17 53 

4.56 4.83 
1.70 /.94 

in 
~1e? 

S.D 
Ran ge 2.60-7.00 2.60-12.00 

Ski 
Num 

in 
% 

j 
% i 

s 

II Level 
ber for who ~ 
fo • a va i I ab I ? 
nskilled 
ob 
n semi-
killed job 
n unsk i II ed % i 

j ob 

:'~um 

o 
Num 

in 
Mea 
S.D 
Ran 

" 

ber of Days 

n ,job ! ber for who 
~o.availabl 

ge I 

- , 

24 92 

20.0 23.9 

36.0 39. I 

44.0 37.0 

24 93 

85.67 110.31 
62.80 64.28 
8-183 9-183 

I 
! 

MALC, ._-_.-

~1Cr -~;TVJ MCF-SCL ----- --
State Free 

Trad i ti ona I Service Veoture Traditional ----- - -
333 244 70 54 
269 185 47 50 
105 63 16 16 

70 37 13 10 

5.09 4.83 5.64 4.55 
2.02 1.78 2.74 / .43 

1.00-11.00 3.00-11.00 ~.65-11.76 3.00-7.00 

70 37 13 10 

5.09 4.83 5.64 4.71 
2.02 1.78 2.74 1.35 

1.00-11.00 3.00-/1.00. D. 65-11. 76 3.25-7.00 

105 63 16 16 

20.0 12.7 23.5 12.5 

42.9 49.2 41.2 37.5 

37.1 38. I 35.3 50.0 

105 63 16 16 

93.63 /00.38 125.38 99.63 
60.08 

I 
62.33 60.51 52.99 

8-183 2-183 23-183 24-183 
I 

", 

FEMALES 

MCF-LL MCF-SHI< ---
State Free Free l 

i 
Service Venture Venture I ----

12· 18 30 
12 18 21 
2 3 6 

0 0 0 

- - -
- - -! 

- - -
. 

0 0 0 
l: 

- - --- - -
- - -

2 3 6 

- - 33.3 

50.0 

I 
- -

50.0 100.0 66.6 
\ 

2 3 6 

79.00 69.33' 141. 50 
83.44 32.87 68.75 
20-138 33-97 20-/83 , 

, 
t' 
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Table 18: Percentages of Inmates in Each Group Leaving Jobs for Various Reasons During the Second Three 

Months Post-Release 

rvJALES FEMALES ' 

Institution ~1CF--LL ~~CF-STW MCF-SCL MCF-LL 

State Free State Free State . Free 
Group Service Venture Trad i ti ana I Service Venture Traditional Service Venture ---
Orig'inal Number 64 216 333 244 70 54 12 18 
Released Number 61 204 269 185 47 50 .12 18 
Number w~o w~rked 33 124 135 85 26 24 3 5 between & mths. 

Number of 
Times Fi red 

G 

0 100.0 96.7 94.7 96.4 92.0 83.3 100.0 80.0 
I - 3.3 5.3 2.4 8.0 16.7 - 20.0 
2 - - - 1.2 - - - -

Number of 
Times Lain- , 
Off -

.0 93.8 92.6 91.7 90.5 88.0 95.8 6q.7 100.0 
1 6.2 7.4 8.3 8.3 12.0 4.2 33.3 -2 - - - 1.2 - - - -

Number of 
Times nuit 

0 71.9 81. I 82.0 82. I 88.0 79.2 66.7 80.0 
I 25.0 18.0 15.8 IS.5 8.0 16.7 - 20.0 
2 3.1 - 2.3 2.4 4.0 4.2 33.3 -3 - - - - - - - -4 - .9 - - - - - -

~!umber of 
Times Left 
for Better 
°eeortunit:t 

0 81.3 81.1 -'9.7 90.5 84.0 91.7 100.0 80.0 
I 15.6 18.0 18.0 8.3 12.0 8.3 - 20.0 
2 3. I .9 2,,3 1.2 4.0 , - - -

-, 

-\ 

~~ ____ -t'~,.------------."-------~--------------------------

, 
~ 

l~ 

MCF-SHfS. 

Free 
Venture 

30 
21 

8 

100.0 
-
-

100.0 
-
-

87.5 
12.5 \ 

-
-
-

I 
I 

75.0 
25.0 
-

, 
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was I ittle variation across the groups on these variables. 

CitangeA .i..n PaJl.o.te. S.ta..tl.U>: The percentages of workers in each group who experi enced 

changes in their status during their second three months on the outside are in

dicated in Table 19. For the purposes of analysis, the categories were col lapsed 

into "returned", "absconded", "other trouble" and "no change". Although the 

frequencies were simi lar between the two MCF-LL groups, there was significant 

variation across the 6 groups of males (X(15)2 = 33.25, P = .005) and a strory 

trend towards such among the Sti Ilwater groups <X(6)2 = 10.42, P = .1). The ex

inmates from St. Cloud and the state service group from Sti I Iwater appear to have 

had the greatest trouble with both Lino Lakes groups and the Free Venture workers 

from Sti I Iwater having been the best. Once again the female groups did not differ 

from one another. 

Although s!ightly higher percentages of those released from St. Cloud had 

been arrested for various types of offenses during their second three months of 

freedom compared to the other groups (see Table 20), the differences were minor. 

Except for one Free Venture workeG the women had clean records during this period. 

FinRlly, as Table 21 suggests, there were no differences found in the number 

of days the groups managed to stay outside of correctional faci lities during the 

second three months that they were fol lowed. 

The Twelve Month Findings 

ManLtal and FarnLey Statuh: Table 22 presents summary information concerning the 

marital status and number of dependent chi Idren of the groups studied during their 

second half year fol lowing release. As before, there were no major differences 

except for the men from St. Cloud who had been married less and had fewer chi Idren 

than had the others. There was little change in either variable since the earlier 

follow-ups. 
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Table 19: Percenta~es of Inmates in Each Group Classified in Terms of Change in Parole Status During the 
Second Three ~1onths Post-Re I ease 

MALES FEMALES 

Institution ~1CF-LL I ~1CF-STW MCF-SCL MCF-LL ---
State , Free State Free State Free 

Servi ce Vonture Trad i ti ona I Service Venture Traditional Service Venture Group .---- ---
Original Number 64 216 333 24;1, 70 54 12· 18 
Released Number 61 204 269 185 47 50 12 18 
Number for whom 56 195 243 174 41 46 9 16 info. available 

Technical 1.8 I 1.0 6.5 5.6 - 4.4 - 17.9 
Violation* 
Returned ( 1 .8) (0.5) (5.3) (3.4) - (2.2) - ( 12.6) 
Not returneD - - (0.4) (I • I ) - (2.2) - (5.3) 
Unreso I ved - (0.5) (0.8) (I • I ) - - - -

New Offense* 6.7 12.0 15.6 17.2 9.7 26. I " . 1 6.3 
Returned - (3. I ) (5.4) (5.2) (2.4) (2.2) (11.1) (6.3) 
with add-
itional 
sentence 
kbtlJrned (f.8) (0.5) (0.4) CO.6) - (2.2) - -
without 
additional 
sentence ~ 
Not returne (I.S) (3.7) (4. I) (4.0) (2.4) (6.5) - -
Unresolved (3. I ) (4.7) (5.7) (7.4) (4.9) ( 15.2) - -

Absconded 5.4 3.7 7.0 10.3 9.8 4.3 - 6.::' 

No Change 85.7 83.2 70.8 66.7 80.5 65.2 88.9 68.8 

I I 
Returned for 3.6 4.1 " . I I 

8 'J 2.4 6.6 " • I 18.9 .<-

any reason 

I 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
\f entu re 

30 . 
21 
17 

-

-
-
-
-
-

-

-
-

5.9 

94 .. 1 

-

*These categories include cases. which occurred durinq the first ,three "months but which were resolved during this time period 

-- , 
.j, 

:21 . 

! , 
i 
I 

I 
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I 
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I 
I 

I 
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( 

# 

\ 
L r 
1 
I 
I 

\ 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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TabLe 20: Number and Type of New Offenses for Which Arrests Were Made During the Second Three Months Post-Release 

, (l.1[ILES 

Tn stitution MCF-LL ~1CF-ST\'J --- ----
State Free State 

Group Service Venture T ra d i t 1 on a I Service ----
Orisinal Number I 64 216 333 244 
Released Number' 61 204 269 185 
Nl:I~~:r fori~~~T In 0 aval Ie 

56 195 243 174 

Proeerty 
·Offense 

% Committing C 98.2 95.8 92.9 94.8 
% Committing I - 3.7 5.8 4.6 
% Committing :1 1.8 .5 1.2 0.6 

Person Offense 
% Committing C 98.2 99.0 97.1 97.1 
% Committing I 1.8 1.0 2.5 2.3 
% Committing 2 - - - 0.6 
f, Comm i tt i n g 3 - - - -
% Committinq 4 - - - -
1. Committing 5 - - 0.4 -
O·ther Offenses 
% Committing 0 94.6 95.8 96.3 93.7 
% CommittinC) I 3.6 3.7 2.9 6.3 
% Committing 2 1.8 0.5 0.8 -
Total Number 

of Offenses 
Mean .13 .11 • 17 .16 
S.D. .47 .36 .67 .41 

I I 

'r "'. 

" 

, , 

MCF-SCL ~~CF-LL 

Free State . 
Ve~ture Traditional Service 

70 54 12 
47 50 12 
41 46 9 

97.F- 89. I 100.0 
2.4 10.9 -
- - -

95.1 93.5 100.0 
2.4 4.3 -
-

I 
2.2 ~ 

2.4 - -
- - -
- - -: 

95. I 91.3 100.0 
2.4 8.7 -
2.4 - -

.20 .28 0 

.64 .66 -

SIr. ". 
" 

FEMALES 

Free 
Venture 

18 
18 
16 

93.8 
6.3 
-

100.0 
-
-
-
-
-

100.0 ' 
-
-

.06 

.25 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture 

30 
21 
17 

100.0 
-
-

100.0 
-
-
-
-
-

100.0 
-
-

0 
-

I' , ! 

!I 

II 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
\ , 
d 

\ 
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Tab Ie 21 : Number of Days Spent Outside of Any Correctional Faci I ity During the Second Three Months Post-Release 

'nstitution 

Group 
Griginal Number 
lie leased Number 
Number for wrom 
info. available 
-

lumber of_~ 
.out less 
than , 

, out 1-6 

% 

% 

% 

M 
S 
R 

out 7-30 

out 31-60 

out 61-91 

ean 
.0. 
ange 

( 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

MCF-LL 

State Free 
Service Venture Traditional -.--- ---

64 216 333 
61 204 269 
56 191 241 -

1.8 6.3 7.5 

- - -
- 1.0 2.5 

7. I 3.1 6.2 

91. I 89.5 83.8 

86.23 83. '5 78.31 
16.60 24.00 27.44 
0-91 0-91 0-91 

, " 

MALES FEMALES 

MCr~-ST\lJ MCF-SCL ~1CF-ll 

I State Free St1'3te . Free 
Service Ven.ture Traditional Service Venture -- I 

244 70 54 !2- 18 
185 47 60 12 18 
173 41 46 9 16 

8. 1 4.9 6.5 " • I -

- - 2.2 - - I 
3.5 4.9 - - 6.3 

5.2 2.4 4.3 1\ • 1 6.3 

83.2 87.8 87.0 77.8 87.5 

78.36 81.68 78.02 75.56 81.88 
28.02 25.63 27.47 32.48 22.·16 

0-91 0-91 0-91 0-91 10-9 r 

• 

" 

.... 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture 

'30 
21 
17 

-

-

-
-

100.0 

91.00 
-
-

, 

i 
i i 

If 
Ii 
II 
1 

,I 
i 

I 
t 
r 

1 
H 
fi 
:! 

11 
I, 

! 
, ~ 

\ 

, 
, 
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Table 22: Marital and Dependent Status Durinq the Second Six Months Post-Release* 

MALES FEMALES ----

I r 
, 

MCF-LL MCF-SHI< !.nsti tution ~1CF-LL Mcr'-STVJ il-1CF-SCL -_.-
State Free State Free State 

, 
Free Free 

:irollo Service Venture I Traditional Service Venture Traditional S8rvice Venture Venture 
"-"-64 -----

CriginRl Number 216 333 244 70 54 12 18 "50 
;~clf\ased Number 60 198 251 161 40 46 12 18 19 
Number for whom 53 184 213 141 32 40 9 15 15 info. available -

'.Aari ta I Statu! p 

Single 56.6 59.5 40.4 46.8 34.4 82.5 33.3 20.2 33.3 
~larri ed 5.7 14.1 18.8 I 12.8 15.6 10.0 " • I 20.0 13.3 
Common-law 5.7 2.2 2.3 4.3 3. I - If • I 6.7 -
Separated " .3 7. I 4.7 6.4 9.4 2.5 II . I 6.7 -
Divorced /5. I 13.6 26.8 27.0 25.0 2.5 22.Z 33.3 26.7 
Widowed I .9 - 0:5 1.4 6.3 - - - 13.3 
Divorced/ 3.8 3.8 6.6 1.4 6.3 2.5 I I • I 13.3 13.3 

Remarri ed 
Widowed/ - - - - - - - - -

Remarri ed I 
Def2endent . 

Ch i I dren 

0 83.0 72.3 69.2 76.1 78. I 92.5 22.2 53.3 60.0 I 

I 

I 
I .9 13.0 14.5 13.4 3.1 7.5 55.6 26.7 26.7 

2 9.4 10.9 8.4 6.3 9.4 - J I • I I 6.7 13.3 
3 3.8 2.2 4.7 6.3 

, 
13.3 - - - I -

4 I .9 0.5 s 1.9 2.8 1.3 - - - -
5 - 0.5 , 1.4 1 .4 - - - - -
6 - 0.5 I - - - - " • I - -

I I 
Group Mean .40 .50 .60 .42 .53 .08 1.44 .80 .53 

:~ 

, , 

\ 

S.D. .95 .97 I. 10 .91 I • If .27 1.81 1.08 .74 

t 

I I 1 
i 

I I ; , , 
, 

*Numbers represent qroup pe.rcentages un less otherwi se speci f ied 

, 

" 
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Speci~t Phogham6: Participation in programs geared to providing vocational assistance 

was again minimal during this period (see Table 23). Variation amongst the groups 

was also limited. 

Activ~y: The percentages of individuals within each group who were engaged in 

various activities during the second six months post-release are provided in 

Table 24. There were no significant differences among the male groups although 

some variation in the shifts over time was suggested. Both Lino Lakes groups, 

that from St. Cloud, and the traditional industry works from Sti I Iwater had propor-

tionately more members who had worked during the final period compared to the 

earl ier fol lOw-ups. In addition with the exception of the MCF-LL state service 

workers, these groups had fewer members who had remained idle during this period 

than before. On the other hand the state service and Free Venture workers from 

MCF-STW were less likely to have worked between six and twelve months than 

between zero and six months post-release, and in the latter case more likely to 

have been i die. 

Table 25 shows the average number of days individuals engaged in various 

activities during the final follow-up period. vlhi Ie within institution differences 

were minimal, there was significant variation across facilities in the number of 

days of employment (F(5,650) = 3.458, P = .0043). The individuals who had been 

at St. Cloud worked fewer days than the others whi Ie those from MCF-LL were at 

the other extreme. As indicated in an earlier section, the data on the involve-

ment in other activities are based on too limited samples to allow for meaningful 

statistical comparison. 

The "good" days tabulations for the second six months reflect in large part 

those for the days of employment, although there was significant variation among 

the three MCF-STW groups (F(Z,373) = 4.184, P = .0160) wherein the state service 
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Tab I e 23': Percentaqes of Inmates Participating in Special Programs During the Second Six Months Post-Release 

lnsti tution 

. 
nal Number 

Group 
Odgi 
Helsa 
Numbe 

sed Number 
r for wl,om 

jnf o.available ---
CETA 

Yes 
No 

DVR 

I 
I 
l 
I 

Yes I No 

Pro!=Jr-aml Othe r 
I 

Yes 
No 

i • , 
I 

I 
• 

~lCF-LL ---
State t Free 

Service Venture ---- ---64 216 
60 198 
52 183 

3.8 6.8 
96.2 93.2 

I .9 
. i 

5.2 
98.1 94.8 

1.9 -
98.1 100.0 

I 

r"'ALES FE~1AlES --- ----
~},Cr-STVJ r,1CF-SCL f\iCF-LL ----, State 

1 
Free State . Free 

Trad i ti ona I Service Venture Traditional Service Venture -
333 24t1 70 54 12· 18 
251 /61 40 46 12 18 
211 139 32 40 9 15 

2.8 8.2 3.,t 2.5 II • I -
97.2 91.8 96.9 97.5 88.9 100.0 

1.4 1.0 - - - I -
98.6 99.0 100.0 100.0 10G.0 100.0 

/ .4 1.0 - - - -
98.6 99.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

I 

I 
I 
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Table 24: Percenta~es of Inmates Engaging in Various Activities During the Second Six Months Post-ReJease L 

MALES FEMALES 

Institution ~·1CF-LL rv1Cr··STVJ --- MCF-SCL MCF-LL MCF-SHK ----
State Free :]tate Free State . Free Free 

Service Venture Trad i ti ona 1 (' . Ven.-rure Traditional Service Venture Venture Group ;:,ervlce ---- --- ----
I 
~ 

Original Number 64 216 333 244 70 54 12 18 30 
Released Number 60 198 251 161 40 46 12 18 19 NLlmber included il') 51 184 211 141 32 40 9 15 - th""e m",,,,,UI""''' 15 

Werking 68.6 70.1 I 60.1 46.5 5' .6 55.0 33.3 33.3 46.7 

Vocational 3.9 2.3 2.0 - - 5.0 - - 6.7 
Tra in i ng 

I Academi c 3.9 2.3 - 0.8 - - - - 13.3 
Education I 

Other Program - - 2.0 2.3 3.1 2.5 - 6.7 6.7 

Noth i ng 
I 

19.6 '3. I 16.3 25.9 22.6 

I 
22.5 55.6 46.7 26.7 

Returned ! 3.9 12.! 19.6 24.4 22.6 15.0 1 I • I 13.3 - . 
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• • Table 25: • • • • • • • • Number of Days Each Group Engaged in Various Activities Durin~ the Second Six Months Post-Release 

MALES FEMALES 

:nsHtution l'1CF-LL ~1CF-ST\IJ I MCF-SCL MCF-LL ---_. 
State i Free State Free State 

, 
Free 

Group Servi ce 

I 
Venture Trod i ti ona I Servi ce . Venture I Traditional Service Venture 

.'--- --- ----- ----- ----
uriginal Number 64 216 333 244 70 54 12 18 
r;eleased ~'lImber 60 

I 
198 251 161 40 46 12 18 

Nth~~r included ir 5i 183 210 140 32 40 9 ItS 
sa ma""Lr"" --

Days Employed 
Group ~4ean* 95.26 94. 19 80.27 62.14 69.44 64.18 18.56 48.95 
Group S.D.* 81.44 78.49 79. II 76.82 79.16 79.27 41.18 77.65 
Number Involv ~d 35 131 128 66 16 22 3 5 

Their Mean 138.81 131.58 131.69 131.81 I ' 138.88 116.69 55.68 146.85 

Days in 
Vocational 
Traininq 

Group Mean* 8.08 7.18 5.07 2.60 0 7.63 0 0 
Group S.D.* 30.21 32.41 25.87 21.68 - 34.32 - -
Number I nvo I v ~d 5 9 10 2 0 2 0 I 0 

Their Mean 82.42 145.99 106.47 182.00 - 152.60 - -
Days in 

Academic I 
Program 

Group Mean* 13.00 4.76 0.55 1.92 0 0 0 0 
Group S. D. * 42.35 27.13 7.72 17.00 - - - -
Number I nvo I v ;Jd 5 9 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Their Mean 132.60 96.79 57.75 134.40 - - - -

Days in Other{ 
Program I 

Group ~1ean* 1.59 1.99 6.84 5.32 4.59 3.98 0 3.67 
Group S.D.* 18.02 13. 10 27.66 25.11 

I 
14.57 24.34 - II. 19 

Number Involv ad 2 6 IS 9 3 2 0 3 
Their Mean 40.55 60.70 79.8 82.76 48.96 65.60 - 18.39 

"Good" Days 
I 

Group Mean 118.22 108.04 96.88 I 72. II 80.19 75.76 21.89 54.87 
Group S.D. 75.03 77.61 78.61 79.12 80.41 80.41 40.80 79. '71 

\ I , 
*These figures include everyone on whom data WEJr£'3 avai lable, many of whom scored "0" 

'. 

" 

. 
.. , 

-

• 
: l 

MCF-SH!5, 

Free 
Venture -----

30 
19 
15 

65.13 
84.30 

7 
-139.56 

16.80 
45.04 
2 

126.00 

33.80 
70.49 
3 

169.00 

12.07 
-

I 
181.00 

\ 

, 

120.80 
82.63 

! , 



workers had fewer "productive" days than either of the other groups there (Tukey 

pIS < .05). Comparison of the six male samples revealed that the ex-offenders from 

St. Cloud and the former state servi ce at Sti II water averaged fewer "good" days 

than did the othei~s (F(5 643) = 4.997, P = .0002, Tukey pIS <.05). , 
Th~ female groups also demonstrated significant variation as a function of 

number of "good" days during the second six months post-release (F(2,36) = 5.706, 

P = .007). The state service workers fared the worst (Tukey pIS < .05) of the 

three. While other differences were not significant, it was the case that the 

women released from Shakopee were more involved in every kind of activity than 

were their counterparts from Lino Lakes. 

Speclfiie Job rnfionnlation: Summary data concerning jobs held at one year post-

release are contained in Table 26. Of the variables reported there the only one 

for which there were significant group differences was the number of days on the 

job. Comparison of the two male Lino Lakes groups indicated that the state 

service workers there had held their 12 month jobs for significantly shorter periods 

than had the Free Venture workers (t(122) = 2.16, P = .033). 

Table 27 summarizes the reasons why those who left jobs during the second half 

year post-release did so. None of the differences were statistically significant. 

Changeo in Panoie S~: Information relevant to the status of the groups at 

their first ycclr1s end is presented in Table 28. The differences are not strong; 

it is interesting nevertheless to consider that whi Ie the Free Venture workers 

from Stillwater appear to look the best in the early fol low-ups, they now appear 

to have fared the worst. The figures ~oncerning new offenses given in Table 29 

support this contention. Significantly more members of that group were arrested 

during their second six months of freedom for property crimes (X(6)2 = 17.64, 

p = .0072) than of the other two Sti I Iwater groups. In addition they tended to 

have been, involved in more crimes against persons. As one might expect, (see Table 30) 
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Table 26: Information Concern i ng the Jobs Held at Twelve Months 

'w.tiiution MCF-LL ---
State Free 

;jroup Service VenturG ---- ----
'lriginal Nl~mber 64 216 
;':eleased Number 60 198 
No. working at 29 95 

~ 
12 months 

B " I Leqlnnlnn j 

Hourly wage.1 
Number for wh.pm 20 63 

, info. ava i I ab Ie 
Mean I 5.80 4.63 
S . o. I 2.36 I . 51 
Ranoe 2.10-10.74 2.65-9.40 

Currert Houri 
Waqe 

NUMber for wh m 20 
i nfo.ava i lab e 

~1ean 5.96 
S.D. 2.41 
Range I 

! 2. 10- 10. 74 

Leve I I . Ski II 
Number for Whr 29 

info.avai lab e 
% in skilled 24. I 

Job I ri/ • • 
fJ In semi-

skilled job 
ct 
I" in unski lie 

job 

~ Number of Da 

~Iu~~e~o~or Whfm 
, info.avai lable 
. Mean 

S.D. I 
Ranqe 

, " 

37.3 

37.9 

29 

136.10 
103.54 I 

11-348 

63 

4.86 
1.55 

.65-9.40 

94 

25.5 

41.5 

33.0 

95 

187.82 
115.34 

15-365 

Traditional ._----
333 
251 

94 

61 

5.60 
2.60 

.30-14.95 

62 

5.71 
2.56 

.45-14.25 

94 

28.7 

47.9 

23.4 

94 

163.84 
108.64 
11-365 

tA/\LES ----
MC,-STW -.. --

Stat:e 
Service 

241'+ 
161 

51 

29 

5.08 
2.40 

.75-14.95 

29 

5.27 
2.49 

.75-1i:l.95 

48 

18.8 

50.0 

31.0 

51 

167.00 
118.70 

7-365 

" 

Free 
Venture 

70 
40 
13 

8 

3.70 
0.66 

2.65-4.50 

8 

3.72 
0.63 

2.80-4.50 

13 

15.4 

53.8 

30.8 

13 

174.08 
115.55 

9-365 

" 
.., 

Post-Release 

~~CF-SCL ----_ ... 

Traditional 
54 
46 
14 

10 

4.87 
1.49 

3.43-7.50 

10 

4.89 
1.47 

3.43-7.50 

14 

14.3 

50.0 

35.7 

14 

171.21 
103.12 
. 30-335 

" 

.--------------------------------------------------------------~----------~------~.~\--------------------~~----,-------...... ,. 

• 
FEMALES ----

MCF-LL 

State Free 
Serv ice Venture ------

12 
12 
2 

2.40 

2.40 

2 

100.0 

2 

61.00 
56.57 
21-101 

18 
18 
4 

2 

3.02 

2 

3.02 

4 

50.0 

50.0 

4 

147.50 
70.18 
50-215 

-
~JjCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture -----

30 
19 
6 

3 

3.18 
0.25 

2.90-33.9 

3 

3.18 
0.25 

2.90-3.39 

6 

66. 7 

33.3 

6 

185.00 
150.68 

15-365 

,1 , 
¥ 

L 

\ 

, 
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• • Table 27: • • • • • ~ w W 
Percentaqes of Inmates in Each Group Leaving Jobs for' Various Reasons During the Second Six 

'nstitution 

,roup 
riginal Number o 

R eleased Number' 
No. who worked 
between 6-12 mths 

lumber of 
.Times Fired 

a I I I 2 

~umber of I 
Times Lai d-
Off -

0 
I 
2 

, 
~ 

~umber of I Times Quit 
0 
I 
2 
3 

I 4 

lumber of I 
Times Left 
for Better 
Oppo rtun i t..Y 

0 
I 
2 
3 

I 

Months Post-Release 

~,1CF-LL 

Sta're Free 
Service Venture Traditionai .'---- ----

64 216 333 
60 198 251 
35 129 I 127 

88.6 87.0 90.6 
If .4 13.0 9.4 
- - -

91.4 90.8 89.8 
' 2.9 9.2 7.8 

5. 7 - 2.3 

85,.7 84.0 78. I 
1f.4 1f.5 18.8 
2.9 3. I 1.6 
- 1.5 0.8 
- - 0.8 

60.0 78.6 75.8 
28,6 18.3 18.0 
1 I .4 2.3 6.3 
- 0.8 -

I 

MALES FEtvlALES 

~,1Cr-SnJ I MCF-SCL MCF-LL _0 ____ 

[ 
Stai-e Free State , Free 

c: • Ven.ture Traditional Service Venture "erVlce ---
24'1 70 54 12 18 
16/ 

I 
40 46 12 18 

66 17 22 3 5 . 

95.5 100.0 86.4 100.0 100.0 
3.0 - 13.6 - -
1.5 - - - -

88. I 81.3 95.5 66.7 80.0 
1.9 12.5 4.5 33.3 20.0 
- 6.3 - - -

86.6 81 .3 77.3 33.3 100.0 
. 10.4 12.5 22.7 66.7 -

3.0 - - - -
- 6.3 - - -
- - - - -

73. I 87.5 86.4 100.0 80.0 
22.4 12.5 9. I - 20.0 
3.0 - 4.5 - -
1.5 - - - -

J 

·.E 

MCF-SHi< 

Free 
Venture -----

30 
19 
7 

- j 

100.0 

I -
-

100.0 
-
-

100.0 
-
-
-
-

57. I \ 
28.6 
14.3 
-

, 
, 



• • • • • • • • • Table 28: Percentages of Inmates in Each Group Classified in Terms of Change in Parole Status During t~ 
Second Six Months Post-Release 

ir 

L 
MALES FEMALES f, 

: I 

Institlltion f\1CF-LL Mcr-SnJ MCF-SCL MCF-LL MCF-SHK if 
d 

State Free State Free State , Free Free 
Group Service Venture Trad i ti ona I Service Ven-ture Traditional Service Venture Venture ----- ---- ----
Original Number 64 216 333 244 70 54 12, 18 30 I 

Released Number 60 198 251 161 40 46 12 18 19 i 
Number for whom 54 186 224 151 33 42 9 16 15 i info. available 

Technical 3.7 7.0 10.1 3.0 4.8 6.3 6.7 
, - - I 
I 

. Violation* ! 
Returned - (2.7) (4.4) (8.0) (3.0) (4,8) - - (6.7) 
Not returne d - (0.5) (2.2) (f.4) - - (6.3) i - -
Unresol ved - (0.5) (0.4) (0· 7) - - - - -

New Offense* 26. I 16.2 16.3 16.7 36.3 26.3 22.2 6.3 6.7 
Returned 'II (7.5) (6.6) (6.6) (9.3) (18.1> (14.3) - - (6.7) 
with add-
itional 
sentence 
Returned (5.6) (2.2) (3. I ) (0.7) (3.0) - - (6.3) -
without 
additional 

I sentence 
, Not returne ~ (5.6) <3.2 ) (3. I ) (2.7) (6. I ) (2.4) - - -
Unresol ved (7.4) (2.2) (3.5) (4.0) (9. I ) (9.6) (22.2) - - ! 

Absconded 7.4 3.8 7.6 8.0 9.1 - - 18.8 13.3 I 

, , 
No Change 66.7 76.3 68.8 65.3 51.5 69. I 77.8 68.8 73.3 , 

I 
i 
I , 
I 

\ \ 

Returned for 13. I 13.5 14. I 18.0 24. I 19.1 - 6.3 13.4 I 
any reason 11 

If 
Ii 
t! 
'I !, 
~ 
Ii 
)1 
fi 

! 
*These categories include cases which occurred during the first six months but which were resolved, during this time period \ 
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Table 29: 

w - • • • • W W 
Number and Type of New Offenses for Which Arrests were Made During the Second Six Months Post-Release 

W\LES FEMALES 

Institution MCF-LL HCi-STW MCF-SCL ~1CF-LL --- ----
Sot-ate Free State Free StaTe . Free 

Gt'oup Service Venture Trad i ti ona I Service Venture Traditional Service Venture 

I 
---- ----

Original Number 64 216 333 241'1, 70 54 12 18 
Heleascd Number 60 198 25~ 161 40 46 12 18 
No. for whom 55 191 235 151 33 42 9 16 

infQ,al£!l.Habl~ .-. 
Pro~ertv 

Offenses I 

%Committing 0 85.5 93.7 90.6 I 92.1 78.8 90.5 77 .8 100.0 
%Committing I 12.7 5.8 8. I 5.3 12.1 9.5 II. I -
%Committing 2 1.8 0.5 I .3 2.6 6. I - " . I -
%Commi tti nq 31 - - -- .- - - - -
%Comm i tt i n 9 4 il - - - - 3.0 - - -

r Person Offens 's 
%Comm itt i ng 0 96.4 95.8 97.4 96.7 90.9 100.0 100.0 I 100.0 
%Comm i tt i ng I 3.6 3.1 2.1 3.3 6. I - - -
%Committinq 2 - 0.5 - - - - - -
%Committing 3 - - 0.4 - - - - -
%Comm itt i ng 4 - 0.5 - - 3.0 - - -
Other Offense 
%Committing 0 89.1 94.2 95.3 95.4 97.0 97.6 100.0 100.0 I %Committing I 7.3 4.2 2.6 4.6 - 2.4 - -
%Committing 2 3.6 I .6 1.3 - 3.0 - - -
%Committinq 3 - - 0.4 - - - - -
%Committing 41 - - 0.4 - - - - -
Total Number 

of Offenses 
Mean .35 .20 .22 • t 9 .61 • 12 .33 0 
S.D. .67 .55 .59 .50 1.50 .33 • 71 -

I 
I 

t 
I I , 

'.le,., . 

~ .. ., 

-, 

., ., 

~ICF-SH!< 

Free 
Venture 

30 
19 
15 

100.0 
-
-
-
-

100.0 
-
-
-
-

100.0 
-
-
-
-

0 
-

-

i I; 
I ( 

, 
! ~ 
:( 
./ 

1 : 

-

\ 
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Table 30: Number of Days Spent Outside of Any Correctional Faci I ity During the Second Six ~~onths Post-Release 

Institution 

Group . 
Original Number 

. Released Number 
No. for whom 

info.available 

~Jumber of Dav 

% out 
than 

% out 

d 
i' out 

% oui" 

% out 

% out 

% out 

~ out 

~.1ean 

S.O. 
Ranqe 

less 
I 

1-6 

7-30 

31-60 

61-91 

92-121 

122-151 

152-182 

~1CF-LL 

State Free 
Service Venture ----

64 2.16 
60 198 
55 187 

3.1 5 9 

0.5 

1.6 

5.5 4.3 

1.8 3.2 

. . , 

1.8 

1.8 

85.5 

163.73 
47.64 

0-182 

2.7 

4.3 

77.5 

154.33 
56.99 
0-182 

Traditional 
333 
251 
225 

12.9 

2.2 

0.9 

5.8 

4.4 

4.0 

69.8 

141.82 
66.79 

0-182 

MALES 

MCf-STW 

.t, 

state 
Service 

244 
161 
150 

14.0 

1.3 

4.7 

6.0 

2.7 

6.0 

65.3 

136.(31 
69.02 

0-182 

" 

Free 
Venture 

70 
40 
33 

12. I 

6.1 

6. I 

6. I 

6. I 

63.6 

133.36 
70.64 
0-182 

rvlCF-SCL 

Traditional 
54 
46 
42 

14.3 

2.4 

2.4 

4.8 

4.8 

71.4 

138.71 
71.02 
0-182 

FE~1ALES 

MCF-LL 

State Free 
Service Venture ----

12· 
J2 
9 

1\ . I 

88.9 

161.44 
60.55 
0-182 

'" 

18 
18 
16 

6.3 

6.3 

87.5 

159.38 
60.13 
0-182 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture ----

30 
19 
15 

6.7 

13.3 

80.0 

168.00 
34.39 
55-182 

l' , 
d 
!! 
II 
il 
I, 

iI 
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'they averaged fewer days as a group outside of correctional facilities during this 

final period than did the others (F(5,686) = 2.706, P = .0197, Tukey pIS < .u5). 

The Year Long Picture 

Aetiv~y: In order to present a more general overview of activities over the 

course of the first year, Tables 3\ and 32 provide figures which summarize the 

three fol low-up periods. As the first of these demonstrates, there were no major 

differences in the number of jobs held or In the proportions of the various groups 

who worked. There were however significant differences for the males (see Table 32) 

in the number of days of employment during the first year on the outside (F(5 6 , 46) 

= 4.679, P = .0003). The ex-offenders from Lino Lakes had worked more days than those 

froJTl the other- institutions with the state service workers from MCF-STW and the 

tradh'ional industry group from MCF-SCL having been employed the least time. Whi Ie 

ther-e was no significant variation in days of vocational training during the 

first twelve months post-release, the MCF-LL state service workers did attend 

academic school programs more frequently than did the other groups (F(5,642) 

= 4.701, P = 0003, Tukey pIS < .05). There were also major differences in the 

amount of involvement in other programs. The Free Venture workers from Sti I Iwater 

tended to have spent more days in such than their other peers from that 

institution (F(2,374) = 2.780, P = .0633) and al I three of these groups had sig

nificantly higher means on this variables than those from St. Cloud and Lino Lakes 

(F(5 644) = 6.196, P = .0000, Tukey pIS < .05). None of these measures showed , 
significant variation among the women. 

In considering al I productively spent days together, we see significant 

within and across institution differences for the males. Among those released 

from Sti Ilwater, the state service workers fared worse than the others (F(2;365) 

= 4.055, P = .0181) while that institution as a whole fel I midway between Lino 
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Table 31: Summary Data on Jobs-Held Durinp'the First Year Post-Release 

MALES 

Institution f'.1CF-LL MCF-STW MCF-SCL ---
State Free State Free 

Group Servi ce Venture Traditional Service Venture Traditional 
Original Number 64 216 333 244 70 54 
Released Number 60 198 251 161 40 46 
No. for whom 51 182 

; nfn a"ail "h 1 Q 

206 139 32 40 
, 

Jobs Held 

% Holding 0 20.0 16.8 25.4 36.8 24.2 26.8 
% Holdinq I 32.7 40.8 32.4 27.8 33.3 31.7 r Holdinq 2 20.0 23.4 19.4 J 8. 8 21.2 24.4 
% Holdina 3 7.3 9.2 13.5 9.0 15.2 12.2 
% Holdin~ 4 10.9 5.4 6.3 4.9 6.1 -% Holdinq 5 7.3 1.6 1.4 .7 - 2.4 
% Holding 6 1.8 1.6 - - - -% HoldinfJ 7 - I . r 1.4 .7 - 2.4 
% Holdinq 10 - - - 1.4 - -

t-.1ean 1.86 1.63 1.53 1.29 1.46 1.46 
S.D. 1 .. 62 1.39 1.41 1.49 1.20 1.45 

I 

. t 

.t 

FEMALES 

MCF-LL 

State , Free 
Service Venture 

12 18 
12 18 
9 15 

55.6 40.0 
22.2 26.7 
13.3 26.7 
6.7 6.7 

" . I -
- -

II . I -
- -
- -

1.33 1.00 
2 .• 8 1.00 

MCF-SHK 

Free 
Venture 

30 
19 
15 

40.0 
33.3. 
13.3 
6.7 
-

6.7 
-
-
-

1.13 . 
1.41 

, 
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Table 32: Summary Data on Activities Durinq the First Year Post-Release 

tv1ALES FEMALES ----
Institution MCF-LL MCr-STW MCF-SCL MCF-LL MCF-SHK ---- -----

Stato Freo State Free State Free Free 
Service Venture Trad i ti ona I Service Ven-ture Tr-aditional Service Venture Venture Group .----

I Original Number 64 216 333 244 70 54 12- 18 30 
b Released Number' 60 198 251 161 40 46 12 18 19 

No. for whom 
info .. ialLailable 

51 182 206 139 32 40 8 15 15 
. 

Days \'{orked 
Group Mean 166.55 186.14 150.16 119.35 138.25 121.80 62.22 95.97 136.93 
Group S.D. 135.61 132.12 135:56 132.24 131.79 127.35 78.75 132.01 156.08 
Number who 40 154 154 86 24 29 4 9 9 

worked 
Their Mean 21~.35 219.98 200.86. 191.29 184.33 168.00 124.44 159.12 228.22 

Days in 
Vocational 
Tra i n i ng 

r:;roup Mean 26.08 17.13 10.36 9.56 0 23.23 0 0 29.00 
Group S. D. 75.53 63.95 43.27 47.37 - 75.96 - - 81.04 
Number in 8 19 17 9 0 4 0 0 2 

vocational 
,tra i n i nq 
Their Mean 166.26 

fJ· 
164.08 125.54 147.65 - 232.30 - - 217.50 

Days in 
Academi c 
Progra!.!). 

,Group Mean 35.20 15.20 3.64 6.64 2.94 2.45 5.63 0 61.53 
Group S.D. 88.21 60.28 22.12 40.92 16.08 15.50 15.91 - 132.80 
Number in 9 16 8 5 2 I I 0 3 

academics 
Their Mean 199.47 172.90 93.73 184.59 47.04 98.00 45.04 - 307.65 

\ 

Davs in Other 
Proqram 

Group ~1ean 9.65 9.98 30.75 27.40 56.75 18.83 0 33.40 19.20 
Group S.D. 34.07 32.89 66.37 58.73 71.26 56.75 - 62.56' 70.04 
Number in 6 24 I 64 44 17 9 0 6 3 

programs 
-Their Mean 82.03 75.68 98.98 86.56 106.82 83.69 83.50 96.00 , 
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Table 32: Cont. MALES FEMALES ' 

Institution ~1CF-LL MCF-STW MCF-SCL MCF-LL MCF-SHK 

State Free State Free State . Free Free 
Group Service Venture Traditional Service Venture Traditional Service Venture Venture ---- -. 
Original Number 64 216 333 244 70 54 12 18 30 
Released Number 

-, 60 198 251 161 40 46 .12 18 19 
Number for whom 51 182 206 139 32 40 8 t5 15 info. available 

ltGood H Days 
Mean 237.77 225.43 202.70 162.75 209.81 166.30 83.88 131.47 227.47 -, 
S. D. 124.22 134.16 134.77 133.85 130.99 1;35.31 98.84 138.67 162.79 
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Lakes at the favorable extreme and St. Cloud at the opposite end. The women's 

groups also showed almost significant variation with the Shakopee releasees 

averaging more "good ll days in the first year post-release than those from Lino 

Lakes (F C2 ,35) = 3.132, P = .0560). 

Recidiv~m: Table 33 presents summary statistics concerning the number of 

property, person, and miscellaneous crimes for which individuals were arrested 

during their first twslve months of freedom. Although the individual categories 

did not differ greatly, differences in the combined rates approached statistical 

significance. For example, the ex-Free Venture inmates from Sti I Iwater tended to 

comnit rrore crimes than clidiheother groups from there (F(2,405) = 2.622, P = .0739>

They also stand out in this regard when compared with the ex-offenders from the 

other institutions (F(5 686) = 2.171, P = .0556, Tukey p's < .05). Although the , 
women from Shakopee appeared to fare better than their Lino Lakes peers, the 

group difforences were not significant. 

1 n terms of the numbers of days the groups rema i ned ou'ts i de of correcti ona! 

facilities during that first year, we found that the Lino Lakes groups were free 

significantly longer than the men from the other institutions (F(5,684) = 2.878, 

P = .0140, Tukey pIS < .05). The female groups did not differ from one another. 

Relationships Among Release Variables 

Releaoe S~ and Activ~y: Chi-squares tests were carried out to determine 

whether or not there were significant relationships between type of parole 

(general versus conditional) and type of activity at the three follJw-up periods 

in the males. At 3 months men on general parole were much more I ikely to be 

working and less likely to be involved in other programs than their counterparts 

on con d i tiona I pa ro I e C X (3) 2 = I 12.99, P = .0000). Th i 5 was a I so true at 5 i x 
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Table 33: Summary Data on Criminal Activity During the First Year Post-Release L 
MALES FEMALES 

Institution MCF-LL MCF-STW MCF· SCL MCF-LL MCF-SHK 

State Free State Free State . Free Free 
Group Servi ce Venture Trad i ti ona I Service Venture Traditional Service Venture Venture ----
Original Number 64 216 333 244 70 54 12· 18 30 
Released Number 60 198 251 161 40 46 12 . 18 19 
No. for whom 55 187 224 149 33 42 9 16 15 info."v"il"hl .. 

Prof2erty 
Crimes 

Mean .26 .15 .28 .25 .39 .29 .44 .38 .07 
S.D. .58 .43 .59 .66 .86 .51 .73 .72 .26 
Range 0-3 0-3 0-4 0-4 0-4 0-2 0-2 0- J 0-1 

Person 
Cri mes 

Mean .06 .06 .08 .ft .30 .14 0 0 0 
S. D. .23 .27 .43 .40 .88 .47 - - -
qange 0-1 0-2 0-5 0-3 0-4 

, 
0-2 - - _. 

Other Cri mes 
~1ean .24 . 16 .14 • 17 .21 .14 0 0 f) 
S.D. .67 .48 .43 .44 .60 .35 - - -
Range 0-4 0-3 0-3 0-2 0·-2 0-1 - - -

. Combined , , 
,9ateqori es , 

~~ean .55 .37 .49 .53 .91 .57 .44 .38 .07 , 
! S.D. .94 .71 .94 .88 1.59 .83 .73 .72 .26 

Range 0-5 0-4 0-8 0-5 0-8 0-3 0-2 0-1 0-1 1 
I· 

Ii Number of days j 
'I Outside any " I-

Correcti ona I r, 
l' \ 

. , 

Faci I ity fI 

Mean 339.35 327.52 305.55 299.35 304.49 302.62 322.78 . 330.81 348.87 ~ S.I1. I 64.36 80.48 100.02 101.42 94.84 105.32 189.17 75.44 34.46 ! 
Range 33-365 17-365 1-365 5-365 27-365 11-365 111-365 99-365 238-365 I 
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months, at which time more of the latter group had also been returned to prison 

(X(3)2 = 41.06, P = .0000). While the general parolees were working more 

frequently than those paroled on a conditional basis during the second six months, 

this latter group was no longer more active in other programs but was instead 

somewhat more likely to do nothtng or to have been returned to an institution 

CX(3)2 = 8.24, P < .05). 

Special P4ognam~ and Po~t-Rete~e AetivLtlf: To test for associations between in-

volvement in special offender programs and activity post-release, a number of chi

square analyses were done. It was determined that inmates who had obtained a car 

through the Wheels program were significantly more likely to be working and 

less I ikely to be idle compared to those who had not at both the three and six 

month. follow-ups (X(3)2 = 8.728, P = .0331, and X(3)2 = 8.392, P = .0386 respectively.) 

Work release experience also seemed to have a positive influence on success. 

For each period checked those men wh.o had been in the program were sign i f icantl y 

more I ikel y to have worked and not to have done nothing th.an the others (3 month 

X(3)2 = 19.973, P = .0002; 6 month X(3}2 = 19.973, P = .0002; 12 month X(3)2 = 

10.205, P = .0169), This was also true of the pre-release program (for which the 

respective analyses were X(3)2 

X ( 2 = I I ,796, P = .0081). 
3) 

39.787, P < .0000; X(3)2 = 10.401, p = 0.154; 

Ma!U:tal and Fa.m.U..lf sta.:tu..o and Po~t-Ret~e Aetiv,[;ty: Marita I status was examined 

in relationship to how ex-offenders were occupied during each of the follow-up 

periods. In each case there was a non-significant tendency for those men who 

were married to be more productively engaged (i .e. working) than were their single 

counterparts. Simi larly there were strong trends towards a positive association 

between having dependent children and the likelihood of working at each interval. 
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Po~t-ReteMe AetivUlf and New Nvc..ru~: In order to determine whether or not 

employment had any positive effect on criminal activity, indivIduals were class

ified into "working" "doing another productive activity" and "doing nothing" 

categories. A chi-square analyses revealed that at 3 months post-release "working" 

was associated with a lower rate of new arrests than was IIdoing nothing" (X(3)2 = 

37.31, P < .000). Whi Ie less than 5 percent of those who had been employed during 

that period had been charged with an offense, over 20 percent of those who had 

been idle were. Although there were similar trends at six and twelve months, the 

differences were no longer significant. 

Relationships Between Demographic Variables and Outcome Measures 

Because tnere was varia5fl tty across the groups studied on a number of back

ground variables, it was deemed important to determine wheth.er the latter bore 

any special relationship to the outcome measures. The remainder of this section 

wi I I examine in turn tne effects of a variety of demographic variables on post

release activity and recidivism. 

PMt WOJr..k. Hb..tOJr..lf: Each individual was rated on the basts of his/her pre-incarceration 

work experience. Length or stabi I ity of the previous employment was scored in one 

of four categories: never worked, worked sporadically for any periOd or steadi Iy 

for less than one year, worked at not more than three jobs for more than one year, 

worked regularly for more than three years. For those who had been employed the 

ski II level typical of their positions was coded as unskilled, semi-skilled, or 

ski I led. Military experience was considered as employment and generally coded 

as semi-ski lied un less the record provided information that the acti.viti.es carried out 

whi Ie in the service wereof a skil led nature. Table 34 presents the summary data 

on each of the groups fol lowed. Among the males, those incarcerated at MCF-LL 

did not differ in terms of either the extent or level of their previous employment. 
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Table 34: Pre-incarceration Work History* 

MI\LES 

Institution ~1CF-LL j\1Cr-STW --
State Free State 

Group Service Venture Trad i ti ona I Servi ce -----
Original Number 64 216 333 244 

.No. for whom 46 182 304 219 
info. available 

Vlork 
Ex~erience 

None 17.4 22.0 16.8 21.9 

Less than I 58.7 52.7 50.0 47.9 
Year 

1-3 Years 13.0 14.3 18.1 18.3 

~~ore than 3 10.9 \1.0 15. I \I .9 
Years 

Ski II Level 
-Of Previous 
Jobs 

Number who 38 142 253 171 
had worked 

Ski lied 13.2 II .3 \I .0 II . I 

Semi-ski lied 18.4 20.6 29. I 31.6 

'Unskilled i 68.4 67.9 59.8 57.3 

*Numbers rep resent 9 roup percentages 

- ., 

.j, 

MCF-SCL MCF-LL 

Free State . 
Ven.ture Traditional Service 

70 54 12-
59 41 5 

1.7 41.5 20.0 

61.0 48.8 60.0 

20.3 4.9 20.0 

16.9 4.9 -

58 24 4 

17.2 4.2 -
39.7 16.7 25.0 

43.1 79.2 75.0 

~ .. 

FEMALES 

MCF-SHK 

Free Free 
Venture Venture 

18 30 
9 22 

55.6 31.8 

33.3 40.9 

- 13.6 

II. I 13.6 

4 15 

50.0 40.0 

25.0 13.3 

25.0 46.7 
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At Stillwater however there were significant differences among the groups. The 

Free Venture workers were much I ess like I y to have never worked and s light I y more 

likely to have worked for more than one year and more than three years than were 

the others (XC6)2 = 14.955, P = .0275). Although the former group tended to have 

held more skil led positions, this difference was not significant. As one might 

expect given the age of the st. Cloud group, they had much inferior work histories 

than their counterparts at the other institutions. Less than 10 percent had worked 

for more than one year, and almost 80% of their jObs fel I into the unski I led category. 

Because none of the differences among the women reached statistical 

significance, al I of the analyses reported below include only the males. I n order 

to test the association between previous employment and outcome measures, a number 

of chi-square tests were performed. Whi Ie there was no relatIonship at the three 

month fol low-up, the stabi Itty score was significantly predictive of activity for 

the six and 12 month periods CX(9)2 = 32.15, P = .0002 and X(9)2 = 35.92, P = ,0000 

respectively). Those men who had worked "some" fared better than those who had 

never worked in terms of working more, doing nothing less and being returned less 

frequently. Simi larly those who had been employed for more than three years looked 

be·;ter than those whose emp loyment had been shorter. 

Although those with more extensive work histories did not go immediately to 

jobs upon release with a greater frequency than the other individuals, those among 

them who did work during the first three months on the outside were significantly 

more I ikely to start working within one month than were the other groups CXCI2)2 = 

24.86, P = .0155). 

When the number of days of employment in the first three months post-release 

is coded as less than one week, one week to one month, one to two months, and two 

to three months, there is a strong tendency for those who had worked before being 
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incarcerated also to work more afterwards compared to those with no previous 

employment history (X(9)2 = 15.46, . I > p > .05). 

By six months post-release, the past work history was clearly related to the 

number of days of employment CX(12}2 = 28.78, P = .0042) as wei I as to number of 

days of productive activity CX(12)2 = 34.21, P = .0006) with the better earl ier 

records being associated with a better current picture. 

Simi larly at the twelve month follow-up. trlere was . 'f' t ' a s[gnl Ican relationship 

between past employment and number of days employed ( X ( I 8) 2 = 45.88, P < • 00 I ) 

and number of "good" days CXCI8)2 = 50.27, P < .001), The summary figures for the 

entire year also (as one would expect) supported th'lS . t ( pIC ure X(39)2 = 72.38, 
P = .0009 and 2 57 6 X(39) = . 3, P = .0276 respectively). 

Tests of the association between previous job stabi lity and other release 

activities did not reveal any signff'lcant results. Th f e ormer was however related 
to the recidivism measures. 

Although none of the separate fol low-up period data quite 

reached statistical Significance, there was an overal I association between pas. 

employment and number of crimes charged with during the first year on the outside 

(X(6)2 = 18.37, p < .01). Further examination of the results indicate that those 

who had not worked prior to their incarceration were arrested f more requently for 

property and other offenses than were these who had worked for less than three 

years who in turn were arrested more frequently t h on proper y c arges than were 

their more experienced peers (property offense X 2 I (6) = 5.71, P < .025 and other 

offense X(6)2 = 13.56, P < .05). 

The differences in recidivism are also fl t d . re ec e In the number of days spent 

outside correctional facil ities. a var'lable h' h d ' W IC iscriminated among the work 

history groups at the six month fol low-up (X(9)2 = 29.45, P < .001), the 12 month 

fol low-up (XCI8)2 = 32.47, P < .025) and over the course of the first year post-
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releaseCX (9 )2 = 34.77, P < .001), 

The ski II level of positions held prior to incarceration was also a good 

predictor of several outcome measures. What were trends at three and six months 

post-release, became a significant association at the twelve month fol low-up 

CX(6)2 = 13.61, P = .0343) between skill level and activity. IndIviduals who had 

held skil led positions in the past were more likely to have worked and less likely 

to have done nothing or to have been returned during the second six month period. 

There was I ittle difference between the unskil led and semi-ski I led workers. 

Consistent with this finding were the analyses of number of days of employment. 

At three months, six months, and 12 months and over the entire year the ski lied 

workers were employed significantly more days than the others, with those who had 

held semi-ski I led positions not faring much better than the unski I led group (3 month 

X(6)2 = 13.92, P < .05; 6 month X(6)2 = 15.02, P < .025; 12 month X(22)2 = 35.0S, 

P = .03S0; and year XCS)2 = 16.69, P < .05). 

Previous job ski I I level was not related to recidivism. 

Pa6Z EduQation: The number of years of school ing prior to incarceration (see 

Table 4, first interim report) was associated with involvement in other programs 

(typically therapeutic) at each follow-up period (3 month X(512 = 14.7S, P < .025; 

6 month X(5)2 = 29.16, P < .001; 12 month X(5)2 = 17.IS, P < .005) with those who 

had less than a seventh grade education being much more I ikeiy to have participated 

ina spec i a I program than the i r more educated counterpa rts. l t shou I d be noted 

however that only I I individuals fel I into the sixth grade or less category. 

The only other variable to which past education bore a significant relationship 

was the number of person offenses charged in the first year (Xcs) ::; 12.77, p < .051. 

Once again those who had only completed elementary school fared much worse than 

the others. 
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Age at rnQanQ~on: No effort was made to code each individual's age at release. 

However it was determined that the men who were released were representative in 

terms of their ages to those in their large groups. By extrapolating from the age 

at incarceration (see Table I, first interim report) and the average number of 

years served (see Table 19, first interim report) one can calculate distributions 

of age at release. The typical inmate was two to three years older at the end 

of his prison term than when most recently incarcerated, a fact to hold in mind 

in considering age and outcome analyses. 

Activity between six and 12 months was shown to be associated with age at 

incarceration (X(IS)2 = 42.26, P = .001). Men who had been IS or younger or 51 

and older were much less likely to be working and more I ikely to be doing nothing 

than were the men who fel I between these extreme ages. This finding is also 

reflected in a similar pattern of results for the number of days employed (X(12)2 

= 35.36, P < .001) and number of "good" days (X(12)2 = 33.09, P < .001) for that 

period. Analyses yielded simi lar findings for the entire year calculations (days 

employed XCl2)2 = 22.50, P < .05 and "good" days X(12)2 = 27.79, P < .01) 

Although there were no differences initially through six months post-

release, the youngest group of ex-offenders later committed more crimes than their 

older counterparts CX(6}2 = 15.01, P < .025). Ou~numberrng the others in arrests 

for every category of offense, they were most likely, relative to the study norms 

to be charged with crimes against persons. By combining al I offenses across the 

year it can be seen that over 53 percent of the very young group had been arrested 

within their first 12 months of freedom, a figure almost twice as high as those for 

the older ex-offenders CX(6)2 = 1 I.S9, P < .05). 

CJl,.tm-tna1. Hi...6zony: To examine the relationship between past criminal activity and our 

outcome measures, chi-square analyses were performed for both age at first adjudica-

tion and number of previous offenses (see Tables 6 and 7, first interim report). 

31S 

, : 

! \ , 
I: 
Ii , 
il 
Ii 

Ii 



Age at first offense was significantly related- to activity at each fol low-up. 

At three months those ex-offenders who had not been involved with the criminal justice 

system unti I after age 3 were more I ley I "k I to be working and less I ikely to be doing 

nothing than the others ex
el5

)2 = 28.58, P = .0182). Interestingly, the 17 to 19 

year olds at first adjudication looked second best. This was also the case at the 

six month fol low-up CX(15)2 = 36.42, P = .0015) and at the 12 month period CXCI5)2 

= 39.76, P = .0005). 

Age at first adjudication was also associated with the number of days of employ

ment during the second six months post-release (X(35)2 = 71.10, P = .0003) and over 

the course of the first year out (X(65)2 = 110.23, P = .0004). In both cases 

increasing age was predictive of more work. 

A positive relationship was also found between age at first adjudication and 

number of "good" days at six months (Xe20)2 = 40.23, p = .0047) 12 months (X(35)2 

= 69.47, P = .0005) and for the entire year (X(65)2 = 95.90, P = .0076). All of 

these relationships were re-confirmed in a series of one-way ANOVAS in which the 

outcome measures served as the independent variables. 

Individuals who -were 17 or younger when first involved in the criminal justice 

system were five times more I ikely to be arrested for a property offense in their 

first year of release than those who were 31 or older e25% versus 5%) and there 

was a consistent tendency for increasing age to be associated with fewer new property 

charges CXCI0)2 = 32. ,p <. • 83 001) Age was not related to other categories of 

cri mes. 

The number of previously committed crimes bore much weaker associations with 

outcome measures compared to age at first adjudication. The former was found to 

be related to extent of involvement in other programs at three months (XC9)2 

= 20.05, P < .025) and over the year (X
C6

)2 = 14.1 I, p < .05). Individuals with 

more extensive prior records spent more time participating in therapeutic programs 
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than those with less extensive histories. At six months the former group was 

more I ikely to be doing nothing and less I ikely to be working than the others. 

RaQe: Because of the overrepresentation of blacks within the state service and 

Free Venture from Sti I Iwater (see Table 3, first interim report) it was deemed 

necessary to examine the influence of race on outcome. Due to the I imited number 

of Chicanos in the fol low-up, only blacks, whites, and native Americans were in-

cluded in the analyses. 

While just missing at the three month period, race was associated with activity 

at six and 12 months post-release (X C6 )2 = 15.25, P < .025 and X(6)2 = 24.59, 

P < .00 I respect i ve I y) . I n both cases wh i tes were the most like I y to have been 

working and least I (kely to have been idle with blacks a very close second, far 

superior to the Indians. [n considering those who worked during the first three 

months on the outside, the whites obtained positions much more quickly than did the 

native Americans with the blacks fal ling midway between the two groups (X(4)2 

= 18.35, P < .005). 
Initially, the Indian ex-offenders were more likely to partic-

ipate in other special programs howevi3r this was true for a rather I imited period 

of time. (The three month X(6)2 was 37.56 (p < .001) and the year long X(4)2 was 

30.99 (p < .001), 

Although differences in "good" day tabulations just missed statistical 

significance for the i-hree and 12 months periods,they were significant at six 

month fol low-up (X(6)2 = 13.31, p < .05) and over the course of the year (X(8)2 

= 27.46, P < .00 I ) . I n each case the wh i tes looked the best, fo I I o~led by the 

blacks, and finally the Indians. 

Criminal activity during the first year also varied with race. At 3 months 

(X(2)2 = 11.97, p < .01) and 12 months (X(4)2 = 16.6, P < .005) and consequently 

over the course of the year (X(4)2 = 34.75, P < .001) the Indians had committed 
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significantly more crimes than the others (66.7 persent versus 32 percent and 

29.4 percent for the blacks and whites respectively over the entire 12 month 

period). While the Indians committed proportionately more or every type of offense, 

they were especially overrepresented in the person offense category (X(2) = 14.92, 

P < • 00 I), 

The racial differences in arrests resulted in additional differences in the 

number of days spent outside correctional facil ities C3 month X(2 ) = 25.25, 

P < .001; 12 month X(4)2 = 18.47, P < .001; year long x2 = 30.27, P < .001). The 

Indians had fewer days of freedom than did the white and black ex-offenders during 

their first year post-release. 

V-L6ci.pUn.cvc.fj RepOlf .... t6 WhLe.e Inc.cvc.c.vr.a;teci: To examine the question of whether 

behavior Ylhi Ie in prison was predictive of success upon release, chi-square analyses 

were performed using the numbers of major and minor discipl inary infractions as 

the independent variables. None of the results were significant with the exception 

of the test of assoctation beh/een "good" days at three months and major in-

fractions (X(9) = 17.5, P < .05), Those men who had been in the most trouble in 

prison were the least likely to be engaged in productive activities on the outside. 

Saving~ a;t R~....ee~e: Since the groups varied considerably in the average amounts of 

money held in institutional accounts at parole Csee Tables 26 and 27, first interim 

report) and since financial resources would I ikely affect an individual's need to 

work at release, a number of analyses were carried out to examine the relationships 

between savings and outcome measures. 

As expected, the final amount of money held in savings and spendings accounts 

was significantly associated with activity at the three CX(12)2 = 26.89, P = .008}, 

six eX(12)2 = 30.84, P ~ .0021) and 12 month CXCI2}2 = 25.53, P = .0125} fol low-ups, 
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al-r-hough tnterestingl't) the relationships 
coanged over tlme. During the first 

period individuals with 100 dol lars 
or less and those with 500 dol lars or more 

were I ess like I y to work than those 
with amounts between these extremes. By six 

months however, only those initially with the 

regard. 
This pattern continued for the final 

sma II er amount stood apart in th is 

six months post-release. 

Consistent Ylith these results are 
those concerning the number of days of 

period (3 month X(12)2 = 37.26, P < 001 6 
employment for each 

40. 15, P < . ; month X ( 12) 2 = 
.001; 12 month XC24}2 = 50 43 a . ,p < • 05; year 2 

I I I . X ( 16) = 40.62, P < • 00 I ). 
n a cases having less money was associated 

Individuals with fewer funds at release 

with working fewer days. 

did spent more time participating 
in other programs during the first three months 

(X CI2 )2 = 32.75, P < .001) and 
during the second three months ( 

X(8)2 = 20.8, P < .01). Th 
e most wei I-to-do group 

was also more heavily involved 
in such programs between th 

ree and six months post-release. 

Although the chi-square value for "good" 

statistical signIficance, the association ,was 
days at six months just misses 

stronger for the six to 12 month 
period CX(8)2 = 25.72, P < .005). 

Once again the poorest group fared the worst. 

Interactions Among Variaules 

Because there were relationships f 
or the males studied between the variables 

discussed above and various outcome 
measures and because the groups were not 

pariable in terms of many of these " . com-
varIables, It was deemed appropriate to examine 

the interactions among the numerous 
independent variables. C onsequently a large 

number )f 2 way ANOVA's were carried out. 
For the large part there were few 

significant int t· 
erac Ions which were interprettable. 
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One variable which i'nteracted with out initial group designation was the 

stability of pre-incarceration work history which affected the impact of group 

membership on the number of person offenses (p of interaction = .002) and number 

of total offenses (p of interaction = .021) committed during the first year post-

release. The general finding of fewer new crimes being associated with superior 

work records did not hold for the Free Venture workers from Stillwater. 

The only other background variable which interacted meaningfully with group 

membership was race. It seems that the Indians who had been Free Venture workers 

at Lino Lakes committed fewer crimes during the first year post-release (p = .029) 

and spent more days outside of correctional faci I ities (p = .003) than did those who 

worked elsewhere. This relationship did not hold for black and white ex-offenders. 

The final sigrJificant interaction to emerge involved previous work history 

and race. It was determined that while past experience was predictive of number of 

productive days in the first year for white males7 this was not true for blacks 

and only partly true for Indians (p of interaction = .028). 
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