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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

p. CBJECTIVES

This research project was designéd to explore to what extent

improved empl&ynent opportunitigé would reduce crime and to determine
the effects of criminal history{and disadvantaged backgrounds on the
erployment prospects of exoffenders. 2n additional objective was to
examine the role racism or racial discrimrination plays in the inter-

action of the criminal justice system end lzbor markets.

BE. METHCDS

Employrent opportunities were measured by preprison work
experiencg znd postprison unemployrent, hours worked, and wages.
Perticipation in crime was captured by convictions, arrests, and tire
served before relesse from prison and by reerrest and perole
viola’ions after release from prison. Multiple-regression analycis,
nonlinear least squares, and maximur-likelihood rethods were emwployed
to obtein estimates cf both the effects of emplcymrent on criwe znd
the effects of other variebles on enployment“in liﬁear, log-linear,

and logistic model specifications.

2 random sample of 2,500 exfelons released frorm the U.S. Federel

Prison System in 1972 wes obtained from the U.S8. Board of Parole.
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tnformation about these exfelons includes background characteristics,

:;preprison employment, criminal history, offense characteristics,

iprison outcomes, and rearrest and parole violation records (obtained
P

‘from FBI "rap" sheets one year- after release).

2 semple of 432 high-risk male repeat offanders participating
{irn 2 cvash-subsidy program in Baltimore was obtained fror researchers
iinvolved in the evesluation of the program. Information included
‘background characteristi@s, preprison employment, criminal history,
offense characteristics, prison outcomes, and monthly information on
;rearrest, postprison wages, hours worked, and unemployment. There

was g one-year follow-up.

-

D. THE RESULTS

- Criminal history has a weak and inéignificant effect
on postprison employment.

- Although preprison emrployment experiences do have a
slight impact on postprison employm2nt outcomes,
success in the labor rarket after imprisonment hinges
largely on.whether the exoffenders (a) had a job
arranged for him, (b) became erploy=sd during the first
few months after release from prison, and (c) on the
hours worked in the first six months out of prison.
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Rlack exoffenders have less favorable postprison
erployrent experiences than white exoffenders.

- Family bsckground expleins ruch of the variation in

postprison erployment among white exoffenders, but
not among blacks.

Preprison employment experience translates into fewer
hours worked for blacks than for whites.

White excffenders ere molded by their backgrounds;
virtuslly nothing efter prison release seriously alters

their previously established pattern of emrployrent
experience.

- Better wages reduce crime.

Freprison employment experiences have a weak and
alrost insignificant effect on postprison rearrest.

There are significant racizl differences in recidivism
rates.

There are substantial differences in how blacks and

whites are treated in the federal crimrinal justice
system. '

+ However, these differences cennot account for their
differences in recidivism.

When controlling for differences in criminal history
and background cheracteristics, ruch of the racial
gap in recidivism narrows.

No further narrowing cores ahkout by conceptually
ridding the c¢riminal justice syster of residual
discrimination.

If black-white preprison erployrent discrirination
were eliminated, the predicted recidivism rate. for
blacks would converge to the actual rate for whites.

FCLICY SIMPLICATICNS

Our findings sugaest that policies designed to irprove the

crployment perforrmance of exoffenders should be implemented

-iii-
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jrmediately upon release fror prison.

rost disadvantaged of exoffender

those with the lowest wages

to be responsive to employment

we argue that training program

public-service employment w

Instead, wage subsidies seem to represent a more promising strategy

for reducing recidivism.

and highest unemplojment--are most likely

ay be ineffective in reducing recidivism.
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intervention strategies.

et

bThey also suggest that the

s--thoge from minority groups and

In addition,

s, public-work jobs, sheltered or other
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CHAPTER I. EMPLOYMENT AND CRIME: 2N CVERVIEW

j. INTRODUCTICHN

e s

puring the past decade and a half, verious eccnomic &nd social
policies and progrars have evolved in response to, among other
things, 2 concern sbout crime and about the efficiency and equity of

the cririnal justice syster. Concoritantly, manpower training and
akill development programs have emerced to essist low~income,

#{nority, and disadvantaged workers.

}s a conseqguence in part of the socizl labelling &nd selective
enforcement aspects of criminal sanctions in América, rany
exoffenders are among the most disadvantaged cf disadvantaged
workers. Yet, the cornerstone of most early federal manpowgr
programs, the Manpower Developmrent and Training Act (MDTA) of 1962,
fnitially prohibited the training of prison inmates (U.S. Departnent
of Labor, 1973). Although over the years--by way of arendrents to
the MDTA of 1962 and the evolution of the Comprehensive Employment
Training 2ct (CET2)--nurerous erployment programs for excffenders,
parolees, juvenile offeﬁders, and prison inmates have been

irplerented, a clear understanding of how erploymwent oppocrtunities

and crime interact has not ererged.:

The absence of an uneguivocazl indication of the degree and

direction in which crime and erployment opportunities interact with
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oné another doeg not reflect a lack of scholarly intereést in such an
interaction.. In particular, economists and labor market specialists
have had a lot to say about legitimate opportunities” and crire.

Vﬁowever, norie of that research helped much in averting the failure

and demise of numerous prototype employment programs for criminals

and 6xXoffenders.

Urdeterred by early program failures, and unguided by relevant or

féalistic economid models Of how crime and labor markets interact,
manpower specialists in the 1970s devised and implemented numerous
14bOr warkef aids designed to réduce crime. Their innovations have
had only a limited success. Yet they have resulted in rich data
sources on offenders and workers that permit for the first time a
careful assessment of how the labor market and the criminal justice
system interact. So although we may not have better manpowér
programs that work to reduce crime, we have learned much about
employment and crime. Imparting that information is a central

obﬁectiVe of this monograph:

At the outset; however, it is useful to éonvey an essential
concern motivating this analysis. Frequently researchers have blamed
distortions for the failure of labor markets to keep people employed
or the failure of the criminal justice system to keep people out of

Crime.

Distortions, or mwore specifically market distortions are
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(ten unrelated or exteérnal interferences that impede the ability
ofte

( the system to operate efficiently. Racism or .-racial
3] -

d{ncriwination is one such distortion. Racism in the labor market

egults in workers through time being denied access to certain job
¢ v

oppo:tunities-—a denial that forecloses even the possibility of

aubseguent economic wobility. It can be a subtle form of

engslovement. Racism in criminal justice systemws results in some

sileged offenders being incarceratedvand pyschologically brutalized,

virtually guaranteeing their continued entraprent in the criminal

vorld and the criminal justice system. It can be a stark form of

enslaverent.

The distortions of racial discrimination and racism not only

cause inefficiency, but they also cause gross inequity. Some writers

have argued that this is not so unusual at all. They contepd that

the system achieves a balance, given a certain level of desired

For example, some

inequity, through gains or pay-offs elsewhere.

black people will always make it "big" in crime by progressing out of

street crime into white-coller crime. Some black people will make it

big through legitimate employment, perhaps into the ranks of

corporate management. The balance comes because of dualism in the

ctime and legitimate worlds. White-collar crimes are defined,

litigated, and punished differently than street crimes. But in fact

they are all crimes. Corporate managerial jobs are more

differentiated from the lowest occupational categories by the people

vho hold them than by the tasks that are performed. But there is

e .
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i qcor for a few token blacks who ordinarily would be relegated to the

pottom. such is the balancing act.

This description suggests twon possible lines of inquiry, On the

gne hand, it could be argued that the apparent equilibrium of '

¢aclally unequal outcomes in both the iabor market and the c¢riminal
justice system is purposeful. iz is rooted in a conscious,
¢ystematic design. It has its original legacy in slavery and other

(acist institutions that have changed over the years only in their

qutward appearance.

Cn the other hand, it could be apgued that the distortion of
cacism or racial discrimination, however evolved, creates the central
Link between labor markets and crime. Racial discrirination in labor
rartkets results in lower incomes to blacks, so they turn to'crime.
fecause of dicriminatory treatment by police, blacks are more likely
80 be accused of crimes of theft or crimes against property; so they
&re arrested, go to jail, serve long sentences, and withdraw from the
‘abor market.

With criminal records and little work experience,

rtoffenders, who are disproportionatey black, cennot find employment.

These two perspectives are neither mutually exclusive nor
“llectively exhaustive. PBut the latter is persuasive enough alone
19 propel the discussion that follows. First, we summarize the

t*earetical and empirical evidence on the relationship between

P e

crployment and crirme.

Duzlism plays an important role in tpis
jfterature. Then we outline in detail the way racial discrimination
links together outcomes in the labor merket and in the criminal
justice syster and we suggest why numerous mranpower prograws for
exoffenders have failed. 1In a penultimate section somre new empirical

evidence is offered in support of the perspective advanced.

e, VIEWING CRIME IN A MANPOWER PERSPECTIVE

There are two distinct models of crime. Cne is celled the choice-

theoretic model. The other is regarded as &z dual or segmwented labor
rarket model. Both adopt 2 manpower perspective because either crime
is regarded as a job as any other income earning activity is, or it
can better be understood within the context of the labor market

structure from which it often springs. The models are different in

thet the relastive imrportance of rational decisionmraking differs

between ther. PBut in practice it is difficult to distinguish between
the wodels because most empirical analyses yield results consistent

with themr both.

1. CHCICE-TEECRETICAL APPRCACH TC CRIME

Although some of the earliest modern writings on crime by
econorists concerned the interaction of labor rarkets and criminal
behavior, much of the literature on econormics and crime published

since the contribution by Pecker (196&) on crime &nd punishment has
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concerned the deterrent effectiveness of the certainty and severity

’

of punishrent.
N ::‘\\vi‘:;\\\\§ - e

The concern over the certainty and severity of punishment stems
in part from the desire to analyze how the consequential opportunity

costs of punishrent affect the choices of rational, self-interested

decisionrekers.

Ehrlich (1973) expénds on the Becker theory by investigating the

potential cririnal's optimal allocation of time to crime and work.
Making choices in the face of uncertainty, the indivifual chooses
either to enter or not to enter criminal actiyity in the process of
raxiwizing his expected utility--an index of personezl well-being and
preferences--calculated for contingent states of the world. S{nce
expected utility declines for increasing certainty or severity of

punishment, optiral participation in crire declines for increasing

punishrent. The central results of Pecker and Ehrlich have not gone

B unchallenged.

Plock ané Heineke (1975) argued that the Pecker-Ehrlich results
are based on restrictive aésumptions about the probability
distributions for success or failure in cririnal activity. In
general, it is discovered that the effects of the certeinty and

Severity of punishrent on optimral participation in crime zre not

deterrinate for arbitrary success or failure distributions.
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Moreover, recent Netional 2cademy of Sciences stuq}es have concluded
that thé\empirical tests of the Fecker nogel, whiié appearing to
support the theoretical results of the deterrent effectiveness of the
certainty end severity of punishrent, should be viewed with eﬁtreme
caution due to the insufficient attention paid to the staotisticel
problem of correctly identifyiﬁg the direction of causation in the

rodel.

Furthermore, Frier and Fienberg (1980) in & careful review of
virtually all of the econometric tests of the Fecker-Ehrlich mrodel
cite meny problems of data reliability and inappropriate statistical

technigues &s rendering the rajority of the favorable tests useless.

However, in theory and often in epplication, the choice-theoretic
approach predicts that erployment affects participation in crime. In

extremely simplified versions of the model, higher unemployrent lead;

to lower expected returns to work and thereby increases the

bPropensity to engage in crime. PRetter wages, higher income, and

lower unemployrent will have erbiguous effects on crime, however, in

More general choice-theoretic nredels.

2. SECMENTED LABOR MARKET APPRCACH

2nother economic approach to crire sirilarly emphasizes

opportunities as well as environrentzl conditions. Some "opportunity-
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onvironmentalists" suggesf that crimes are directly or indirectly
Jetermined by such economic factors as poverty or inequality of by
the oppression of laws (a function of the politicai structure that is
dependent on the economic supersttucture). Closely related is the
get of hYPOthesesvadvanced by theorists of segmented labor markets
who argue that though actors appear to make rational self-interested

chdiceé, their opportunities and preferences are actually determined

by institutional arrangerents.

The first systematic description of criminal behavior within the
context of segmented labor markets was provided by Piore (1968). In
reflecting on the characteristics of jobs and workers in twe distinct
employment sectors, Piore argues that the behavorial patterns
fostered by low-paying, menial, and unpleasant "secondary labor
rarket" jobs are reinforced by a lower-class life style that is "more
compatible with welfare and illicit activity than with legitimrate
employment." However, these same behavior patterns, for example,
lateness and absenteeism, tend to shape both the opportunities bf
disadvantaged workers and the characteristics of the jobs they face.

In a sense, then, secondary labor market workers' actions are both

determined and determining.

Piore defines the primary labor market as that employrent sector

teflecting good pay, good working conditiops'and generally steady

hours, and fair and equitable policies. The secondary labor market

-8~
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¢ defined as that employment sector with particularly less

|
1ttractive features than the prirary market with principally low

poor working conditions, and less regularity of work. .
gisadventaged urban ghetto“wor%ers are zlmost exclusively confined te

the secondary labor market. Not only do lack of skills, training,

and education prevent those workers from participation in the primary

rarket, but the traits generated and cultivated in the secondary

rarket, such as high rates of absenteeism, lateness, insubordinaticn,

and other forms of "deviant conduct" are nct tolerzted in the

erployrent sector paying good steady wages.

The confinerent of thé poor urban ghetto dweller to the secondatry
labor rarket can be thought of as a direct result of socially imposed
obstacles as educational shortcomings, poclice records, spotty pr:or
work experiences with freguent jecb changes or extended unerployment,
or as an indirect result of these same obstacles as menifested in the

feeling of hopelessness end uncertainty for the future.

Piore and other segmented labor rarket thecrists point out that--
despite attempte by public and private programs to eliminate the more
visible barriers to good and adeguate jobs for ghetto workers through
training and education--poverty, mwisery, and éiscontegf,appear to
an economic

have increased rather than diminished. Nevertheless,

alternative can and does persist for the frustrated of urban ghettcs:

illegal activity. This alternative is not viewed as a rational

RS R
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response in the sense of the free-willed, individualistic potential
criminal described by writers as Recker and Ehrlich. Cpportunities
Jo play a role in rational calculus, but institutionally determined

To the extent that police records and the like are

often ineguitably distributed social sanctions, some individuals are
labelled criminal independently of the rztional choices they make.

Tt is possible tb both believé/in segmented lebor markets and to
rodel ctrime using conventional choice theory. The result would be an
equilibrium model of criminal ahd legitimate labor markets,
appropriately stratified, that exhibit distinct imperfections. But
this means they are not temporary imperfections, so another theory

would be required to explain how they are maintained through time.

3. EVIDENCE ON CRIME AND EMPLOYMENT

Many studies have examined the relationship between crime and

The glaring deficiency of time series and cross-section

(1976),

employment.

analyses of unemployment rates and crime rates by Brenner

Fleischer (1966), and Glaser and Rice (1959) lies in the aggregate

nature of the studies. However, strong, although contradictory,

evidence is found in these reports linking crime to aggregate levels

of unemployment.

Gillispie (1975) provides a thorough review of virtually all of

the early studies on crime and income. He also concludes that the

-10-
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,yqreqate data are at best suggestive of a link between economic
,stietics and crime but without revealing how that link mright be

¢sened, More recently Witte (1979), exarining micro data sets in
sdition to the volures of studies using aggregate data,‘shéws
frestel scepticisy. She thinks that there probably is no direct
.errection between unemployment and crire. She suggests thot extreme
+aytton should be exercised in drawing conclusions from évidence

showing a significant relationship between employrent and crirme.

If there is some doubt about e general relationship between
erployrent end crire, there is little doubt that there are specific
interactions that involve both labor margets and the criminal justice
system. Miller (197€) has estimated that nearly one quarter of
the labor force have criminal records. The existence of a criminal
tecord has been shown to restrict the type of occupation one can
enter (Portney, 1970), tec increase the chances of disﬁissal frem a
job one already holds (Leonard, 1%67), and generslly increase the
‘tkelihood that one will be unemployed (Leiberg, 1978). Thé
¢rployrent prospects of exoffendérs are bleak. Pownall (1¢71)

teveals that released offenders have higher turnover rates, higher

snem '
Ployment ratg;,ygnd lower wages than the general population.

VRN
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There also seems to be specific discernible effects of poor

ErDlOVIEnt L .
Ployrent opportunities on participation in crime. Phillip Cook
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e of Massachusetts parolees,

{n an analysis of a sampl

43
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jepcludes tha

S

t improved job opportunities reduce the probability that

Robert Taggart (1972) and op%ers have

11

& cxoffender'will recidivate.
1

(red findings that suggest that participatién in illegal activity is
¢ , ]

i¢pked to failure in the job market.
1 ¢ .

The difficulty with these findings, it is conceded, is that the

stions being examined are disproportionately black and

;?-}pﬁl

1isadvantaged. Rre their unfavorable outcomes due to their specific

stgadvantage of being exoffenders or to their general dis;dvantage

.4 keing poor and black? 1Is race merely an intervening variable

rte, or is it the central factor linking performance in the labor

vsrket with outcomes in the criminal justice syster?

< EACE, CRIME, AND UNEMPLCYMENT

S 2

There is substantial statistical support for the contention that

tlacks are overrepresented in the cririnal justice system. In 1275,

ter exarple, of the 1.8 mrillion arrests for serious crimes reported

iz the United States, nearly one-third were errests of black men and

v*en, More than half of those under eighteen years old who were
s¢tosted for violent crimes were black youths. (National Criminal

Jistice Information and Statistics Service, 1927&.)

Because blacks are more likely to be convicted and then receive

£ v N R
‘“fger prison terms, their overrepresentation is even greater 1in

2

the
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gqggons-* while they account for 11 percent of the total U.S.

g,v“;s-ulat:‘ion, blacgs represent 47 percent of the totalcprison’
(Nagional Frison, Statistics Special Reports, l§79).
sor0 contehd that the%% facts are due to the greater propensity of
¢1scks to engage in crime. Others assert that there is a greater
gropensity of blacks to be ;ggglgé“qriminal;ﬁéifhough in fact they
ste not. These facts have fueled an ongoing debate about the crime-
¢ste differentials for blacks and whites. More important, thoﬁgh,
these facts correlate glmost arazingly with racial disparities in

erployrent.

Repeatedly, ‘labor market studies reveal that relative to white
vorkers blacks receive lower wages, are disproportionately
tepresented in menial occupations, have higher turnover rates, and

censistenty have higher unerployrent rates.

The following simple model, in the tradition of Becker and

uulich, illumrinates how race, crime, and erployment may interact.

};“ . .
fure that there are exactly two income-earning prespects facing

fotentiel criminals--work and crime--and thet total income is the sum

nt . .
“t legal and illegal earnings.

Illegal and legal earpings, of
“turse, depend upon the rates of return, or wages, to crime and to

¥ : .
‘*Gitirete activities.
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o suppose that a person chooses the amount of time to spend in ‘ @ i
. ? ive ond work so as to maximize expected income. Then it can be b , updance char“cteristics that the statlst101ans have discovered are %
' phten that the optiral allocation of time to crime depends upon the év% ; ':;tluatC1Y jinked toO crime. Thus blacks will serve longer prison
celative attractiveness of crime gnd work. This simple, abstract ' | ALencess and all other things being equal, prisons will be
: ¢
5 ; W¢¢1yields an intuitive result that could have been obtained - ;t”noportionately black. When they are released; blacks\and whites
4 sveough @ more realistic vehicle. I@plicit is the assumption that we L@ i ;gn\the came job experiences and employment histories wiil be paid
» B e all rational, self-interested, individualistic, calculating A t (¢ sare wages and be offered equlva]ent jobs. This is fair and §
I 1 :
;;g _ gaifrgS., Despite this obvious lack. of realism, the model goes further. } just s it gerives from the assumption that the labor market is perfect
E | o ..that there are no distortions, 1nbalancesr or ugly 1mperfect10ns
i suppose that blacks and whites are identical in every reswect i : such as "racial discrimination."™ Yet for the very reason that blacks
QJ@ '% '”Vﬁ that blacks are;less likely to be hired, receive lower wagea, ; f serve longer sentences than whites, they will recelve lower average
% y+4, therefore, expect Jower wages than‘whites because they ‘are : © é v:ges upoh relezse from prison than whites; they have accunulated 2
% tiscrininated against in the labor rarket. Given these assumptions, 4 E ‘.55 work experience and are less valuable to rational erployers.
€ § relative returns to crime for blacks are greater than those for | ¥ .ince the returns to work will be lower for blacks, their relative
. wites. Hence, rational, self-interested, individualistic, & 1 ceturns to crime will be higher; thus they should rationally allocate
% calculating blacks should spend more time in crime, because it pays. core time to crime, because crime pays.
B ’? !t is easy to see how a color-blind criminal justice system inter- :
; _ seting with a racially imbalanced labor market can lead to very }‘€3 We see in‘the rodel an gpparent absence of racism or racial
<tequal outcomes for blacks and whites. Within the context of this discrimination of any sort, but the outcomes are very unegual. The :
) ! QTT rodel, however, it is possible to visualize unegual outcomes for ] ‘Apparent absence of racism in the mrodel ofvcourse dces not wish it %
tlscks and whites when the labor market is perfecty balanced and the :'@’ , sway in reality. Why are klacks overly endowed w1th characteristics
reiwg . . | %
‘tirinal justice system is fair and upbiased. % that are statistically related to criminality? Pecause of a Xs\
| lstorlcal legacy that denied access to political and economic ﬁ

Fecause the laws have been defined--

A 4
s
O

q’U os
: | o Ppose, once 1ncarcerated blacks are less likely to.be fobility for their anceStOES?
' tele
ased, not because they are black, but because they have in

explicitly during Jim Crow Years, irplicitly thereafter--to mrake whet

sonment while what the Kennedys and

e

they do punishable by impri

~14-
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s do is rewarded by elected cffice? The answer one

.uc[Cller

i
dog i5s independent of the conseguential result: Race is the

7‘0"‘
jor factor thet relatts labor-market success to criminal justice
t? :

jjatem outcomes.

the assertion that crime and erployrent &re linked together by

ire ubiguitous phenomenoan of racism astonishes some, puzzles too

0y, But upon reflection the relation is not so obscure at all. If

.~¢ cxomines the thousands of jobs that are beyond the reach of

croffenders because of state and federal licensing restrictions, one

.3 arazed that & significant public outcry for changing these laws

not heard prior to the early seventies. Yet, as these

wil

cestrictions topple, the nurbers of unemployed exoffenders remains

vjctually unchanged. Why? Few exoffenders, who we have previously

1rqued are disproportionately black, qualify for these licensed jobs,

tirinal record or not. Moreover, white-collar criminals, even

fgbarred attorneys and expelled congressmen, menage to live in a

‘tyle supported by the rules of the gamre they therselves wrote.
»3yld prostitution be illegal if streetwalkers wrote the laws?
)

R

Put rore concretely, it can be established that the duality of

**¢ criminal justice system evolved in tandem with the duality of the

‘ster market. Historians of penal reform, notably Thorsten Sellin,

¢tovide ample documentation. It might be recalled that the

¢enstitutional erendment that elirinated slavery also assured the

=16~
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qued use of involuntary servitude in the criminal justice

,aﬁl{

This 1eftwﬁhe door open for the continued slavery of

After abolition of slevery there was a strong need for a

.s0} of cheap labor. Some freed slaves refused to work for thelr

Some did not work. Most, converging on the cities,

(orrer masters.

jd find no paid work. m"Yagrancy"™ often resulted. And this, you‘

PRY

seed not be reminded, was a crime.

|
{t )
Ie

" Imprisonment rates for blacks more than doubled after the Civil
yar. Incarcerated blacks particularly in the South were often placed
in convict camps, hired out to their former slave rasters, and then
inhuranly beaten and brutalized if they did not settle back into the

slavelike routine. This sort of forced labor became so well
institutionalized that many states required that the prison systcrs
tecore self-sufficient. Even well into the twentieth century, when
convict-lease systems were replaced by service to state-run "chein
qqﬂwsq“ blacks"' erployment in prison mirrored their pre—éivil War
conditions. They had the lowest-paying, dir;iest, rost menial jobs
svailable. In prison andvout of prison the heritage gf slavery had

teen preserved.

2s difficult as it is to believe, & scenario of the prison system
&nd, indeed; the entire criminal justice syster as a powerful
political and econoric force ererges. PBoth the dual syster of

justice and the dual economic systemr are conterporary versions of

~17-
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Ry ptc-Civ1l War predecessors. The racial underpinnings of these i ) .
antern dual systems are still there. ‘The outward manifestations of j , . ,
. F - reduce crime through improved employment. Four types of prograwrs
, el of course, have been eliminated. ‘ : ‘ .
‘ o p b nhave been explored thoroughly erployrent and vocationel training,
i ’ - ’
cesh subsidies, and su orted work. 211 have
g BBOCRAM FAILURES job search a551stcnce, ' j o) o1 - &
gipilar failings.
wost programmatic efforts based on e e . L i
ven the most 1 - . .
ucted co tuali cosely : The logic behind tralnlng for exoffenders and for current or
Laagtruc nceptualization of an interaction | » . 4
teraction between employment 3 recently relezsed prlsoners is strezightforward, These 1ndnv1duals
s crime have focused on the exoffender. There are ex . A ‘ v
Cri ' ceptions, of {p : have little education, spotty previous epployment experiences, and
- se ) - v .
¢erunity anticri based on the ; A ¢ow marketable job skills. In other words they have what econorists
T anticrime model admit a periphera. . , | o A }
| 4ob F P 1 Ielatlonshlp between ! csll low endowmpﬂts of huran capital. Enhancing the huran capital of
:2¢al job opportunities and crimes of thi d - : - ; ’ ‘ ‘
eft and v . 3 .
<4 programs fo h andaligm. Summer L ) offenterc is the tqsk of training progrems. 1f these potential
: ) , LTor YOUt r for exan'p‘le reduce th . - R E 1 ' ' :
—Adilhp ] - he ldl 4 N .
ire-prone ’ : eness of a large ‘ workers can be given & skill, it is thought, they will find better
- group and thereby reduce crim ‘ -
e. Y -~ 2 P 2 L. . [P . . i
«{{ectivenes £ : et evaluation of the > , jobs and ‘thereby will find work mwore attractive .as a livelihood then
" s of such measures is elusi ‘ ‘ '
ve. Ho i . - s ) )
Lese been committed W rany crimes would 3 crire. ‘Thus ‘they will not return to crime. RAs reasonable as this
: mmitted in the absence of th ’ : )
o e rogram? i . . .
sintrol | progrem Can we adequately | perspective mway sound, however, reviews of the many offender
Y for all of the other intervening variables--for e ‘
effect of hot ‘ | xample, the : erployrent and training programs irplerented during the 1260s reveal
' ot weather on crime or the eff 3 . : ‘ '
: ect of ; ‘ o ‘ .
vesther ) . being out of the hot Y that few of them work. Correctly, one 2bt Associate's (1¢71) report
and in an air-conditioned work place--and still isol | | i
trdepend o olate the o E concludes that it is not so much that the programws did not work. Tt
pendnet influepce that work has on crime? e : _ o ' S
o | is just that ‘on the basis of poor evaluation, poor design, Or poor
Both ' i | » irplerentation it is often impossible to ascertain what effect if any
because tue populacion is target‘d and easil g L
‘tough offici y identified training has on reducing recidivisw. 2 case in point is an
icial sources and because "treatment" effects can b : . . - -
“?Orously . e mwore evaluation of federal communilty treatrent centers (CTC) conducted by
examined, exoffenders and in i ; '
fren been th particular exprisoners have "3 the U.S. Bureau of Prisons (197€). One group of federal prisoners
n e subjects of programs : ’ ‘
s and ex i , ;
xperiments designed to was released on parole and enother group was released to community
treatment centers. At the CICs, exoffenders received a wide variety
-18+-
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olcmployment and vocationel training and counseling. . The paroled

4£0UP received no treatment. Although the groups were "matched" in
the sense ‘that both would have been eligible for release to community
(reatment centers, there remained significant differences in the

qeoups . Nonetheless, it was found that the CTC group had lower

(earrest ‘rates than the comparison group.

Closer examimation will reveal that»éhe findings are based upon
srall ‘fractions of the original samples. There 4is an extraordinary
srount of attrition <and that attrition seems to differ systematically
setween the ™treatment"™ group and the comparison group. Until tne
statistical results can be adjusted for this apparent selection bias,

any conclusions drawn should be viewed with extreme caution.

The rationale for job-search assistance is that recently released

exoffenders do not know where the available jobs are. Although many

gtates have employment referral services, the consensus is that these

sources represent only a :minor fraction of all matches between jobs

and "applicants .in the labor market. Counselors who are attuned to

the needs and special problems of offenders, it is argued, can be
rore -effective .in securing jobs for their clients than the impersonal
buresucratic mechanisms that have evolved in local CETA programs.

The results of all of the job experiments have not been succinctly
But if the expgrience of the Baltimrore LIFE (Living

tvaluated.
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rppurance for Exprisoners) is in any way illustrative, then they fare
(24 . .

N;bctter than treining programs.

In a sample of 432 hardcore, repeat property offenders, one
quorter received job-search assistance, one quarter received a cash
cubsidy equivalent to unemployment compensztion, and one quarter

teceived neither cash nor assistance. A last group received a

combination of cash and job assistance. The postprison rearrest

rate for the job assistance group was insignificantly different from

the conEfoi group that received nothing, so Mallar'and Thorton (1878)

find.

Cash subsidies flowing from a distinctly different notion of the
rcal problems faced by exoffenders have had & more promising reccrd.

¥enneth Lenihan (1974) has carefully studied the problems faced by

tecently released prisoners. BHe believes that along with the social-

pathological problems of readjustrent to old friends, neighborhoods,
and family, there is the acute problem of low financial resources.
Exprisoners just do not have savings or a cash cushion upon release
fror prison in order to adequately bridge the gap between the two
worlds of prison and work. The Baltimore LIFE project mentioned
above was designed in part to bridge the gap. By providing a cash
Subsidy for a number of weeks after release from prisen, the

exoffender would have sufficient time to readjust to the outside

world, time to look on his own for the kind of job that he can feel

comfortable in, time to think, and time to settle down. Indeed,

-21-
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wallar and Thorton (1¢7€) £ind that this sort of unemployment | I
jpsurance has a strong and significant impact on reduc1ng postprison H
rccidivisn‘. However, Rossi and his colleagues (180) in an effcrt to |
replicate the Raltimore project in Texas an Georgia do not observe ,%

this encouraging finding. They cite problews of adrinistrative : ’é@
differences”in disbﬁrsing the subsidies 2and differences in the é
corpasition of the samples. But their most importent finding is one é

that i; the key to a reasoned criticism of all of thece programs for E 3
exoffenders and a clue to Why those progrars "fail." é

Rossi's work argues that there is a strohg work disincentive '"Lg
effect operative. Unemplé?ment insursnce discourages work. Work is ;
inversely related to crime. Hence, unerployment insurance increases : i

crime rather than reduces it. PBut the objective of this and many B
“other well intentioned programs was to reduce recidivism, not to ﬁ\ &
increase employability. “Cften the outcomes, particularly in the vast j ?g

majority, of federally funded criminal justice programs, are measured il 3
in terrs of “"success" or "failure" where these concepts are typically fg
unrelatéd to the notions of zdjustments, personality change, improved ‘é

sense of self-worth, or other sociopsychological correlates thet have 3% ®
been well documented as accurate indicators of satisfactory §§

transition from the world of prisoh to the world of work. ~T :
A more recent experiment builds on pest mistekes. The supported- f
work model assumes that the adjustment from the world of prison to 4;

\

if

i

R T -

wérk requires a strategically phased reentry program. There is a
need for encouragement and positive response. Therevis a need for
support from peers who have been through it all themselves. Piliavin
and Gartner (19€0) report on some of their prelirinary findings on
the postprison outcomes of individuals participating in this sort of
work environment with peer support. The evidence is disappointing.
Despite severe problems of attrition and sample-selection bias, these
programs do not appear to work. Recidivism rates are not lower for
program participants. Employment rates appear not dramatically

affected.

It should be concluded that these or other programs could work.
For example, cash subsidies to employers for hiring exoffenders or
subsidies to supplement the wages of exoffenders could possibly
bypass the work-disincentive effects cited in the review of that
program failure. PRut it should be remembered that none of the
programs of labor market intervention was designed or implemented
with a careful conceptualization of the role that racism and racial
discrimination play in distorting both the lzbor market and the
criminal justice system. Without a better theoretical concept of how
race, crime, and employment are intertwined, future programs and

experiments may suffer similar fates as those discussed here.

-23~-

g e et

o i

T P B e o




=

¢, NEW_EVIDENCE

The discovery of the role that racism plays in forging é link
petween labor markets and the criminal justice system justifies a
closer reexamination of previous studies. Many writers and
;esearchers have observed that there are significant racial
differences in both recidivism and in postprison employment.

tndoubtedly, these differences could be accounted for by factors

correlated with race. Or these differences could ke accounted for by
diverging demographic profiles between blacks and whites. In either

case, one must be extremely cautious in blaming racism for the

unegual outcomes.

For example, young people have lower =arnings and higher

unemploymrent regardless of their race. They are also more likely to

be arrested because in their early years of adulthood they mway be

rore active in visible street crimes. If the age distribution of

the black population is skewed toward the younger ages relative to
the white population, the higher crime rates and lower employment
rates among blacks could be accounted for by their youthfulness
alone. Numerous statistical techniques are available for éontrollihg
for such possibilities. These techniques are well known and are

widely used in & large body of literature on racial discrimination.

In the course of engaging in such orthodox exercises, I uncovered

some interesting new evidence. The evidence illuminates the complex

interaction between institutionalized forms of racism and the

institutions of the labor market and the criminal justice system.

-24-
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peter Hoffmaq:and Earbara Meierhoefer (1979) have reported on an
excellent data set of the postrelease arrest experiences of federal
prisoners.‘ For six years after their. release from’*prison in 1970,
nearly 2,000 exfelons were traced using the FBI's' "rap sheet"

records. Hoffman and Meierhoefer have graciously lent a later

version of this data set to me.

A number- of factors. have been’ found' tobe: significant ‘in
determining>postprison~;earrest probabilities. " These include a
reasure of preprison'employmentiexpéfiencés,'a“mééshre'of the
certaintysof punishment,:ahd a measure” of treatment by the criminal
justice system. [ It'is found that” blacks are more likely %o be
rearrested than whites. " But’ if: rearréest depends on employment
opportunities, the higher crime rates among blacks could be accounted
for by their differing preprison employment experiences. If rearrest
depends on the certainty of puﬁishnent——thatﬂis, on the risks of

engaging in crime--then rearrest disparities bhetween blacks and

whites could be.attributable to.their’differing perceived risks’ or

responses’ o' these risks. I Finally, if rearrest depends on how one is

treated within tne system or similarly how one gets out of the

syster, the gap between black and white recidivism could be explained

by unequal treatment.

In table 1.1, preprison employment experience is captured by

Probability that one was employed for more than four years prior‘to

- =25-
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peter Hoffman and Barbara Meierhoefer (1278) have reported on én
excellent data set of the postrelease arrest experiences gﬁ federal
prisoners.. For six years after their release from prison in 1970,
nearly 2,000 exfelons were traced using the FBI's "rap sheet"
records. Hoffman and Meierhoefer have graciously lent a later

version of. this data set to me..

A number of factors have been found to be significant in
determining postprison.yearrest probabilities.. These includé a
reasure of preprison employment experiences, a measure of the
certainty of punishment, and a measure of treatment by the. criminal
justice system. It is found that blacks are mwore likely to be
rearrested than whites. But if rearrest depends on employment
opportunities, the higher crime rates among blacks could be accounted
for by their differing preprison employment experiences. If rearrest
depends on the certainty of punishrent--that is, on the risks‘of
engaging in crime--then rearrest disparities between blacks and
whites could be attributable to their differing perceived risks or
responses to these risks. Finally, if rearrest depends on how one is
treated within the system or similarly how one gets out of the
Syster, the gap between black and white recidivism could be explained

by unequal treatment.

In table 1.1, preprison erployment experience is captured by the

PfObability that one was employed for more than four years prior to

-25~
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the most recent incarceration. The averege for blacks is 11

percent. Plack exfelons are less likely to have had any significant
gtretch of steble employment than whites. But these differences

could arise because of differences in background characteristics like
aqe or education. Unlikely as it may seem, if blacks in the sample
were highly educated, at very early ages blacks would‘dispféy low

values of the employment experience veriable because they would not

have been in the labor force long encugh to have accurulated this

experience after leaving school. Cf course, what one would like to

do is to control for these influencing factors to capture the ceteris
paribus rates of preprison employment for blacks and whites. Indeed
when a logit regression technique--discussed by Henry Theil {(1971})--
is employed to control for age, IQ, sex, education, marital status,
drug or alcohol usage, and previous confinement in a mental hospital,
the average preprison employrent probebility converges for blacks

and whites. The regression equatién predicts that 7 percent of the

blacksvwould have weorked on one job for more than four years before

priscn; it predicts that 7 percent of the whites would have toc.

-26-
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TAPLE 1.1

Actual and Predicted Probabilities of

Preprison Erployment, Irprisonment, and Parole

= )J:,l,.: ; H

il
e e e o Ay
Actuel Predicted
Probability Probability
Plack White Black White
Fre-Prison Erploymenté@ .11 .13 .07 .07
IrprisonrentP .05 .04 .00 .ol
parole® .36 .50 .32 .50
SCURCE: U.S. Eoard of Farole
? Dependent variable in logit rodel is probability of having been
employed prior to incarceration more then four years. 1Independent
variables are age, IQ, sex, education, merital status, drug or

alcohol usage, previous confinement in mental hospital.

b Dependent variable in logit model is ratio of previous

cormitments to prison to previous convictions.
are age, I¢, sex, educaticn, marital status, drug or alcohol usage,

previous confinerent in mental hospiteal.

C Dependent wveriable in logit model is probability of release on
parole. 1Independent veriables are age, IQ, sex, educaticn, marital
status, drug or azlcohol usage, previous confinerent in mental
hospital, nurber of parole hearings, prison punishment, theft
conviction, "white-collar" conviction.

“27-

Independent variables

&

pgain in -table 1.1, risk of punishment is measured by the ratio
of the nurber of previous prison commitments to the number of
previous convictions. It is the probability that one goes to prison

ajven a conviction. It is not exactly the "probebility of getting

caught" -veriable that meny researchers have in mind when they -think
of the .risk of engaging in crimre. In-fact, -this measure is
positively related to recidivism: .Fast failures are more likely to

Nonetheless, we cbserve -that ‘5 percent of

......

black convictions result in incarceration while .4 percent of whites

who are -convicted go to jzil -or .prison. This low ratio for both

races :is dueprincipally :to the .fact -that .an offender can be
convicted for any number of crimes but typically only receives one

Cnce in prison, however, the

prison -commitment in a given trial.
offender ray serve mrany concurrent or consecutive sentences. So an
olternative interpretation of these diverging ratics is that blacks

get sent to prison on the basis of fewer convictions than whites.
? -ceteris paribus -calculation is valid here also. Controlling
for .the sare background characteristics as in our Rrevious exarple,

we compute the risk of punishment for blacks to be zero percent end

for whites just cne percent. PEecause of rounding this finding
obscures the fact that the predicted probebilities in fact converge

to the same low value of less than one comritment out of one hundred

convictions for both blacks and whites.

-28-
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p 'thilrd variable of interest in table 1.1 is release on parole. ‘ner analysis has shown th;t controlling for more observable
fut

e ? rw[actefiStics of the offender and the offense does not diminish the
. . ‘ . ¢ . .
gystem. ‘Being paroled often means being adjudged "rehabilitated" by ‘ ﬁ’
g ‘ ap ruch more.

. . ‘ : . . < R : J :

] i ) . ) . .
correctional personnel. It reans you've paid your dues to society. | E o make their decisions. This unobservable variable is not racizlly
i 1 t

j¢ reasures the treatment within the system and the method out of the

Méybe parolé boards are using some unobservable index

[t means that less of your sentence will be served than the law can } i or parole boards are using race itself as a screening

, tral.
. ‘ . . : ) _ .l B . A ncu . . ' )
demand. It means freedom. Only 36 percent of ‘the blacks found thglr 2% sevice. Whichever hypothesis you subscribe to, it is difficult to
way out of prison in this manner; half of the whites did so. ;E conclude that parole-board decisions result in racially unbiased
" ’ : ! 3 f outcomes.
But does the average figure tell the whole story? Are not ’

offenders ctonvicted of less seridus crimes more likely to be What this exercise reveals is that while there are Gisparities

paroled? Are not offenders who avoid mwischief in prison more likely

! between blacks and whites in the lzsbor market and within the cririnal
to be paroled? Calculating as we did before the predicted KE& justice system, all of these inequalities cannot be explained away by
probability and controlling for both background characteristic and | gifferences in innate or background characteristics of blacks and
characteristics of the offense and prison adjustment, we find that % hites. Blacks have higher recidivism rstes than whites. People
blacks are Still significantly less likely to be paroled. Even after | ig released on parole have lower recidivism rates. PBlacks are less
controlling for the nurber of perole hearings, prison punishment, and é likely to be released on perole. It seems 1ike a self-fulfilling
type of offense for which the individual was convicted, whites are éw orophecy. But why are blacks rore likely to be in prison in the
one and one half times more likely to be released on parolé chan ‘Eb. rkirst place? Surely we have found that, controlling for background
blacks. Differences in age, education, IQ, sex, marital status, g characteristics, the chances of having had a bad previous employment
drug or alcohol usage, and history of mental-hospital confinement ’Em history are just the same as those of white inmates.
cannot account for this disparity. Since we have controlled for any %0
number of background variables and other factors related to the L % Bere lies the key to the argument being made. Although they are
seriousness of the crime'and to the adjustment, of the prisoner while ktm very similar to one another in their preprison erploymrent experiences
incarcerated, then federal'parole boards must be 1ooking.at some . * and their risk of punishment, black and white priscners compare to
other variable in making parole decisions for blacks and whites. ? the general population in s£rikingly different ways. The white
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ii prisoner, while simpilar to the black prisoner in having little . ,;é‘:% i  genneth Lenihan end Louis Geneive who collected thg_Baltimore
’ i cducation, a spotty work history, and 2 long involvement in crime, is ?;3 ; {IFE data provided me with a copy of the computer tape us$d by Mallar
sery unlike the typical white worker. Elack prisoners, however, are HEn % ond Thorton. The aversge hours worked per week for the first twelve
surprisingly similar to the general black labor force. This finding | E gonths after release from prison are computed and displayed in
{s true for state prisons and county jails as well as the federal ?%’ ok table 1.2 Blocks worked less than twenty-five hours on average
correctionsl institutions. It is alrost as if one could pick people }f { shile whites worked nearly twenty-seven hours. 2t the then-
at ﬁandoﬁ from the black labor force and obtain a matching profile of N % prevailing minirum wage this differential implies a prerium of about
the black prison population, while in order to get 2 good match for ﬁ 'i% §250 per yest. Whites earned more per hourrthan blacks, so the
the white prison population the most downtrodden, depressed, and E | gnnual premium is even larger.
; decrepit portions of the white lzbor force rust be scanned. ? g
il BTN
‘ | 0ot
i in addition to comparing to the general population in very ﬁi
different ways, black and white prisoners--who are very similar to 'f
£ ¥ one another--are treated very differently within the system. The 3;5
way out is decidely different. Freedom‘from ipprisonment, like %
freedor from invol.untary servitude, comes about by weay of diverging é
B routes for blacks and whites. What the federal prisoner data reveals _ ‘;i
is that racism in the criminal justicé'system seems to deny both the ; }
timely release of black workers fror bondage and their ready return i j
to the labor mwarket. Future cresearch will need to docurent the §~ g;’
( patallels of dualism in the job market &nd in the prisons. But for % é b
E now, evidence exists that suggests that even after prison the gaps ;‘,,é E
: ahd disparities continue. {? fiE ;
. | ; ;
| £
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TRBLE 1.2

Postprison Hours Worked by Blacks and Whites

o e

Blacks Whites
{N=375) {N=53)
pctual average per week 24.39 26.86
predicted using linear 24.¢3 26.7¢
regression®
predicted using white 26.67 - -
neririnal recorg"
regression
Predicted using white 126,66 - -

"erployment history"
regression€

SCURCE: Ealtimcre LIFE Sample

¢ Independent veriables include trestment group, age, education,
prgvious erployment experience, 7Jjob arranged upon release from
prison, parole or discharge, last job was white-collar Jjob, age when
first arrested, farily rember ever in prison, time served for last
offense, total times arrested, last arrest for property crime.

b Independent veriables include treatmwent gtoup, toteal times
arrgsted, last arrest property crime, age, age when first arrested,
family merber ever in prison.

¢ ;ndepenéent veriables include treatment group, age, last job was
white-collar job, education, previous erployment experience.

-33- DR
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cXControlling for zge, education, previous erployment experience,
age when first errested, number of previous arrests, and a host of
other variables, we predict virtually the same racial gap in post-
prison employment. The differing hours worked by black and white
exoffenders cannot be accounted for by differing preprison employment

experiences, background charecteristics, criminal history, or even

pgﬁole history. .

Sceptics will argue that the racial gap in hours worked merely

rirrors the gap in crime rates. PBlacks "choose" to engage in crime
rather than to look for legitimate employmrent. Hence, §n average
they work fewer hours. Certainly criminal histories affect this

decision. fhe rore time we have invesﬁed previously in criminal
pursuits the rore profitable it will be to continue to engage in

But there is another effect of criminal history: 2 criminal

crime.

record is e barrier to obtaining employment. Blacks nay want to work
rore hours, but because of their extensive records they ere denied

To test this hypothesis further, we estimated for
whites an equation for hours worked that depended on criminal record
veriebles. Then we inserted the black values of the independent
variables into the estimated white equation. In other words, we
posed this conjecture: Suppose the effect of criminal record on post-
prison employment were the same fcr koth black exoffenders and white

exoffenders, would the gep ketween black and white erployment

-34-
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ow? The answer is yes. While the average hours worked for
nart

acks™ is actually 24.¢, the predicted value, using the white
ria

criminal—history ecuation, yields 26.7 hours® per week.:

The sceptics would not. be satisfied. "Elécks~may-préfér<cr1met
Wi i : o " hi \pies ‘legitimate
pecause with their spotty previous work hlStoKQ‘ v g
oppartuniﬁies just. do not" appear a5~ attractive; " they might argue.-
~here. is® some sense to. this argument) because indeed the work’

histories  of black exoffenders are very spotty.- Put do they really

( " 1% i £ ime?" Ju s crimrinal records
Qreﬁer;ta.work.leSSrln favor of crime?: Just as cri

' o may i rious’ cyrent
pose = barrier. to blacks, so too may thelr prev1ou§Jempl 1’4

histery.. We perform a similar test to see how many hours’ blacks

would work if the effects of their previous erployment histories on

postprison employmrent were the same as the observea effects for

whites.. First an hours-worked equation, which depends on preprison

erployment history, is estimated for whites. Then hours worked are

predicted for blacks using thkis equetion but inserting the actuai

vaﬂheélof.the independent‘variables‘fbr blacks.. Thus we recognize:

that. blacks. and whites have’differenﬁ preprison erplcyrent histories;:

we are just interested in knowing if: the  irpact of these histories ¢n

‘ a.’ - : 3 s .
postprison erployment were the same, would blacks work mwore hours.

The answer is yes. Whereas blacks worked not quite twcnty—five hours

on average, if treated like whites, even with their mwore spotty

e

previous work records, they would have worked almwost twenty-seven

_rhours.

=
==

Ny
N
e
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These results deronstrate that the berriers of a criminal record
and of scant preprison erployment experiences affect black and white
cxoffenders differently. These results suggest that racial

" discrimination, racism, or sore racially nonneutral phenomenon is

intervening in the interaction between crime and employrent.

| The examples we have presented here zre just illustrative of the
entirely different perspective that emerges when the issue of race is
intrcduced into a reasoned discusgion of labor markets and crimre. By
ignoring this pepspective, we still observe intimate interactions
between crime and employment. PBut the true sources of these
interactions are obscured. Prograwmaticvefforts-based on an obscureé
view yield puzzling and often contradictory results as we have seen.
It appears thaé the progrars do not work. The progrars are scrapped. -
Labor-market aids are abandoned. This i§ 2 hefty price to pey,
because the alternatives are sll the traditional tried and true

methods of crime control that can reinforece failure in employnment and

crime, further cbscuring the role that racisr plays in it all.

F.  SUMMARY

The role of racial discrirination or institutional racism in
learned discussions on crime and employment has heretofore been
ignored. We can only be suggestive in outlining possible thecretical

-26-
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Ngeijrical relations between rzce on the one hand and employment
'

‘“;criue on the other.

In a purposefully cavalier manner we introduced a Becker-Ehrlich

gche—theoretic rodel of race, crime, and erployment. In that model

rjacks allocated more time to crime becesuse crime pays. What one

gots out of a choice-theoretic model is roughly what we put into it.

ene image of blacks choosing to be criminals is at once aksurd and

provocative. It is ebsurd because all of the barriers, impediments,

constraints, and other distortions in the real world can transform

patters of rational choice to matters of necessity or even habit: Nc
rention had been made of drugs. The absurdity is epparent when you
think of a mellowed-out 500-gram-a day heroin addict maximizing his

-

(&xpected utility, calculating the relative costs and benefits of a

life in crime or a rewarding career in legitimate employ, and then

pteparing to pull up his sleeve to perfect these worldly

calculations.

It is provocative, though, becazuse it provides an empiricel

foundation for examining the role played by racism. If black

¢xoffenders do not work as meany hours as white exoffenders then it is

cither because they do not choose tc do so, or because they are not

given the chance to Go so. Without 2 theory of choice, however
unrealistic, we would be forever grasping in a vacuum at a theory of

Chance. ; : L
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We also summarized the well-known failings of manpower and

gubsidy programs to reduce crime. It would be foolish to continue to

sdvocate expenditures of large sums for labor market intervention
gtrategies to aid exoffenders or to reduce crime if in fact these
none of

gtrategies do not or can not be expected to work. However,

these programs were based on even a foggy notion;of the interface
arong racism and labor markets and the criminal justice system. A
more careful look at previous ermployment and crime programs may
reveal when such an interface is acknowledged and incorporated into

AN
the overall strategy that such programrs prove to be more effectiva.

In the next three chapters an attempt is made to explore,
whenever possible, the role that racism plays in the link between
employment and crime. Chapter two explores the determinants of
postprison employment among exoffenders. Do exoffenders perform
poorly in the labor market because they are exoffenders or because
they are disproportionately'young; unskilled, and black? Are there
differences between black and white exoffenders in their postprison

employment experiences? 2nd can these differences be accounted for

by differences in their backgrounds, previous experiences, or how
they are treated? Chapter three exarines the determinants of
recidivism among two distinct criminal populations: federal
offenders and prison releases from one Maryland correctional
institution. Our interest is in diséerning whether preprison

‘employment experience or other labor market factors are related to

-38-
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postprison rearrest or parole violation. If there is a conncction

between employment and recidivism, can labor market aids like
unermployrent insurance be effective in reducing crime? Does the
effectiveness of labor mzrket intervention strztegies depend upon the
reletive deprivation--or race--of the criminal? 1In fzct, would the
traditional law-and-order spproach of incréasing the Certaiﬁfy ‘and
severity of punishment work just as well? Chapter fdur goes more
deeply into an znelysis by rscial differences in recidivigr by
dissecting potential sources of the racial g&p in crime. I5 ‘thete

Are there

racial discriminstion in the criminal justice systern?

significant differences between blacks end whites in their preprison

erployment experiences or in their cririnal histories? 2né could

these factors or even differences in backgrounds alone account for
the differing rates of crime between blacks and whites? I1f racism or
racial discrimination in labor merkets or the criminal justice system
could be elirinated tomor;ow, wculd there be any appreciable cffect
on racial differences in crire, rearrest rates, or recidivism? Ve
rq}urn, in a concluding commentary, to the implications for policy of
W
th§ evidence presented. The evidence suggésts strongly that
eéployment opportunities do have an important effect on crime znd
that raciecl factors indeed contribute to the employment experiences
of exoffenders. Fut neither the evidence nor the historical record
suggests readily how hundreds of years of inequitiés both in the
adwinistration of dustice end in the provision of erployment can be

rectified by legislative initiative, judicial order, or executive

foresight.
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CHAPTER II. EMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS OF EXOFFENDERS

A. BACKGROUND

———— e s s 2t e s s

Researchers have repeatedly found that the labor market

performance of exoffenders is dismal (Cook, 1975; Pownall, 1971;

Taggart, 1972; Witte, 1976).

The products of our nation's prisons
experience high levels of unemployment, receive low waées wnen they

are employed, and face high turnover due to dismissals, qults, and

layoffs. Some researchers have argued that these condltlons exist

because the characteristics of exoffenders are predomindntly those ot

low-skilled, disadvantaged workers. But is the dismzl performance of

exoffenders in the labor market primarily due to their criminal

record specifically or their disadvantaged status generally?

Phillip Cook (1975) has argued that the poor labor market

performance of exoffenders is due to their heavy endowment witn

-

characteristics associated with disadvantaged workers. They are

young and nonwhite and hold unstable,vlow—pafing jobs even before
entering crime,

—..—_-.

cr‘ 3 ] - .
lme, having once been criminals lnten31f1es the disadvantaged

W
orker effect. If Cook is correct, then among pxoffpndprs witn

v
arying previous employment experiences, the 1east disadvantagea

sho i
uld perform better. Disadvantage can be measured by not having

h
eld a job for any appreciable period, having worked the longest

At -
retch in a poorly paid, low-status, high-turnover job, or

ac
hieving only low educatlonal status. It is reasonable to expect

~40~
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res wouid be highly correlated with

v, after prison, these measu ’
thats y'

(atlure in the labor market.
a :

) ‘ . . 0 n
if Cook is jncorra&ct, varying postpris
should not be explained

on the other hand,

v | ‘ - - Y i1 =] d an ag =
_[' - e - e Sul ii l llt 1 \Y | e

aimply by di
y mrasures of (1) vary
st exoffenders as exof

t the degree tO which th

i S
criminal records; if employer

fenders or DY (2) unmeasu

e offender has

ing
but b »
discriminate again
jstics that may reflec

character
h as high degree of mot

4 _rlty ’

drsire for the job, and so forth.

. - - - ! a - oo E t p

rnnce due to general
The policy impl

wer training and employment

disadvantage as opposed to

market performa

{ndividual specific phenomena.

n of traditional manpo
! i
The policy implied by the latter requ
‘ ; i ~eds
ko address the particular categorlcal nee

tions as having a crimi

isio ‘ e
. res specific

assistance.

repedies designed

' i ifi ondi
_associated with such specific ¢

lem arising from attempts to

ve methodologicalfprob

The substanti o e
general and specific dis

make such a distinction between

that some of the hypothetical unmeasured chara

i of di
with outcome variables, with the measures

one familiar toO labor ec

correlated
or both. This problem is

state dependence and heterogenelty.
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Researchers investigating the labor-market experiences of
@ndividuals have observed that previous unemployment appears to
affect the probability of becoming or remaining unemployed. 1Is this
because being out of work causes potential employees t; lose valuable
work experience, making them less productive and thereby less likely
to be hired? Or is this because some unobserved characteristics,
such as attitudes or motivation, affect the propensity to remain
unerployed and by remaining constant through time, lead to a spurious
cdrrelation between current and future ﬁnemployment? The former case
has been called "State Dependencé" and the latter "Heterogeneity."
Chamberlain (1979) and Heckman (forthcoming) have pointed out that
generally it is difficult to empirically differentiate between these
competing hypotheses regarding the underlying cause of the observed

correlation between past and current outcomes. A rough test of the

hypgthesis of no state dependence is, for example, a test that
variebles that do not change across spells of unemployment have
Statistically insignificant regression coefficients. This test is
restricted to a limited definition of state dependence and appears
less useful in analysis when the past is discontinuous, that is, when

there is a period of employment experiences prior to imprisonment

foliowed by another period after release.

Lacking a rigorous statistical procedure for solving the Cook

Problem, we pose instead three interrelated questions:

* What effect does previous employment
experience have on the postprison
performance of exoffenders?

-42-
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to preprison employmrent.

. poes it metter whether previous
experience is before or after imprison- Y

ment? L

. Are exoffenders with-mrore extensive

cririnsl histories less successful in
the labor market?

It can be hypothesized that if the poor labor mrarket performance

of exoffenders does not come about because of general disadvantage
but as a consequence of either in-prison or criminal experiences,

then postprison outcores should have no relation> (or a weak relation)

In addressing the above gquestions, we find
very mixed evidence in support of the specific-disedvantage

hypothesis.

R. THE PALTIMORL L I F E DAT2

The Department of Lebor sponsored an experiment in Ealtimore

between 1971 and 1974 wherein 432 high-risk male offenders were

divided into groups that received weekly stipends of up to $60 a week

for thirteen weeks, got assistance in finding a jcb, or got neither

or both. To rinimize work dGisincentives, stipends were continued
(but reduced) when employrent was found until a sur of $780 had been
received. The sarple is drawn fromr the Ezltirore Life Insurance for

the Ex-Prisoners experiment (LIFE). (See Meller and Thornton 1¢€7¢.)

The sample consists of rales released from Maryland's state

prisons'to the Paltirore metropolitan area who had low financiel

~43-
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resources, were repeat offenders, had no ‘known history of zlcohol Sr

-~

narcotéc abuses, and had not been on work release for more than three

gonths. While the average age was twenty-four, 37 percent of the

exoffenders were under twenty-one years and only 10 percent were

over thirty-five. On the average, 4.4 years were served in prison

for the current offense. Eighty-one percent had served five years or
71

I8

lJess. The range of time served was two to twenty-one years. About -

87 percent of the semple was black. most had been raised in families
with male heads (%; = 67.8%), and most had jobs erranged when they

were released from prison (X; = 57.9%). However, a significant

fraction had been previously arrested for disorderly éonduct or were
subsequently rearrested for this crime (X; = 17.6%). Most had held

principally secondary labor market jobs or were previously unemployed

(X; = 52.5%), and all had extensive criminsl records. The average

number of previous arrests was eight with 30 percent having ten or

rore. The total number of arrests ranged to forty. Similarly, on

the average the exoffenders had been convicted four timwes wiﬁﬁxa
)

Vi

range to twenty-five previous convictions.

Experience, denoted by the longest job held discounted by time
since longest job held; averaged 17.5 months. It was calculated on-

the basis of the following forrula:

Y = experiepce in monfhs

X = length of time on-longest job in months
2 = ronths since longest job

Y = X-exp(-.004167(2))

The discount rate is spproximately 5 percent per year.
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Ten percent had had lesgvthan two months discounted experienqe,
30 percent less than six months, and about 50 percent less than a
year. A group of 10 percent had had from forty-three to fifty-nine

months of discounted experience. The average school grade completed

was the ninth, and 60 percent had completed less than eight years of

school.

At the end of the year following release from pfison, €l percent
had been unemployed an entire month for at least one month. Of
these, 25 percent had only one month of unemployment, 23 percent
experienced two months, 16 percent threé months, 1l percent four
months, and 6 percent five months and neéfly 20 percent with one half

of a year or more of unemployment. Moreover, almost 100 of tne

exoffenders experienced more than one nonadjacent month of continuous

of unemployment.

One year following release from prison, younger workers‘were,more
likely to have been unemployed the entire month, either in jail or
sick or both than employed full- or part-time. There was no
difference in the preprison arrest records of those who were
unemployed the full month and those who worked full-time, although’
those who worked twenty-one to thirty-five ho%rs per week had

)

. . |
slightly fewer arrests while those who worked jless than twenty-four

hours per week had slightly hoge arrests than those who remained

-45-
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gnemployed the entire ronth. More of those who were working twenty-

one to thirty-five hours and those who were sick or in jail had some

previous work experience than those who were either full-time workers
or unemployed individuals. These results are displayed in table 2.1

elong with other descriptors of the sample.

Althouéh the average monthly full-time employment rate remained
gsteady at two separate plateaus (at about 6 percent in the first si;
ronths and at almost 3 percent in the last six’ronths) the month-to-
abnﬁh unemploymen£ averages declined cdnsistently with a few late-
year exceptions. It should be pointed out that these figures are not
sdjusted for business cycle variations although the ttR month
erployment experience occurred for differeint individuals at differgnt

tires during the year (since the reference point is date of release

frorm priscon).

On the basis of a variety of measures of disadvantage (work
°xperience, education, race, and arrest history), it is not

furprising that we observe such extensive unerployment among those in

the sarple. PBut just as the degree of disadvantage varies widely in

the sample, so too does the severity of the unerployrent experience.
It is legitimate, then, to ask of a sample like this to what
fxtent the variance in unerployment experiences is explained by

“3rying degrees of preprison disadvantage.
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TABLE 2.1

Deacription of Post-Prison Employment
Experience One Year After Release = _ i

Y e
mbmm———
Unempl. Not Emploved
Emploved (hrs./week) Whole Jail or Jail, Sick
35 21-35 <24 Month " Sick and/or Unempl,
‘i - 24.85 25,72 29.66 23449 22 22,89
nqvious Arrests 8 6 9 8 16 7
3'.- I flack .87 .89 67 .93 1.00 1,00
E 1 sucrted .13 17 .17 .05 .30 .11
* ¢tth Previous -
g «tk Experience .56 .67 .33 .51 .67 .33
v £ ' titsed by Persons ‘
s & !' {ver on Welfare .35 -39 .17 024 053 .56
’? i tf Family Members ' )
. tver in Prison .39 «39 17 34 1,00 .78
i, Times Drank
‘{quor in First
Veek After Release 2.06 3.50 1.50 - 1.88 1,00 2.89
A tirgued in First
¢ ‘b After Release :
‘.‘:h FathEr‘, Mother; -04 .00 .00 .05 .00 01.1
£ !sither, Sister; 04 .00 .00 .05 .00 el
L itfe, Girlfriend .13 .17 .00 205 .33 .11
i s’ VRN
N
e
* -47-
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C. - POSTPRISON UNEMPLOYMENT

e 285

s
£ ™

5 Table 2.2'present§ estimates of coefficients in a logistic moael
of the-probability of being unemployed the entire month. that marked
the first “year after being released from prison. Positi&e and
gignificant are the effects-of: the number oflprevioﬁﬁ postrelease-
months “of ‘unemployment and the probability of having fought in tne
j: current ‘month. .

Fighting was=found in:previous: analysis to be

strongly:affected ‘by.living.arrangements:. It.is seeén: in table 2.2,,

B ey,

k- thoogh, -that living . with.one's.family tends to lead to<lower

Because of: the collinearity.

probabilities of being. unemployed.
il B}  between: fighting and®living arrangements, it is difficult to.discern

the'iﬁdepeh&ent'effects»of'these two important adjustment factors.

canwlE

The evidence is clear that unemployment iSicorrelated‘with ;né
B occurrence of previous employment. While preprison work experience,

age; race, -arrest occurrence, or financial aid do not appear to have

strong effects on unemployment one year after releasé{;tne number of
é ® months of either adjacent or.separate spells of unemployment strongly

3 é influences the unemployment rate measured in this way.

Andther way. of measuring. unemployment one year after release from
5 ] Prison is-to compute the probability that inrthe first twelve months
?L, ; of freedom there“is-at least.one entire month of unemployment.. Of.
,~®j? Course, it is no longerllegitiﬁate to include poét-prison

Uunemployment occurrence as a separate determining factor. However,

One would expect that in the absence of tne .dependence of the

Probability of unemployment on the occurrence of previous
Unemployment, time-invariant factors would exhibit no indepenaent,

Significant effects upon unemployment.
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TABLE 2.2

Nonlinear L?ast Squares Estimates of Coefficients in
Logistic Model of Unemployment During Month
One Year After Release from Prison

Coefficient Elasticity
Constant =3,5269 |
~‘. ) S S
{(=3,4112) : '
Previous Months 4347
347
Unemployed (7:3632) 8192
Fought this Month £,0520 1179
(5,2729) )
A , .y
ge 40017 0418
(:0519) '
Experience 0078 1304
(. 6171) ' Ty
Living with Family ~1,1539 8819
(~3.2620) :
Ra Nion p
ce o ,59716\3 .0519
(. 0895) )
Treatment Group 1144 0546
(. 3713) )
Previous Months Axrrested - « 2869 .1319
‘ | 9355 )
P (predicted ’
, probability
of unemployment) ~0457
fﬁﬂ
~49- pr

L |
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=y

=
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table 2.3, results of. estimating a logistic model of the

In

wobability’of being unemployed the entire month for at least one.
after release are displayed.

Older, more experienced workers

e 1088 1ikely to be unemployed after prison., while blacks,

(hose with more postprison arrests,
Bylcalculating the

sasistance are more likely to be unemployed.

derivative of the odds against not being unemployed the entire month,
(v is fourid that the odds are that blacks are one and a fifth times

pore likely tO be unemployed, and those f{n the treatment group

¢oceiving financial assistance are almost one half times more Tikely

to be unemployed . (Each additional postprison arrest increases the

rdds of being unemployed by about seven tentns.) Each additional

aonth of pre—prison discounted work experience subtracts 3/100 of 2a

while each year of older age at the

print from the unemployment odds

time of release from prison subtracts 6/100 of a point.

It is seen in table 2.3 that while there is a significant effect

of time-invariant variables upon unemployment outcomes, preprison

cmployment has a relatively inelastic effect. Moreover, postprisbn

criminality exhibits a strong influence on the unemployment odds

ratio, le out the possibilityfof state dependence

Thus we cannot rhu

(a hypothesis we would reject if exof fender, postprison unemPIOQment

were caused by general disad&antage), nor can we rule out the

possibility that there is an independent influence of crimipal or
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TABLE 2.3

!
Nonlinear Least Squares Estimates of
Coefficients in Logistic Model of Un-—
employment (t-statistics in parentheses)

e

PO

dd
Independent Variable Coefficient Elasticity Cgangea
~Consatant 1.1709 4443 1,9195
(1.5444)
Months Fought .0489 .0305 .0802
(.8149)
Age -.0373 ~e3497 -.0611
: (2.8514) .
Experience ~.0209 -.1399 -.0343
Race « 7256 #2415 1.1895
(2.3799)
Treatment “Group «2930 +0556 .4803
(1.3826)
Months Arrested 4265 .0858 6992
(2.0659) '
Education ~.0506 -.1739 -.0830
(.9762) '
Secondary Labor Market ~.0372 -.,0074 -~,0610
(.1681) :

%The derivative of the unemployment odds ratio with respect to each

independent variable.
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prison experiénces on postprison performance (a hypothesis we would
accept if there were specific disadvantage). In other words, general

disadvantage mray be less an impediment to employment of exoffenders

than specific disadvantage.

Another perspective on postprison employment experience is
gained by examining the probability of full-time work at least one

full month in the twelve months following release. In table 2.4, it

{s found that younger, more experienced workers are more likely to be

working full-time as are those who received financial aid. Blacks,

in addition, have lower probabilities of full-time employment.

Postprison arrest history, however, is insignificantly (although

negatively) related to full-time employment. While the results of

table 2.4 do not provide strong evidence for the existence of
specific disadvantage, the case for general disadvantage remains

unclear when performance is measured by full-time employment.

For each month a logistic equation was estimated for the

probability of being unemployed the entire month. 1In tables 2.5 and

2.6, the following results are displayed:

o
2

(1) Except in the first month, the effect of
previous month's unemployment is strongly
positive on current unerployment. ‘

(2) Previous work experience has arnegative
and significent effect in only five months.

(3) The effect of criminal history is positive
and significant at the 5 percent level in only
three months. o ¥
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TABLE 2.4

Nonlinear Least Squares Estimates of Logistic
Model of Full-Time Work Durlng Year Following
Release from Prison (t-statistics in parentheses)

Independent Variable Mean Coefficient Elasticity
Constant —— ~-.827755 -
(-.919539)
Moriths Arrested «530093  -.028187 -.012339
(=.124207)
Agé 24.708333  -.034157° -.696951
(~1.390684) o
Experience 17.581019  .011737° .170404
(1.387987)
Race 877315 -.428449° -,310409
(-1.366127)
Education 9,041667 .034845 " /,026018
(.578090)
Treatment Group .5000 .332204° .137208
(1.398226)
Meiths Fought 1.643519 0893457 - .121259
Secondaty Labor Market " 525463  -.084682 -.036746
(-.341684)
¢ .224537
B¢ 174192
rMs® Q74

3The dependent variable is defined as follows:
35 hours per week at least one month in the year.

bSignificant at 10% level.

i:Actual mean unemployment probabllity.

dPre&icted mean unemployment probability.

e ,
"Root mean square.

~53-~-

P =]
P = 0 otherwise.

1 if subject worked
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(4) Being in the secondary labor market has an

i§significantly positive effect for the
first three months; positive and significant

in thg fourth, sixth, and eighth months;
negative the intervening months; and
ultimately negative and significant for the

last four months.

With the exception of wrong signs for secondary labor market,
these results can be regarded as weak evidence in favor of the
general-disadvantage view, especially 1if preprison work experience

determines where one ends up in the first month's labor pool. For

example, because of state dependence, after the first month

subsequent unemployment may be determined by previous unemployment.
This would imply that the covariance of preprison work experience
and monthly unemployment is nonzero. Analysis of the montnly

variance-covariance matrices suggests this is indeed the case.

4

However, the same results could suggest a heterogeneity

argument. Exoffenders may be partitioned within the labor market on

the basis of some unmeasured set of characteristics. These

characteristics are correlated with the propenéity to remain

unemployed for the entire month. Since these characteristics do not

change from month to month, then current unemployment appears to be

the general-~

In either case,

the cause of subsequent unemployment.

disadvantage view is supported.

The wrong signs for secondary labor market deserve special

comment. It is reasonable to - assume that the insignificance of

having been relegated to the secondary labor market before prison

~54-
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could be due to the experiment itself. PRecause of the provision of
job assistance and finencial aid, the differences between secondary
and primary labor market workers may temporarily have been obscured.

Indeed, at the fourth month, when most individuals had received their

3 entire stipend, the coefficient on secondary labor market jumps to a

large positive value. There is, then, some instability of the signs,

whereupon the strong negative effects are noticed in the last four
months. It is unlikely that these ngative effects are due to the
experiment. They are more likely due to the high turnover nature of
jobs in the secondary labor market. Such jobs as cook, sanitation
worker, or parking-lot attendant are not necessarily those for which
unemployment during the entire month is to be expected. Instead, we

R

would expect to find casual employment in these low-paying

occupations. By using as the dependent variable unemployment the
entire month, this aspect of labor market structure is rnot captured.
Nevertheless, to the extent that being confined to the secondary

labor market is a measure of disadvantage, one firmly committed to

the general-disadvantage view should expect to observe a consistent

negative effect of previous dismal employment on postprison

e

employment.

3
e SRR

£ : - 0 ; When monthly full-time employment is tallied, as in table 2.7,

Similar results ererge. Preprison erployment experience is weakly

felated to the probability of working full-time during the month: 1In

i
' only one month out of twelve is the expected poasitive effect
@ .
Observed. The effect of the secondary labor market is generally
_ ’ . ' : _5c.
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Won|iseaf Laast Squares Estimates of Cosfticisats ia Logiatlc wodai of Hodehly Uaeapicyment
{asymtotic atandard eiiore in parentheses)
4 % e o005 % e ] % %10 b TR H
Constant L0456 -,1544  -1.813 5,108 1.3460  ~5.567  ~8.3900  =.7782  -hi44il 2,157 -2:954  -18.883
5 (-6609) (-7.‘.05) (.‘7770) (.9580) (9.572) (1.005) (-7]66) (2.1060 (-9850) (.8542) (;8648) (1.‘“)
lxplllenc‘ -,0153 .010L 0010 =.0264 =,0167 ~-,0030. . .02644 L1113, -.0189 :;01113 -.0024 L0134 .
(.0084) ~ (.0090) ~ (.0098)  (.0107) - (.0133)  (.0L10) (.0125)  (,b298)  (.0110)  (.0121) (.023j €.0170)
Race L8911 ~,0206 -,0001 1.1110 1230 1,1760  4.5780 -, ¢)00 .3688 -;2135 1.2540 -.3852
(.4326) - (.4137) (. 3947) (.5403) (.6455) (.6752) (xc) 4.6790) G333 (.5213) (.4999) (.8453)
L'J'l Treatmant Croup .1660( 478 (2467 -.3104 -.3479 ~,1065 0825 2614 L6436 L6145, .6507 -. 8558
-y (.2134)  (.2348) (.2528) (.2661) (.3025)  (.2655) (.2741) €.3747) (:2988)  (.3009) (.3131) (.4865)
! Paroled -.5968 - -,2188 0391 7288 -.0649 .19180 -.0808 -.2074 3810 ¢ -23749 L4960 e
(.2443) (.2614) (.2832) (.3258) (.3381) €.3134) (.2961) {.3920) (.3673) '(.3227) (.3281) (.5471)
Secondary Libor 0248 .0597 21602 .6253  -1.0190 .968)  -.2238 1,497 L.5236 -.4001  =.9841 -.7857
Macket (.2194)  (.2420)  (.2529) - (.2808)  (.3453)  (.3035)  (.304B) - (L4k05)- (31205 - (.2909) (.3299)  (L4464)
Job Arranged -.5648  -,0959 ~i7549 -,2861 -.2347 ~.4366 = 9914 23,3614 9353 -.5454 -1.4980 -i.018
G2217)  {.2626)  (.2658)  (.2151)  (.3043)  (.2857)  (.2998) - (4390)  (l3m24) . (.2961) (:3562) (.4408)
Age =.0151  -,0373 -.0149 L0519 -.0680 .0527 ~=1.0130 -.3058 0393 .0186 -. 0540 -.0992
(.0207)  (.0226)  (.0267)  (.0246) ~ (.0289)  (.0251) €.0290) . (L0967) 26Ty  {.0293) .0325) (.0633)
Previous Artanté =,016) -,0018 ~,0077 ,0228 0396 -,0275 440124 .0930 -,0189 “,0383 ,0090 .2097
(.0177)  (.0183) (.0184) (.0213) (.02113)  (.,0236) (.0290) (.0363) (.0232)  (.02174) (,0261) {:0396)
Incons, =+0007 .000) .0004 ~,0001 -.0007 -.0001  =.00L1 -.0036 L0003 =.0003 L0011 0133
(.0006)  (.0010) (.0008)  (.0006)  (.0010) =~ (.0008) (.0007)  (,0016)  (logos)  (.0007) (.0006) (.0040)
Unewpls , 10,6536  Z.3406 2.290 2.645 3.5920 3.3000  2.927, 9.7115 3.710 1.011 4.3661 19.916
(7102,2000)  (.3023) - (.2813)  (.3094)  (.4024)  (.3762) (.3023)  (4.579) (.4281)  (.3305) (.4483) (.00001)
Root Mean .213 146 23 .13l .090 .084 -0%0 on -086 -0%0 .036 -062
Squared
-

e

-
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TABLE 2 . 7 l,'"’)‘

Work History and Full-Time Employment

Pre~Prison

Previous Months'

Experience Secondary L.M. Experience
Release .0006 -.0155 e

~ Month 1 -.0006 -.0125 -

" Month 2 -.0007 © -.0119 .5546%
Month 3 .0007 .0024 ’ 49778
Month & 0004 -.0325 .5623%
Month 5 0005 .0113 .5766°
Mouth 6 .0000 -.0338 .5443%
Month 7 .0003 -.0172 .5479%
Month 8 .0000 -.0172 47492
Month 9 .0006 .0294% .5554°
Month 10 .0004 .0069. .8393%
Month 11 00112 .0288% .6921%
Month 12 ~-.0002 -.0105 .6501°

aSignificant at 107 level.

Coefficients denote the derivatives of the probability of full-time

employment in month t with respect to months pre-prison work experience,
secondary labor market job status, and status of full-time employment
Estimates wure obtained from a linear regression

the previous month.

model wherein other independent varlables were:

job arranged, race,

other income, experimental group membership, 1iving with family, age,

arid parole status.

~58~
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insignificant with unstable signs, although in the fourth month (when

i

the financial assistance was exhausted) the effect is

negative and

significant. Only previous month's experience (being employed full-

time the month before) had consistent and significant effects. The

probability of being employed full-time in month t is positively and

significantly affected by the probability of having been employed

-

full-time in month t-1. Although these results should be quslified

in light of the linear regression estimation techniques employed,
even the most cautious conclusionfwould appear to be that preprison
effects are lesg¢:significant than postprison effects.
s

An important observation should be made zbout arrest history.
Although this has been found to be higﬁiy imbortant in determining
annual unemployment, criminal arrest has only a .minor impact on
monthly unemployment. The measure of arregﬁ history in the annual
case,\however, is the frequency of érrests subsequent to release from
prison, while %iﬁthe monthly case, it is the frequency of arrests

prior to prison release. We do not report results of monthly

unemployment using freguency of arrests subsequent to release from

. Prison as a separate independent variable. Instead, in Table 2.8,

estimates.are provided of the effect of having been arrested in the

Previous month on the current month's unemployment. Similar,

inconsistent, and insignificant effects are found. It ﬁay well be
that different lag structures or nonlinear estimation would alter

those conclusions in support of the general disadvantage view. But

i

the monthly unemployment results, at odds with the annual
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* ’ Ordinary Least Squares Estimstes of Coefficients ia Linear dodel of Monthly Unemployment
{r-statietice in parentheses) i , o
Yo 4 b he % % % ] % % Yo b TR
Independent Variable
Experience 0004 -,0030 .0008 -.0005 -.0025 -.0015 .0005 ~.0009 L0012 -,0025 -.0003 0012 -,0002
(2.1979)  (3.2543) (.3408) (.1470) (4.5285)  (1.7567) (.2461) (.7035)  (L.4918)  (5.7407) (.0563)  (1.4833)  (.0339)
Race -.0354 L1616 -.0192 .0004 .0950 .0307 0699 0955 ~.0232 .0724 «.0214 0842 0053
(8.6300)  (5.5123) (.1145) (.0000)  (3.6585) (.4417)  (2.5945)  (4.4185) (.3102) (2.6193) (.2274)  (5.5165)  (.C196)
righe, .0009 0269 -.0189 -.0175 L0961 .0039 .0058 0244 .0082 L0647 .0639 -.0614 21504
(.0114) (.2377) (.1664) (.1314)  (3.9258) (.0070) (.0152) (.2268) (.0348)  (1.4270) (1.1466)  (1.4976) (12.9140)
1 Treatment Group .0083 L0440 .0691 L0376 ~.0599 20138 .0105 0186 =.0067 .0333 0349 0312  -,0145
ey (1.0805) (.9601) (3.4187)  (1,2009)  (3.3396) (.2087) (.1340) (.1319)  (.0620)  (1.3635)  (1.3913) (1.7304) (.3338)
o
1 Released on Tarole -,0268 -,1268 -,0288 -.0000 .0515 0071 .0158 .0138 “.0256 -,0277 -,0190 0493 -,0151
. ' (7.1622)  (4.9658) (.3730) (.0000)  (1.5517) (.0340) (.1938) (.1368) (.5599) (.5932) (.2614)  (2.7603)  (.2293)
Secondary Labor -.0007 .0081 .0057 .0615 L4166 -.0397 L0488 -.0027 L0463 «.0747 -.0313 -.0627 =.0118
Market (.0077) (.0296) ., (.0210) (-2110)  (1.4784)  (1.5600) ~ (2.6671) (.0072)  (2.6539). (6.1783)  (1.0239) (6.2983) (.2689)
Arrest, | - - .0659 -.1330 .0360 0327 -.0675 ~.0835 .0569 .0979 ~.0953 40541, +1027
(.2583)  (3.0488) (.2245) (.1535) (.9042)  (1.9735) (.5982)  (1.4753)  (2.0681) (.8251) €2.3775)
Unespls , - - 4183 .3812 .4187 .5333 4996 4965 L4846 .5656 .4828 .5986 .J882
’ (108.5522) (89.8456) (98.5603) (174.4523) (167.2716) (133.1059) (157.0995) (166.1925) (129.3634) (309.7886) (97.1432)
Job Arcanged -.0114 ~.1195 -.0159 -.0800 -.0275 .0728 ~-.0559 -.1059 -.0489 0843 ~.0378 -.0826  =.037%0
(L.6728)  (5.7783) (.1479)  (4.4607) (.3857)  (4.7333)  (3.1209) (10.0776)  (2.5589)  (6.2879)  (3.324) (10.1266) (1.8471)
Aga -.0003 -.0034 -.0032 -.0026 .0051 -,0033 .0012 -.0013 -,0054 .0019 -.0021 -,0011  =.0000
(1790)  (.6937)  (2.3128) (.6956)  (2.8888)  (3.7414) (.2209) (.2422) (4.7876) (.5388) (.6175) (.2540)
Conatant 0612 L4794 .2210 197 -.1005 .2582 ~,05128 L0989 1693 ~.0065 .1825 0373 -0798
v (7.7880) (14.6638) ~ (4.4214). (4.3052) (1.2357) (9.7599)  (.4188) © (1.4537)  (5.1156) (.0068) (5.0099) (.3282) (1.3614)
»? .0522 ,0903 .2403 2247 .2346 .3358 .3188 . 3046 L3189 3078 ,2544 4603 ,2529 >
&
r(8/423) 2.9121 4.6546.  13.3176 . 12,2031 12,9067  21.2835  19.7040 18,4437  19.7173  18.7238 35,9059 14,2507 1A.2507
u, 0069 3543 .2500 .1921 17361 AN3 1435 1551 .1273 1412 .1389 L1204 0949
Yo g
i , :
i
;
; )
- * “ 2 ¢ . <
N - o 4 . =
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results, do not suggest that frequency of arrests, either before

prison or after prison, signifiqgntly affect post-prison

pprformance. At the same time, a finding of no effect of arrest

record on unemployment among exoffenders is not a finding of an

‘absence of discrimination against exoffenders as exoffenders.

5

‘ i i » i e does affect
To summarize, previous employment experlence does

vpostprison employment but pre-prison experience exhibits a weaker

effect than the experienceé had after prison. Similarly, criminal

hiétorv has a weak effect on postprison performance, particularly if
one concentrates on the criminal history prior to release for the

current offense. 1In table 2.9, the relative magnitudes of tne

partial changes.in the monthly unemployment odds ratios due to

i » - reprison
" previous month's unemployment, prepr&son enployment and prep !

arrest history are disélayed. And it is clear that more recent

unemployment experience consistently leads to higher joblessness

A

after prison.

D. POSTPRISON HOURS WORKED

Vi
#

A more straightforward manner of investigating the effects of
employment experience and criminal history on postprison performance
is to examine closely the determinants of postprison hours worked.
We can test directly the explanatory power of each of tne

hypothesized determinants by constructing an F-statistic from pairs

of R-squares obtained from regressions based on Q?e following moaels:
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TABLE 2:9-

Work Experience, Criminal History and Post-~Prison Unemploymentgk

Partial. Change
i in 0dds due to
Previous Months'

Partial Change
in:0dds due to
Each Additional

Partial Change
in Odds due to
Each -Additional

The partial change in thte odds ratio: is- found by?L
R
75

5 =-B;g5131
.

Unemployment Menth's Pre-Prison Previous Arrest..
Dependent Variable Exnerience — _
Unemployed. in.Month 1 o -.012, 0
Uﬁemplbyed.ip;MontHTZ,m 3:86: 0¢ 0
Unemployed. in Month 3; 3:21 | OO 02
Unemployed in Month 4 3657 -iOiZ' 0:
Unemployed in Month 5. 5535 - ~»019: .054
FUnemplbyed in Month 6- © . 9.46, ' o¢ 0.
Unemployed in Month 7 3:75- =016 0
Unemployeﬁgin %onth 8 23,31 187" ;196
Unemployedxinﬁéonth 9 4,82 5 -.014., 0
Unemployed in Month 10 ”3a91 ! 0¢ ~.028
Unemployed in Month 11 6.43 0: 0
Unemployed” in Month 12. 60,74 05 1:120

a
Insignificant coefficients set equal to zeroc (107, level)

bComput_ations based on results of table 2.5
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| (1) by = £ (X)
' : $ (2) hy = £ (X, Y)
a (4) he = £ (X5 23) ”
(5) he = £ (X, ¥, 23) .
LD (8) hy = £ (X, ¥, 27, #3) '
1% . -
We denote hours worked--Specifically é%éragé weekly hours
3 e worked for the twelve months after release ffomférisoh—iby hy:
i General background characteristics can be described by thé vector g;
It includes age; race; whether a family member ever was in priSon,
é B and whethér the Suﬁject réceivéd unémployment insurance (treafment).
Thé preprison experience vector is denoted by g. It includes
= preprison employment experience (longest ﬁOb heid, discounted for
;ég : time since that job), whethér the last job held was a white-collar
‘ job, and the highest school grade completed. There are two crime
vectors. Criminal history--which includes total times arrested, age
g B at first arrest, and type of offense--is denoted by Z;. Prison
, : cutcome denoted by Z3, includes whether a job was arranged while
ﬂJ / ; k imprisdned, whether reléase was By parole, and time actuaily ser v
— ;gﬁ z Upoh rélease.
i _ it Ordinery least-sqguares estimates for both the log of hours worked
| { Di aiid hours worked specifications of equations (1)-(6) are displayed in
s tables 2.11—2.16. In addition to presenting the results obtained
;:, | using the entire sample, we include estimates for blacks and whites.
"
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TABLE 2,11 ©
ORDINARY' LEAST SQUARES ESTIMATUS OF POST-PRISON EMPLOYMENT: MODEL 1 .
(t-statistics in parentheses) Al
Independent HOURS WORKED . IN(HOURS WORKED)
Variables Total Blacks Whites Total Blacks Whites
General background o
Treatment -1,59] ) -1.019 -6,390 .81 ~.053 -.319
(-1.846327  (-1,084) (~3,286) (-1,379) (-,815) (-3.359)
Race =1,727 ~- - -.139 - -
4 (+1,379) (=}.55). ,
Age .243 L2060 . 066 .N09 .01p .000
(3.423) (3.337) (.432) (1.961) - (1.904) (.046)
Family member ever in -.763 -.415 -4.605 -.032 -.012 -,252
prisaon (-.862) (-.431) (-2.243) (-.542) (-:183) (-2;480)
A
Constant 21,777 19,189 29.710 3.045 2,862 3.459
(9.740) (9.135) (6.796) (19.865) (19.468) (19.167)
F-statistic 4,565 4,189 4,841 2,204 1,427 5.072
Significance level (.001) (.006) {.003) (.068) (.234) (.004)
Muitiple R .202 180 478 . 142 .106 486
R 2 041 .032 .228 1020 L 011 .236
Adjusted R .032 024 181 )021 !003 .190

SOURCE: Baltimore Life lnsurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment
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ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTIMATES OF POST-PRISON EMPLOYMENT:

TABLE 2,312

(t-statistics in paren:}leses)

MODEL 2

HOURS WORKED

LN (HOURS WORKED)
Blacks

khites

o -
C L it v A R

. Blacks whites Totalﬁ\
sagasdent Variable Total Sample S e
oo
£ seve) Background ..082 .,053" +.297
.1.598 -1.016 -5.875 (-1.399) (-.813) (-3.066)
arteent (-1.883) (-1.098) (3.0041) .
136 .. “
i ’ -1.672 - - (-1.83)
e (-1.557) o
02 .002 -0y
2 .130 -.116 -00 T°839
"' (11559 (1.522) (-.656) (.474) (-482) (-.839)
- -.023 -.225
..638 -1.043 -.038 i1 .2.192
miiv sember ever in "g;g) (- g;o) (~1.950) (-.637) (-.354) (-2.19
ae 100 C-. A
+ *tison Experience 7 100 - 140 005 ‘-ogs Iggi)
wetience (3'3(9)7‘) (3:037) = (1.818) 2,705) 2.572) (1.
-.125 .150
-2.696 3,699 -.102 -2 2
@ te collar 3y (2-008) (1.044) (-1.155) (-1.519) (.857)
e, 318 417 .015 -010 ( 912)
Saation (l.:65)‘ (1.789) .779) (.993) (.625) o
¥ .2
' ) s 2,566 3.515
: 27.300 2,003 2,566
L astant 1(2.232) l(g-ggg) (3.;98) (13.525) (13.322) (10.125)
" 02 .
- - S a 5.201
oo AT S & - S
© - (tificance level (.000) (.000) (. s oo
: ‘e 2
. .552 Jlo3 .18
% tple R gEg ggg “Zos e g;; -:‘;i
L . it . ] 27 . esls
E‘ vated B -063 .055 2214
’ ‘
— .
V8L Baltimore Life Insurance for the Exarisoner Experiment
-65~
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TABLE 2.13

ORDXNARY/LEASI‘ SQUARES ESTﬁtATES OF POST -PRISON. EMPLOYMENT: MODEL 3
7
(t-statistic in parentheses)

HOURS WORKED

LN(HOURS WORKED)

{sdependent Variable Total Blacks Whites Total Blacks Nhites
¢enéral background
Treathent -1,558 -.963 -6.615 079 050 ‘
. 6. - =5 -.333
(-1.797) (-1.01) (-3.294) (-1.343) -.765) (-3.100}
Race -2.169 - - -.167 -
(-1.612) (-1.811)
Age -.211 218 051 008 008 :
. . . . -.000.
(.076) (2.571) (.326) (1.612) (1.493) (-.052)
faaily member ever in -.749 -.349 -5.395 -.032 -.008 -, 294
prison (-.844) (-.362) (-2.393) (~.541) (~.125) (-2.670)
Crininal history l
-~ Total times arrested -.028 -.028 -.127 =.003 004 Oc“ﬁ
: e +UUS = ~. 00,
.071) (-.355) (-.921) (-.750) (-.762) (-1.061)
A Age at first arrest 159 179 026 0 y‘
.1 -.02 . 006 -.007 .000'
3 (1.307) (1.355) (-.072) (.820) (-.581) (.015)
Robbery, turglary, larceny, -.00¢ 00¢ 1.224 |
. .00¢ -1,221 .010 .01 .064 ¢
auto thefr {.000) {.009) (-.562) {.165) (.164) (-.602):
{onstant 20.625 17.497 33 3 :
£ 20. . 3112 3.011 2,500 3.622
; (7.083) (6.059) (4.574) (15.092) (13.844) (10,2:27)
F statistie 2.969 2,542 25 5 B s
tis 2. . 2.506 1.540 1.044 2,
tignificance level (.005) (.020) (.035) (.152) {.396) (.Sif,; i
‘tgtiple R .g:s .198 . 496 157 .128 509
. .046 .059 246 .02 s
Wiusted R2 -030 -023 148 “ons o007 ‘o3

SCURCE :

Baltimore Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment
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TABLE 2.14

i

ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTIMATES OF POST-PRISON EMPLOYMENT: MODEL 4

(t-statistic in parentheses)

& e -
HOURS WORKED _ LN(HOURS WORKED)
qundcnt variable Total Blacks whites Total Blacks whites
A i
wasesl gackground
#raifnent “ -1,878 -1.307 -6,354 098 7
‘ N 6. -. -.070 -.319
3* (-2.22) (-1.433) (~3.045) {-1,703) (~1.099) (-3.131)
#
e -1.635 -- - -.132 - --
(-1.279) (~-1.506)
T ] .203 .229 097 007 008’
. . . .002
E (2.737) (2.846) (.569) (1.453) (1.539) (.348)
% eayir pember ever in -.375 -.131 4,957 007
. -4, -. .006 -.278
) ? 1e1son (-.431) (-.140) (-2,208) (-.123) (.0983) (~2.5;4)
. . wa Qutcome ’
4t srranged 4,273 4,788 +45 269 383
. - . 2689 .383 -.063
(4.618) (4.873) (~.160) (4.229) (4.378) (-.366)
wrabed 231 n2” " 1.762
. . cd. .008 L0351 -.049:
(.215) (.617) (-.625) (.118) ( 3.30) (~.360)
. *e gerved -.149 191 000
4 . - -.000. -.012 -.014. -.005
& % (-.755) (-.920) (.000) (-.913) (-.950) (-.171) =
; matant 17.510 30,623 2.981 2,767 3.502
. (8.042) (6.413) (18.966) (18.023) (15.087)
faritistic 6.310 7.061 2.4
. . 7. 2.445 3,286 4,557 2.590
ttificance level (.000) (.000) (.039) (.000) (.;oo) (.030)
‘nh;le R 3
¥ .307 319 491 257 . 261 .502
. .094 102 241 . 066 .068 252
Mted R2 .079 .087 142 0506 .053 155
CLNCE s .
KE:  Baltimore Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment
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TABLE 2,16

.

ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTIMATES OF POST-PRISON EMPLOYMENT: MODEL 6
(t-statistics in pnrcnthcses)

HOUPS WORKED

LN (HOURS WORKED)

-69~

- ¥ {ndependent Variables Total Blacks . ¥Yhites Total - 8lacks Whites
T e - e e —
Ceneral Background
Treatment -1.880 -1.344 -4.,718: -.099 - -.227, =,250 .
(~2.238) (-1.474) (-2.,180)_»] (1.709) (-1.122), (-2.327)
R e -1.813 - - e —_ -
§ ") (-1.389) 7 (-1.596) )
¥, .
i Age 0.657- .084. - -.247" .001:; " .002 -.012:
; (.738)- (.861): (=1.:169) (.175). (.300) (-1.139) -
;; fanily member ever in
; peison -.586 -.407° -5,524 : -.018 ¢ -.007.- ~.308 ¢
, ‘ (875 -.434) (-2.373) (--312): {.106) (-2.855)
i i he-Pﬁ‘son"Exﬁerience
Experience - .076 - .074 .249. .004 . 004" L010;;
(2.309) (2.087) (2.439) (1.807) (1.688) (2.186)
vhite colldn™ -1.903 -2.248 5:164 -.084:, -.098 .209
4 (-1:543) (-1.702) (1.331) (-.936) (-1.043) {1.081)
1 2
§ g} fducation 450 .393 .475 .017 - .014 - 021
{1 }x (1.985) - (1.583) (.802) (1.108) (.797) .717)
Y X
K -
i 2 (rizinal History
: Total times arrested .003¢ .016 -.091 -.002" -.001 «..00S -
1 (.498) (-.212) (-.715) (-.438) (-.327) (-.834)
8 : - e at- first arrest’ .03% .088 -.063 .000 .000 -.001
; (-1.851) (.425) (-,180) (.0468) (.0790) (-.0733)
}{ 3 {acarcerated for:.
;' tobbery, burglary larceny, . ‘
wto theft ) ' .085: -.022- -.579 017 o013 -.037"
(.092: (-.022: (-.242) (.274) . 187) (=.321)
‘anstant 19800 18.051 30.711 3,023 2.892 3.524
(5.726) (5.067) (3:273) (12.653) (11.511) (7.595)
I.statistic significance 3:6177 3:1587° 2,190 1.973 1.546 2.125¢
level (.900) (.ocl) (.042) (.033) (.150) (.048)
“atiple R . 281 .267 .560 21 190 .554
r .079 071 .34 033 .036 .307 .
\justed R 087" .048 .170 022 .o12 163
o S
WURCE: Baltimore Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment <
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The results can be conveniently summarized. Background

_characteristics tend to be more strongly related to hours worked than

preprison-experience, criminal-history, or prison-outcome

variables. 1In the total sample, the unemployment insurance lowers

hours worked, being black reduces hours worked, while tne effects of

age and having family member even in prison are mixed (although older

workers generallyvﬁork more hours). With the exception of employment

experience and job arranged while imprisoned, there is no

l: .
statistically significant pattern seen in the other vectors of

variables.

Although there are some differences between the logf}inear and

linear models, the most striking differences in results arise when

lf the black and white samples are considersd. Unemployment insurance

works as a systematic work disincentive for whites. Even in the

total sample, it is found that being in the treatment group and

receiving a cash subsidy upon release from prison tends to reduce the

weekly average of hours worked for the year. This is the typical

employment disincentive effect discovered in numerous other studies.

However, for blacks in the sample the work disincentive appears

inoperative. The estimated coefficient for receipt of unemployment

insurance (treatment) is significant at the weak 10 percent‘

statistical level in only two of twelve separate eguations.
| Another revealing difference between the biack and wnite samples

e : . . . . .
i ig svidenced. Whereas having a family member who was ever 1n prison

e '

© =70~

148 NO appreciable effect on the hours worked by biacks, this géneral
3nground characteristic consistently lowers'hours worked by

sites. In addition,vhaving a job arranged increases the‘hburs

aﬂked by blacks, but‘has no effect on white workers. And, to

¢yrther highlight apparent black-white differences in hours worked,
the preprison experience variable, which increases employment for

. both whites and::blacks, generally has a smallervcoefficient for

ylacks thaﬂ=for whites. What this means is that an extra month of-

preprison employment assures more work for whites than fof blacks

It is clear f#om inspection that general background
characteristics, as we have measured them, are more consistently
related to postprison performance than are preprison experiences,
criminal history, or prison outcomes. 'éut in light of the
significance of the eaployment experience variable and the job-
atranged variable, we might inquire how much do factors other than
general background characteristics contribute to explain tﬁe
variation in hours worked? Collectively, do criminal history
Nariables, or preprison experience variables, or prison outcomek

variables significantly improve the equations' explanatory power

Peyond thatﬁprovided by background characteristics alone?

One technique for addressing these questions has been described
by both Goldberger (1964) and Kmenta (1971). Model 1, for’cxample,
States that hours worked depends only on general background |

C () [ 3
haracteristics. Model 2, on the other nand, asserts that hours

-71-
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4orked depends on both general. background characteristics and

previous experience. We can rewrite those competing models as

B” ¥ +'eyg

(1)' hy

(2)° ht =B" X+ Y Y+ gy

where B is a Kxl vector of parameters to be estimated and Y is a
(0-X)x1 vector- and ej is the error term. A test of model 2--
whether the Q-K additional explanatory variables are significant--

suggests that the null hypothesis,

ba tested against the alternative hypothesis

Hl: Y # o.

The appropriate test statistic is

i
b
—)?
0
RN

e o o g o b i e ek e i N U BHS -Sy WAPI Y

L7 DLy T 4y AT AWM R

i

W o O

|
i . ' 8
{ ! e R (5

. . ' /{q =y - 4 ) . A
yhere the R2's are unadjuste%}&ﬁﬁ;the Q subscript denotés

P

godel 2, in which there are Q independent variables, and K

i

corresponds to model 1, in which there are K independent variables.
from'tablek2.ll, we see that for background characteristics alone the
R-squared value is .041. This vslue rises to 5078 wheh preprison |
cexperience variables zre added, as seen in teble 2.13. The F:
gtatistic is 5.685, which is signifiCant at the 1 peércént level., We
ggj@ct, therefore, the hypothesis that the'Coefficients of the
agaitional variables gapturing preprison experientes are zero. in

other words, model 2 is correct: Hours worked depends noét only on

general characteristics but also previous expetiences.

The identical F-test can‘be perfofmed for different combinations
by models 1 thfough 6. The F-statistics are computed and disélayed
in table 2.23. The resdits can be conveniently summarized. ‘Thex;
addition‘of criminal-history veriables adds little to the explanazory

power of the hours-worked equatior:). Even when corbined with

employment experiénce the added contribution of inforrmation on

criminal history is minor. On %he othér hand, prison thcomeSL- [i3
capturing information on method of release from prison,/time'Served,
and whether a job was arranged--significantly add to the expianatory
power of the hours worked equation. This is true whether the
equatiﬁn includes background characteristics‘alone or background

-73-
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rf narecteristics combined with preprison experience and criminal I
Litd i
» : ‘ I
:Jlbﬂﬁtopy. ‘However, this finding is only true for blacks and the total I
;i sarple. There‘isgnO'staEIstically significant change in the R- ; g
| gquared ‘value for white hours worked regardless of which new 5 #
éf*cxp1anatory variables are ‘added. f ﬁ
i g %
[ f;
g These results suggest further that ‘the domindting factor .
; . ; I
| . - ‘ .
;;Eexplainingzpbst—prison'hours worked, for ‘blacks at least, is 7n ‘é %
|| outcome :related more +to :recent ‘employment--specifically whether a “job 3 ;
| was ‘arranged. 'The .other elements ©f ‘the prison-outcome vector-- % ;
| L . . .
g’& whether parcled and 'time ‘served--have wvery low t-statistics 5 g
o - . .
‘f associmted with their estimated coefficients. Factors related to ? %
) o
A . : . . : ]
E preprison employment certainly are not &8s strong explanatory 3 %
g£ variebles as is the job-arranged variable. 'The previous experience g
] |
4 ) _ , |
| factors are extrerely sensitive ‘to choice of the functional form for =
ﬁ the hours ‘worked eguation. The prison-outcome vector, which includes &
| | {
?.@ the job-arranged variable, is robust with respect to functional form Q
[ |
5 in ‘our F-tests. . g
i | 2
w§@ This conclusion suggests that more recent, perhaps even i
| £
15 postprison experiences are more relevant in explaining postprison !
[ g‘
1% erployment of exoffenders than previous experiences. 1In tables 2.17- ¢
;5@ 2.21, we explicitly test the hypothesis that postprison experiences .
f explain postprison employmrent. First, we consider the following ! f‘
5 _‘
‘j model: g
L
s
I
|
b
I8
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! TARLE 2.17 .
ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTIMATES OF POSTPRISON EMPLOYMENT: MODEL 7 ‘ -
' i
(£-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES) ) S
( Hours Worked Second Six Months LN{Hours Worked Second Six Months)
! : o ) . '
‘}‘ Independent Variable Total Blacks . Whites Total Blacks "~ Whites ;
f
General Background
Treatment -.529 ~.480 -3.318 -.005 . 007 -.187
(-.587) (-.501) {-1.173) (-.080) (-.108) (-.929) 7
Race -.761 - ~- -, 056 - .- : ’
}‘ (-.572) {-,555) - .- v
Age . 046 , 075 ©-,165 , 001 . 002 =, 010
(.625) (.941) (-.801) (.195) (.427) (-.700) .
Family Member -, 404 -.102 . -4,620 .01l . 035 -.303
5 Ever in Prison (=.437) (-.104) (~1.643) (.173) (.488) (-1.518)
e , - tln Postprison Outcome o
e Hours Worked First 447 ,468 .178 . 029 .31 . 006
. : Six Months Out (10.489) (10,451) (1.211) (9.326) (9.403) {.647)
Constant 16,661 14,539 31,514 2,465 2.323 3.521
' (6.776) | (6.435) (4,671) (13,455) (13,719) (7.329)
B . : F-statistic 24,184 29.477 1,862 18,502 23,208 1.072.
‘~ Significance Level {.000) (. 000} (.132) - (,000) ° (.000) (.380)
/VJ Multiple R 470 .481 ' .366 422 . 445 .286
RZ 221 ,239 .134 ,178 ,198 . 082
« ) ' .
&
Adjusted R . 211 .231 .062 .168 .190 . 005 "
’ : SOURCE: Baltimore Lite Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment. “
. ] N e, LT s e sttt s e Rt crsiitn s ot s ) )
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I TABLE 2.18
g ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTIMATES OF POSTPRISON EMPLOYMENT: MODEL 8
{t-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES)
2
Hours Worked Second Six Months © LN(H Work d hs
Independent Variable ours Worked Secon x Mo (Hours Worked Second Six Months)
Total Blacks Whites Total Blacks Whites
]
j teneral Background
Treatment ~1,264 -.830 -4,687 -.055 -. (34 -, 249
(~1.258) (-.764) (-1.605) (~.757) (~.428) {-1.335)
Race -1.762 - - -,118 - - *
-1.154 (-1.006)
Age .185 .217 -.121 .010 . .02 -.008
(2.246) (2.423) (-.582) (1.696) {1.840) (-.547)
3 Family Member Ever -, 790 -5 5,300 -, 013 .019 ' -.337
Py in Prison (-.700) (-.319) (-1.068) {-.173) (.235) (-1.700)
1
I Posturison Qutcome
Arrested First Six 1.827 2,060 .001 L 090 .100 . 053
Months Out (1.634) (1.722) (.0465) (1.107) (1.140) {.233)
Cons'tant 24,506 21.484 35,664 2,993 2.808 3.663
(9.358) (8.762) {5.898) (15.653) (15.5¢62) (8.708)
F-statistic 2.276 2,434 1,459 1,165 1,219 .974
Significance Level (.046) (.047) {.229) (.326) (.302) {.430)
Multiple R 161 .159 ,329 L116 ,113 .274
. RZ . 026 . 025 108 . 0134 .012 . 075
Adjusted R2 .014 .014 .34 . 00191 .oo2 -. 001
SOURCE: PBaltimore Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment.
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TABLE 2.19
' ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTIMATES OF POSTPRISON EMPLOYMENT: MODEL © :
(£-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES )
Hours Worked Second Six Months LN(Hours Worked Second Six Months)
Independent Variable
Total Blacks Whites Total Blacks Whites
‘ K1
General Background )
Treatment -1.167 ~1,126 -4,829 -,045 -. 051 -.229
(-1.199) (-1.078) (-1.822) (-.660) (-.675) (-1.117)
Race -1.699 za -- -.117 - --
(-1.150) . - {-1.089)
Age 073 . 004 ~-.114 . 002 . 003 -, 008
{.888) {1.053) {-.549) {.395) {.516) {-.604)
) Family Member Ever -.671 -.323 -5,.396 -, 005 . 020 -,326 -
i: in Prison (-.671) {-.302) i(-1.917) {-.075) {.266) (-1.630)
Tx Postprison 6ﬁtcome
Average Salary ., 038 . 064 556, . 004 » 004 .. 000
First 8ix Months {s.512) (5.607) {.172) {5.313) (5.407) {.128) N
Constant ‘24,149 21,395 35.536 2,958 2,779 3,669
(9.557) (9.147) (5.950) (16.021) i{16.184) {8.613)
F-statistic 7.932 ‘9,681 1.451 6.623 8.270 5963
Significance Level (. 000) /(. 000) (.232) (.. 000) ('.000) {.436) ;
Multiple R ..291 306 ..328 . 268 .28e5 .272 3
) RZ . 085 . 093 107 .o721 081 .074 d
| Adjusted RZ .. 074 . 084 .033 0612 071 -.002 3
:
SOURCE: FHaltimore Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment,.
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ORDIMARY LEAST SQUARES ESTIMATES OF POSTPRISON E4PLOYMENT:

TAELE 2,20

(L-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES)

MODEL 10

LN (Hours Worked S¢coni Six Kinths)

adjusted R

Hours ¥Worked Second Six Months
Independent Variable Total Blacks Whites Total Elacks Whites
e e =% o g
general Background
atment -.607 -.618 =1,191 -, 015 -,019 3.024
Tre * (Lisse) (2 6a1) {-.408) {-:224) (27 266) (Z2%9)
Race -,732 = e =. 020 - o=
{-.521) (-.<84)
Age .070 -, 039 -.585 =, 004 -.0C1 .42
£ (-.731) (=.378) (-2.204) (-.c61) (<. 2265) (-2.145)
Fanily Member =, 568 =.364 =5,731 . 007 -C25 s, 2G4
Ever in Prison (21631) (:267) (C2.277) (\109) ((z52) (-1iec2)
preprison Experience
xperience .021 .009 .265 -.0C0 -, 001 .ng
Exp (;554) {243) (2.815) (Z.246) (=l57) (2,54
Vﬁit Collar 2,029 -3,3245 7.419 -.190 . p? .E10
€ (:5.,.?.31) (-2.397) (1.<16) (-1.529) {1.8:2 {1.¢21)
Education 227 »195 .515 .C0A . GGG G4
(.g22) (.744) (.691) (.242) (.cc3) (.<21)
¢rininal Hiscory -
Total Tize Arrested . £299 . 086 -.105 .08 .CCE -, 002
{.300) {1,024) (-.812) (.757) (.sc2) (.272)
Age at Pirst Arrest , 080 083 .204 JOEE . (K5 Q10
& ([é) z36) ((227) (. 546) (6ie) (252)
Incarcerazed for: _ » «
Robtery, Zurglary, Larcen =379, 7 -.373 -. 505 . 602 .014 .0%a
Auto Thef= ! Y (-.287) (-.227) {-.270) {.c7) {.175) {-.270)
Prison Outzcomes
Sob ced 1,325 1.776 -7.099 .159 172 z
Job Arrange {1.252) (1.651) (-1.£15) (2.067) (2.152)
Paroled ~1,890 -1,417 -3,295 -,152 -, 118
(-1.621) (-1.154) (-1.465) {-1.7£1) {-1.252)
ime Served .345 .314 2,003 013 o
*me Served (1.572) (1.326) (2.021) (1977 e
Pestpriscn Cuzcome - .
Hours Werked First 436 . 453 <312 . 023 .GEC .cc2
Six Honiks Out (9.773) {9.60) {.€15) (5.£27) (&.65% (.21}
cens 1£,£61 13.414 20.201 2.410 2,221 = =i
Senstant = s 2. .22 3,512
¢ (2.091) (3.476) {2:251) (5.512) (7.232) (z.11)
F-stazissic 9.523 10.074 1.408 7.459 2,067 1.25¢
Significance Level (. 000) (. 003} {.oo {.c60) {,w0) . {.277)
%ultiple R . 462 .513 212 w447 473 .83
22 i .242 .264 375 200 22z 2es
.216 .237 L1567 173 L1645 LOEY

SCURCE: ‘taltimore Life Insurance for the Ex<prisaner Experimem..
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TABLE 2.21

(z-STATISTICS IN PARINTHESES)

CEDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTIMATES OF POSTPRISON EMPLOYMENT:

MODEL 11

"Heurs ¥orked Seccnd Six Months

i (Hours Werkea Seccnd Six Nonths)

Vh!iel

q Independent Varfable Total Blacks ¥hites Total Elacks
% —— s
L: seneral Background
] Treatment -.476 -.375 -1.338 -..003 ~, 006 -. 067
1.; {-.528) (~.390) (-.450) {-.122) {-.057) (.210)
¥
3 Race =526 - - =050 LT .
: (-.663) (-.5¢2)
4
? Age -, 056 -, 039 -.573 -, 00 ~. 001 -, 040
i (~.594) (-.z8e5) (-2.211) {-.552) (-.232) (-2.¢47)
i Pamify Member -.£36 -.281 -6.928 .005 .25 -, 407
3 Ever in Prison (-.587) (-.=89) (3.086) {.c72) .343) (-1.&28)
Preprison Experience
4 Ixperience .29 .c21 .268 -, 000 -.C01 .ce4
4 (.3%2) {.z71) {2.c02) {-.079) (~.425) (2.533)
¢ ¥hite Collmr -2.990 -2,370 7.471 ~.188 -.202 L5185
4 (-2.255) (-2.438) (1.209) {-1.912) © - (-2.02) (1.419)
Education . }94 124 .576 . 002 -G .29
(.509) (.475) {.746) (.146) (-.223) {.667)
R Criminal #istory ;
: Total Time Arrested LOAL . 056 -.108 .003 .Co4 -, G4
- . (.s52) (.276) {-.397) (.s21) {.645) (-.357)
Age at Pirst Arrest ‘.WO .188 .00 .CC7 . 008
{.382) (.397) (.e92) {.73¢ (.247)
Zobtery, Burzlary, Larceny -.3237 -.386 .20 o] . 014 -, 042
Autc Thefs (-.326) (-.z53) (.375) (.0z8) (.18e) {~.155)
In Prison - - -
Jeb Arranged 1.292 1.720 -7.244 157 .17¢ -.212 .
! (1.258) (1.613) (-1.222) (2.070) {2.122) (-1.075)
3 Faroled -1.751 -1,259 -5,230 -.145 -, 110 ~, 437
g ‘ (-1.:28) (~1.cz4) {-1,444) {-1,638 (~-2.2ce) {~1,830)
t Tife Served .17 .27 2,061 .ouy .CO7 141
: _ {2.293) (1.154) (2.ca1} (.650) (.422) {1.595)
% Pcstpriscn Outcomes
eres:ed Firs:t Six 2.%49 2,c24 1.2¢2 133 120 102
Xonths Gut (2.528) {2.523) {.375) (1.77¢) (1.957) {.ce1)
Hours VWorked Firss 423 L4582 102 .C26 031 .01
Six lenths Gut (9.976) (9.2874) (.720) 8,774) 3,815) {.1232)
Censzans is, 488 13,557 29,537 2,405 2.267 3,244
(4.098) (2.340) {2.239) {s.511) (7.877) {=.=58)
Feszasissic ©,230 10,108 1.549 7.207 7.2 1,361
Siznif{icance Level {.co0) (. coo) {.110) {.cco) {.0co) {.z42)
nelziple R .sm €29 .614 .454 L4E1 : .E47
R® ,253 .279 .373 .206 .232 .269
“Adrissed 82 .226 .252 .148 177 202 L0461
SOUPCE: Zaltinmore Life Insurance fcr thé Ex-Prisiiier Experimsnt,
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jjere hours worked in a given period depends both on background

characteristics and hours worked in the previc s period. Let us

relate hg to the second six months out to prison; therit-l is the

hours worked the first six months out of prison. For purposes of

discussion, we concentrate on the log-linear form of the black hours

worked equation. From estimates of model 1 based on the second six

gronths' hours worked, we obtained an R-squared value of .01. This

jurps to .20 in. table 2.17 where hp_j has been added as an

explanatory varizble. The F-statistic for this change in R-sguanres

is 101.41 and is significant at the 1 percent level.

There are other postprison outcomes that could potentially

affect employment. Although previous criminal record was found not

to maetter much in determining postprison employment, what about

postprison arrest? Denote the event of having been arrested in the

first six months out of prison by B-1. Then an alternative

to redel 1 is
(8) hy = £ (X, Bro1).

Recall that for blacks the R-squared value for model 1 (log-linear

form) is .01l. From table 2.18, we compute an R-squared of .012;
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this,. it is easily seen, is not a statistically significant change.
Another alternative is the following model::

where»wi_l;is_the average weeklyvsalary_in the first six months..
The R-squared:value rises to:.08, not quite. as; much as tne rise, when
including hg-1-.

Further experimentation yields similar results. The following
models capture the added influence of,ppstppison outcomes on nhours

worked ' the second six months.

(10) hy = £ (X, Y, 2y, Zoi By q)
(11) he = £ (X, ¥, 23, Z,7 Ap_gr hey)
(12) htv;,= £ (2,(’ ¥' gl’ %2; At"'l,’ ht"lr Wt:-l).

These models are fully loaded in the sense that they include general
background, preprison experience, criminal history, and prison-
outcome characteristics. The results are displayed in tables 2.20-
2.22. To fully appreciate what the highly significant coefficients
on postprison outcomes really mean, it is useful to consult

table 2.24. Here, the F-test results for the change in R-squares are

displayed. In every case in which the postprison outcome variabples
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i TABLE 2,22 L B
ORDINARY LEAST SIUARES ESTINATES OF POSTPRISON EMPLOYMENT: NODEL 12 ’
-(£-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES) o !
Hours Worked Second Six Months Ll;(}iours Worked Second bex Months) - 1
Indepensent Variable. . Total “Blacks " ¥hites. ...-..‘—Total. 8lacks " Whites : i Py :
‘ . o I TABLE 2,23
o sneral Eacksround . Ao . . ! .
B : S reatnent o C.2477 L ~.357 1 ~2,147 . <, 000 -. 005 - w12l o i - ‘
ﬁ- {-.528) (-.372) (-.694) (-122) - (-.085) (-.=34) ; © F~TESTS.’OF COMPETING MODELS OF HOURS WORKED
Race “..891 R Te N1 - . i .
& {~.628) (-.584) o i =
I Age “-los2 L0e4 1-.563 --.003 .00 S-l0A1 o Hours Worked .. LN(Hours Worked
(-.657) (-.336) {-2.145) {-.535) {-.225) (-2.074) v ;;1 % added Variable. Set - .
: Family Mexb “s.627 .72 L e7.123 L oos .25 T..420 ' ’ g - - o ' s ;
- Tyér-in Poison ‘{-.676) {~.379) (-2.238) {.714) “(,zaz) (-1.276) ; E Togal.l  Blacks  Whites Total - Blacks. VWhites
Prepsfsdon Experience .. = : . .. - % | ; T e —
Dipért eV .oe3 332 .~.000 --.001 .oes i . e - b -
Efperience '(.324) (.608) {2.857) (-.054) (-.416) {2.€24) ! ggeﬁii‘g: F(gﬁ?g) F(g'gg::f) “(1392%) . 3.208 2.76.2b 1,287
" s . - 4 . : 3 2 af . -
White Collar *23,000 ©-3.304 B.439 -.188 -.208 520 ; s ) (3,425) PF(3,323) F(3,47)
(z2.270)  (-2.450) (Less)  (use)  (2eR) o (.29) ! e criminal 742 1164 373 .508 631 . 486 -
Educatio 208 130 . .683 . 002 ..o .6 ‘R History . F(3,425) F(3,32 : ‘3 3
ueatiton (2 ) 82 (52 002, (& (3, 3 (3, 3c) F(3,47)  P(3,425) F(3,323) F(3,47)
trininal Eistory . o Lo e . ! i Prison 8.287 9.968 .268 6.977c 7.'604~c 335
Total Time Arrested (g;i) (g.g_?) (:23) (22%) (22:) (:gﬁ) t outcome F(3,4:25) F(3,323) F(3,4~7)‘ F(3,425) F(3,323) F’(3,4-7)‘
Age at Pirst Arrest ks .45 .054 005 ~..col -.CC0 Pre-Prison Experlence, a N
(.264) (.z23) (.11} (.692) (-.225) (-.cc7) ; gr%son Outcome and 4.294 4 634 1.015 3,000° 3.153° .933
In:arcera:ed for: . R L o o o ! o riminal History F(QJAT-J-O) F(9,370) F(9,4-4) F(9,410) F(9’370) F'(g’44.)
Botbtery, Eurglary, Larcen ..362 -.385 .79 . 005 .o14 -.c72 R .
Ko Thefs Breen {-.271) (-.371) (-.259) {ic71) (.122) {-.z25) : 1 Pre-Prison Experience 2,901° 2.721b 918 1,765 1,599 1.599
In Prizon : . . | and Criminal History F(6,423) F(6,373) F(6,47)  F(6,423) F(6,373) F(6,47)
' Job Arranged 1.338 1,771 ~6.961 L1587 .70 -.2%4 |
(1.303) .{xr.848) (-1.743) (2.ca8) (2.112) (-1.cc2) I
Paroléd <1.721 -1,218 -5,558 -,145 -.110 -, 855 =
arolée (~1.498) (-.996) (-1.515) (-1.€83) (-2.1¢9¢) (-1.&8) g SOURCE: Balti L ;
o3 H 2 d i T ~Ppi . s
Time Served a1 272 2,238 o 007 as2 1 o imore Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment,
(2.409) (1.155) (2.15€) {.687) (.421} (2.c2%) a,.. significant at 10 percent level
Posipriscn Cuscome o : . : . . b, , significant at 5 percent level
Firs: . . 525 . .159 .129 A
fomeneour o (5:255) (3.595) e (1709) (17520) ((542) ¢, . significant at 1 percent level.
Hours Worked First .457 .479 .19 .29 .1 . 004
Six Months Out {8.150) {7.892) {.979) {6.¢2¢) (5.432) (.352)
Average Salary First {2’(5_ . -.006 ;.I:GI =, QUO CCC “C‘
Six Months Out ) {-.299) {-.415) (-.953) {.c=5) {-.cz8) (~.271) : )
CznssERY 1%.298 13,359 31,024 2,408 2,225 3,542 ?
{¢.012) {3.468) (2.324) {8.441) {7.812 (3.22¢) !
F-stasistic : 3.822 9.420 1.568 5,741 7.217 1,183
S{znificance Level {.coo) {. 000} (.122) {.000) {.cc0) {.337)
Fultiple R 502 .529 .627 .454 .481 .560 .
B2 .254 .280 .393 .208 232 LF13 : : o
- ‘ k . . N i
Adzssted B .eas .250 _-147 o195 .200 .ce5 " i
SOVECE: Zaltizore Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment, _83_
()
y
i) N
- -82- i
ix3
, L ) rr) : » . " ) X . = L B i



N IR

I v semes et

T T TR e

TABLE 2,24
F-TESTS FOR COMPETING MODELS OF HOURS WORKED: POST~PRISON OUTCOMES

e e

Hours Worked

First Six Months c c
and Arrested 51.636° 50,877 407 32,389 39,222° L111
First Six Months P(2,416) F(2,364) F(2,38) F(2,416) F(2,364) F(2,38)
Hours Worked

First Six Months,

Arrest First Six

Months, Average e e ¢ e

Salary First Six - 35,404 34,040 584 265,826 26,542 .
Months F(3,415) F(3,363) F(3,37) F(3,415) F(3,363) F(3,37)
Arrested First - 3.074°  3,075° 0 1.281 1.162 0
Six Months F(1,427) F(1,375) F(1,49) F(1,427) ¥(1,375) F(1,49)
Average Salary 31.256° 35,550° 049 28,523°  29,362° 0
First Six Months F(1,427) F(1,375) P(1,49) F(1,427) F(1,375) F(1,49)

. Hours Worked LN(Hours Worked
Added Variables . Second Six Months ~ ~ Second Six Months)
Total  Blacks VWhites Total  Blacks ‘Yhites
Hours Worked ‘ 95,952°  68,076°  ,640 75,240°  74.805° 4,539
First Six Months F(1,417) P®(1,365) F(1,39) F(1,417) ¥(1,365) F(1,38)

SOURCE: Baltimore ILife Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment,

a, significant at 10 percent level
b, significant at 5 percent level
¢ significant at 1 percent level

i e e
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are added to the fully loaded model, there is a statistically

“gnificant change in the R-square value. The implication is

gtraightforward. There is a substantial contribution to the

explanation of differing hours worked among exoffenders by their

varying experiences .imrediately following release from prison. This

contribution is above and beyond that found by differences in

background characteristics, criminal histories, preprison

experiences, or recent prison-outcomes. ‘Indeed, for blacks 'at least,

thesevother_féctOES explain very "little of ‘their postprison

employment prospects. This is not true for whites, however. A fully

loaded model like model 6. 3oes well in explaining differences in
that when it is

white hours worked. It does so well, ‘in fact,

reestimated for the second six '‘months, postprison outcomes, including
the hours worked the first six months, contribute virtually nothing

to the explanatory power of the model. This suggests that while

postrelease intervention strategies can be very powerful in assisting
minorities in -improving their employment prospects, for whites the

die is cast. 'Their past has cast their employment profiles in a wold

that is difficult to alter.

E. SUMMARY

We have investigated the determinants of postprison employment.

When looking at both hours worked and unemployment, the following

conclusions emerge. Criminal history has a minor and weak effect on

postprison employment. Preprison employment experience, while

decidedly associated with both hours worked and unemployment,

~85-
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by the probability of being unemployed one entire month for at least
one month. during the year after release from prison, experience is
found to be inversely related to postprison employment failure.

yet, this effect is inelastic and results in only a small marginul

change in the unemployment-odds ratio. When performance is measured

by full-time employment the effect is positive yet again inelastic.

when monthly unemployment is chosen as the performance measure, the

inverse relationship between preprison employment experience and

postprison unemployment Is found to be statistically significant in

only five months and even then the marginal effects are small.

Does it matter whether "previous" experience 1s before or after

However performance is measured, when both the effects

prison? Yes.

of measures of preprison employment and postprison employment are

viewed together, the relative magnitude of the postprison employment

effects on performance is larger.

Are exoffenders with more extensive criminal histories, less

successful in the labor market? Those with more postprison arrests

are more likely to be unemployed at least one month during the year
following release and are less likely to be employed full-time

(although insignificantly so). This supports the view that it

is post-prison experiences that matter. Monthly unemployment

in contrast,

performance, is only weakly related to criminal

history. The number of preprison arrests is positively and

significantly related to unemployment in just three months out of

-88-~
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wwelve. Thus, while criminal history may matter, the more recent

pistory is probably the more damaging for employability.

To summarize, previous employment experience does affect post-
rison employment but preprison experience exhibits a weaker effect

P

than the experiences had after prison. Similarly, criminal nistory
has a weak effect on postprison performance particularly if one
concentrates on the criminal history prior to release for the current

offense. An important qualification to these findings, however, 18
that when employment, measured by hours worked, is examined
separately for blacks and whites, it is understooa that the
postprison outcomes have minimal effects on white workers. For

blacks, on the other hand, there is substantial explanatory power in

the events occurring immediately after release from prison.
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CHAPTER III. EMPLOYMENT AND RECIDIVISM

A. INTRODUCTION

Economic models of crime explore the effects of incentives, like
improved employment opportunities, and disincentives, like increased

threat of punishment, on the propensity to engage in illicit

activities. 1In even the simplest of models, the effects of these

incentives and disincentives are often ambiguous.

Following the publication of Gary Becker's (1968) seminal work on
crime and punishment, more than a decade was spent by researchers in
attempts to verify or refute his--and classical criminologists'--~
central proposition: Increasing the certainty and severity of

punishment will tend to reduce crime. The avalanche of empirical

support for this proposition has been carefully scrutinized and tne

conclusion is that the case in {gvor of deterrence is quite weak.

Early evidence in support of the hypothesis that the certainty
and severity of punishment deter crime was seriously challenged py a -
recent panel established by the National Academy of 3ciences. 1In
their summary of the panel's report, Rlumstein and his colleagues
(1978, p. 6)_reported that although most available evidence reveals a
negative association between aggregate crime rates and punishment,
"Any conclusion that these negative associations reflect a deterrent

effect . . . is limited principally by the inability to eliniinate

other factors that could account for the observed relationsnips, even

T o s e 4 s s

5 D b .

. the absence of a deterrent effect." 1In a careful evaluation of

,irtually all of the published econometric tests of the deterrence
Aﬂmthesis, statisticians Brier and Fienberg (1980, p. 151) concluded
(hat the aggregate crime and imprisonment data used empirically to

«ramine the conventional model of crime are "so untrustworthy as to

(onder any serious analysis meaningless."

This is not surprising because careful extensions of tne
theoretical model of crime developed by Becker and extended by
1saac Enrlich (1973) have shown that the effects of punisnhment are

generally ambiquous.. Block and Heineke (1975) introduced into a

choice—theoretic model of crime (1) arbitrary arrest distributions--
Becker and Ehrlich had assumed these distributions ©o be binomial--

and (2) the disutility of work. They found that no straigntforwarda

generalizations based solely on attitudes toward risk (i.e., signing

: of the second derivations) could be made concerning the effects of

punishment on crime.. In a similar exercise Myers (1976) derived the

familiar case of a backward-bending supply curve for illegal

activity. Here, it was shown that increasing certainty or severity

e v

risk-averse individuals.

Until now, the case in favor of alternatives to traditional

crime-control methods has been even weaker. For example, in his
review of rehabilitation programs designed to reduce criminal

recidivism, Robert Martiason (1974) concluded that "nothing works."

-91-




4

1%}

ot

= = -—

n‘..5‘5 ()f nUlll‘El.OU. OI re tlo l p Ogl S [y

ro i igni
programs for inmates would significantly reduce postprison

recidivism.

Many of these programs were conceived at least partly within tne
context of a model where better legitimate income opportunities tena
to reduce crime. Historians of thoughts will debate whether credit
for this model should go to Bonger (1969); Cloward and Ohlin (1960);
Fleisher (1960); Merton (1967); Phillips, Maxwell, and Votey (1972),
or any other of the scores of'spciologists and economists who have
aftrlbuted crime to poverty and low incomes. This model motivated
virtually hundreds of tests of hypotheses concerning the effects of
(1) unemployment, (2) income, (3) labor-force participation, and
(4) income disperson on crime. Gillipsie (1978) reviewed most of
these tests and could not confirm the case for this apparently
"alternative" economic. model:: Unemployment, low income, labor-force
participation, and income dispersion do not exhibit consistent and

unambiguou ‘ | i
g s effects on crime across the many econometric studies

Gillipsie and more recrently Anne Witte (1979) recognized that
failure to confirm the alternative economic model in previous
sgudies could be due to the aggregate nature of the data. Higher
incomes in urban areas could mean botn beéter legitimate

opportuniti i imi
PP unities for potential criminals and higher illegal gains due toO
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qealthier targets. Witte, in particular, has cailed for careful

tests of the economic model dsing disaggregated data. whether

policies to increase wages result in lower crime is an open empirical

question. But first, let us explore the theodretical question.

The Becker-Ehrlich model of crime and the alternative economic

model of crime are really the same. There is indeed- an alternative

alternative economic model--it's actually a sociological,

jnstitutional model--described by Myers (1978) as the segmented

lLabor market model. And, then, there 1s the "malevolent

interdependence" economic model of crime formulated by

sheldon Danzizer and David Wheeler (1975). But most economic writers

on crime have in mind extensions and elaborations upon the following |

simple model.

_Suppose that there are exactly two income-earning activities,

work and crime. Initially, we might assume that work is a riskless

activity and crime ig rewarded at a rate G if one is successful and

at a rate of -L if not. The probability of success is given by

(1-a). Denoting r as the random rate of returu to crime, it is easy

to see that the expected rate of return to crime is

E{r) = (l-a) G-oL. }
f/!
Income Y is given by the sum of illegal and legal earnings.

Let t be the fraction of time allocated to crime and (l1-t) the

fraction of time allocated to worke. Then expected income is found to
i

be:

E(Y) = t[(l-a) G-oLl + (1-t)w I
| I
2‘
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Jhere W is the wage rate. -If the rational, self-interested,

‘wtential criminal acted as if he fiaximized his expected income, then

che optimal allocation of time to crime, t*, would satisfy- the

(ollowing ruless:

W
A
\ and
E(r);
i ‘f,r) = I ==—=> 0% t* < 1.

In other words, all time would be allocated to that activity withn

the highest rate of return. Increases in the expected return to

crime increase the propensity to engage in crime. Increases 1in tne

return. to work reduce the participation in crime. If the:.loss, L,

depends positively upon the severity of pﬁnispment, and given tnat

the expected return to crime falls for more certain punishment

(increases in o), it is trivial to show: that increases in_ the

certainty and severity of punishment tend to reduce participation in

crime.

Let us assume now that work is risky, that is, the rate of

return, w, is not a constant but instead is stochastic. Then we

might suppose that it takes on the value 7 if one is employed witn

B 194~
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‘wobability (1-u), where u 1is the probability of unemployment, ana it

{s equal to O otherwise. In this case, the optimality conditions are

»

nsseﬁtially the same:

Blr)
(1-u) @ > 1u

_EB(r)
) w L:

~and

E{r) = 1
(i-u)@

This is the simplest economic representation of the often

repsated claim "ynemployment causes crime." As u rises, the expected

return to work (the denominator in the above expressions) falls. S50

the relative attractiveness of crime to work increases, and the o -

allocation of time to crime will rise if initially one were

indifferent toward engaging in crime or work. Of course, it 1s true

that as the wage received if one does work increases, SO too does the

expected wage, and, therefore, the relative attractiveness of

participating in crime diminishes:

‘Theserstraightforward results can be destroyed in innumerable.

ways. We could drop the assumption of risk neutrality (i.e.,
expected income maximization) and assume a more general utility
index. Then, the results depend upon the attitudes toward risk. we

could assume that there are more than two income activities. 7Then

~95-
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5mplementarities a

" jssume tha

vill be ambiguous.

godel the speci

sults will depend on thegvarious substitutabilities and

mong legal and illegal activities.
Then the results generally

Wwe could

+ work and crime are irksome.

But in many extensions oI elaborations upon tnis

fication for empirical purposes could be given as

supply of crime =-f  (nxpected returns to crime,
expected returns to work,
other exogenous variables
reflecting, in part, tastes) .

Thé expected returns to crime should dep
ofipartibigatibn in crime as well as the certaintyoand sevetity,of
punishment. The expected returns to work should depend upon wages
and unemployment: Because a general theory leaves the effects of

these variables  on crime in doubt, it is the task of empirical

analysis to establish any relationships that may dominate.

Generally, one does not know the amount of crime in which

individuals engages There are some samples, however, like those of
ure of criminal activity--rearrest--

prison releases, where one meas

is nationally compiled. From the FBI's computerized criminal
history system, researchers for law-enforcement agengles can optailn

records of arrest ('rap sheets') for each prison releasee, given tne

offender's FBI number. Thus it is useful to measure the supply of

crime by the rearrest rate when examining exprisoner samples.
However, in exprisoner samples, there 1is only  meager information on
employment opportunities. To the extent that preprison employment,
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geainings or education are related to employment opportunities
! 14

ghese MeasSUres right capture features of the desired variables

in the analysis that follows, we study two samples having better
(han average attributes for examining employment and recidivism The
federal prison data, to be detailed below, is superior in .that it

ccfers. to a:large national sarple. The Baltimore LIFE data
‘ TS [ B s

pr
on emplpyment outcomess

B. THEJSASE QF FEDERAL RELEASED PRISONERS

A random sample of all;pe:sons.relggseq.from federal prisons by
parole, manda;ory felease, or expitation of sentence during 1972 w;s
drawn. The semple, consisting of 2,495 observations, was rostricted
to federal prisoners with maximum_séntences of more than one year and
one day who were released to the community. For each sample case,
informatien on persooal characteristics, previous employment,

r. 3 ‘_- . - . ) -
cririnal-justice-syster characteristics, criminal-history, and

0 e isti i
ffense characteristics was compiled by researchers at the U.S. Board

of Parole. Follow-up information was obtained for one year after

release from prison on whether the individual- had been rcarrested or
whether a warrant for parole or mandatory release violotion had’been
issued. Nearly one-third of the subjects failed in the first ?eag to
remain free of arrest or parole violation. This percentage

corresponds roughly to the first year's performance of a similar data

set reported by Hoffran and Meierhoefer (1979). Although in

- =97~
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gbseguent years additional subjects fail. the at-risk population for
5

putlng the first-failure rate is declining. Hence, SO goffman and

com
the rec1dlv1sm rate declines asyrptotically

yejerhoefer have found,

After six years, however,

Jhen calculated for at-risk populations.
the rates for different risk groups tend to converge. What this
is that any significant differences in recidivism

reans, of course,

observed for differing groups of exoffenders one year after release

pay-appear less significant in later years.

In table 3.1 characteristics of the U.S. prison sample are

The federal exoffenders are somewhat older than mwany

summarizeds
recently released prisoners. Both whites and blacks are about thirty

years old. The one quarter representation of blacks in the sample 1S
decidedly lower than the even more disproportionately black prison

population in the U.S. Educational attainment at almost ten years 1S

slightly higher than inmates generally, but still lower than the

national average. Blacks, though; had a mean school completion rate
correctional institutions.

closer to the average for inmates 1n state

eristics are measured in a number of ways.

Employment charact

"Employed greater than four years" is a durmy variable equal to zero

if the longest job held was of a duration of less than four years.

"Longest job" egquals the 1ength in years, of the longest job held if

and only if the longest job lested less than four years. "Last

civilian experience" denotes whether the subject was employed more

thén125 percent of the time in the last two years of civilian life.
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TABLE 3.1
DESCRIPTION OF THE PEDERAL PRISON SAMPLE

varlables AL Races® A1l Races®  Blacks®  Wnites
ar . {r=2127)  (u=546) (N=1581
parsonal Characteristics (1=2224)

Age in Yonths 361,850 - - . .-
ige in Tears - 30,541 30,915 30,412,
Black .2 - -- -
Perale 4 - ;049 051 .086 03¢
Orade CIained ' 9,533 9,452 9,036 9,595
Married 267 24 .214 «283
Aleoholic | 367 - - .- -
o orug Use .000 - - - -
dental Hospital 087, 091 .36 - «12¢
IQ 103,010 . - - -
o Drug or drink: .- .828 855 «81¢
Ezoloyment (3-1557)

Emmloyed More Than 4 Years.. - 104 127
Longest Job 1,316 - -
Last Civilian Experience: - .789. : -, -
On-the-job Training .316 - -
Crizinal Justice Iystea (H=2495)

dew Comnltment - ' .822 - ... -
Parole Violator 127, - -— -
Regular Adult oS24, -— - ——
Izmediate ?2role +232.; - - -
YCA Indeterrinates 2161 -, - -- -
PIDA WinorTity L040.: - - -
Maxizum Custody .00 .- - -
Close Custodly 2105 - -— - -
vedium Custody 174 - R --
Minirum Custody 323, - - -
#ork Felease 195 -, - -
Parole Hearings 1,733 1,762 1,529 . 1.84
Release on Parole - 4 358 50
Crindnal HYistory (:=2488)

Frge L23s Than 6 Yonths 352 - - -
Prae Fore Than 6.!0nths, less Than 36 Months | 355 - - -
Prior Commftmant ,902 - -, -
?rior Incarceration 2,550 - - -
Parole Revoied .407 - - .
Incarcerations/Convictions 368 - - -
Age of Pirst Commitment 22,330 22,136 21,751 22,2¢
Time Served 23,992 24,696 23,74
Convictions 5.836 3.971 6,624 S.74
Zscaped 220Q - -, --
Prison Punisnzent 288 297 285 «3C
Comamitment/Convictions --. 130 141 .1z
Pirst Offender - +102 075 .1)
offense {MN=21497) .

Aobbery, Theft, Burzlary .S03 AL 483 «St
Sex Cffenses . 008 —-— - -
Other Violent .019 - - -
Alecohol and Drug .217 -- -- -
Less Than 3500 .237 - - -
3500 to ;5000 .10 - - _—
Over 5000 059 . 061 027 Ne)
“nite Collar - .228 258 .2

SCURCE: - V.S,

3oard of Parole Research Unit,

a, Listwise deletlon of missing values,
b, Excludes selective service and Limmizration and naturalization service vio

lates,
alssing values,

-99-

Alse excludes races other than black or whites

Listwise deletion

e i e

Y air e g




49 can be seen from the table, only a minority of the releases had
ever worked for more than four years at a stretch. The average
erployment for the rest has only about sixteen months. Almost a

quarter . of the sample had not worked more than 25 percent ©f the time

i

{n the two years preceding imprisonment. These employment reasures
ste 2all extremely correlated. We concentrate on the "employment

grester than four years" variable in our analysis.

¥

The cfiminal justice system, offense characteristics; and
g; afminal hisﬁory variables displayed in the first column of Table 3.1
| tefer to the entire sample of nearly 2,500 cases. In much of the
ﬁanalysis that follows the sample is restricted to zbout 2,100 cases
of blacks and whites who were not violators of either the
selective-service or the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS)
g;laws. Moreover, few of the many criminal-justice variables had
strong independent influences on recidiviswm. We highlight here,

therefore, only those variables included in subsequent analysis.

S

9
The average number of barole hearings was nearly one and three

quarters, although it was lower than that for blacks. While half of
;?e white sample was released on pa;ole, only & little more than a
third of blacks were. Receiving fewer parole hearings and being less
)1ikely t; be released on parole would be understandable for blacks if
.lgey served shorter sentences. Yet time served, a measure of the
_FEVerity of punishment, was on average a wonth longer for blacks than

for whites. 1In addition, blacks are younger at their first

? . 4 . -
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éerOnment, are 1ess;likely to be first offenders, and are less

iikely to have received punishment while incarcerated than are

The average number of previous convictions is nearly six. Tnis
an is slightly larger for blacks as is the ratio of prison
‘ommitments o convictions, a measure of the certainty of |
The type of offense committed'differs for whites and

In the entire sample, about half of the cases relate to
rmed or unarmed robbery, burglary, larceny, and auto theft. By

;iminating selective~service or immigration violations, this

‘.‘ b ) ] ed
%ﬁ fraction rises. Yet, blacks are less likely to have been committ

by

for these "sorious" forms of theft than whites. Indeed; tihe

iproportion of blacks accused of the white-collar crimes of forgery,
- counterfeiting, and fraud (which includes income tax evasion) is
pighar than that for whites. Nonethelgss, the haul was usually
.;:smaller: Blacks were less likely to have qetted over $5,000 in the

alleged crime than whites.

In summary, then the federal prison-release sample differs
markedly, by inspection, from the typical state-prison population.
Moreover , there are diétinct differences between the black and the
wshite exoffenders both in background characteristics and in treatmgnt
within the criminal justice system. The task at hand is to identify
the economic and noneconomic determinants of recidivism. In a

later chapter, we explore more carefully the racial aifferences

in recidivism.
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«the m indppendpnt : ~ :
2 2 vari 3 :
£ ables on p. For computational simplicity, we
records and less time between

-

rates. More extensive criminal

L2

.k S F ; %}v,»
¥
. The probability of recidivism (p)--measured 5Y'rearre3t~o ?j : , ; D ) .
iolati \ ; : r E : : ., marginal effects of increases in given independent variables on
garole violatlion during the year after release from prison--i 1 ) - o T
B d to d U ‘ ' S g {1 % ,idivism. Tables 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 provide, parameter estimates ana
-7 sssumed to depend on employment characteristics, personal back : Y . .
teristi L ground ) ¥ atives for sets of explanatory variables entered into the
¢haracteristics, criminal history and offense characteristi . 4 ‘A‘
ariabl . BL1Cs, ana. . 3 f ,jation separately. 1In table 3.5 combinations of explanatory
variables relating to the criminal justice system. This is ’ 5 ‘ ~ s L .
| irical . . ) one 1 ,sriables are explored, while in table 3.6 a complete model with
aapirical counterpart to the theoretical supply-of-crime model . ! ‘ *
) o o nogel . 2 sighly collinear variables deleted is displayed.
Employment characteristics capture the returns to work: offense % 3
. . ' = 2 5 » .
criminal history, ‘and CJS variables denote the returns to cri : % i i k
E .rsonal b i N ‘ ’ CrLime; and § The general findings can be conveniently summarized. Older
per: + background characteristics correlate with tastes. 3 ¢
- X X ) . ’ 5. Let X, b iR xoffenders, females, and married persons are less likely to
. 2+ X3...Xp be the list of these m explanato . : |
- : ry variables. Then R 3 ‘92 , e Y
o 3 racidivate. Blacks, those with fewer years of schooiing, and those
| 4
: i) * = ; ) . ) ]
. : i 1 £ .o have been confined to mental hospitals are more lixkely to be
P P = E X XpreeXni 814 B2 -e.Bp) SV :
n 3 - B parrested or to violate parole. A more stable preprison employment
where the: 8's are unknown parameters: They measure the effects of % § nistory is generally associated with a lower postprison failure
- - "{ 1 ; | :
3 £ rate; while alcohol or drug use is associated with high failure

s Long
assume that the functional form of £(+) is logistic Specificall
1} - 4 Y
There is little

incarcerations are positively related to recidivism.

E i 29
e T e

we assume that
All

variation in the effects of type of crime on recidivism.

¢
g p = 1/(l+(EXP"F§Bi X)) . - 3 oy . » ' o ‘ ' _
. § 3 % categories have higher recidivism rates relative to the omitted

3 ' category "other offenses:.." However, exoffenders who net over

Bnbiase i St :
g d and consistent estimates of the parameters 8. sin , 3 . _ o ﬁ
roPe cé p 1s . ' . § Trearrest or they turn to more legitimate activities. On the otner 3

5

. nonlinear.in the g's, it j
lneay. . in 2 r 1t 1s useful to calcul jeri
. : ate ‘ 1 : : . '
the derivatives of hand, those punished while in prison, or who appeared more frequently

Lt Tk daC s

~ the predicted recidivism rate, p and to eval :
7 , ] i ‘
¥ the {ndependent . aluate them at tne means 3 i before the parole boards were more likely to fail. Finally, aespite
, 2 ent varia ; . g 4L
) ; i ne ables. This procedure permits examinati 3 Uy . ) .
i ination of . e claims that paroled offenders represent a biased sample of prison
- é; ' |z releases, when controlling for other factors, release on parole has

L : 102- § 43 no significant effect on recidivism.
)t
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& TABLF, 3,2
DETERAINANTS OF THE PHODABILITY OF REARHEST: EMPLOYMENT AND PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
{t-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES)
Independent (1) {2) (3) (4) {8) (6) (7} {8) {9 10
Varfables 2 P A a4 a “a " ~
& = 3 Op/0xi [ 0p/0xt B Op/dxt B Sp/dxd ] 35/
Age -,C01 -,000 -.002 - .000 S ——— - .- -
(-4.379) {4 .823) (-123?%) -.002
Black 216 067 .263 057 - — - —
(2.687) {2.162) ,(’22233) 7
Pemale -.551 -117 -.662 -.143 - - .- —
{-2.276) (-1.994) (-21333 ) -o2e
I orade Claimed ~,058 -.012 -, 040 -.008 - - —— —
{-z.796) (-1.921) (-2 ﬂg) 014
Harried -.5321 -.12 - 493 -.107 - —— - -
{-4.230) {<4.270) (-5:22%) i
Alcoholic 435 092 <YE] 081
. . . —-- - - o 4 .
(4,327) {3.707) (3.623) o
No Drug Use -13,2€0 ~-2.814 -13,260 -2.878 -~ -——— - — ‘
& (-13.260) {-13.260) (13:323) ~2.528
sental Hospital 697 147 .639 .138 - . fem
( (4 .4£9) {4.101) (2;22‘{, i
Race and Sex --— —— .089 ——— ——— - -
Iateraction {.019) - o - o
IQ .000 0oL -.001 coa el
. . . -2 - - - -.002 -
: { .054) (-.451) {-.420) o
- =ployed less - ——- Smm - 1,497 290 1,632 3
5 less . . . 328 984 .187
> than 4 Years (6.284) (6.789) (3.243)
longest Job -——
z —— - I .20 -.039 -.211 -.042 -.115 -.022
(-~2.847) {~2.898) {-1.319)
Last Civilian ——— —— - - 410 79 286
‘ 410 .. -2 -.057 -394 -
Experisnce (-2.978) {-2.06¢) (-2.581) o7
on the Job -- -—- — —- 231 044 139
b . . . .028 109 .020
. Training {1.866) (1.096) {.795)
7 Work Release - —— ——- -—-- —— ~— .,127 -.025
“ (-i3s4) o
<
Constant ,239 - A56 -—- -1,7 -—- -1,903
{ 576) {1.082) {-7.528) {-7.747) (sﬁg} T
weighted iean ,316 - 328 — -
’ " of Dependent i 27 -- 294 - .283 e
)_, Variable N
ot
; predicted Proba- ,a05 e ——

» bility of ‘ 318 .262 -ue 279 - ,256 i
Welgnted leans ‘
of indegendent
‘Vafriabies

Chi-Square 109,903 _— 99,521 -— 81,396 -—— 80.262 -es 129,674 .-
-104- .
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TABLE 3.3 E‘
DERERMINANTS CP THE PROBABILITY OF REARREST: CRISINAL HISTORY AND OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS | e
(t-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES) :
o
Ihdenendent Varizbi {1) {2) {3) {4} (s) (6)
ndependent Var, es A A A .
B a'p\/éxi [} 35/t 2 Gp/oxL :
¢
Free Less than 6 Months . on - - 343 .070 i3
(2.302) (2.267) e
Pree More than 6 Honths, 696 143 - - 655 .133 '
less than 36 Honths {6.105) (5.€55)
Prioir Commitments 071 014 - e 064 017 P i
(1.821) (2.138) g Q
Prior Incarcerations 017 003 ——— —- L027 005 3
(i424) (.645) ’ ¢
Parole fevoked 363 074 ——- . .328 .066 b
(3.583) {3.210) k
incarcerations/Convictions A3 035 —en ——- 117 ,024 “;
{ .820) { .557) 4
Age at Pirst Comxitment -,035 -,007 ——— - -,027 -.005 ’?
(—4.753) {-3.628) g
Gonvictions . .021 004 - - 012 002 ¢
(17317) { .785) ;
Escaped 104 .021 ——- - 095 .019 ¢
{ .886) { .791) e Y
ity Ie
Prison Punishment 409 084 - -- 358 .ce1 i
(3 .926) f 3
/ 4
Robbery, Tneft, Burglary ——- - 811 170 554 112 V. i
{6.710) (4.221) o
Sex Offenses - - 144 638 256 060 5
{ .276) { =57} R i
' 4 H
Cther Violent - .- 735 154 .£55 .133
(2.287) {1.933) o
5 g
Alcohdl and Drug . ——— .007 .001 .076 015
{ .050)} { 508} i
Less than $500 ——— -— 575 .120 529 .109 ¢
(5.013) {4.421)
,‘f
$300 to 35000 ——- —— 073 015 179 L036 -, 4
{ +450) {1:036) /f %
ver 35000 - - -.855 -7 - .428 -89 . X 4
{-3.267) | -~1.569) )
by
Constant -1,066 —— ~1,368 —— -1.619 ——— %
{ -4.,710) {a.722) { ~6.182) 7
1 §
weighted Means of Dependent 208 -—— 309 ——— 308 ———
:~¥-arlab1e
Predicted Probability at .290 ——— 299 .—- 254 -
welfchted Feans of
Independent Variables 9
Chi-Square 235,900 i 107.130 - 275,503 - 7r
SOUECE: U.S. Ecard of Parsle, F@
£,
g 4
F
bl
i
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TABLE 3 4 3 ’ f . ! !
R . . : : 5 3
: . DETERMINANTS OF THE PROBABILITY OF REARREST: ' - e E ‘ » . -
L , : a TABLE 3.5
o . CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM VARIABLES g : HAXIYUN LIKELTHOOD ESTIMATES OF THE PRORAEILYTY OF POSTPRISON REARREST FRO( )
i B - 3 ‘ 5 m - o
,; ( - STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES ) ‘ L Hop \ - ALTERNATIVE KODELS OF RECIDIVISH .
, ‘ . | ,; g . U (L-STATISTICS IN PARZHTHESES) ’ '
: . —— :
SR Independent ,é ' ol ; ; Independent Variable foder Yodel 2 tiodeX 3
Sl Variables ‘ Oxi ‘ = { ) ; /ot P cp/oxt B p/dxs
; . - t
. - . . i : Age ) ; <.
- e T T L e o -.007 -.001 -.034 - v
New . Commi tment ( .945) o -.199 B {«1.273) (-3.696) g S 003
-4.,921) - e ‘ i ac 217 .
‘ 7 3 X (1:959) e s M R e
Parole Violator -.650 -136 4 k Pemale w605 " -.129 +676)
' 3 ' ‘ (~2.898) . C . \ \ {-2 :442) ) (-1:673) RT3 -.096
| ) 7 : grade Claimed ’ T
Regular Adult .723,  -.152 : o Giaine s.080 .0 <023, -.008 - 027
‘ (-3.352) " B ~ / Married (-2.130) (-1.180) (k) T
o B jo . I s : (»52322) =077 -‘f346 -, 073 J364 -.077
Immediate Parole -.632 -133 SRR A S Mo Diae o (-2.501) (-3.078)
(-2,837) - . : ! & or brink 308 083 -am 078
: n PR 4 {-3.108) (-2.843) 079 (ﬂs-gfig) -.081
T YCA Indeter -.310. -.065 ‘ t Hental Hospital Py 069 . T
" . (-1,350) R : ‘ © 7 (2.627) {37184) 109 (5 312 209
- ,  parole Hearingh o 3.200)
FIDA Minority ( -.491) -.103 ; /gt 3 X (Li640) 16 @12, 022 A
-1.678 - 3 & Prison Punizhment ; ’ ~
. s .392
" {3.626) 064 (3'233) .082 .295 084
Maximum Custody - -,004 -.001 E b Reledse on Pirol ' ) (3.561)
‘ (-.003) . , 5 ¢ =.132 -.028 .015 003 ,
s AN S (-1.174) (:127) Sl e L -.015
s Close Custody ( .466) .098 ; ; Robbery, Theft, Birglary I 092 o N e
- 2.848 o ' / . {2.104) = (1:86) S
oS » 4 4, White Collar 410 .o88 257 oo
Medium Custody ( .191) 040 ! | B (2.584) 01630) . ( %3) 017
17317 L ; { greater than $5000 ‘ -
yEemT i , =840 -.l80 - -
‘ B ' 2.964) 2:350) pS-+¢ SR
- tinimun Custody (D550 R ‘ 5 | Emloyed tore than 4 Years -ges -8 i
o e ‘ : , ' 3.715) . --- .- - ———
: Work Release.. ‘ +,070 ,014 4 Longest Job ‘_;-ggg) -.014 - . )
’ S {489 : g - -
‘g : . ( ) 2 { f@ last Civilian Job - '-.183 -.084 o e
parole Hearings 074 015, - | £1.366) - e
| | (1 .692) 4 [ On the Job Training (-Iizli) «,028 e . .
‘ | Prison Punishment . 517 .109 4 Free Less than 36 Honths — . .
( (5.184) . 3 : e 016 .003 .021 oos
‘ A . {.138) (125) :
Constant 263 - ) Pire Served noe - -.004 001 cos
i ’ - 3 (-1.628 o i -.001
( '8?7) 3 : : ® fge of Pirst Commitments ——— : 003) k1.767)
' === - -,007 -
Chi-Square 116.7G7 -- : ¢ {-.305) t2 :%?) =00
g ‘ . ; _ Comni trents/Convictions - I 5.297) ‘
L 3 Weighted Mean of .309 -- ) Convictions (s {2.452)
Dependent Variable . : _ o == (4-252) 012 ——- o
& , , - = } PL * .
Predicted Probability 301 -- s Tat offender . m=- -.371 -.078 -,580 123
at Weighted Means _ ) 3 ‘ D . (-1.716) t2.751) o
. onstant
of Independent . s .087 “e- -.079 .-
Variables a . ) {.258) (=:230) ( .ggg) -
; . 2 a’e“.,ghted Mean of Dependant 328 - T
: E« - R ‘ . 3 ariable - 328 oo 328 ——
. A . - Predicted Probab
; SOURCE: U.S. Board of Parole. ‘ ) 3 by pta S i S 313 . .305 - 307 .
Independent Variables
J
: B coht-s
| | ‘ 2 quare 168,112 - 218,101 - 192,644 ———
’f e , . "'J;Oﬁ— i } SOURCE: U.S. Becard of Parole.
R : : ”
B4 :
(T ) ! g IB’ L =107~
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: pTable 3.6 provides a comparison of the effects of the (a)

f&tainty and severity of punishment and (b) employment on crime.

‘ ke that those who were employed for more than four years before

r@lsonmpnt have lower crime rates. Although the marglnal @tfect of
r
oup 1s the effect significantly different from zero._ If we w1snea
@ssort that improved employment before prison is perfectly v
jrrelhtad with better employment prospects after prison, tnun‘ﬁe
uld argue that employment opportunities are only wnakly related to
gs@prlson illegal activities. 1In fact, to test the hypotne31s tnat
fployment opportunities have any additional explanatory power in our
' cidivism equation, a likelihood-ratio test can be performed. Tne
;ﬁgsquare statistics for this test for the total, whites, and
?acks ars 3.05, 1.26, and 1.52 respectively. For thesé low values,
significance level of 1 percent, and one degree of fréedom, we
f@ct the hypothesis that previous employment improves tne
’planatory pcwer of the model. This does not mean that beﬁter Jjobs
,:higher wages will not deter crime. We discovered in our analysis

¢he Baltimore LIFE data that preprison employment experience is
rﬁy weakly correlated with postprison employment. Thus it may bpe

i

;@oor proxy for the returns to postprison legitimate activities,

2

‘?&therefore may provide an imperfect test of the view that
ployment opportunities are related to recidivisn.

| @The effects of the certainty and severity of punishment are
#onger. Longer prison sentences reduce recidivism. More certaln

A

,hishment, measured by the probability of going to prison given

% -108-

,nv1ous employment is larger for blacks than for whltes, for neitner
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TAILE 30U
. MAXIMUN LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATES OF I'MOBABILITY OP POST~PRISON HEAHHEST
(t-STATISTICH IN PARENTHESES)
* Without Emplojment Without Cortainty and Soverity of Punfzhaont
.
\T’:ggg;fl‘g:“‘ Total Whites Blacks Total Whites Blacka Totul Wil tes Dlacks
—— 0 — : ~ - = =
B UpAat i foxt i ap/dxt il Oh/dxt fi ufifoxt I of foxt 1 ap ot B oMt B AIRL
Ago -.033 =007 . =007, -,005 -8 «,013 < QUu =007 -0 S,006  -,003 -,014 000 L0001 009 001 029 -.006
(-3.808) {-2.004) {-3,209) {-4,300) {-2,u05) {-3.476) {.002) {1.212) {-2.144)
Pomalo -,385  -,081 360 =00 - 500 =11 =473 ~ 001 '-35 - U73 - .4BY 106 =449 o, 0¥ . « U0 =100 | =607 <144
{-1,503) {~1.,044) {~1.301) {-1,506) {-1.000) {~1.304) (-1.u30) {-1.400) {~1.,003)
Grade Claimed -.Llb -,00% -.001 - ~.00 =038 <000 -,00 =004 040 4,000 -.000 00 -,027  -,00. -,01L - 07
{~1.130} {=.990) % (=99} (-1.107) {-.970) [-1.008) {~1.130) {- .13}
Married -390 . -, 074, 014 B 7 B X LR 2 B I°x | -.002 <049 -0 =37 -.079 - 413 BN TP B | <007
[-2.923) {-2.7v2) {-1,001) {~3,040) {-1,002) (~3.102) {=3.049) {-1.0008)
Ho Drug or Drink -3 -.071 375, 4,007 -424 <092 .,340 -.078 -439 4,096 =339 ., 072 -,413 -, 0U0 LU - 08
(-2.648) {-2.508) {~1.0%3) {-2.000) (-1.002) {-2.707) (2.007) {-1.009)
Hental 493 104 460 M9 1,102 253 A97 L1000 1,170 296 A3 092 L3960 002 1,070 .236
Hospltals (3.002) {2.772) {2.371) {3.104) {2.374) {2.742) (2.337) (2.108)
Parole Hearings 109 ,023 .106 .02z 127 027 ,109 022 128 .028 .02 ,013 058 012 L0806 019
' {2.204) {1.850) {1.185) {2.213) (1,100} {1.343) {1.129) {.820),
Prison .398 064 437 090 .293 064 ,396 .090 291 063 e[} Oo77 420 057 180 039
Pun{shment {3.559]) {3.013) (1.324) - {3.5%6) {1.309) {3.308) (3.319) [ .40}
Release on Parole .010 002 -.016 4,003 170 037 007 L00L ..006,  -,003 160 .085  -.092  -,019 -.128 -.026 000 015
( .090) (-.118) (.716) { .006)} {-.118) {.675) {-.818) (-.901) { .300)
Robbery, ‘Theft, 148 031 ,105 021 082 .018 149 031 105 022 090 019 268 W57 227 047 202 044
Burglary (1.120}) {.673) {.309) {1.132) { .676) {.339) (2.104) (1,513) (.808)
White Collar .018 004 -.096  <,020 049 010 ,016 0@ -.098  .:020 051 011 179 .038 071 014 A87 J041
{.117) (-.491) {.163) {.103) {-.501%) {.170) (1.160} {.377) { .650)
Greater Than «.615 -,130  -.608  =,142 -.387 -.084 -.615 =130  -,692, -,143  -.3%0  -,076  -,674  «,143 - 7681 -.163 -.233 -.051
$5000 (-2.141) {-2.07) (-.592) {-2,13%) [-2.085) {<.532) {-2.308) {-2.401) {-.369)
Pirst Offender 312 066 =317 =008 =170, 037  -.330 O ;[ RN % T WY 17, SO | . | O =t L1188 -,009 =127 - 354 -.078
{-1.260) {1.260) (=.386) {=1.552) {~% 718} {«,445) (~2.063) {=2.532) {.835)
Age at Pirst 001 0003 .01 002 -.043 -,009  -,001 -.0002 009 001 .06 -,000  -,026  -,005 -.014 -.004 -.004 -.04
Comm{ tment {.133) { .969) {-1,910) {-.116) { .u06) (-2.077) {-3.063) {-1.906) {-3,310)
Employed More -356 <075 <264 -.054 544,187 . e a—- - “a- - -515 -,010  -,439 -.0901 | -,785 -073
than 4 Years (-1.728) (-1.305) {-1i.217) (~2.594) (-1.914} {-1,813)
Pimo Served -,005  =,001 -.004 ., -.008 -.001 -,005 -.,001 ~.004  -,0009 -,008 ~.001 e~ wee .- ve- - e {
(-1.814) {-1.279) {-1.423) {-1.762) (-1,234) {-1,408) 4
Comml tmant/ 1,844 390 1,546 320 2,615 570 1,897 402 1,581 328 2,708 593 - - wem - —— ae-
. Convictions (5.007) (3.949) (4.129) {5.793) (4.0095) (4,271)
Convictions 062 - .08 018 015 003 064 013 09 018 017 003 -—- a- - - -—- -
{4 .700) {5.242) {.633) {4.909) (5.412) {.098)
Constant -, 045 —es 535 ecm 2.219 - 015 [ A7 - 2,363 ——- .182 - -.136 .- 1,928 .
(.135) [=1,295) (2.944) { .570) {-.381) (2,586)
Walghted Moan of 328 —— .18 G 4357 .- 328 - ,318 . 357 - 328 - 318 .- .336 —
Dependent Variable
Predicted Rioba- 304 - 293 - 321 [, ,305 - 294 a-- 324 - 307 -=- 296 e 328 - .
bility at. Weighted ! i |
Meana of Jfadepene
dont Varigbles
--= 171.0108  .-- 86.28% —e-  215.00Q7 a=tm 169,750 e= A4 762 .- 174x8710 -—e 334,800 “na 03,579 -
& & =3 & 59 4 &
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o be a deterrent to crime too. But the

~onviction, is expected t

number of convictions, also measures

jenominator in this measure,
»fiminal recotd and labelling effects. Thus, to fully capture tne
certainty of punishment effects,

xgmn this is done, rather than obtaining a conventional deterrent

affect, we observe just the opposite.

imprisoned after conviction and those with longersconviction re

are more likely to be rearrested.

convictions must be controlled for.

Those more likely to have been

cords

This finding could be consistent

i?’ - 3 .
conomic model of crime if we

with the Block-Helneke version of the e

f argue that the risk preference of offenders leads them toO be

undeterred by more certain punishment.

£

consistent with a labelling or discriminatio

behavior. Exoffenders do not choose to get rearrested. Althougn

n crime may or may not have diminished for

gheir participation 1

greater percelved risks of punishment, they nonetheless end up be

tensive criminal records. Other

caught again because of their ex

researchers' findings that the certainty of punishment does
B Y C

deter crime may be accounted for by their omission of relevant

criminal-history variables.

&subject to this bias.

Whether one regards our measures of pu

certainty and severity of puni

criminal history, which serves as a negative s;gnal ro potential

-110-

But the finding appears more

n theory of postprison

ing

indeed

Witte's (1980) findings appear to pe

nishment as proxies for tnhe

shment or as indicators of previous
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employers and duti%ul law-enforcement personnel, it is legitimate to
inquire how much punishment adds to the explanatory power of the
recidivism equation. The chi-square values: are 43,43, 36.14, and
17.71 for the total, white, and black samples respectively in the
likelihood-ratio test for the exclusion of the punishment variables.

We cannot reject the hypothesis that punishment significantly

increases the explained variance in recidivism rates.

In summary, then, we have found in a sample of federal prison

releases that a wide variety of personal background characteristics-

"raste" variables—-are significant determinants of recidivism.

® . .
Holding these and other variables constant, we find that favorable

preprison employment experiences add little to the explanatory power
of the model, although generally better employment opportunities
reduce crime. 1In addition, we find that punishment plays a strong

andvsignificant role in affecting recidivism but the effects are not

consistent with other research findings: The severity of punishment

is a deterrent to crime, but increased certainty of punishment is

positively related to rearrest rates.

Caution should be exercised in generalizing these results beyond
federal exprisoners. The sample differs from other state and local
samples of felons. In the analysis that follows, we concentrate on a

predominately black, urban, male, repeat-offender sample in a

limited geographical area.
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) Lenihan (1980) have sought to explain the subsequent failure,

C. THE BALTIMORE L I F E CASE

g -

ﬁe have previously examined this sample. Because the data was
obtained in conjunction with an income-supplement experiment, it is
faseful to examine that program explicitly. The logic of the program

was straightforward., If a cash cushion were provided for released

prisoners, their incentive to return to a life of crime immediately

fupon release from prison would be diminished. After some period of
job search, individuals would f£ind better, higher-paying jobs and in

the long run would adjust better and be less likely to turn to crime

 Bthar Jffenders lacking this special fifancial assistance.

A crucial point here is that the program was politically

Efeasible. No major legislative labyrinth impeded the extension of

normal unemployment benefit coverage to released prisoners. HNor
could critics argue that exoffenders would be receiving special
B treatment when tens of thousands of other disadvantayed workers went

withou€ similar government subsidized support.

B At first glance, the Baltimore LIFE experiment was a success.

Evaluations of the carefully designed experiment revealed that the

financial aid reduced recidivism. Twenty fewer arrests could be

] attributed to treatment effects. The program was expanded and tested

in Texas and Georgia. But success was not forthcoming tnere. Unable

to réplicate the Baltimore results, researchers Rossi, Berk, and

They

have four basic explanations. First, the Georgia and Texas
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experiments were administered differently. Whereas in Baltimore tne

» cash subsidies weie paid out by the researchers, in the retests
correctional personnel or state employment agency officials were

responsible for making the unemployment-benefit outlays. Second, tnhe

p tax rates varied from the earlier experiment. Lenihan suggests that
the effective tax rate on the unemployment insurance benefit was
approximately zero in the Baltimore case (Lenihan, 1976). The Texas
and Geergia retests, on the other hand, had built-in explicit tax
rates varying to 75 percent. Third, the sample's size and
composition were enlarged in the later experiments. The Baltimore
test included only male repeat offenders with no drug history, but
the Georgia and Texas samples included females and first offenders.
Finally, there existed strong work disincentives in botn sets of

It could be argued that the zero effective tax rate in
the Baltimore test merely masked some of this work reduction effect,

which, as the retests discovered, overshadows the reduction in

i recidivism.

Each of these explanations for the inability to replicate tne

Yet, the last one 1is
bothersome for analysts concerned with the reliability of tne
original program evaluation. If, indeed, there were work

p disincentive effects in the Baltimore experiment, what exclusion,:
omission, or oversight led the analysts to inadvertently overlook

In the course of estimating the effect of employment

them?
EB opportunities on crime, we will discover that previous analysts
C;} -113=
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‘grossly overestimated the effectiveness of unemployment insurance %
benefits in reducing recidivism. A first step is to sketch out the :{ search. Unerployment insurance, of course,breduces this cost and é
rationale for using’unemployment insurance to reduce recidivism. ; » thus leads to longer job search. We could write the expected wage é
7 'E then as é

The case for unemployment insurance can be seen clearly in th% % E(w) = [(1-u(I))]# + u(I)I. %
context of our earlier model. Rewrite the expected wage, E(w), as g » | | E
. ' e A little computation reveals now thet increased unemployrment ;

E(w) = (l-u)w + u.I. L _ _ : :

j insurance does not unarbiguously increase expected wages and thereby é

The expected wage is equal to the wage if employed, plus tne ﬁ reduce the relative attractiveness of crire. Specifically, we ?
unemployment benefit, I, if unemployed. <Clearly, the unemployment ‘fla differentiate E(w) with respect to I to obtain 5
benefit raises expected wages and thereby lowers the relative ) % : ?
attra&tiveness of crime. Also, when we introduce unemployment | %% %_?(w) = =u'§+u+u'l, g
insurance, the effect of unemployment on crime is no longer ijl which is of arbiguous sign. g
unambiguous. At least in the context of this simple model, as é | g
benefits grow relative to the wage, if employed, crime may fall as ié, In fact, to the extent that incressed unemployrent benefits ray %
people opt for unemployment rather than work or crime, XEE increese unemployment, and increased unerployment may lower expected ;
: % wages, it is possible for higher unerployment benefits to result in é

This model is highly simplified. It does not detail the dynamics E higher crime rates. It all depends on the extent to which i

of job search in the real world, or even the demand-side effects of ;;g unemployment rates are raised by the benefits and upon the wage rate ' ?
employers' hiring criteria. But even in tnis hignly simplified ; and the probability of unerployrent. Paradoxically, the f
model, it is a trivial matter to contrive an explanation for tne fact f% work-distinctive effect would be smallest in this simple model when i
that unemployment insurance may not reduce recidivism. ;ﬁithe wage rates are very low or the unerployrent rate is very high. . 5
B To see this note that A

Suppose that the probability of being unemployed is functionally ( ;

a @ 3 E(w) > u+ u'l > _ 2

dependent upon the level of unemployment benefits. This could be the T < 0 as - < V- A
single-period analog of the multi-period phenomenon by which the L Clearly, the larger W or the smalier u, the less likely it will be &
duration of unemployment is a function of the "cost" of further that BE(w)/3I>0, the necessary condition for unemployment insurance g
to reduce participetion in crime. The more disadvantaged the i
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population, the better this intervention strategy can be in reducing

recidivism.

In order to estimate an economic wodel of c¢rime incorporating

unemployment insurance, a nurber of proxies for desired variables

were constructed. The certainty of punishment is measured by the

ratio of previous convictions to previous arrests. This could be

regarded as the individual s subjective probability of being

punished again. The severity of punishment is measured by time

served;on the last offense; it is the difference between the year of
arrest for the current conviction and the year of release--an

admittedly crude proxy, but the best available measure given the

limitation of the data set. 2Although there are no measures of the

gains to crire, variables like age and race could be corrélated with

criminal returns.

Legitimate opportunities are captured in a variety of ways.

First, education can be viewed as a forr of investment in future

L]
earnings. Second, higher earnings ray be associated with agreater
o -

£ meesure of experience is corputed ¢z the lengtn of

i on th j i ‘
time the longest job helg prior to incarceration, appropriately

ﬁiscounted by the length of time since that job was held

2 .
nnually, this reasure takes account of the weeks unerployed

durin i i
ring the year. On a monthly basis, this measure incorporates the

. ..
weexs unerployed during the entire ronth. Receipt of unemployment

-116~

insurance is entered as a separate variable rather than appended to
the expected wage variable as is done in the expected wage equation
in the previous section. This‘is done both because the actual
amounts received are not available in this version of the Baltiﬁore
LIFE tape and because of a desire to esﬁimate the separate effects of
the unemployment benefit. Each of these measures of legitimate

opportunities is expected to be inversely related to recidivism.

Because unemployrent probabilities are significantly affected for
exoffenders by the job arrangements prior to release from prison, the
variable job arrangement was included. To ward off the possible bias

associated with selective screening by correctional personnel, a last

control for type of prison release was made.

The results of maximum likelihood estimates of logistic functions
for the probability of being rearrested in the tth month are

presentad in table 3.7. In the first column are the results of

estimates of the probability of being resarrested during the year.
Note that the dependent veriable takes on the value of 0 if
"successful," but only becomes 1, denoting rearrest, in at most one

of the monthly probakbilities equals the annual

rontlk,. . Thus the sum

rearrest rate. This is somewhat of an anomaly. If the experiment

works best to reduce crimes among those who would have committed only

then the estimated treatment effect using

one crime during the year,

this dichotomous measure would seriously overstate the crime

reduction benefits.
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Nonetheless,; the results are revesling. 1In the ennual equation,
increases in the average weekly wage have a strong negative effect on
the rearrest rate. While receiving unerployment insurance reduces
recidivism, the estimated coefficient is only significant at the 10
percent level. This one-tailed statistical test is notably weaker
than the 1 percent level met by the wage veriable. The only other

veriables significant even at the 10 percent level are race and age.

Turning to the mwonthly equations, the results ere even rore
striking. Whereas in the first four months average weekly wages are
strongly related to lower recidivism, the effects of the financial
2id ere mixed. In only the first, sixth, and ninth wonths are the
estimated coefficients of the treatrent effect significant at the 5
percent level. Then, in the ninth month, the effect is pogitive.

Part of this arises because of the o0dd wsy of measuring monthly

rearrest rates, a point that can easily be zddressed by redefining

success.

An alternative specification, detailed in table 3.8; is estimated
to capture & rore intuitive notion of postprison success. Here, the
dependent variable is defined as the probability that the individual
was not rearrested in month t, inen that up until that point he was
not rearrested. In essence, this conditional probebility denotes the
survival rate. The independent variables are the\éame and the

results are no less surprising. In every ronth, save the first, the

-119-
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TABLE 3.8

N
efficients in Logistic Model of Monthly Survival Probabilities
(t-statistics in parentheses) ’ .

Independent Variable Month I Honth 2 Month 3 Month 4 Month 5 Honth 6 Month 7 Month 8 'Honth 9 Month 10 Month 11 Month |2
Constaat 4,849 1.826 2.906 2.619 2.555 1.480 1.041 0.431 <0.421 =1.398  =1,702  -2.541
(2.012) (1.356) (2.640) (2.608) (1.796) (1.801) (1.289) (0.551) (-0.562) {-1.924) (2.259) (=3.350)
Treatuent Group 1.297 0.576 0.358 -0.009 -0.071 0.256  0.255 0.250 0.026-  0.184 0.194 0.250
{1.572) (1.482) (1.163) (-0.03Z) (-0.280) (l.144) (1.151) (1.153) = (0.116) (0.887)  (0.933) (l1.214)
Noawhite -.100 -0.085 -0.353 —0.361' -0.561  =0.508 =-0.50% -0.680  -0.350 -0.210, =-0.444  =0.410
(-.092) (~0.150) (~0.688) (~0.784) (-1.325) (~1.370) (~1.431) (-1.954) (-1.077) (~0.662) (-1.3898) (-1.300)
Paroled -.207 0.010  0.137 0.752°  0.506 0.291 0.388 0.297 0.044  0.091 -0.049 0.024
(-.262) (0.022) (0.368) (2.272) (-1.675) (1.040) (l.410) <(1.101) - (0.167) (0.351) (-0.187) (0.091)
Job Arranged 584 0.533 -0.264 -0.388 ~-0.147 ~0.148 =-0.178 -0.102 0.362  0.301 0.284 0.332
(.855) (1.272) (~0.769) (-1.267) (-0.532) (-0.586) (-0.726) (-0.428)  (1.579) (1.343) (1.242) (1.452)
Experience .026  0.004  0.008 0.013 0.022 0.015 0.011 6.014 0.009  0.0000004 0,009 0.005
: (.893) (0.026) (0.700) (1.119) (2.110) (1.695) - (1.304) (1.608)  (1.121) (0.998)  (1.082) (0.626)
Convictions/Arrests -.197  0.23%  0.133 %0.028  0.206  0.817  0.449  0.368  =0.077  0.060  -0.204  =0.116
(-.155) (0.344) (0.237) (-0.055) (0.450) - (1.983) (1.126) (0.943) (-0.204) (0.162) (-0.553) (-0.315)
Age -.786 ~0.016 <-0.040 -0.029 =0.036 =0.031 =-0.018 0.0006  0.012 © 0.033 0.030 0.043
(~1.356) (=0.414) (-1,326) (~0.977) (-1.364) (-1.314) (-0.792) (0.019) (0.569) (1.710) (1.382) {2.023) T
Time Served : .146 0,002  0.022: =-0.046 ~-0.025 =-0.032 -0.023 -0.032  -0.006 . 0.010 0.071 0.060
(.663) (0.022) (0.304) (-0.700) (-0.421) (-0.577) (-0.429) (-0.596) (-0.106) <(0.204) (1.288) (1.082)
Education -.089 0.004 =0.082 =-0.122 =-0.121 -0.077 =-0.066 ~0.040 -0.003 * 0.004 0.042 0.082
(=.518) (0.046) (~1.074) (~1.712) (-1.898) (-} *%4) (-1,183) (-0.745) (-0.057) (0.085) (0.786) (1.582)
Average Weekly Wage in .012 0.010  0.0%6 0.019 0.013 0.010  0.011 0,011 0.010  0.010 0
: . . . 011 . . .009 0.007
in Month t (1.282) (2.444) (4.519) (5.927) (5.170) (4.814) (5.584) (5.577)  (5.707) (5.848) (5.337)  (4.337)
[Mean weeklg Wage in Month t] [$49.75] [§57.09] [$60.19] [$65.70] {$63.71) [$63.34] [$62.24) [$61.24] [$59.00] [$60.08) [$58.56] {$51.26]
Mean Survival Rate 97.92%  92.59% 87.73; 83.33%  78.94%  72.22%  68.75%  65.71% 60.19%  55.32%  51.62%  46.76%
2
x2 . ) 9.5;5 13.388  29.848  61.946 49.716  40.784  50.284 51.734 52.822 53.914  58.224  50.524
R - ® ® G 2 ® ¥ & & - e
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. B
average weekly wage is positively related to success and significant % i
st the 1 percent level. In the first month, the level of % ’J: the average weekly hours worked, the higher will be the average
¥ gignificance drops to 10 percent, but the effect is étill positive. ; ‘?’i weekly wage earnings. Put hours worked depend upon time spent in
The effects of the financial aid on survival, though, are less g :i crime. To the extent that people corbine work aqg crire, this is no
clear-cut. In the first month, there is a large effect on ;é constraint. Put what about the people who get caught and go to
% postprison survival, although it is not strongly significant, not , g ‘it 5ail? Peing incarcerated reduces the hours available to work and
quite reaching the 5 percent level. In the secoﬁﬁiyonth, there is a g | thus, ceteris paribus, lowers the expected wage. To complete
slight positive effect. 1In no other month can wekgécertain an effect E this model a final eguation is needed to determine days spent in -
€ significently different from zero. Note that in-the first and % 7§g 5311 per week. Those who get rearrested are more likely to spend
second months where the treatment efforts appear operative, the “5 é days in jail than the survivors. Thus there is a siwultaneous
overall explanatory power of the estimated equétions is low. E i% equation system from which it is possible to estimate separately the
& pPerforming a likelihood-ratio test suggests that one should reject ? ‘Ei recidivism and work-disincentive effects. These results are
~~the hypothesis, on the basis of the low chi-squared value, that the } ’ displayed in table 3.9.
logistic function with its included independent variables would é
'®  predict survival rates better than the mean survival rate for the 513 As we hypothesized, higher wages reduce rearrest; longer haurs
sample. f% worked increase weekly wages; days in jail restrict hours worked; and
‘E higher rearrest rates increase days in jail. The separate effects O?
L Until now, we have argued that exclusion of other variables like ;E) the financial assistance are everywhere of the same sign as the right-
3 F IS
expected wages biases upwards the coefficient of the financial-aid % 53 hand-side endogenous variable. Thus the unerployment insurance
variable. A further complaint arises when we include expected B lowers rearrcest, raises wages, reduces hours worked, and increases
B wages~--and their implied component of uneﬁployment—-without taking {.) days in jail. This is problematical because the net effect of the
into account the inherent simultaneity of participation in crime with i treatment is no longer unambiguous. And here is where the
participation in work. 1/ A third specification is implied here. i 5 work-disincentive effect is seen rost ciéarly. One would need to
’ % {4} work more hours to raise wages and thereby reduce recidivism. But
Recidivism depends upon expected wage. The eXPeCtég wage, ? 1 the unemployment insurance tends to reduce hours worked. To assure
thougg,'depends upon hours worked (i.e., unemployrent). The greater E § that the insurance benefit actuaily results in reduced crime, we
) C | | %‘% must show that on balance the positive wage effects offsgt the
1/ This complaint does not arise in our analysis of hours worked in i negative work reduction effects.
chapte{_z because we estimated a reduced form relationship. ﬁ _
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5 Instrument Variable Estimates of Postprison Outcomes
’ (t-otatiastice in parentheses)
o e ; 2‘ : -
Rearrest Equations Wage Equations Hours Worked Equations Days in Jail Equations
1 Iadepeadent Variable (1) (2) (3) (4} (s) (6) (1) 8)
; Constraint .982 . -§‘6‘¢7 =76.347 ~44.398 23.440 25.540 427 332
; ( 5.608) (13.356) (;—2.807)5 (~2.554) ( 6.017) ( 9.437) ( .509) ( .998)
Treatmeat -.057 ~ 6,208 - -1.798 ~1.877 .007 -
;3 (-1.225) (-1-305) (=2,168) (~2.277) { .056)
Wage ~.005 -.006 - .- - — - -
% (~2,750) (~5.502)
j Hours Worked - - 3.682 3.796 - -- - - N
: ( 2.941) { 5.100)
. 7
! Days in Juil - - - - -2.893 -4.221 - -
(-1.923) (~4.119)
Rearrest — - - Lt - - 1.114 1.354
i ¢ 1.723) ¢ 2.991)
# 1
P | Education -,014 - 132 it .82 «366 -,001
¢ ; (-1.168) ¢ .110) ( 1.738) { 1.700) ¢ -.030) -
Coavictions/Arrests .018 -— 2,653 - -2.699 -3.250 ~.456 ~.395
( .227) { .358) (=1.649) (~2.14%) (<1,933) (~1.728)
Tige Served -.0l0 - 572 - 124 - .011 -
4 ( ~.877) ( .542) ( .592) ( .336)
| ?aroled .020 - 6.299 - -.822 - -.221 -
: ¢ .23) C.un ( =.743) (-1.302)
Job Arranged -.021 -~ =123 - 4.048 3.658 .087 -—
{ -.361) {(=.017) . ( 4.275) ( 4.157) ( .533)
i Age -.005 - 564 - .037 - -.007 —
; (~1.184) (1.313) S0 425) ( -.488)
i Race .13 - 9.625 - -.582 - .298 —
8 { 1.560) (1.491) ( =.423) ( 1.455)
Experience .061 - 339 471 .036 - ~.008 -.009
(. .679) (1.809) (2.922) ( 1.002) (-1.728) (~2.079)
Skilled Blue Collar - - 9.479 - - —_— — _—
(1.168)
Fiviag with Pamily - - - - ;1.390 -— — —
) (-1,583) . ¥ .
Unskillad - e —-— — _— .
Jeisaie T sl “
<
*
. @ T - o © o ® ® ®
o s : 5 . =
e £ [
Iz * . *




-_— -

With a little effort one can solve the odd-numbered equations in

table 3.9 simulteneously for the rearrest rate and then differentiate

the resulting value with respect to the treatment variable. One
discovers then that

R ¢ vy b

BI T TV v,737, (a3 + a2y T G3Y1Y2 QgaY1Y2Y3)

where t* is the rearrest rate, 1T is the unemployment insurance :

variable, and

J

unemployment'(treatment) coefficient in

a) =
v rearrest equation

= unemployrent (treatment) coefficient in
wage equation
unemployment (treatment) coefficient in
hours eguation

= unemployment (treatment) coefficient in

jail eqguation

wage coefficient irn rearrest equation

=<
=
]

= hours coefficient in wage equation

jail coefficient in hours equation

<
g
i

Yy = rearrest coefficient in jsil eguation.

2 little arithretic revesls that the treatwent effect is aktout -C.06

in the same order of magnitude estimated in the rearrest equation and

displayed in column 1 of table 3.9.
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‘Note that
3
al = -0.057 Yy = -0.005
ap = 6.200 yz = 3.680
a = -1-790 = -
. 3 Y3 2.890
0g = €.007 Y4 = 1.110
so
i 9 t*
0o I ~ 1 x
1-(-.005) (3.68) (-2.89) (1.11)
y o
s (-.057) + (6.20) (~.005) + i:l.79)(3.68)(—.005)
T+ ‘.007)(—.005)(3.68)(—2.89) = -,0581.
B
Irrediately we realize that mwany of the coefficients used to
arrive at this figure are insignificant. 1In particular, the o
: & coefficient of the trestment effect in the rearrest equation is.
insignificent at the 5 percent level. The rodel, therecfore, was
reestimated omitting all veriables with coefficicnts insignificant at
& the 5 percent level. The same corputation was performed to arrive &t
the net-treatrent effect. Now the effect of unemployment insurance
is to increase rearrest rates.‘ |
Propping the zero coefficient yields, from the even-numbered
columns of table 3.9
' ~125-
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0 I 7| 1-(-.006)(3.79) (-4.22)(1.35)

S —l

(~1.87) (~.006) (3.79)
= ,0489,

There is an intuitive way to see this. °~ The even-nurbered columns of
table 3.9 show that the only direct effect of the treatmwent is on
hours yorked. Here, unemployment reduces the average weekly hours.
Py lowering hours worked, we depress the wage, which in turn
increases rearrest, thereby reising days in jail e¢nd further reducing
hours worked. A rultiplier effect is operative here, with
insufficient offsetting effect to keep from increasing crime. This
is clearly the most extreme case of work disincentive Briefly we
inspect the total reduction in errests in the previous cases and this

one.

It is convenient to know not only the direction of the treatment
effect but also its magnitudeﬁf In following the analysis of Mallar
~and Thornton (1977), it is po;éible tc Sderive the change in rearrests

éttributable to the financial-aid experiments by multiplying the
change in the probability of rearrest due to the experiment by tne
nurber of subjects‘receivipg the cash: suksidy, in this czse 216. For
nonlinear models, the probability change in question, or the partial
derivetive, is not a constant. I have chosen, for computational
convgnience, to evaluate the derivetives at the mean of the dependent

variable, a procedure equivalent to evalueting the derivatives at the

reans of the independent variables when the estimrated error
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approaches zero. In linear models, of course, this evaluation

procedure is not necessary.

Tablev3.10 sunprarizes the rearrest computations for eacﬁ of the
three specifications suggested in the previous section. In
column 1 the benchmark value derived by Mellar and Thornton
More than twenty rearrests are diverted by the

is givem.

experiment, according to their calculations.

In column 2, the rearrest reductions computed frow table 3.7--

the monthly and annual specifications of the conventional economic
H

rodel of crime--are displayed. ©Noting that in somwe months, the

treatment effect is positive and in other wmonths it is negative, we

obtain the sum for the year. This total, denoting a reduction in

rearrests by 14.5, is contrasted with the reduction computed from the

annual eqguation. When the average rearrests fcr the year are

estimated, the reduction in reerrests due to the experirent is

vcaléulated to be 15.6, Thus the annual derivation overestimates the

total of the monthly tallies by more than one rearrest arong 21¢€

participants.
In colurn 2, the increased nurber of survivors for each mwonth is
displeyed. The nurbers are prerultiplied by -1 to reflect the fact

that an added survivor is really a diverted rearrestee. The value

; <
computed for the twelfth mronth is essentially the annual estimated

reduction. It is lower than the Mallar and Thernton value and both
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§ Table 3.10
;s Estimated Reductions in Rearrests
!
| Mallar & Conventional ' Change Simultaneous Simultaneous
Thornton Economic Survival in Equation Equation
Hedel Model Model Survivals Model Model
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Month 1 - -6.2 -5.71 "
. ’ ) -2083
Month 2 - ~3.5 -8.54 — -
, 0.22
Month 3 1.15 -8,32 -
8.35
Month 4 - 7.1 0.03 - -
. 2.52
Month 5 — 1.0 2.55 —— -
~13.64
Month 6 -— -12.3 -11.09 - -
] -0074
L Monuth 7 -_ -2.8 “=11.83 - -=
e ‘0- 34
i Month 8 - 0.6 -12.17 - -
5 : : - 10.93
3 Month 9 - 12.5 -1,24 - -
£ . : , -8.58
! Month 10 _ - -8.4 -9.82 - -
, ' -0.65,
i Month. 11 - -0.7 ~10,.47 - -
;g_-i X . _2097
ﬁé Month 12 - -3.3 ~13.44 -— -
- —
‘% Total - =14.5 - ~7.73 - -
3
E Annual ~-20.5 ~15.6 -13,44 s -12.55 +10.56
: Notes: a. From Mallar and Thornton, “Transitional Aid for Released Prisoners," Table 5.
¢ b. From Table l.
. c. From Table 2. .
o d. From Table 3, all wvarisbles in.
: Eﬁi e. Freu Table 4, only aigni_filcant variables in.
LR ® , - ; & & &
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the total monthly and annual reductions obtained in the conventional

econoric model.

To compute the total monthly reductions in the survival mgéel, it
is necessary to find thé change in survivals fror month to month.
This is done in column 4. The sur of these changes, ~7.72,
represénts the smaller nurber of rearrests arong those
it is eesily seen,

exoffenders receiving financial aid. This value,

is more than 60 percent lower than the value estimated originally by

Mallar and Thornton.

From table 3.10, the instrumental variable estimates of the

simultaneous equationh model of rearrest, there are two corputations

In column the net reduction in

of the effect of financial aid.
arrests attributable to the experiment when all of the variables in
in

the model are included is shown tc be -12.55. In colurn 6,

contrast, rather than displaying a feduction in rearrests, there is
shown a net increese in rearrests of 10.56 due to the experiment.
This value comes zbout as 2 result of dropping the insignificaﬁt co-
efficients end reestimation ofvthe sirultaneouvs equation mwodel |
detailed in table 3.10. Pecause the direct effects of the treatment
are eliﬁinated in all of the equetions Except the hours work%d

equation, the work-disincentive effect dominates, to create an

estimated net increase in rearrests.

If one were to crudely average these alternative calculations of
the effect of the experiment on rearrest, one would find that the

actual reduction is more than one half that reported by earlier
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analysts. Given that our estirates of the experimental effects raﬁge
frowm a high of -15.6 to a low of +10.56, the evidence is clear that a
mere respecification leads to significant reductions in the

anticipated recidivism changes that can be attributed to the
financial-aid experiment.

w,

The foregoing discussion has provided a convenient vehicle for
assessing the effects of employrent opportunities on crire. Cn
theoretical grounds aslone it is not possible to conclude, for

example, that better wages reduce crime. Similarly, lower

unemployment, higher incores, increased lazbor-force pafticipation or
diminished inceme inequality reduce crime only in special theoretical
cases. While these special theoretical ceses are both important and

relevant in a perfectly general econoric mcdel improved eccnomic

opportunities have just &s ambiguous effects as increased punishrent

does. - " .

o

Thus the guestion whether (&) higher incomres or better jobs

reduce c¢rime and (b) the conseqguent reduction is larger vis-a-vis
changes due to increased certainty and severity of punishrent is an

N

open erpirical question. Until now the guestion could not be
adequately addressed because aggregate data sets do not provide
sufficient distinctions between increases of income to criminals and

to legitimate labor market participants. &And ricro data sets like

-130-

0,
A\

SR

PSS S——

SE R T i

ARSI L o Lt

B G BT W e T s Mg

T

TR TR

r= very

by e

fair so i

TRkt ax gt

Pl e

peEyes G Ly

G A0

RNy

R

i) e

O s

PN R
fomnen= =TTty

k.. gt



e

e ———— . ——

" the Bureau of Prison's lack adequate employment information. Using a

E

P

e

rich micro data source from a experiment designed té reduce
recidivism among a group of exprisoners ip Baltimoré, we can test the
deterrence hypothesis against the "better wages reduce crime" view.
We find strong and consistent support for the contention that better
wages reduce crime. In our specification increased certainty and
severity of punishment also reduce crime but the effect is so weak as
tb lead us to reject the hypothesis that the impact of punishment on
recidivism is significantly different from zero. Although these
findings are based on a specialized sample in o limited geographical
area, they provide telling evidence that the case in favor of the
improved employment opportunities hypothesis was not so weak after

all.

D. SUMMARY

Cne standard economic rodel suggests that improved employment

opportunities can affect participation in crime. In a very simple

 configuration, it is possible to show that higher wages and lower

unemployrent lead to a lower optimal allocation of effort to illicit
activity. Yet, in general, the precise effects of employment on

crime are arbiguous.

We examined two very different data sets on‘postprisonv

recidivism. One, a sample of releases from the U.S. Federal Prison

[

§ystem reflects an older, predorinantly white, hardened criminal

population. The other, from the previously described Baltimore LIFE

i
i
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experirent, is composed of a population perhaps more typical of -
repeat offenders released from state institutions: They'are
disproportionately black and young and have dismal previous
ermployrent experiences.

The image of federal prisoners aggbeing highly educated, big-time
busineSSmeﬂ convicted for such glamorous crimes as income tax evasion
gnd Security &and Exchange Commission violations is inatccurate.: The
federal relegsees have lower then average educational attainment, are
typically gquilty of robbery, burglary and other forms of theft- where
the value is less than $500, and have had’relatiVeiy poor pre-
prison eﬁployment\experiences. In comparison™to the Raltirore LIFE
sample, though, the federal releasees are argilably less disadvantaged
and more criminal. The label of the federal prisconer as the upper-
crust of the criminal echelon undoubtedly derives from this inter-

group comrparison.

We have estimeted the effects of erplcyment experiences on
recidivism in our federal sample. More stable preprison erployment
is associated with lower postprison recidivisr. The marginal effect
of having worked more than four stroight years before imprisonment is
greater on black than white recidivism. However,;in;neither case is
this effect very strong. Moreover, the added explanatory power of
preprison employment is weak: Cther background variabkbles and
measures of the certainty and severity of punishment explain the

variance in recidivisr just as well.- Note that while the punishmrent
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| % & ? ~ employment experiences detérmine postprison employment
variab{e? are important in explaining rearrest on parole violation, ? k g ogportunities, then the wea%:@ffect observed for the former arises
they do nhot have the traditional "deterrent" effects. Increased E ] ¥ secause of the collinearit§ﬂof the two. It is not necessary to make
cer;ainty of punishment incresses recidivism rather then lowers it. *5 g % ‘this assurption, though, in:prder to realize that postprison
This, it is argued, is due either to a labelling or discrimination i ‘ 'i £ outcomes depend vitally on o%her postprison outcomes. This is
, . L u
impact, or to divergent attitudes toward risk.’ % ?;5 what we found in chapter two%in analyzing postprison erployment. In
“ E ; addition, the preprison emple&nent experience variable failed the

We also estimate the effects of erployment on recidivism in the i | % " statistical test in the feder%l sample. This could Neah that
Raltimore LIFE sample. Here preprison employne@t experiences sgain é Xﬁf preprison erployment experienees are poor predictors of postprison
have‘weak effects. However, postprison employmégt significantly é 7 erployment opportunities, whi&h challenges thekview that the poor
affects postprison rearrest: Higher wages and no;e“hours worked . ? i | 1} ; showing of the P;eprison expegienge variakle in the Ealtirore sample
(and therefore lower unemployment) are strongly associated with lower % ' ?ie comes about because of its coilinearity with the postp:ison
rrecidivism. 2lthough unemploymrent insurence alsc reduces recidivism, i | employment variable.
“we show that the effect is inflated by failure to appropriately ; a ij

: ; ¢

take into account the work disincentive effect that unemployment g \¥
- insurance tends to reduce hours worked. Nonetheless, the evidence is ?
cenvincing that improved employment can reduce crime. ; !

Taken together, the conclusicns from the two samples suggest that g
the disral preprison employment experiences do not in and of ? ’ i
themselves account for much of the variations in the postprison % ':5 }
recidivism experience arong exoffenders. This does not arise beeause ) % — {%
of the homogeneity of the'exoffender populat;ons. Indeed, there is % é' .
significent variation in preprison emplecyment in both sarples. é; %& |
Instead, it seemrs to arise because it is what happens in the labor § ) ;
narket after release from prison that matters in determwining return L é
to crime, not what happened yeers ago. Of course, if preprison %A
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CHAPTER 1IV. RACISM AND’THE'CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

INTRODUCTION

s (o et S2nn e S e S Ak s e T

g M
There is intriguing documentation of a historical link between
labor markets and the criminal justicé'system. Thorsten sSellin
s;'(1976) argues that the demands of the labor markets have tradi-
tionally shaped the penal system and that changes in that system
e through time are more closely related to changing laﬁor market
f%ﬁ,strugtures than to evolving theories of puﬁishmeh;. For example, ggek
Romans, who pergaps held the largest number of slaves in antiquity,
used prisoners to work on public projécts, There was littlae need for

B : . . .
* prisons as we know them today because of the contlnuous construction

of buildings and roads under the Roman rulers.

;fE In the mid-seventeenth century, French prisoners manned the oars
of the galleys. Originally, lifetime slavery at the oars had been a
form of commutation of death sentences, but aﬁ the demand for
rowers increased even petty criminals were sent to the galleys. The
enlarged supply of galley conviéts swelled, creating a major
maintenance éxpense. At first older and infirm convicts were sent

to Louisiana andkthe‘ernch West Indies, but they could noﬁ match the
productivity of black slaves. Hence, in later years, alterations in

the penal system were sought to deal with this largely economic

problem. Sellin suggests that the development of the French
induétrial prisons was the solution.
.:) /
) -135-
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~;§§he penal system appears to be race.

- B

In the United States, the crucial link between labor markets and .
The failures in the labor
market--the poor, black, disadvantaggd workers--are also the
failures of the system of justice; Blacks have lower wages, higher
unemployment, and fewer marketable skills; they are more often
arrested, more likely to be convicted, and thenh go to prison for
longer periods than whites: They are clearly disproportionately
represénted in prisons and jails. SélliﬁVconteﬁds that this is no
accident. Tt is a legacy of racism and slavery.
The story goes something like this (sellin, 1976). 1In

bthe early years of the nation, penitentiaries were designed to house
criminals from the master class. Slaves were'punisned.thrdugn

beatings or execution. Free blacks were sold as slaves or deported.

i

There was a significant push to make the penitentiaries occupied by

The costs of

the master-class criminals self-supporting, however.
imprisonment represented a hea#y burden on taxpayers. Why not make
the prison turn a profit? In Kentucky this was tried in the early

nineteenth century and the convict-lease system was born. In tnis

I system, a profit was made by hiring out the convicts. Attempting to

fight the high prices of northerxn manufacturers and to train macnine
operators, other states Louisiana and invited private firms to set up

shop in the prison. Following the Civil War, though, both prison

3

industries and convict-lease systems faced a major challenge in the

South. Would these systems apply to the newly emancipated blacks?

would the master class and the former slaves be forced to work siae

[
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by side? The' answer was simple. Since the economy was shattered and
i - A :

there was a raﬁid outflow of labor from the agricultural‘secto;—-
‘where blacks aliegedly held a comparative advantage--prisons could
be used effective;y as a means of continuing slavery. With a system
by penal servitude;‘private slavery would be replaced witn public
slavery. In part, the Thirteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution
explicitly authorizedA"slavery" or "involuntary servitude" as
punishment for illegal activities, Southern legislatures rushed to
&enagt legislation and td revise their penal codes to faciligate an
almost unbelievable result: Within & decade after the Civil war,
p;isgn pqpplatiqns in the South shifted from being virtually all

And, so the story goes,

g} ) ) . L
white to being disproportionately black.
this is how prisons have become what they are today in. America.

B , | _
The Federal Prison System serves a somewhat different

constituency than state penitentiaries. Imprisonment .is a sanction

sactions of U.S.

in numerous Codes, including those relating to

income tax evasion, selective-service violations and interference
S with federally protected activities (e.g., civil rights violations).
With the exception of punishmene'oftfesidents of the District of

territories, the arm of the

| 3 . _
Columbia, Indian reservations, and U.S:

federal criminal law rarely extends to many common street crimes.

Most. forms of robbery, burglary, larceny, auto theft, assault, rape,

and homicide are prosecuted at the state or local level.

o An.addition, the Federal Prison System has its origins
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principally in the North, the capitalist mecca that the Southern

states were fighting when they devised the convict-lease system and
their prison industries. In some respects, then, it is less obvious
as to how the racial disparities in the federal criminal justice
system are rooted in the same legacy of slavery and tacism detailed
by Sellin. We can easily identify the disparities, of course. 1In
chapter III, tableslé.l and 3.6 revealed that while background
characterlstlcs of blacks and whites differ, there are significant
differences in how they are treated within the federal prison

system, There are also notlceable differences in postprlson

outcomes.

The important guestion for public policy is how are these

disparities linked? Can the differences between black and white

rearrest rates be accounted for by diverging personal

characteristics, criminal history, type of 6ffense committed or other
background variables? Or is the,black-white recidivism gap due to
nonracially neutral differences in treatment? These questions

require an explicit examination of the sources of the racilal gap in

crime.

B. BLACK-WHITE DIFFERENCES IN RECIDIVISM

That there is a considerable racial gap in arrest rates for first
offenders and in rearrest rates for repeat offenders is wellknown.
Federal prison data reveals differences in the postprison failure

rates for ‘black and white exfelons. From table 3.6 (third row from
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the bottom), we estinate hat blacks are more likely to recidivdte

than whites. We note thaﬁﬁ;$.7 percent of blacks fail after release

ot

from federal prison while only 31.8 percent of whites do so. When

one controls for any number of seemingly exogenous factors, the

percentages become 32.1 and 29.3 for blacks and whites respectively

(table 3.6, second row from bottom).

This,kof course, represents a
small narrowing of the gap in recidivism, but not one of a magnituae
to justify further exclusion of racism or racial discrimination as a
cause of the gap. But if the cause is racism then what racism?

Where is this elusive demon? In the courts, on the juries, in the

prison cells, in the police stations, on the streets, in the work

place?

To illustrate one method of addressing these guestions, let us
examine racial differences in the severity of punishment. When
released from prison, blacks serve longer sentences than whites. In

addition, blacks are more likely to be rearrested than whites. It

‘might be contended that the differing rearrest rates follow from thne

differences in punishment. Are the observed differences in time
served by blackéighd whites due to differences in their ages,
previous criminal records, and the types of crime for which they
were convicted?
some sort of discrimination against blacksAin the criminal justice
system? A method has been developed in the econometric literature to
compute the residual effect that race has on the outcome being

investigated. Sometimes called residual discrimination analysis, the
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Or can we assert that theydifferences are due to 0

T

pmethod requires a fully specified model of how the outcome is

generated, and it depends on assumptions concerning the

observability of the independent variables and the latk of

correlation between the error or stochastic disturbance term and the

independent variables.

Yy

Suppose in our example time served is assumed to depend on the

type of érime, characteristics of the offense, and prior criminal

history of the offender. Then to isolate the effect of race on time

served one estimates the equation:

n-1

z Xq05 + x_o

+ €.
. 1 nn
i=1 .

TS =

When a1 ... @p_jare n-l independent variables measuring type of
crime, characteristics of the offender and prior criminal nistory and
n is a dummy variable that egquals one if race is nonwhite and zero

otherwise. The o; are the coefficents to be estimated and reflect

the marginal effect on time served of an increase in any one of the

independent variables. Of course, it is assumed that time served is

> A

linear in its arguments %nd that the error term is normally
i

distributed. Under such@assumptions, ordinary least squares is an

appropriate method of estimating the coefficientsal «e. Op. The

sample then is partitioned between blacks and whites and the time

served equation is reestimated for both races dropping the race

variable. Hence, we have two equations for time segved:
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and

% xBaB + eB
i=1 **

; i ipt B
: ¥ pere the variables are defined as before but where superscrip

danotés black and W denotes white. The difference between white and
black time served, TSV ~ 7sB, would be attributable to the

‘%ifferences in the race-specific errors (i.e., racial dlscrlmlnatlgn)

eW - €B

alone only if blacks and whites were otherwise identical
both with respect to background characteristics (type of crime,
$riminal history, etc.) and with respect to the effects these non-
° race related characteristics have on time served. Not only do placks
- and whites have very different characteristics, but also the effects
3, time served of type of crime anévcriminal history (among otner
:variables; differ between blacks and whites. Suppose, however, that
‘blacks and whites were "reated" exactly the same, SO that blacks'

dime served could be tomputd as
!

AR ; ’ . . ‘A‘ B s
“wqgre aq{ are the astimated white coefficients and T8® 18 the
predicted time served for blacks if blacks and whites only differed

Jith respect to the x's.

«

Hence, the residual discrimination is

o
7

3 S
3
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Conceptually ridding the system of this discrimination suggests
N replacing in the bhlack recidivism equation 5B with fsBﬁ The

| %mestion that is answered %n so doing. is how much of the”raciai gap
in recidivism can be explained by discrimination in sentencing. Of
course, the same logic can be applied to questions of qifferinqspre—

Byrison employment, parole release, criminal history, and certainty of

punishment.-

i3

EMPLOYMENT , TREATMENT IN THE CJS, AND CRIMINAL HISTORY

Tables 4.1-4.4 present the results of the first-stage

§§stimations needed to obtain the racially biasless measures used to

predict recidivism.,

v:m Separate black and white logistic equations are estimated for the

‘:'prabability'of having been employed for greater than four years prior

to incarceration, As can be seen in table 4.1, the effects of age,

éQ, and education are about the same for whites and blacks. Belng

female has an insignificant impact on preprison employment for both
o

races. Being married and not having drinking or drug problems raises

ﬁmployment for both blacks and whites, although at different rates.
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Lo TABIE 4.1
MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATES OF THE PROBABILITY OF PREPRISON
EMPLOYMENT GREATER THAN FOUR YEARS
& (4-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES)

Blacks _Whites
Independent Variables A ) A B
P ox, B ox,
i i
Age . .107 .0086 .100 . 0086
(6.511) (13.015)
;‘;\
I.qQ. -.006 -. 009 -, 007 -.000
(-.512) ’ (-.959)
Female -, 336 ~. 021 . 254 . 017
. (-.509 (.644)
Grade Claimed 124 » 008 .122 . 008
(1.812 (2.602)
Married 771 . 049 1.003 . 068
(2.472) (6.074)
. ! ‘v:'}
No Drug or Drink . 917 . 058 353 . 024
: (1.668) (1.324)
Mental Hospital -.810 -.052 ~.675 ~-.0886
(-.759) (-2.048)
Constant -7.326 -- ~6.448 -~
(-5.455) (-7.803)
Weighted Mean of 1086 -~ J27 --
Dependent Variable
Predicted Probability, at . 068 - .074 -
Weighted Means of e
Irdependent Variables
Chi-Square 64.045 <y -= 291, 047 -=
SOURCE: U.S. Board of Parole.
=143~
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" TABIE 4.2 %
t MEXDMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATES OF THE PROBABILITY OF RELEASE ON PAROLE - é
& (t-STATISTICS TN PARENTHESES) ; ;
: 4 :
- . Blacks Whites %
; Independent Variables " : . A @D, ‘
- B X ax
: i _ 1
@ Age . . ~.061 -.013  =.057  -.,0l4 i
; g ’ (~4.573) (-9.166) 5
: Greater Than 5,000 .295 . 064 .887 .221 5
I | (.484) (3.650) i
1§ Pemale 575 (125 .687 171 §
1 (1.615) | (2.314) :
3 {t * . .
{ Grade Claimed .046 .0Lo .109 .027 E
; (1.099) (£.957) -
?2!3
{ Married 495 .108 .488 .122 ]
o (2.044) (3.766) . ,
: ; No Drug or Drink +950 i .207 .218 . 054
! (2.948) ™ (1.414) ,
i o | ‘ ;
' Mental Hospital -.412 -.090 -.719 -.180 :
(-.735) (-3.727) f
! Parocle Hearings .848 .185 . 761 .190
; : (7.071) (11.976)
eio ‘
i Prison Punishment -.771 .168 -.823 -.205
! (-3.218) (-6.066)
' :
Ik Robbery, Theft, Burglary -.249 -.054  ~.658 -.164 E
: (-.916) (-4.321) ~
i White Collar . 304 .066 -.221 -.055
: (1.032) (-1.219)
: Constant ~1.253 -- -.342 -
A ' (-1.89¢) (-.910)
s «
: Weighted Mean of .360 -- 500 --
: Dependant Variable
; Predicted Probability at .322 -- /3502 --
il Weighted Means of -
o Independent Variables ‘
Chi-Square 131.557 -- 401.283 ~-
W ' :
. - SOURCE: = U.S. Board of Parole.
&' -144- §
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TABLE 4.3 o . T E A ’ . | . E
MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATES OF THE PROBABILITY OF COMMITMENT 5 TABLE 4.4 4
GIVEN CONVICTION (t-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES) & - ORDINARY IEAST-SQUARE ESTIMATION OF LN (TIME SERVED) AND LN (CONVICTIONS) b
' Blacks ~__Whites : . : LN (Time Sarved) LN (Convictions) ]
Independent Variables A b A Y z ndependent Variables - \ : —— v
P ‘ P '%ﬁi B %&i { , Whites Blacks Whites Blacks 3
: 3 ’ ) g ;‘ B B B :
! - ] = = T B
Age ' .062 .000 .0792 .00L . ' , 3
y (3.169) \ (7.382) i Age ‘ ..008 . 009 .016 .029 3
: : : : (8.00)  (3.00) (16.00) (9.67) ;
I.Q. : .010 .000 .024 .000 ¢ Sex Cros - g N b
' (.599) (1.828) | € -+ 182 == z. 527 SER , :
. | o . il (-.8) (5.55) :
Female -104.242 -.000  -14.387 .211 : ! ' 3 : . — 3
Fae - (-.062) (-5.533) ” . tarried e ells oeles o ne165 | 1
o '8 - (-34) (-]_,'84) (-4’7];2) . (2-26) i,
imed -.0 -.000 .04 - .000 N . | . : ; i
Grade Claime (_'752) 0 (-.822) : ’ No Drug or Drink 5 Q7 =.149 -.195 -.097 -
‘ I (73)  (-2.08)  (-4:15)  (-1i1e)
Married -.615 -.000 -, 942 -.013 - ; | s | 4
o (-1.081) (-2.720) o b s Grade Claimed =010 -.030  -.075 - -.039 4
B Ok i ' (-1.67) (-2.73) (-10.71) (-3.00) %
No Drug or Drink -.08L =.000 .296 .004 3 ’ o - , 5
g or 1 (—.106) (.687) . - s g I1.Q. L . 002 . 004 , 004 <,00L 2
| | ? . (2.00) (2.00)  (4.00) ° (.s0) -
Méntal Hospital —2%?.;1%) -.000 240 . 003 % r _ Robbery, Theft, Burglary -.185 | -.510 - . g
! o ; - (-5.00) (-7.61) :
Constant ' (:2.222) --- -8.1.98 --- o ‘ § 4 Dollar Value Greater ~.243 .098 - - i
. (-5.872) f oy than 5,000 (-5.40) (.62) E
y L3 B a4
Weighted Mean of . 049 ;- . 039 - & : - White Collar 4015 -.552 - -— E
Dependent Variable : ' ] i . (.28) (-7.56) 3
Predicted Probability of . 000 - .014 “—— 4 ; Prison Punishment 4370 .353 - “- 1
Weighted Means of . : oy (11.21) (s.98)
Independent Variables - 1y
: ¥ Paroled +,331 ~.246
Chi-Square 23.281 -—- 70.738 --- (-10.68) (-4.17)
;' Number of Parole - 221 -.186 —— .
; A ﬁ% _ Hearings . (17.00) (-6.64) o
SOURCE: U.S. Board of Parole. : g B ,
ﬂ : :‘ Constant 2.356 2.720 1.477 1.355
i o ) . ) : :
) Myltiple R 534 .521 . 367 .418
R . .285 ~ .271 .135 .175
Adjusted R ' +280 .256 .132 .165
SOURCE: U,S. Board of Parole,
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rinally, mental hospital confinement has no significant effect on

Fylacks, but markedly lowers preprison employment for whites.

It is easy to see that blacks are less likely to have had long,

E%table employment before imprisonment than whites. Wwhile 12.7

percent of whites were employea more than four years, only 10 6

percent of blacks were, Yet, when controiling for differences in

!%ge, education, sex, and other background characteristics little of
the gap remalns: The predicted fraction of blacks w1th preprison

pmployment ls 6. 8 percent while for whites it is 7 4 percent.

i Pme o ema LT Y Cent .
E

When blacks are "treated" just the same as whites, however, the
results change dramatically If the preprison employment o
probability for blacks were determined by"the white predictive
equation but appropriately evaluated at the average values of the

black characteristics, then we predict that 11.6 percent of blacks

,E®ould have been employed more tman four years. This figure not

only approaches theuactual meanwror whites, but it exceeds the value
predicted for %hitejexoffenéers using’the very same equation. what
Ethis means 1is that while‘much of the employment‘ﬂisparity between
black rand white ekoffenders can be explained by differences in
background characteristics, the low employment preoictedwfor blacks

$iS due largely tc racial discrimination.

Blacks are less likely to be released on parole tkan whites. In

Eiable 4.2 estimates of parole-release probabilities are provided

g ] 5 ~147-~
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for blacks and whites. The direction of effects of background
yariables on parole-release probabilities is similar for botn races.

Better educated, married, drug-free, younger, and female exoffenders

are more likely to be released on parole whether tney are black or

white. More frequent parole hearings and less prison punishment
result in higher parole release rates for both races. However, in
many instances, these predictors are statistically insignificant for
blacks. For ekampl_, while having netted over $5,000 in the alleged
crime will increase a white exoffenders chances of being released by
more than 22 percentage points, it has a negligible effect on
blacks. Taking account of these factors, moreover, merely narrows
the black-white parole release gap from (.350—.506) to (.322-.502).
However, if we predict the black probability from the white
parameters, Qhenfthe gap reduces to (.451~.502). 1Indeed, if blacks
were treated exactly like whites in parole‘de0151onmaking, but, of
course, their differing Background characteristics were appropriately

accounted for, then blacks and ‘whites would be released at nearly the

same rates,

In tables 4.3 and 4.4 estimates are provided for black and winite
measures of the certainty and severity of punishment. The certainty
of punishment is computed as the ratio of previous prison commitments
to previous convictions., It is essentially the subjective
probability of being punished by imprisonment if convicted. This
ratio is .049 for blacks and .039 for whites. Although being a white

female means experiencing significantly lower probabilities of

e
¥

-148-

RS

FEas eI ons

e



— o T Bk L
—— . - T : ‘b l-.» N . SR i 3o v ‘T""‘f"'j"%».?" i
. “ ' : i
punishment than being a white male, the marginal effects of all : § ' ’ )
 tias are virtually zero. Hence, when these 3 ¢ release from prison, (c) certaint ; . . X
| other characteristles are v | ! babiliti for ¢ g ’ - _ Y and severity of Punishment, and ;
g %+ . nr i & > robapllitles ¥ i rimi ng. i i : . o
Fharacteristics are accounted for, the punishment p . 1 § (d) criminal histories. In every instance treating blacks like r
' y ~ g 5 ' ' . - ¢
o verge. Similarly, when the black - ¢ whites narrows the dispari . '
placks and whites tend to con g ' 5; \ § 0 " P ty Some of the dap, we have seen, can pe f
. c s , : i ‘ i equation the 3 1 counte inci : - !
punishment probability is predicted using the white eq A » I accounted for principally by differences in backgroung {
s i
o - i : ue for whites. - 1+ characteristics. 1 ¢ - - , )
B stimated value, .032, moves closer to t?? actual val : ! 1 o P - This was the true of preprison employment. But in
Blacks experience more certain punishmentnthanlwnites, and a pqrt.of % : other capegqfies,notably release on . parole, the only way ‘o
this. can be accounted for by racial differences in how they are, g {|} construct any significant Narrowing of the gap is to effect an equal
: b e - : - : - , pr | B =4qua
g . 4 . treatment of whites and .
é;gireqtadg- % | blacks.
. ' N . i ‘?‘ : ’ ’ ] ;y‘
Blacks also experience more severe punishment than whites. 3 I .To. extend the conceptual FXPEEiment a step further, it becomes
g i : blacks is 24.7 d _ useful to replace fo 1
ﬁRecqll from table 3.1 that the‘average time served by 3 44 7 ! Ful to p for blacks the actual values for Preprison ;
monthg while whites serve only 23.7 months. QQKing account of : employmeqt, Certéintygand severity of punishment, criminalvnistory - 3
: . . 'E ¥ . = ’ (.
' , e d e crime 5 {1 and method of priso i . ~ :
~ personal background characteristics and factors related to tn S % 3. A n release with the Predicted "discrimination-free" :
o :
. ; ; .06 montns A values. Table 4, i i m:
 ®ihe average time served for blacks is predicted to be 19.06 : ; 3 : > displays reestimates of the black recidivisnm -
. . . . 5 < g . :
when evaluated at the white parameters. This dramatic reduction is 3 functions. rhe odd-numbered columns list the estimated coefficients :
suggestive of the same discriminatory process involving previous g and_Q§SOCia§ed‘statistics. . In the even-numbered columns are th [
s g - i ’ . - 2 . . , ' ' ) e 3
5 Eeriminal records., On average, blacks in the sample have 6.6 previous 3 | Partlal derivations of the predicted Probability of recidivisny o eE 1
convictions while whites have only 5.7. Howevegﬁ if black 3 | Flrs? }?.QQlu@n (1) the black recidivism function from table 3.6 is :
convictions were generated by the same process as white convictionsz- ] | téProduced. HNote that the actual failure rate ig 35,7 percent ang g
: Ezif they were "treated" the same--then, appropriately taking into X ;'§%e Qredlqted rate 1s 32.1 percent. 1In column (3), we replace t 3
- . 2 = 3 ; = = ne :
account black background characteristics, black convictions would 1 — ||8ctual time served with the discrimination-free pPredicted value
] | Now t i ; . B
total four and one half. ; - he marglﬁa% effect of an extra month in Prison-ig larger, but
¥ O As:ana.l?lacks serve shorter Sentences in tnig faCially neutral
In summary, there are disparities between black and white £federal / ] ‘f {scenario the recidivism rate remainé the same In column (5) '
; ~ 2 ; ‘ . we :
F . « . % X ) . . 3
‘ exoffenders in (a) preprison employment experiences, (b) method of 4 Insert the predicted certainty of Punishment valye More certain 13
SRR : 3 I = c ]
) | ‘ : yunlshment lowers recidivism, byt racially neutral certainty of 3
) -149- ' ]
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TABLE 4.5

MAXT4M LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATES OF BLACK RECIDIVISM AND RESIDUAL DISCRIMINATION
{£-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES)

P - i
tadepandent (1) (2) (3) (4) (s) (o) {7) (8) {9) (10 () (12)
d LA a - A - A A
\'Al"l’-lb les i} 35/5)(1 B OpAxt ﬁ_w Op/Oxt B bt 8 ApPxy B 5 /Axt.
et et ™ = < - - " T ™ *
e | TL089 0 Tl03 L0 -,009 -.016  -.002 -.034  -,007 <089 -,006 =051 -.011
; (-3.289) {~1.997) (~.414) {-1.079) (-.841) B («1.850)
re-Served =008 -.001 - - -0t ,001 -.008  -,001 =009, .02 -,008 -,001
T (-1.423) (-1885) (-1.494) (-1.556) , {-1.411)
edlcted Time - . L1100 -.024 P ——- - ca- T a—- .
”s.wved (-1.971) ' . ) -
Penale 2508 411 , =786 . <071 L5737, 0 L.162 «.811 <077 -444 2,096 -,545 T 2,119
{-1.361) (-1.894) ‘ {-1.890) (-1.656) - _ (-1.188) (-1.010)
Grade Claized -.033  -.008 -,043 -,000 . .08 -.008 -.089  -,019 -.018 2,004 -.048 . -,010
: {~.952) {~1.090) {-.963) (-1,370) (~,419) - {-.601)
varried -,245 -.053 ".,220 -,048  ....353 ~.077  : -.479 -,104 ‘046 010 .,263 -.057
{-1,003) (-.990) ) {-1.322) (:1.390) .. .29y - (-.589)

Yo Drug or ‘Ldea To.092 2319 T1l069  .+.266  -.058  -c-.494 .07 72325 -,000 2449 .,008
drink (-1.553) {-1,160) (-.987) {-1.723) . (-1.114) - {-1.294) o
Mental Hosplital 1,162 253 177 ".256 ‘1,142 ",251 1,481 .323 1.020 221 1,101 .260

(2.371) {2,395) {2.315) (2.514) (2.012) . {2.4106) :
parole Hearings 127 .027 '.656 ‘1143 - 110 .024 203 -.044 ‘128 .028 . 127 .027
. {1.185) {2.068) (1.033) - {~.532) . (1.197) (1,186} .
Prison Punishe 293 064 1039 226,223 D49 LeAs J241 - 308 066,284 064
cent (1.324) {2.119) {1.021) ] (1.465] . {1,384) {1.324)
Robbery, Thefs, .ca2 ol <237 osi ‘150 a3 ,380 .83 095 020 097 .021
Aurglary {.209) {~.687) {.572) {.917) (.356) (.361) L
?2lease on 170 .037 -572 0 -124 043 .009 - -- .180 .039 147 .032
parola (75) (~1.200) (.189) . (.738) .. (\627) -
predicted Release oo i . - . S 2.385 520 ——— - e -
on Farole {.974) .
“hite Collar 049 ,010 ..387.  -.0%4 .137 .030 .161 .035 059 012 .02 015
5 {.163) {-.917) (.457) { .499} {.196) . {.237)
Greatar than 387 -,084 ~.435 -.095 240 - 052 =747 -,163 -.359 ~.078 -.402  -,087
35000 592) (-.664) {-.379) (~.999) {-.556)} (-.617})
Pirst Offender -.170 -.037 «116. -,025 380  -.083 -164  -,035 1,160  -.034 -.210.  -,046
(-.336) (~.264) {-.879) {-.374) (-.367) (-.485)
Age at PLrst -.043 -.009 -.084 1,009 ~.068  -,015 -.041 -.009 -.049  -,010 -.047 . -,010
Cozmitment {-1,018) (-1,969) (-3.348) (-1,856) (-2.164) (-2,241)
Cooattrents/ 2.615 570 2,534 552 e . 2.576 561 2,586 561 2,519 . 549
Convictions (4.129) {4,098) ) {4,101) . (4.035) . {4,111) .
Predfcted e I i 2l 4193 -.922 — — ——- . . ——-
Conattnents/ (-.775)

Convictions . -
Convictions .05 Joo3 012 Jooe o3 -.0m .002 - .
(.633) (.496) (-.567) hl
Predicted . an- -—- ——- a- ——— - ~023  -.005
Convictions {-.103) )
Erployed Yore 5% <118 J.569 <124 -.826  -.18 ——- -S61 -,l22

than 4 Years (-1,217) {-1.274) {-1.866) < {-1,247)
Predicted al oy —— . o - -.778 ——- -

Exployment

Greater than
- 4 Years ) . .
Constant 2.219 - 3.118 - L.851  -e- 1,256 - 1,449 - 2.414 -

] (2,736) {3.139) (2.175) {.946) (1.278) (1.754)

Weighted Mean 387 - 357 cen .356 ——- .357 ca- 357 — .357 -

of Depandent .

Variable .
Predicted Proba- 321 —an 321 - .326 . 321 - 318 ——- 321 -

bility of

Weighted Means

of Independent

Variables
Chi-Square 86,285 - 87,709 ane 70.092 —— 86.738 e 86,061 a—— 85.939 ——-
SOURCE: U.S. Zoasd of Parole,
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returned to prison.

=
punishment means that blacks now have lower probabilities of being
punished by im@risonmeht; hence they are more likely to recidivate.
In column (7) blacks get to be paroled at nearly the same rate as

on parole

whites. But from column (1) we realize that release

really does not affect recidivism substantially. So equal
. 2

opportunity in release from prison (or more accurately, affirmative
action in release from prison) does not assure lower rearrest

probabilities. Colurn (11) details the effects of reducing
disparities in criminal histories. Since the effect of a previous\
conviction record is small, equalizing this factor between blacks
eliminating. the

and whites has no effect on recidivism. However,

racial disparity in preprison employment has a decidedly direct
effect on blacks' postprison failure rates. The predicted
recidivism probability fells from .321 to .318, as seen in column

(9).

narrowing of the recidivism gap arising from a conceptual policy of

Although, this reduction is minor, it is seen as the only

reducing preprison release racial discrimination.

D. SUMMARY

Cther writers have alluded to the legacy of racisr in the

criminal justice systemr due to slavery and its aftermath. Blacks are

They

disproportionately represented in the penal system. serve

longer sentences; they are more likely to be incarcerated rather than

put on probation; they are less likely to be paroled; and because

_they are more likely to be rearrested, they are more likely to be

this state of

Indeed, it has been argued,

-152-
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Lffairs is intimately linked to labor markets. After the Civil war a,

1nss of a whole class of workers in Southern agriculture mandated

o 7
rhat the prison system--already evolving as a labor-market

i mechanism--supply public slaves where private involuntary servituuae

had been abandoned.

B

e

!
o h ‘
L T

~ Prison populations have swelled with unskilled blacks during

the ‘past two decades. Has the penal system been operating again as a
~labor market equilibrating device? Do long prison sentences, low

parole -release rates, and high rearrest rates for blacks act to

the high under- and unemployment rates among members“of this

. buffer
.
group? These gquestions cannot be answered within the context of this
. study. But other kinds of gquestions can be answered. Are there-
racial disparities in a system like the Federal Prison System that is
i &
Are these disparities linked to

less beholden to the slavery past?
would crime rates fall?

if they were eliminated,

one anbther? And,

& .
We coviclude that in the Federal Prison System, seen througn the
lens of nearly 2,500 exfelons released in 1972, tnere are significant

. racial disparities in treatment. And there are
B
prison outcomes.
prison employment experiences, equalizing these represents about tine

A

Although there are only minor differences in pre--

Vi
[

only means of reducing the racial gap in recidivism througn

2

eliminating other racial disparities. Blacks and whites experience

differing certainty and severity of punishment.

_not close the racial group in postprison failure. Blacks and whites

=153~
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‘are treated differently in the prisons; blacks are decidealy less

i

like! e :
ly to be released on parole. Yet, equal treatment will not close

the gap in postprison failure. Blacks and whites have different

crimina;
al records. Unfortunately, equalization of previous criminal
hlstorlps does nothing to close the racial gaps in rearrests Equal

re
treatment in preprison employment, we have found, will reduce the

postprison recidivism gap, though by only a small amount. Thus we

reach the following ppsclm stlc conclu51on.

Ellmlnatlng racism or
racial discrimination as it manifests itself in pxpnrlences of |
offe

ffenders before 'or during imprisonment will have little impact on’
o . -
postprison failure. we explore further the implications of this

conclusion in a-final section.
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CHAPTER V. PCLICY IMPLICATICNS AND CONCLUSICNS
A. INTRCDUCTION Sy

At the April 1678 Hearings on Unemployrent and Crime before the
Subcomrittee 05 Crire (of the Committee on the Subsidiary, U.S. House
of Representatives), then Secretary of Labor Key Marshall testified

that he had no doubt that unemployment causes crime. He stated that

[

if theﬂgoals of the Hﬁmphrey—Hawkins Rill were met crime wculd fall.
1
Since kehe hearings, unfortunately, there has not even been an
approach rade toward meeting the arbitious emrployment goals of
Humphrey-Hawkins, partly due to the Carter administretion's anti-.
inflation objectives. Whether a drop in crire after a full-fledged
implerentation by Humphrey-Hewkins would have implied that unemployi
ment really does cause crirme is a debatable conjecture. At those
same hearings, Secretary Marshall conceded when pressed by
Congressman John Conyers, chairmén of the subcomrittee, thatdother
employmeht programs for exoffenders have failed. Further research
was apparently needed in order to devise ermployment progrars that met

the ne%ds of offenders and exoffenders.

The research undertaken in this project was neither intended nor
designed to yield new or better strategies for reducing recidivism,
elirinating unemployment, or eradicating crime. Rather, the
principal interest was in deterrining the validity of the view that

employment opportunities affect participation in crime. 2n

additional objective was to exemine why exoffenders fail in the

~i55-
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labor&market.

The premise that unerployment causes crime is a gross
oversirplication of a complex inkteraction of the criminal justice
system with labor mrarkets. The hypothesis that exoffenders are

discriminated ageinst in the labor markets is en artifact of casual

.obsérvations--supported by extensive data--suggesting that

because of licénsing restrictions and other barriers there are
numerous jobs exoffenders are prohibited from holding. A figorous‘
test of the hypothesis is virtually impossible withcut information

not now readily available.

What we have sought to do in this research, rather than prove

/s

nearly unprovable conjectures or propose never-before-proposed

public policies, was to raise nagging questions that nmust be

eanswered before workabhle policies cen be desiuned.

The Questions raised are largely empirical cnes. To address
ther, two distinctly different data bases were chdsenw Cne, relating
to individuals releesed from the U.S. Federal Prison System, has the
irage of representing the creamr of the crop cf formerly incarcerated
offenders. The other, drawn from the Maryland State'Penitentiary, is
a sample of acutely disadvantaged former criminals. More
representativeness of these samples should not be claimed than is
warranted, however. The federal sample is elite only to the extent

e

that it includes fewer blacks and hzs a‘hahdful of cririnals
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convicted of "attractive" white-collar érimqs; The Meryland sample
is predorinantly black, mich more so than is true naticnwide, but
certainly as black as other‘prison samples drawn from states with
lerge metropolitan areas. 2nd, in many respects, the diéadvantage of

blacks in such prison populations is similar to the disadvantage of

blacks not in the prison population.

\v/

EB. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

To explore the deterrinants of erployment and unemployment among
exoffenders, the Maryland sample--pert of an unemployment insurence

experirent in Baltimore--wes relied upon. The guestions posed were

whether there is a general effect of preprison disadvantage ;;gq
specifically an effect of criminal history or previous erployment
experience on postprison employment. ,Does,ngvious erployvment
experience lower the pbstpfison probability.of being unemployed?
Does it metter if the previous experience is before or after
impri§onWﬁnt? Does a more extensive criminal history mean that one
will more likely be unerployed?

When postprison employment opportunities are captured by
postprison unerployrent probazbilities, if is foﬁga thatﬁprevious.
employrent experience does affect erployrent outcores. Although
preprison work experiences have some effect,

postprison erployment

has the really important effect. The higher the unemploymrent rate at
release from prison the higher unerployment will be in subsequent

months. Criminal history, moreover, has¢6hly a weak effect on
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postprison employment; this is true whether the history is
- )

current or past and whether the measure of ermployment is the

probakility of unemployment 'or is hours worked.

When looking explicitly at hours workéd as a measure of
employment experience, the following results emerge.: Rackground
Vafiables havg stgsng effects on employment. 1In particular,vrace has
a consistentl;ﬁstrong:impact on labor-market success. BRlacks are
found to work fewer hours than whites. However, fawily background
variables capturing criminal behavior among reletives explain little
of the variation in glack hours worked while they are a significant
deterrinant of white hours worked. Generally, as we have noted
before, criminal history has little éxplanatory power for the
erployment experiences for either blacks or whites. Yet, preprison
enrployment experienée dsgs. 2dditional months of work experience
before incarceration rzise erployment for both blacks and whites
after prison, although rore so for whites than for blacks. For
blacks, the dominating factor influencing émployment irmediately
following(rélease from prison is whecther a job was zrrenged.
Relative to what happens aftet release from prison,.experiences
before prison»gean practically nothing. Postﬁrison outcores
significently affect black exoffenders' erployment success, even
above and beyond any possible effect preprison disadventage may
have. White exoffenders, on the other hand, are noided by their
background. Virtually nothing after prison reiease seriously alters

their previously established pattern of emplcyment experience.

I
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' f i v i preprison measures as emnloyment and criminal ‘history. But when -
? § %Iﬁ controlling for differences in ba';;goond cheracteristics &nd
% The findings of the effects of employment on recidivism are Lé S 5 criminal hlstory, the racial gag in recidivism tends to nairow., When~
§ ”Con51stent in both' data sets analyzed Petter preprison empleoyment i ‘ f, one goes even further to conceptually rid the criminal justice syster
g experlences have a weak and almwost insignificant effect on _ E ; E.B of re31dual discrimination, there is no further narrowing of the gap.
é postprison rearrest or parole violation. ‘Does‘unemploywent‘or lack é . % i
§ of employment opportunities or low wages cause crime? In theory, the é o There is, hOWGVer: an erployment lTPaCt It black Whlte pre- _
; answer is ambiguous. ~From a crude examination of our results the .; {'5 \ prlson erployment olscrlmlnatlon were ellmlnatcd then the rac1al gap
f g :answer in practice is yes znd no. The federal sample ‘suggests ’é ;% fln recidivism would narrow an addltloncl arounr. Indeed, there would
that if postprison employment (which is unobserved)”is perfectly ; 'f be 2 convergence of the predlcted rec1d1v1=m for blacks toward the
correlated with preprison employment, then better employment does % ﬁiﬁ actual value observed for whites. Controlllng for the dlfferences in
%3 not reduce crirme, as measured by recidivism rates. The Baltimore é 1; background characteristics between them, however, srlll lecves a
sample; on the other hand, suggests that better wages do reduce ; 5 minor difference in black and white recidivism rates.
¢rime. Moreover, the Paltimore sarple reveals thet preprison % (B
:-$ {\emPIOYment is at best weakly correlsted with postprison employment, § ~% €. IMPLICATIONS
so the no in the federal sample might be yes after 2l1l. Further, % ~§ Whot do 511 of these findings mean° va is thers e efrect i
in the Faltimore sarple lower unemployment neans-higher hours worted é ;iﬁ criminal record on employment sftec brison? What ie the slgnlfncance
aiﬁ leading to increased wages. Thus the "unerployment reduces crime E 4 of the finding that backoround characterlstlcs and general
_ 8 : :
view is indirectly supported. é Qg disadvantage may or may~not explain postprison enployment depending
Ction: i .5§$ on whether one is white or black? Wwhy shoulo oostprlson euploynent
L3 ‘ Using the federsl data, We addressed ourselves to the ques a % "g experiences significantly affect employment efrong blacks but not
, Are racial differemces in recidivise a result of treatrent é - ‘j whites? Iff erployment disedvantage does not explain recidivism, then
- differentials in the crimrinal justice syster? There are, of course, % dr@ what does? 2nd £inally. how dbes e axplain bhec oniy
Fg found to be significant racial differences in recidivism rates. ‘g kt‘nf antiemployment discrimination policies will reduce rhe tacial gap in
There ere also racial differences 1n pow offenders *re freated an LhL | ; | T' recidivismé We attempt to address these Questions individually.
federal crlmlnal justice syster; in some instances, these differences { : i :
B are substantial. Further, there are specific differences in J % " 5
“i | | . é ~160-
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1. NO EFFECT CF CRIMINAL RE.CRD ON EMELOYMENT

Suppose that we hed hypothesized that there is discrimination
against exoffenders. Then, the finding that there is no effect of
cririnal record on posfprison employment could be evidence against
that hypothesis. Put clearly we have not perforﬁed an adeguate
test. Such a test would require information on both criminals and
noncriminals. Those individuals with no criminel records--if
discrimination were operative--would experience more favorable
emplcymrent outcomes. Among exoffenders alone, however, the only
insight that can be learned ebout discrimination by exarining
cfiminal record is whether discrimination is based on degree or
seriousness of a record and not whether discrimination is kased on
the existence of a record. The evidence is moot concerning whether
having a criminal record reduces emplovment prospects. Furthermore,
there does not seern to be support for the view that there is
increased discrimrination eccerding to the degree or seriousness of a

record.

Testing whether there is an effect of criminal record on
employmrent is consistent with tests of other hypotheses, of course.
Criminagl record mwight ke a proxy for prior participation in crime.
If there is some sort by accumulztion of criminal human cepital
arising from prior participation in crime, then through tire the
gains to crime will be higher for those with mrore extensive criminal
records. Relative to participetion in legitimate activity,

therefore, crime would be more attractive. Thus the lower hcurs
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worked, if found for wore extensive criminal histories, would mean

that more active cririnals choose not to allocate larger fractions of

their time .to legal pursuits. Since we did not fihd that a more

extensive criminal history lowers hours worked, this may mean
(a) that thoSe with more extensive criminel histories do nbt

necessarily accurulate additionel criminal human”capital or (P) that

the gains to illegitimete activities through accurulation of criminal

human capital do not outweigh any losses to legitimate activity when

gthened, or (c). that criminal record 1s not a

(d) that

‘criminal records ere len

satisfactory proxy for prior participetion in crire, or even

the decision to engage in crime is unresponsive to changes 1n

relative returns to crime.

Pnother hypothesis is that criminal history is a proxy for time

out of the labor market. "While rore time engaging in crime may not
increase criminal humsn” cspital, it may result in wore tire in court,
Time out of the

in jail, or in prison. This means time not working.

labor merket mey represent deterioration of work skills, less

experience, and therefore way lower probabilities of having a

() .
sliccessful employment profile in the future.

periences have a weak impact

Py this reasoning,
our finding that preprison employment ex
on postprison erployment is consistent with the finding that

criminal history does not affect employrent.

f
i

While policies and programs designed tc elirinete liccnsing
restrictions and other employrent barriers posed by criminal recorqs

)
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gsre corwendable in their own right, there is nothing in the findings

reported here to suggest that these initiatives will affect the

postprison employment prospects of\eXoffenders. Expungement cf;
criminal récords, for example, wouid reke senseée in order to red%ce
the criminal-labeling effect on rearrest, but the evidence doe; not
reveal whether such an effort would reduce the unerplovment rates of
offenders. Indeed, if the only significant use of criminal records
is made by law-enforcement agéncies or prosecuters’ offices, a
legitimate complaint could be raised that elirinating access to this
information on an individuasl's past way not only reduce crime—sélving
efficiency but may also reduce the detentent effectiveness of
sanctions.

criminel In the absence of a strong finding that criminal

records diminish employment prospects, the case for the substential

L.

beneficiazl effects cf expungement is weakened. .

2. NO EFFECT OF DISADVANTAGE ON BLACK EMPLCYMENT

Varying background characteristics and degrees of preprison
disadvantage explein little of the veriation in postprison
erployment experiences of blacks, we discovered. We also noée that
having coﬁtrolled for these factors--which explein much of the
variation in postprison employment experiencés among whites—?ﬁhere

is among whites little added explanatory power of such postprison

7

events as having been employed or rearrested during the first
six months out of jeil. One explanation for this result could be
that the process by which blacks are errested, convicted, or

incarcerated is a randomr one (i.e., without regard to actual
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tend to increase postprison employment for white exoffenders.

B et
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participation in crime), and that the process affecting white
: Moreover, anong whltes, having a famlly menber ever in prison reduces

w
w

» inVolVement in the cririnal justice system clearly discriminates 3 . §
- i & ‘ E ) ' employment. Experlence and background count anong whites. Perhaps

among crime-prone and noncrime-prone individuals. Since being 3
' ; erployers, at least for whites, go beyond, workers recent pasts.

disadvantaged and an exoffender as opposed to being disedvanteged and % 4 :
T ' . - B
’; en nonoffender is somewhat a mwetter of chance for a black, luck plays £ 1

i " ! ES job performance. Yet, even 1f they do not,,whlte workers with

ruch more of a role in determining whether blacks get hired after

SRS

perhaps, they look for 1nd1catlons of stablllty and prlor successful

successful pasts appear more apt to start out successful upon

prison than in the case of whites. Those blacks who are lucky enough 2 : : e
~ release Thls weans that any explanatory power of postprlsonvw

to have a job arranged when they lesve prison or who are lucky enough ] -
3 varlables in determlnlng excffenders employment arlses because of

to £ind a job within a few months after release can expect to have d -z
3 g the correlatlon of these varlables w1th preprlson experience and

i rore favorable suksequent erployment experiences than the unlucky : A § » -
& | ] S oackground characterlstlcs.

ones. This has nothing to do with relative disadvantage, criminal

e A

record, or previous employment experience. It 1s consistent with the : | » s - -z n : coEDs : i

: ' It should ke easy to see. that there are both derand-side and
view that their exoffender status' is not strongly predicted by their - :
: L ® supply-side effects of backgroundwend experience on postprison
backgrounds or experiences. It is also predictive of the view, ‘ . .
erployment. White exoffenders with more favorable experiences and

discussed earlier, that criminal records, or cther measures of | . ) . . , .
‘ 8 backgrounds may be more willing to work. 2nd their prior success--1n

exoffender status, are”poor predictors of employment performrance. i ‘
1l spite of their current exoffender steatus--makes employers more

willing tofhire them. If previous experiences and background have a

3. POSTPRISCN EXPERIENCES DE‘IERMINE BLACK, ‘ \ . ; : S .
BUT NOT WHITE EMPLOYMENT sifficiently strong effect on exoffender lzbor-supply decisions

i @' .~ or if erployers base their exoffender hiring decisions strongly upon

The explenations &s to why background variables do not explain
p 3 Yy 9 pia information on prior-work hlstory and farmily background, then there

black postprison employment can also be marshalled to explain why :
' o —H is ‘little wonder that these varlables pre01ct postprlson exployment

ostprison experiences do. PRut we can go beyond these explanations : V
P : P P : J ) Y P s well. But generalizing this result beyond the Ealtimore sarple-

and look at how preprison emplovment ex erlences affect white ; .
. prepris POy : P B g should be avoided beceause whlte excffenders represented a small

postprison emrployment., This examinaticn will suggest why postprison

fraction of the pasrticipants in-the LIFE experiment, and they appear

experiences do not affect white offendere. Recall that preprlson
g i

employment'experience and having had a good job before 1mprlsonment )

B

to be somewhat more disedvantaged i@s a group than white exoffenders

S

» 0 o ~165-~ p |
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There are a nurber of more explicit reasons why post~prison

erployrent can be so significantly affected by blacks' early post-

prison cutcomes. The first has to do with affirmativeﬂaction.

Assume tnat through time there is a legsening of digcrlnination
ageinst blacks as a group that results in general improvemenf of Ehé
economic Wéll4being'of blacks. Then those blacks who have been out
of the labor rarket because of 1ncarceratlon may enjoy improved
ewployment conditions relative to their preprison condlcions, even
taking into account their current exoffender status. This ohenoﬁenon
does not explain why their background characteristics or preﬁlison
experiences do not explain much of the veriation in their postprison
erployment experiences in the first place. But, it sﬁégests why

the postprison outcomes ratter for blacks but not for whites.

A second related reason is that some firms, engaging in
affirrative action, ray seek to kill” two birds with one stone by

hiring workers who are both cxfffenders and black. - This rakes sense

if implicit subsidies are offered to firms hiring minorities or

exoffenders. Enough is not known sbout the job rarket in Baltimore

at the time to be any'wore than suggestive; but nurerous training

and job assistance pregrams for both blacks and exoffenders existed

side’by side in Raltirore during the 1¢70s. Indecd, in one CET2

t

program providing job plzcement services for disadvantaged workers,

it was found that exoffenders received higher wages and more job

3

U

A

TR

S e

i L Lo TRy
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ffers (Phillips and Myers, 1978). If black exoffenders are

perce ved to be more productlve than black nonoffenders who 0

ire
thlpate in the CET? progrem, then it makes further sense to hi

i
i

them.

A chlfo feason, defived by use of opposing logic, may be thet

RS

» 1 ‘ } j ‘ ; ly a
wlack exoffenders are more,likely to guit and thereby would supply

ont -« 12 ] i h does
continuous flow of labor for the ﬁ{gm that.hlres_them but whic

; n . ' i uit
not w1sh to invest 1n thelr specific human ca pital. The higher g

o e ork, as
rates among blacks are con51stent w1th the fewer hours they w '

- 1d be
compared to Whlte exofﬁenders, And, the hlgh tunnovervrates wou

‘ s l Note

con81stent Wlth the econdary labor market oks they hold. ’

too, that Lhose blacks who had previously held whlte -collar jobs are

s
less llkely than other blacks to be erployed and work fewer hours a

ly to
one woulc expect if this prelerentlal hiring practice cpplles cnly

jObS in the secondary labor-market.

“l

s

Cche;‘reasons why_postprison outcomes effect black postprison

loym ot i i : employers need
erployment but not that of whites include: (1) employ

; ' § G s, and
additional evidence of satisfactory perforwance among klacks,

i i i are very-
this evidence rust be recent; and (2)_wh1te\cr1m1nals y

different fron whites generaslly and background characteristics

imi e more.
adequately mirror these dlfference~- but black criminals ar

t
11ke other blacks generally, so their backgrounds tell little abou

“their likely performance.
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1abor-market intervention is likely to be effective in reducing

éxoffenders' unerployment and where such policies should ke

Y shovliNe

, targeted.
.
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irpediately upon release from prison,

' - people who are most likely to be responsive to employment

exoffenders.,

=
Foppeia S

unemployrent insurance experimrent.

gy

blacks in our PRaltimore samp;e,

O I b

did not reduce hours worked for blacks while it did for whites.

4, RECIDIVISM UNEXPLAINED BRY EMPLCYMENT DISACVANTAGE

W:Ek In both the Baltimore and federal samples, we found that

e

e

7

rearrest. Lack of a.stable job or extensive work experience is

i
ey g

E indication amrong exoffendefs of emrployrent disadvantage.

BRI . _ . N
. leads to “intensified pursuit of crime. Put our findings do not

employment performance of exoffenders should best be implemrented

They also suggest that the

intervention strategies are minorities and those with the lowest

Obviously, we have not exhausted all of the possible reasons.

put, the finding is significant for policy because it suggests when

Our findings suggest that policies designed to improve the

wages and highest unemployment-~-that is, the most disedvantaged of

2n example of this follows from our examination of the
In theory, we found that the work
disincentive effect of the unerployment insurance benefit would be
lowest when unemployment prokabilities were high end wage ratés were
low. Empiricelly, this situationrcorresponds to the plight of the

We found that the insurance benefit

vreprison emp}oyment experience has little impact on postprison ...

Numerous
writers have ‘argued that this disadvantage reduces the attractiveness

of legitimate erployrent relative to ciiminal activity and thereby

TR

TR R
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- '

e

1
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strongly support this view. Instead, in the federal semple

=

criminal-history variables are highly-correlated with recidivism.
Individuals with mrore-extensive criminal records tend to get
rearrested more often. If we ignore criminal history, to be sure,
previous employment experience does matter. The rore disédvantaged
one's preprison employment performance, the mwore likely it is that
one returns to crime. But is it legitimate tc ignore criminal
history? The standard economic rodel of crire, moreover, suggests
that the subjective ﬁeasures on the certainty and severity of
punishment rust be entereé into eny acceptable specification of the
crime supply function. Ignoring these factors éftificiélly inflates
the importance of previohs erployment experiences. Admittedly,
brevious erployment and previous criminal ectivities are related. By
similar logic, postpriéon employrent znd postprison criminal

activity are related. We observe in the Raltimore sample just What
relation there is--higher weges due to increased hours worked tend to
redqce crire. Taking account of current employrment opportunities, as
is done with the Paltimore sample, revezls that the relative
importance of criminal history thereby dirinishes. Could it not be,
for lack of available 'measures of postprison employrent in the
federal sample, that the importance of criminal history is*
exaggerated? Fecause there are rinor differences in how criminal
reeord and certainty and severity of puﬁishment are measured in the
two samples, the answer is unclear. Rut from the policy point of
view, the éonclusion is clear: A dismal employment record before

pPrison does not doom an exoffender\ﬁp feilure in the labor rarket.
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Instead, the limited evidence implies, labor market intervention

strategies can be effective in reducing crimre erong exoffenders even

if their preprison records are seriously blotted.

ELIMINATING RACIAL EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION WILL

5.
REDUCE ELACK-WHITE CRIME DIFFERENTIZLS

We performed a number of conceptual experiments of elimiﬂating
racial discrimination in the cririnal justice syster and in the labor
market. When performed using the federal déta, the experiments
yielded provocative results: Elimination of racism in the crimrinal

justice system would not ep?reciably reduce black recidivism retes
and therefore would have no narrowing effect on the black-white gap

in crime. Conceptual elimwination of racial discrimination in

preprison employment, however, yielded qualitatively different

results. PRlack employment rises when blacks. and whites are treated
equally in the lakor mrarket. The increese in employment, based on

our coefficient estimates, lowers recidivism. Thus the black-white

crire gap in narrowed. While it is certainly true that these results

come from a model where the significance as preprison emplgyment 1is

low, the exercise is useful nonetheless in guestioning the likelihood

that anti-discrimination erployment policies would be effective 1n

reducing crime. Essentially, it could be argued, participation in

crime depends on the reletive attractiveness of work. If blacks ere

paid less than whites, work will be less attractive tc them than to

whites, assuming that the returns to crime are the same for both

Thus blacks engage in proportionately more crime. But elimireting
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the xa;ial gap in legitimate employment, so the argument goes,
diminishes the relative price,diffqrential’betWeen black and white

criminal activity. And, naEurally, black crime falls. This argumrent

is an extremely oversimplified example of the many ways in which

labor markets and the criminal justlce system may interact.  The

(O

interaction in this case is by way of rscial discrimination in the

labor Tarketa The interaction in Sellin's paradigm is by way of

racism institutionalized in both the penal system‘and‘in the economy.
. 8

D. FINAL COMMENTS

We began our concluding comments by indicating that this research °

was not intended to supply policy-makers with new and better
Strategies for fighting crime or for reducing unerployrent. The
perforrance by policy-makers on both accounts has been dismal.

Martinson (1974) has chronicled the failures in crime-reduction

efforts; the dlsmga\fallure of manpower programs is well documented.

In exploring how crime and erployment interact, however, we have

stumbled across promising means by which to both improve the
postprison employment performance of exoffenders and to reduce their
recidivism. Given the failure of previous attempts to deal
simultaneously with crime and unémployme;;,'the insights gained from

our research findings can be useful in addressing future prograr

attempts.

One of our strongest findings concerning recidivism was that

higher wages, attained by way of increased hours worked, tend to
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_reduce postprison crime.

(ﬁnd sheltered employment,

Haveman and Christainsen (1978) categorize

two forms of direct job-creation programs that cpula have the impact

of raising wages or employment among a disadvantaged group. Public

employment, including training programs, special public-service jobs

is one form. Another is wage subsidies.

\»

i
= Vi
/

The Supported Work Experiment descrlbﬂé by Piliavin and Gartner

RSN

(1989) and other public-service employment schemes have a common

flaw: They often do not train workers for comparable jobs in the

private sector. Due to this flaw, whether the targeted group

consists of exoffenders or wother dlsadvantaged workers, the long=run

Moreover, earned

employment-creation effects are often minimal.
incore or wages in public-service jobs are not always comparable to

potential earnings in private sector jobs. Thus the relative

attractiveness of crime may still be high in spite of the lower
unemployment experlenced by enrolling in these employment expansion

programs. The manv findings of improved employment among exoffenders

in public training and employment programs are not matched by
Jenkins &nd his

findings of reduced recidivism. For example,

colleagues (1973) reported that while inmates released from Alabama's
Draper Correctional Center who received manpower developmeént training
were more likely to be erployed after release, they were no less
likely to be rearrested than a control group. Our findings that
preprison work experience, on-the-job training, education, and work

release are unrelated to recidivism supports this view. Therefore,

we would argue that training programrs, public work jobs, and
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sheltered cr other public service employment may be ineffective in

reducing recidivism.

Wege subsidies, on the other hand, represent a more promising

strategy for reducing crime. Just as public-service employment

expands job opportunities, so too do wage subsidy scheres. There are

-

a veriety of wage subsidies. There are wage-rate subsidies and wage-

bill subsidies. Wage-rate subsidies are typically paid directly to

in the form ofzgﬁ%earnings supplement. 2 payment may also

R

often 'for erploying specific categories of

the worker
be rade to the erployer,

workers or for hiring new workers (in which case it becomes a

recruitrent subsidy). The wage-bill subsidies can be in the form of

tax credits or direct payments to the employer. Califcrnia is now

experirenting with a tax-credit wad%rbill subsidy for the
- I ‘
This

program, administered with

hiring of disadvantaged workers.

CET2 funds, includes a significant number of exoffenders. 2Although

the program has yet to be evaluated, our results suggest that the

scheme is likely to reduce recidivism, perticularly if workers' wage

incomes are raised.

The attractiveness of the waye subsidy, whether paid to the

employer or the erployee, is that it rewards employment. The

dlfflculty with unerployment insurance is that it implicitly
rewards unemployment and can inadvertently raise recidivism rather
favoy is its eese of

than lower it. In the unerployrent insurences'

administration. The formal mwechanisrs exist for distributing
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;ipaid subsidy their employment would depend

penefits to exoffcnders just as they ere distributed to other
individuals out of work. PRy conrtrast the wage-bill subsidy,

particularly when applied to specific disadvantaged groups, is

difficult to design and even more difficult to admipister. If tﬁere

are fewer problemc w1th wage-rate subsidies pald directly to workers,

these may not be offset by the possibly higher unemployment if

rarket wages ere inflexible. This does not argue for giving the

subsidy to the erployer, however. There can be peculiar effects in

dealing with groups with specific disebilities, such as those who

have criminal records. Under the worker-paid subsidy, exoffenders

could conceivably conceal their cririnal records. Under the employer-

upon revealing their

past, which might entail transmitting rmore information than is.

optiral for mwaximizing expected wages. If the number of subsidized

job openings is smaller than the number of eligible workers, the

crlmlnel record could serve as a negative signel, potentially

lowering the exoffenders' chances of being hired, thus lowering

expected wages. 2nd, it is higher wages that can be expected to

reduce recidivism.

The problems with the irplerentation of wage subsidies to reduce
recidivisr would also be found in attempts to reduce exoffender
unemployment. Put the prospect of using public-service employmwent is
more promising in this regard. Our findings suggest that the mest
importaiit variables in determining peétprison employment success--and

this is particularly true for black exoffenders--are whether a job
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was arranged and whether the exoffender worked upbn release from

prison. Here is where recrultment subsidies and public-service jobs
céh play a crucial role. At the very time when exoffenders need a
job the most, when they are released from prison, many find it the
hardest to readjust to the "real" world. This, of course, was the

logic of providing the unemployment insurance. But this logic does

not extend to all exoffenders. Unfortunately, in theory at least,

those who are least.likely to be responsive to the cash cushion ‘that

unemployment insurance can provide, are also less likely to be

dramatically affected by such postprison aids"?s public-service

employment. The task for future reseérch, understandably, is to

exarine the costs and benefits oh- prov1d1ng direct employment aids as

oppoSed to unemployment insurance Or other cash benefits.

The most compelling task for future analysis is the assessrent of

racial differences in the effectiveness of employment stratecies to

ither reduce recidivism or to reduce exoffender unemployment.

Greater and deeper cognizance of the historical roots of racism in

both the criminal justice system and in labor markets will need to be
acquired to develop strategies that work. That task is beyond the

scope of a report ]1ke this that asks what, beyond econometric

exercises that ask how, that task must reach for the seemlngly

unreachable and ask why.
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