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Executive Summary e v
of
Secondary Labor Market Data Available from State Employment Security
Commissions and State Revenue Departments and the Feasibility
of Conducting Fost Release Follow-ups via Telephone Interviews
by

Kelly Eak’n, Patrice Karr, Sharon K. Long
Robin Schoettler and Ann D. Witte

In this report we have evaluated the merits of two secondary sources of

post-release labor market data, State Employment Security Commissions (ESC's) and

state revenue departments, and assessed the feasibility of obtaining

post-release self report data via telephone interviews.

As concerns secondary labor market data, we conclude that both ESC's and

state revenue departments provide valuable information. However, if data

collection 1s possible on an annual basis we believe that ESC's provide the

single most valuable source of detailed information.
We conclude that telephone interviews are probably only useful as a first

step in obtalning post-release data. We believe that such telephone efforts con-

tain substantial biases and that they are only useful if combined with

field interviews. Further, we believe that telephone interviews can be a

valuable means of reducing the cost of obtaining post-release self reports of

labor market and criminal activity through field interviews.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In this report, we summarize the work we have completed under Contract
No. 1-0172-J-0JARS with the National Institute of Justice. This contract
required that we evaluate the secondary labor market data available from state
Employment Security Commissions (ECS) and state revenue departments and that

we also evaluate the feasibility of conducting post-release follow-ups via

telephone interviews.

.'» Why Examine the Butner Project Population

The sample of releasees upon which this work is based has been drawn

from the control and experimental populations of a research project sponsored by
the Federal Bureau of Prisons (FBOP). This research project is an ongoing evalu-~
ation of a model of imprisonment as it has been implemented at Butner Federal
Correctional Institution, Butner, North Carolina, The research design is
based on the Norval Morris (1974) model of non-coercive imprisonment for re-
peated violent offenders, Morris hypothesized that by granting the inmate
a fixed release date and removing some of the constraints on the individual,
most notably programming requirements, the inmate would be more inclined to
undertake the activities which he or she felt were most beneficial. Thus,
prison is »nt seen as a treatment for criminality as in the "medical model"
of criminal --havior; but, rather as a period of confinement during which
the inmate is allowed to spend the time as he or she chooses. It is hoped
that by gradually increasing the imnmate's personal responsibilities and free-

doms he or she would become better able to deal with stress without becoming
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violent. Comparing the incidence and severity of crimes committed by the

test population after their release to similar measures of recidivism for
the control population releasees, who were continued through the traditional
prison system, allows one to evaluate the overall effects of the model system.
The Butner research project, which began with the opening of the prison
in 1976, is presently in the third phase, or variation, of the project design.
The two earlier phases are discussed in detail in Bounds et al. (1978).
Although this research is noﬁ a testing.of the Butner project, but is in-
stead an evaluation of two potential secondary and one primary data source for
post~release information, there are a number of reasons why using the Butner
experiment population is advantageous. As the only research institution de-
voted exclusively to correctional research, the project at Butner is an im~

portant national experiment. It is likely that the conclusions reached from

this project will have important implications for current approaches to im-
prisonment and for future prisons both on the federal »nd state level. Thus,
the development of additional data sources for studying post-release crimi-

nality and labor market performance will provide a wider base for a more

complete evaluation of the Butner experiment,

‘Because of the importamnce that the FBOP places upon this experiment, they
have been very cooperative with our research efforts. Thus, obtaining their
cooperation and the cooperation of correctional personnel should be less dif- '

ficult than has often been the case.

We have had access to the FBOP computerized date base, which contains
extensive socio~economic and criminal background information on each of the
inmates,

We have also been able to supplement this data with information

gathered directly £rom the Central Files of a number of individuals, thus
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extending our knowledge of the criminal and labor market involvement of the
inmates. Most importantly, for the current research effort, this extensive
information provides a firm basis from which to determine the post-release
location of subjects and attempt to obtain primary and secondary source fol-
low-up information. In additicn, this extensive data base provides a much
needed means of checking the consistency and reliability of information ob-
tained from ESC and state revenue departments and self-report telephone inter-
views. Our data base contains information drawn from post-release question-
naires submitted to the inmate's probation officer and/or community treatment
center, where applicable, (See Long et al (1981) for a discussion of the
development and use of these data collection instruments.) By comparing a
number of different data sources it will be possible to ascertain the relative
reliability of alternative sources of information on post-release behavior,
and their potential usefulness in determining post-release labor market be-
havior and criminal activity.

A further advantage of the use of the Buiner population as the sample
for this study is the wide geographic dispersal of the inmates, Previous
analyses of secondary labor market sources have focused on gathering the in-
formation from a single state (Burt (1980))., Since Butner is a federal pri-
son, with inmates released across the United States, we are able to report on
the availability of state ESC and revenue department data from a large number
of states. In addition, we are able to compare the various types of data
available, the forms in which it is available, and the cooperativeness of the
gstate agencies involved. Thus, by using the Butner population as our research

sample we can provide a much more comprehensive analysis of the secondary la-
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bor market data sources. In addition, the geographic dispersal of our sam-
ple will provide a stringent test for using telephone interviews to obtain
information on post-release activity. Finally, we will be able to determine
if there are differences in the feasibility of using this technique by geo-

graphic area (e.g., Northeast vs. South) or city size.

B. Brief Description of the Project

1. ESC and State Revenue Department Data

In order to assess an individual's participation and performance in the
labor market following his or her release from prison, it is necessary to es-
tablish some measure of post-release employment success. .Burt (1980), in her
study of methods to evaluate the performance of prison and parole agencies,
suggests two such measures. Briefly, these two measures focus on earnings
success, i.e., how much money the releasees earn, and on the regularity of
the releasees' employment. To obtain the labor market data utilized by these
measures, Burt suggests three possible alternatives: (1) Parole Board Fil s,
(2) state Employment Security Commissions and revenue Departments, and (3)
personal interviews with the releasees.

The use of data from parole records is subject to three major limita-
tions: (1) the length of time that an individual spends on parole varies
widely across any given sample of releasees; thus, the samples are not strictly
comparable; (2) much of the pertinent data is either missing or "hidden"
within odd paragraphs within the files, and (3) there is a high (30-40%)
probability of errors occurring in the transcribing of the data.

In her analysis of this data source, Burt concludes that the data is "too

R L s oo EXPRA




unreliable and unavailable to warrant estimating cost.'" Thus, even though
parole files are the only secondary data source which can identify legitimate
reasons for unemployment, they do not appear to be a viable source of infor-
mation. However, our wofk using data from federal probation officers indi-
cates that at least at the federal level this source of data is more promis-
ing.

The second data source which Burt reviews, and the option we have evaluated
is state ESC and revenué department data, The aporoach that she recommends
as most efficient is to request data on earned income first from the state's
ESC and then to request information from state revenue departments for those
individuals with inadequate ESC data. This method is considered most effi-
cient because she believes there is relatively small cost to obtaining the
needed social security numbers and that the data obtained is quite reliable.
In this project, we tested both of these assumptions, which are based on
experience in North Carolina, for a number of states.

The primary drawback with using this data source is the inability of some
ESC's and most state revenue departments to release individual data; instead,
they are only allowed to provide data for celled groups. Burt suggests that
the individuals for whom data is desired be celled according to character-
istics of interest to the researcher and then random samples of at least one
hundred individuals be drawn from each of these cells. The researcher would
then request the state ESC and revenue departments to indicate, for the per~
iod of interest, how many individuals from each subsample fell into mutually
exclusive income earnings ranges. In our project we sought to obtain as dis-
aggregated data as poSsible. This was necessary because of the size of the

Butner preject. The population of releasees is relativelx small

0.

and the Butner project includes prisoners from a number

of different states, therefore the number of releasees to any given state is
small. As of December 1980, the largest subsample released in any state was
approximately 60, with most states receiving 15 to 25 releases. Thus, we can-
not subset by the samples of one hundred as Burt suggests. However, our need
for relatively disaggregate data will allow us to explore the precise limits
dictated by the privacy statutes in a number of states. The level of disag-
gregation possible is important as the more disaggregate the data the more

reliable will be the estimate of post-release effects.

2, Follow-up Interviews

The final data source which Burt reviews is self-report data from follow-
up interviews, Follow-up interviews would provide the most complete data
since they would allow the collection of information on other "non-employment"
factors which also affect an individual's labor market performance. Unfortu-
nately, the great expensel of face~to-face follow-up interviews limits the fea-
sibility of their use, In this study, we have tested the use of telephone
follow-ups as a means of tapping this richer data source at a lower cost.
These interviews have drawn heavily from the interviews which have been used
elsewhere in the Butner project evaluation, These interviews incorporate insights
from interviewing techniques used in a number of inmate studies, and have been

extensively field tested, (See Appendix I,B1 for a list of interviews and data

collection instruments which were reviewed.)
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3. Outline of the Report

In this report we will first discuss the data collection techniques used

) II. SECONDARY LABOR MARKE™ DATA AVAILABLE FROM STATE SOURCES
in obtaining the secondary labor market data from state ESC's and revenue de- f

partments and the data which was subsequently obtained. We will then, in sub- :
i A. Data Collection
section II. B, evaluate the quality of ESC and revenue department data. In :
1. State Employment Security Commissions
section II. C, we will discuss measures of labor market performance from these
In all cases, initial contact with each state Employment Security Commig-
two data sets and methods which we would suggest for analyzing this data, }

sion was made by telephone in an attempt to determine the persom to whor our
Section III contains information on ocur attempts to interview ex-inmates

) request for wage data should be directed. The confidential nature of the wage
using the telephone. Specifically, section III. A contains a discussion of

data necessitated our obtaining the approval of a top administrator, usually
survey methods. Section III. B contains our evaluation of self-reports and

the agency's director, before the data could be provided. However, final ap-
a discussion of the biases resulting from the telephone survey method. Sec-

] proval was never granted during this initial telephone conversation. Each
tion III. C is a discussion of other methods of direct data collection to

‘ 2 agency required a formal written request before considering the provision of
supplement the information gathered by the telephone survey. | é
the data we required. This written request included a detailed description of
the Butner project and our data needs; a copy of our research contract; a

! copy of the Privacy Act of 1974; and a list of the individuals of interest

: with their respective social security numbers. In addition, we found it useful to

i obtain and include a letter written by the head of the correctional agency or

other organization which is supporting the research, This letter briefly ex-
plains the project and asks for the assistance of the Employment Security Com-
mission in gathering the information, In our case the letter was from Norman

} Carlson, Director, Federal Bureau of Prisons, A copy of the contents

of this fequest is contained in Appendix TII.A.1. To reduce the time lag be-

|

f tween the approval of our réquest and the receipt of the data, we included
%k in the request a list of the individuals of interest2 and their respective
2
;

P social securitv numbers.

We initially contacted 14 state ESC's, Appendix II, A2 contains those

~8—
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states contacted, the date of request, the date of reply, whether data could
be provided, and if not, the reason it could not be provided. We chose these
14 states since our records indicated_that the majority of our sample were re-
leased to these states.

For the most part, the state Employment Security Commissions that we con-—
tacted responded both quickly and favorably. Based on the 10 states which
agreed to provide data (see Appendix II. A2), the average length of time be-
‘tween our formal written request and the receipt of the data was 32 days, The
data provided was generally only for the most recent four or five quarters, as
more dated information was not accessible, Individual wage data was available
from most states, although several could only provide aggregate data in the
form of computer printoutes indicating employer and wages earned for each quar-
ter that data was available. Of those states which did not provide data (see
Appendix II, A2), we were informed within an average of 19 days of our formal
request that data would not be available, (Only one state did nnt reply at
all,) The state Employment Security Commissions which were unable to provide
the data were prohibited from doing so either by their particular deta collec-
tion systems or by legal constraints which did not allow them to provide in-
dividualized information, Those states prohibited from providing data because
of their particular data collection methods include all of the wage request
states, which are the twelve states which collect individual earnings data
only when it is needed to process an unemployment benefits claim, The wage
Fequest stateg are; Hawaii, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska,

New Jersey, New York, Qhio, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont, and Washington. This
did not mean, however, that data from these wage request states was totally un-

available, For example, New Jersey was able to provide earnings information

A"
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on the individuals from our sample who had recently filed unemployment insur-
ance claims. The fact that the other members of the sample had not recently
filed a claim was also considered important information.

Due to the Butner project's close association with the federal government,
we generally had no trouble gaining exemption from the orivacy guideline con-
straints outlined by most states. This was not possible, however, in those
states where the legal code of the state Employment Security Commission made
it a criminal offense to release individualized data to anyone other than the
individval himself, In at least one instance where the state Employment Se-
curity Commission could not provide individual data,3 the Commission agreed
to provide aggregated quarterly income data divided into six (quarterly) in-

come ranges. These six ranges were:

$0

$1-499

$500~999

$1000-1499

$1500-2499

$2500 or more
Thus, although we were unable to obtain the richer individual data, we were
able to obtain some indication of labor market performance,

In requesting this data a problem developed in the treatment of aliases.

When the name which we submitted as corresponding to a certain social security
number failed to match the name found in the records of a state's Employment
Security Commission, some states refused to release the wage data for privacy
reasong. For those states who chose to release the information despite the
name discrepancies, there was no clear way to guarantee that the data provided

degcribed the individual in our study since it was possible that the social

security number in our files had been initialily incorrect. In other cases,

~10-




the fact that the name and social security number that an Employment Security

Commission had on file matched those in our records was considered a further

check on the validity of our own identifiers. Thus, without some knowledge of

possible aliases, we have no way to assure a state Employment Security Commis-—

sion that the person in question was indeed in our sample, or to verify that

the offender's reported social security number was correct. We would, there-
P y

fore, recommend that future requests contain as many of the known aliases as

possible. By doing this, the size of the sample for which data is received

will increase, and the probability that the data received is actually for those

requested will also increase, To further overcome the difficulty of aliases,

we recommend that any other identifiers, such as date of birth, or last known

employer, be included in the request package.
A further problem in accessing wage data from ESC's was the lack of wage

records for some mewbers of our sample, This lack of wage data could be the

result of a combination of factors: (1) the person was not living in the state in

whichwe believed him to be living; (2) the person was living in the state in

whichwe believed him to be living, but was neither working nor drawing unem-

ployment benefits; and/or, (3) the person was living in the state we believed

him to be in, but was employed in one of the occupations not covered by the
state's unemployment compensation guidelines. These limitations appear to be

quite serious. Looking only at those individuals who by our records were re-

giding in a state which agreed to provide data, data was available for only

38% of the sample, If data is collected on a continual basis for individuals
it may be easier to better ascertain the correct state of residence, and there-

fore increase this percentage.
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To determine if the lag time between request for data from ESC's and re~
Sponse were reduced once initial contact was made, we requested additional ip~
formation on a new sub~-sample of releases, Appendix TI. A3 includes the 1list
of states from which additional data was requested, the date of request, the
date of response, and whether data was actually provided, We Trequested data
only from those states which agreed to provide information in our initial cor-~
respondence. Of the ten ESC's we contacted, nine had responded as of the time
of this report. The average lag between the Tequest and response was 27 days.
This was a reduction of 5 days from the Previous requests, We also found that
the second request required far fewer research project employee hours since it
was no longer necessary to have someone available to answer the questions about

the nature of the pProject,

2, State Departments of Revenue
Obtaining wage data from state revenue departments proved to be a more

difficult process than obtaining data from state Employment Security Commis-~
sions, Most revenue departments are legally prohibited from releasing any in-
dividualized data, However, Providing aggregated income data does not appear
to pose similar legal problems, Therefore, in our Tequests to state revenue
departments, we asked enly for aggregated annual income. We requested that
this data be provided separaﬁely for the experimental and control groups of
the Butner Project, and that 1t be reported by income ranges. The five income
ranges chosen were:

$0

$1-1999

$2000~4999

$5000-9999
$10,000 or more

]2
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Our initial contact with each state revenue department was via a formal
written request directed to each agency's top administrator, The request was
then forwarded by the administrator to the appropriate individual within the
agency. This initial request included:; a detailed description of the Butner
project and our datz needs; a copy of our research contract; a copy of the
Privacy Act of 1974; a letter from the current FBOP Director, Normal Carlson,
explaining the importance of our project; a list of the individuals of inter-
est and their respective social security numbers; and, to facilitate data ag-
gregation, a chart indicating the years of interest and the income ranges,

This request is essentially the same as the ESC request packet in Appendix

IT.Al with the addition of the income chart of Appendix II.B.1.

Prior to using the written initial contact, a method utilizing telephone
inquiries followed by the same written request package described above had
been tried. The former was found superior to the telasphone inquiries because
of its associated time savings. The formal written request was followed by a
telephone call to the top administrator's office to determine the individual
within the agency to whom our request had been forwarded. As this individual
had generally taken the time to study our request prior to our telephone con-
tact, the telephone conversation could be well spent in answering specific
questions relating to our request and the Butner project. We found this ap-
proach more productive than simply making our initial contact wia a telephone
call since when we did go, much of the telephone call had to be spent in ex-
plaining the Butner project and the specifics of our request, In addition,
further telephone calls wére made as circumstances for approval within each
state made them necessary.

Most of the state revenue departments provided the information requested

¥elatively quickly, Appendix II, B2 contains a detailed table indicating the

~13~
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states contacted, the time required to receive the information, and the infor-
mation which was received from the 10 states which provided information. The av-
erage length of time between our formal written request and the receipt of the
data was 26 days. The data which was available was, in general, accessible for
all the years requested, 1976-1980. This is, of course, an advantage of reve-

nue department data over the Employment Security Commission data, which was
usually available only for the most recent four to five quarters.

Several of the revenue departments, however, were unable to provide the
information requested, either because the state had 10 personal income tax or
because the agency was under budgetary constraints that prevented their com-
pliance with our Tequest. There are six states which do not have a personal
income tax. These include Florida, Nevada, South Dakota, Texas, Washington,
and Wyoming. In addition, there are three states whose income tax is limited
to interest and dividend income, These are Connecticut,4 New Hampshire and
Tennessee (Tax Foundation, Inec. (1979, p.192)).

To those states that cited budgetary constraints (See Appendix II. B2)

as the reason for not providing the data we sent a follow-up letter offering
Lo cover the costs of the data and seeking an estimate of the potential amount
of those costs. We received one of two responses to this offer. 1In some cases
we were provided with the data with no charges, although a request for larger
numbers of releasees would likely not receive the same response. In another
case, the response was gtill negative as the reduction in staff due to lower
budgets made any additional work an inconvenience,

As with the requests to state Employment Security Commissions, requests

to state revenue departments were hampered by the existence of aliases and by

14—
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problems with the number of individuals for whom data was unavailable, - This
became a more critical problem with state revenue department data since the
lack of information on certain individuals could cause the number of indivi-
duals within an aggregated cell for whom data was to be reported to shrink be-
low the level required to satisfy privacy guidelines. Thus, when cell sizes
became too small the information on all the jndividuals in the cell became un-
available, This was a problem in 3 of the 10 states which were willing to pro-
vide information. Even for those states which had a sufficient number of ob-
servations to provide some information, the information could be provided for
only approximately 34% of those we requested.

To determine if the lag time between request for data from revenue departments
and their responses were reduced once initial contact had been made, we re-
quested additional information on a new sub-sample of releasees., Appendix II.
B3 includes the list of states from which additional data was requested, the
date of request, the date of response, and whether data was actually provided,
We requested data only from those states which agreed to provide information
in our initial correspondence. Of the ten revenue departments we contacted,
nine had responded as of the time of this report, The average lag between the
request and response was 32 days, This was an increase of 6 days from the pre-
vious request, However, the necessary project employee hours were very much

reduced since it was not necessary to make follow~up phone calls.

B, Comparative Evaluation of the Data Collected

This section analyzes the data from state Employment Security Commissions

~15~

and revenue departments and its possible uses in analyzing post-release labor
market performance. As discussed in the previous section, these two sources
of data possess different advantages, and different limitations which may re-
sult in biases. Biases may also result due to the limitations in the Inmate
Information System (IIS) tapes which provided us with names, social security
numbers, and location of releasees. Since these tapes were used as the basis
for requesting information from the states, the resulting data will be valid
only to the extent that the IIS tapes are accurate. Even if the IIS tapes
are for the most part accurate, we have no guarantee that an individual re-
leased to any given state still resides in that state. We may, therefore, be
unable to obtain complete information for individuals if they are mobile, To
the extent that individuals move to obtain better jobs and higher income, data
from both state sources will tend to underestimate income,

Although we do not have access tc sufficient infermation to correct for
this bias, the advantage of.collecting data from two data sources is that to
an extent, the lack of information of one data source can be supplemented from
the other data source, and thereby we can correct for the biases which may
result from other limitations, The first part of this section discusses the
overall characteristics and differences betiween the ESC and revenue data, The
following parts examine each of these differences and limitations, the pos~
sible biases these 1imitatio$s may impose, and how these biases can be reduced,
The final portien~ of this section discusses the techniques that could be used

to analyze post-release labor market performance in light of these limitations.

1, Characteristics and Differences of ESC and Revenue Department Data

Before using state labor market data in any type of analysis, it is
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important to examine how the two sources of data differ in the types of infor-
mation they provide. At present, Burt (1980) is the only study of which we are
aware which attempts to evaluate state ESC and revenue department labor market
data. Her study focuses on data available from North Carolina agencies. Since
the type of coverage and means of collecting the information varies by state and
by source, it is likely that the reliability of the data will also vary by
state and by source. Thus, a comprehensive evaluation would involve an examin-
ation of each state's data sources. We will, however, limit our evaluation to
the general difficulties in using state ESC and revenue department data,

In general, ESC and revenue department data differ in four major ways.
They differ in coverage, the time period for which data is available, who re-
ports the data to the state, and the type of information that is available.
First, ESC and revenue departments provide data on different groups of indivi-
duals, ESC's collect information only for those individuals who are unemployed,
or who hold jobs which are included under unemployment compensation guidelines.
Approximately three fourths of all wage and salary workers are covered by these
guidelines, Those occupations ncot covered are state and local government em-
ployees, domestic servants, and farm workers (Reynolds, 1974), Revenue depart-
ments, on the other hand, do collect information for all types of jobs. How-
ever, there is usually a minimum income level below which an individual is
not required to file. Therefore, data from revenue departments may omit those
Individuals who earn below this level, There are also some earnings whick are
typically excluded from declared income such as tips and earnings from self-
employed odd jobs, Therefore we expect that ESC's will provide information on

some individuals which revenue departments exclude and vice versa,
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The second major difference between these two data sources is the fre-
quency and duration of time over which they collect and keep information, ESC
data is gathered quarterly and thus provides a more detailed account of an in-
dividual's work patterns over the year. However, as a rule, they only maintain
these records for the most recent four or five quarters, thus limiting the
time period over which employmznt behavior can be analyzed. Revenue depart-
ments, however, retain information for many years, and thus the resulting data
provides information for the entire post-release period. This data is only
collected on a yearly basis, however, and consequently is less detailed than
that from ESC's. Revenue department data, although it gives yearly income for
the entire post-release period, cannot provide information about the pattern
of employment over the year.

An additional difference between these two data sources is in who reports
the information to the state agency. Quarterly income is reported to the ESC
by the indiyidual's employer, However, the individuals themselves report their
yearly income to revenue departments, Since the individual reports his income
to revenue departments for the purpose of paying takes, we may expect revenue
department data to be less accurate depending on the degree to which indivi-
duals attempt to evade taxes, While employer underreporting (due to "off-the-
books" work) is also possible, we believe that it is less extensive,

Finally, the ESC's and revenue departments differ in the type of inform-
ation they can provide, Data from ESC's are generally individual data. For
each releasee we are informed of his quarterly earnings, his occupation, and
the #ncdustry in which he works, Because this data is for each individual, we

¢an integrate this information with other information on background character-
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istics. For the most part, revenue departments are legally prohibited from

" releasing individual data. They can provide only aggregated data on how many

releasees had earnings in any given income range, Often they cannot tell us

which individuals are excluded from the sample. Thus, we cannot utilize the

background information available from other sources

The complimentarity of the data sources may provide a means of compensat-

ing for each of their limitations. In the sections which follow, we more

clearly analyze the differences in these two sources, and any resulting biases,

and make recommendations for correcting these biases.

2. Analysis of Differences in Coverage

The exclusion of certain occupations from ESC coverage may or may not im-

pose important biases on any analysis. The occupations not covered by ESC's

are to a great extent part of the secondary labor market, While this may not

be an important elimination for analyzing some sub-samples of the population,

former prison inmates are unfortunately not one of the sub-samples. Because of the

Iimited job skills and experience levels of many prison releasees it is expected
that they will, at least initially, enter into secondary labor market jobs.

To the extent that this occurs, data from ESC's will not include a subset of

the releasee population. 1If control and experimental releasees enter secondary

labor market jobs with the same frequency, then even with this exclusion of

some of the releasees, our analysis will not be biased. If, however, a correc-

tional program such as the Butner project increases the employability of re-
leasees in primary labor market jobs, then the effects of the Butner experiment

will be understated, Since we have no information on the number of control
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people or experimental people who hold these secondary labor market jobs, that
portion of the income distribution and employment stability distribution will
be truncated. In statistical terms, we have a sample selection problem. A
correctional program acts to reduce the number of experimental releasees in
the truncated part of the distribution while leaving the number of control
people unchanged, then it is possible for the calculated mean income and em-
ployment stability for the two groups to be the same, even though the true pop-
ulation mean income and employment stability for Butner releasees participating
in the correctional program is higher than for the control group. Therefore,
the true effects of the Butner experiment would be underestimated because of
the ESC's' exclusion of certain occupations and employers' failure to report
on others.

The advantage of requesting data from both state agencies now becomes ap-
parent. Revenue departments collect information on all jobs which the indivi-
dual chooses to report. Therefore, by using revenue department data in addi-~
tion to ESC data we may be able to determine éhe extant of the bias from non-
reported jobs, There may be some overlap in the individuals which ESC excludes
and those which revenue departments exclude. Although revenue departments do
not exclude any jobs, per se, they do not require filing of income taxes if
earned income is below a certain level, To the extent that jobs excluded by
ESC's are low income jobs, some individuals may be excluded from both samples,
and thus the total extent of the bias cannot be determined,

However, the

exclusions from revenue departments may not be as serious as it initially seems.
Although an individual is not required to file if he earns below a certain

yearly income, earning below that income does not preclude one from filing.
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To the extent that many individuals earning below the minimum are eligible for
refunds, they will have an incentive to file anyway. If there is, however, a
systemmatic tendency for low income earners to not report their income, then
income distributions will be truncated, and the effects of a correctional pro-
gram on post-release income will potentially be understated. If some of these
low-income earners are employed in jobs covered by ESC's, we can to some extent
correct for this bias.

Even with combining the data from ESC's and revenue departments, there
are some income-producing activities that are missing from both data sets.
First, as already mentioned, those individuals employed in low income jobs not
covered by ESC's will be missing from our sample. If anything, this will re-
sult in understating the effects of the Butner project. There may be addition-
al sources of income excluded from both data sets. Income earned from tips
and gratuities as well as income from self-employed odd jobs is rarely reported
on income tax forms, and for the most part is not covered by ESC's. Although
this income is missing, it is difficult to predict what, if any, bias this may
impose on the analysis of the effectiveness of a correctional program.

The biases which result’from the limitations in coverage from the two data
sources can to some extent be alleviated by utilizing the information in one
to correct for the exclusions in the other, TFor instance, by comparing the
number of responses from revenue departments with the number of responses from
ESC's, and doing this separately for experimental and control groups, we can
determine whether the exclusion of jobs from ESC's affects the reporting of
control group incomes more than the reporting of experimental group incomes,

To the extent that non-covered jobs are also low income jobs or jobs not re-
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ported for tax purposes, we cannot correct for resulting biases. We do have
sufficient information to predict that these biases will tend to bias our re-
sults in a downward directiom, and therefore, if one finds that a correctional
program had positive results, these biases will not be likely to invalidate

the positive findings.

3. Analysis of Differences in the Time Period

The frequency and duration of reporting data to ESC's imposes no ascer-
tainable bias on the analysis. It does provide some advantages and some limi-
tations however. Since ESC data is reported quarterly, it provides a detailed
source not only for analysis of income differentials, but also for analysis of
post-release work stability and extent of employment. We can ascertain how
many jobs an individual had over the year, the extent of unemployment, what
type of job an individual holds, and income from each of these jobs. Since
analysis of post-release work stability and the extent of employment is just
as important as analysis of income differentials, the detailed information of
work patterns throughout the year, as opposed to aggregate end of year reports,
is an invaluable asset.

Although this detailed quarterly record-keeping provides information to
address important questions, the data is limited in that ESC's only retain this
information for four or five quarters. Obviously, this limits the
length of the post-release period we can analyze if data is collected after in-
dividuals have been free for a substantial period. However, if data collection
were continual during the follow-up period, this limit on record-keeping should

only increase the number of requests for data, The limited time for which data
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is available imposes no obvious biases, it simply restricts the extent of ana-
lysis. Although data will give information on individuals who have been re-
leased for various periods of time, we know the date of release, and can there-
fore correct for the effects of differing amounts of post-release experience,
Although we cannot follow any given individual throughout his post-release
period, we can ascertain how length of time since release affects labor market
behavior.

Unlike the ESC data, the timing of the reporting of revenue department
data may impose biases, or at least prevent the analysis of certain questions.
Revenue data is collected on a yearly basis, and in much less detailed form
than ESC data. First, since the only information collected is yearly income,
we cannot analyze the extent of employment, occupation, or work stability in
any given year. This is simply a limitation, and imposes no real bias on the
results. Since it is yearly aggregate income that is reported, however, there
is some difficulty in interpreting any income differentials. Whereas, when
ESC data provides income, we know whether this income was for working full time
over am entire quarter, or only for part of that quarter. It is not possible
to ascertain from revenue data when within that year the income was earned. So
for example, if we find that the experimental group had significantly higher
earnings than the control group, we cannot investigate the extent to which this
was due to the experimental group obtaining higher paying jobs, or the experi-
mental group having greater stability of employment. Although revenue data
limits the typés of questions we can address, and makes interpretation of any
results more difficult, it does provide the means to analyze individuals

throughout the post-release period even in situations such as the Butner exper-
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iments where data collection is done some time after individuals are released
from prison. Whereas ESC's retain their files for only four to five quarters,
revenue departments maintain their records for many years., TFor the Butner ex-
periments, by using revenue department data, we can analyze income differen-
tials between control and experimental groups beginning with the earliest re-
leasees in 1976. The one difficulty we must remain mindful of, however, is
that since we have only yearly earnings, the earnings of someone released in
January of a year have a very different interpretation than the earnings of
someone released in December of that same year. If there is mo significant
difference in the timing of releasees between the experimental and control
groups, then there should be no resulting bias, Therefore, while the frequen-
cy and duration of reporting differs between the two state agencies, and there~
fore the questions that can be addressed differ, each data set has its own ad-
vantages and limitations, Ideally, both sets uf data should be analyzed. If
this is not possible, we suggest that only ESC data be collected, but that it
be collected on an ongoing basis during the follow-up period. By doing this,
data will not be lost as ESC's destroy data that is more than four or five

quarters old,

4, Analysis of the Differences in Reporting
Beyond the limitations or possible biases which result from the coverage
or timing of collection of the data, the information will be useful and accu~
rate only to the extent that the reporting to the state agencies is accurate.
Accuracy of reporting should be less of a problem with ESC data, since the em-

ployer is reporting on the employee's income, There is an incentive not to




report (to avoid unemployment and other social insurance payments), but this
incentive should not be as large as the individual incentive to underreport to
taxing authorities. This stronger incentive for the individual to misreport
taxable income is due to the fact that for individuals taxes tend to be higher,
and concern for reputations lower than employers. As a result, we believe
that the accuracy of data is much more of a problem for revenue than ESC data.
Burt (1980) compares the reported income from ESC's and Department of Revenue
in North Carolina. Her experiments indicate that the two data sources agree about
80% of the time. Although the work by Burt is the only study that we are aware of
which compares these twe sources, other work has attempted to ascertain the validity

of self-reported wage data. (See Keating, Patterson and Stone (1950), Ito

(1963), Mosel and Cozan (1952), and Borus (1966) ). These studies compared
self~reported wages with company records. Although the individuals in the
studies had different incentives to misreport, all the studies seem to con-
cur that on average the two types of sources of reporting agree about 90-95%
of the time, Therefore, on average, we can accept the validity of self-re-
ported revenue data. One possible bias which Borus (1966) argues may result
is that the 5-10% whe do not accurately report may have some common character-
istic, Given the incentives of self~reporting to revenue departments, this
common characteristic, if there is one, is probably level of income. If there
is no difference in the proportion of high income earners in the experimental
and contrel groups, then any results will still be unbiased. If, however,

a correctional program has positive impact, and there are proportionately more
experimental individuals in higher income brackets, then misreporting in the

above yay will make us underestimate the effects of the correctional program.

-25~

S IR RN R SR S SR L L S SRR S0 SR B

»
E S ot

_\;‘;\“«m‘ o

& g sk bt s e

chin s i

et b o et i

o o et AN, TR ALt by

Therefore, if we find that the experimental group does have higher income on

average, the presence of the bias will not invalidate our findings.

5. Analysis of Differences in the Type of Information

The last major difference between ESC data and revenue department data is

in the type of information they can provide. ESC's provide data for each indi-

vidual. -Therefore, we can use this information in conjunction with the avail-
able background information to analyze differences in work stability, extent of

employment, and wages and income. The only biases which result using ESC data

to analyze these questions are those discussed in the previous sections.

The type of data we receive from revenue departments, however, may impose
additional biases. Since revenue departments can provide only aggregate data
on how many releasees had earnings in any given range, we need to acknowledge
the possible biases that result from using group data, as well as the ineffi-
cieneies (in a statistical sense) from not being able to include background

characteristics.

Since the experimental and control groups were chosen randomly, we would
not expect any systematic difference in the demographic and background charac-
teristics, Therefere, although the exclusion ‘of the characteristics may result

in inefficient estimates, the estimates will be unbiased. However, biases will
exist in situations where quasi-experimental designs are utilized.

When we analyze grouped data instead of individual data we lose some in- ' %
formation through the condensation of information involved in the aggregation.
This is, of course, a source of statistical inefficiency in using this type of
data even with truly experimental research designs.

Further, if there are not
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the same number of observations in each group (which is likely), estimates of
standard errors will be biased if statistical corrections are not utilized.>
By using the mean for a group, we lose information about the variatioa within

the group. Therefore there is a loss of efficiency in the estimates. The

loss of efficiency will be greater, the greater the variation within the groun

compared to the variation of the group means around the overall mean. Finally,

measures of goodness of fit, such as RZ, tend to be higher when calculated from

group means than from individual data. Therefore, although the analysis of

grouped data may have problems, the estimates of program effects are still un-

biased although they are inefficient. (See Kmenta (1971) ).

Given this major difference between the two data sources, the questions
that can be ar .lyzed and the techniques used to analyze must also differ. The

next section discusses the types of techniques and analysis we would use given

the limitations and advantages of each of the data sets.

C. Suggested Measures of Labor Market Performance and Methods of Analysis

Investigation of all aspects of labor market success is essential in the

analysis of post-release labor market perfoimance. It is important to consider

various aspects since one of the difficulties which seems to face prison re-
leasees is their inability to move from the secondary labor market to the pri-
mary, The secondary labor market is characterized by high unemployment, under-

employment, low wages, and limited advancement opportunities. Therefore to

-27-

PG )

s P ek e oo

ascertain the success or lack thereof of correctional programs, we analyze the
labor market behavior of prison releasees with special attention to their

performance in these areas. The data available from ESC's permits the analysis

of work stability, extent of employment, and income for the most recent four or
five quarters. The data from revenue departments provides the necessary infor--

mation to analyze income throughout the post~release period.

1. Work Stability

Work stability is measured by the number of jobs held per employed month
throughout the period of analysis. It is difficult to say whether instability
is a sign of labor market success or failure. High instability may indicate
job improvement, and therefore be an indication of success. It may also demon-
strate a movement from the secondary to the primary labor market. Conversely,
high instability may be the result of inability to hold a job, or the ability

to only obtain temporary employment, In order to understand the implications
of the findings of the relationship between work stability and a correctional
program, it is important to attempt to distinguish between the two alternative

types of work instability.

As discussed jin previous sections, Employment Security Commissions provide
information on employers in each quarter as well as income in each quarter,
Since we have employers per quarter, we can get some estimate of jobs per quar-
By calculating the number of jobs per

ter throughout the post-release period,
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employed quarter, we get a variable to measure work stability. Unfortunately,
this variable confounds job changes due to upward mobility with job changes
due to inability to keep a job. If we assume that a job change resulting in
upward mobility would also have a corresponding wage increase, we could
separate such situations from other job changes. We would thus create £wo
variables reflecting the two types of work stability. If the correctional
program had positive effects on labor market performance, we would expect that
these experimental releasees would on average have a higher number of those
job changes resulting in higher earnings throughout the release period. We
would also expect that the experimental releasees would have on average a
lower number of those job changes not resulting in higher earnings,

To test the above hypotheses in an experimental setting such as the
Butner project, we would first calculate average number of jobs per employed
quarter for experimental and control group releasees. We would then test to
see 1f there was a significant difference between the means using analysis of
variance (ANOVA). To discover whether the instability reflects success or
failure in the labor market, we would create two other variables: the number
of jobs which resulted in an earnings increase for each individual, and the
average number of these jobs for the experimental and the control groups. We
would then test to see if these means were significantly different. The next
test would look at the difference between means of the experimental and
control groups for the number of job changes which were not accompanied by an

earnings increase to see if these means were significantly different.
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If the correction program were entirely successful, releasees from the exper~
iment would have, on average, significantly more job changes resulting in
earnings increases and significantlyAless job changes resulting in no earnings

change or a decrease. We could not make predictions on the overall number of

jobs held throughout the period of analysis,

2. Extent of Employment

In analyzing overall market success, it 1is essential to consider the
extent of employment. There are two related, but distinct, phenomena which
fall under this category: unemployment and underemployment., Unemployment
s8imply means the percentage of the post-release period in which the releasee
does not have a job. Underemployment is slightly more complet and thus more
difficult to measure. One aspect of underemployment is that although the
individual has a job, the individual cannot work as many hours as he or she
would like. In other words, the individual 1s forced to take a part-time job
or seasonal work when he or she would prefer a full-time job. An additional
aspect of underemployment is that the individual is forced to take a job which
does not utilize his or her skills, education, or training. Both of these
aspects of underemployment, as well as, high levels of unemployment
characterize the secondary labor market. Continued unemployment or

underemployment is detrimental to the releasees achieving labor market

success. Thus a beneficial correctional program would aid in reducing both of

these phenomena,
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Despite the limitations of the Employment Security Commission data discussed

in the previous section, particularly omitted occupations, this data provides
an excellent means of measuring unemployment, at least unemployment in the
primary labor market. The percentage of time unemployed can be calculated in
two ways. First, since ESC's report employer and earnings per quarter, those
quarters with no earnings can be considered as periods of’unemployment.
Secondly, ESC's also report the payment of any unemployment compensation, and
therefore also those periods of unemployment which were convered by
unemployment insurance. We use both these pieces of information since to some
extent each allows us to adjust for some of the deficiencies of the other., If
we looked only at those quarters with no earnings, we would eliminate those
quarters where the individual was umemployed for only a part of the quarter,
By looking only at the payment of benefits, we would eliminate those periods
of unemployment in which the individual was not eligible for benefits,
Therefore, using both these measures, we can calculate the number of months
unemployed and divide it by the total number of months for which information
is available, to give the percentage of the follow-up period the individual
was unemployed.

Developing a measure for underemployment is much less straightforward.
For the most part, ESC's do not provide information on the ngmber of hours
worked at any job, or whether that job is part~time or seasonal. Therefore,
there is not way to develop a measure for this aspect of underemployment. It
may be possible, however, to measure the other aspect of underemployment--that
the skill level is not requisite to the jobs. Since ESC data is generally

individual data, and since we also have background information for these
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individuals, one possibility would be to compare the occupations of the
individual with his education and past experience, and in this way ascertain
the percentage of time each individual worked in jobs for which he was
overqualified or for which did not utilize his skill and training.

The analysis of unemployment and underemployment would be similar to that
of work stability. Using ANOVA we would test the hypothesis that the
correctional program helped redace unemployment and underemployment. We would
calculate the mean percentage of time unemployed for experimental and coantrol
releasees and test for a significant difference between the means. We would
also calculate the mean percentage of time underemployed for experimental and
control releasees, and determine if the difference between these means was
significant. If the correctional prbgram does aid in increasing overall labor
market success, we would expect these differences to be negative and

significant,

3. Income

The final characteristic which is indicative of overall labor market
performance is income earned in the legal labor market. Since low income is
also a characteristic of the secondary labor market, it is important to
analyze income differentials as a means of analyzing whether a correctional

program aids releasees in moviag into the primary labor market. Additionally,
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to the extent that individuals are capable of earning higher icomes in the

legal labor market, there is less incentive to enter the illegal labor

market.

a8, Measurement and Analysis with Individual Data

The measurement of earnings using ESC data is quite straightforward.

For each individual we have earnings per quarter for the most recent four or
five quarters. First, we would analyze the difference in mean earnings for
experimental and control groups for each quarter. If the correctional program
were successful, we would expect the difference in these means to be positive
and significant. A problem in the case of the Butner experiment may occur

since many individuals were released as early as 1976. If there were an

initial difference in earnings which lasted only a short period, then
analysis using ESC data would be unable to provide information on that
initial difference. This points up the need for on-going data collection

efforts when evaluating correctional programs.

Besides analyzing whether there is a difference in earnings at any one

point in time, an additional question of interest is whether there is a dif-

ferential in the growth of earnings over time. To analyze this question, we

would calculate the mean percentage growth in income from quarter one through

quarter four for the experimental and control group. We would then test to

see if these growth rates were significantly different for the two groups.
b. Measurement and Analysis with Grouped Data
As discussed in the previous section, the type of data received from
revenue departments differs from that received from ESC's in that the former
The data from

is aggregated data. Thus, it must be analyzed differently.
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revenue departments is first divided into experimental and control populations,
and, thus, would be of very limited usefulness in non-experimental settings
since it would . be difficult to control for non-random differences between
an experimental and comparison group. The data provided for each vear gives

the number of individuals whose yearly income fell into one of five income
groups.

The first step for analysis would be to calculate for each year the weighted
mean earnings for the experimental and control populations using the midpoint
value of each income group. We would then test to see if the difference in
weighted mean earnings for each year for the experimental and control groups was
significant. If the correctional program were successful, we would expect the
experimental group to have significantly greater incomes. One of the advantages
of this data set is that it provides information from the date of release.
Therefore, it will pick up initial post-release differences that the ESC data
omits if data collection is begun only after individuals have been released for
a long period as it was for the Butner experiment.

As with our analysis of the ESC data, we are interested in the difference§
of the growth of income over time as well as differences in income at a point
in time. We have no a priori expectation as to whether experimental group income
grows faster or slower over time than control group income. One possibility
is that the correctional program makes a difference initially, but its effects
wear off as the time since release lengthens. Another possibility is that the
correctional program makes an initial difference, and therefore the experimental
group has more incentive to remain in the legal labor market, and obtain more
experience, which would make increase the earnings differential over time.

To test these alternative hypotheses, we would calculate the percentage
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rate of growth of earnings throughout the post-release period for the experi-
mental and control groups. Then we would test the direction and significance
of the difference between the mean growth rate in income for the experimental
and control group. If the difference were negative, it would provide evidence
for the first hypothesis; 1if the difference were positive, it would provide
evidence for the second hypothesis.

As can be seen from the foregoing sections, both data sets are useful to
gain an understanding of overall labor market behavior. The ESC data gives
thepotential for detailed analysis of the current behavior of the releasees.
The revenue department data, although it does not permit a detailed analysis,
does enable us to ascertain an overview of labor market behavior for the entire

post-release period. Because of their complementarity in this respect, cole~

lection of data from both sources, as opposed to only one of the two, would be

very valuable.
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III. AN EVALUATION OF POST-RELEASE FOLLOW-UP USING TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS

A. The Telephone Survey Methods

The telephone survey instrument, which can be found in Appendix III.Al, was
developed to gather information from former inmates on the period since their
release. The feasibility of conducting post—re%gase follow-up telephone inter-
views is determined by the rate of location of releasees and interview completion
rate. The completion rate, of those located, indicates how acceptable the specific
instrument is. The instrument that we develop has three main sections. The
first section is on experiences while in prison and on re-adjustment after re-
lease The subjects are asked about the educational, vocational, and counseling
programs which they participatéd in while in prison, as well as, their experiences
following release while at Community Treatment Centers (CTC) and/or on probation.
They are also asked about problems in several areas of readjustment (e.g. hous-
ing, drug usage, employment, etc.). The second section of the interview is on
labor market performance since release. The subject is asked in detail about
his most current employment and also his first employment after release. In ad-
dition, the total number and type of jobs and all periods of unemployment are
ascertained in this section. The third section of the interview asks about rule
violations while at the CTC and/or on probation, all arrests since release, and
the frequency of spécific types of criminal acts since release. Finally, the
interview is concluded by asking permission to conduct another interview in a
year, and asking the subject to rate the accuracy of his answers to each section.
In méking this evaluation we ask that he take into account the length of time

since the events which we asked about occurred and also his own incentives or

disincentives to report accurately.
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The original sample of released inmates was obtained as a by-product of
another project (see Long et al, 1981). We started with names and some follow-
up information on approximately 370 individuals who had been released from the
Federal Prison System. Approximately Lalf of the individuals for whom informa-
tion was collected were released from Butner Federal Correctional Institution.
The other half, the control group in the Butner project, were released from other
prisons in the Federal Prison System. The vast majority of these persons were
released into states in the Eastern United States.

Of the 370 names for which we had retrieved follow-up information, we ran-
domly selected 200 to use in deterﬁining the feasibility of conducting post-
release telephone interviews. We tried several methods to obtain telephone
numbers for these individuals. The information gathered from the former
inmate's Central File often had follow~up addresses and phone numbers as well
as the phone numbers and addresses of friends, relatives and potential employ-
ers. We called the telephone directory assistance in the cities where a sub-
ject might reside, hopefully, to confirm the telephone numbers we already had,
and also to obtain other potentially valuable listings. We also obtained pos-
sible listings for relatives, friemds, and potential employers from the
directory information. If it was available we first called the number for the
subject that was obtained from his Central File. (In many cases this number
did not exist, or was not correct.) If that number proved incorrect we would
then call wives or parents for whom we had telephone numbers. We would try all
possible listings for the individual, his wife and his parents that we had

from directory assistance. If we were unsuccessful in contacting the individual
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using these telephone numbers we tried, in a similar pProcess, possible numbers

of other relatives and friends. This constituted our "first round" of attempts

to locate the individual.

The "second round" attempt to locate the subject was to call potential em-

ployers as listed in the inmate's Central File. In most cases the subject did

not work there. Sometimes the employer was able to provide helpful information
(e.g. knowledge of re-incarceration): however, most often no information was

known or given. In many cases employers would neither confirm nor deny employ-

ment and in no case did an employer give us a home phone number for the subject.

In three out of the eighteen interviews completed, we initially contacted the

subject at the job. Additionally, there were two other subjects, with whom we

communicated indirectly via employers, who were interested in participating in
an employment study but did not want to release their telephone numbers. We left

a number where we could be reached but failed to receive the calls. TFour other

cases, in which we gave out our number to intermediaries, resulted in successful

interviews. 1In total, we were able to resolve 9 cases by calling employers

(i.e. either we located the individual and he either completed the interview

or refused it, or we were able to conclude that he was not reachable by telephone).

Tables 1 and 2 summarize the results of our efforts at telephone interviews.
Two sources of information concerning the possible whereabouts of the
subjects which we did not use were the officials at the Community Treatment
Centers that the individuals were released to, and the subjects' probation
officers. We chose not to call the CTC's because in another study (Long et al

1981) they were found to be a relatively poor source of information on those

individuals who had left the CTC. We found probation officers to be (justfiably)
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TABLE 1:

Distribution of Results

of Interview Attempts

Interviewed 18
Refused 9
Located but unable to conduct inteview 12
Total number located 39
Subject has no phone 6
Subject incarcerated 3
Subject dead 2
Whereabouts unknown to next of kin 2
Total number of cases resolved 52
Unresolved cases 148
Total cases attempted 200
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« TABLE 2: Methods That Lead to Resolving Cases
Subject's  Subject's Parent's Friend Via Other

# # via or or other Employer #
Method of From Cen- Directory Wife's Relative's #
Resolving Case tral File Assistance # it
Interviewed 1 3 7 4 3 0
Refused 1 2 3 2 1 0
Located but unable
to contact 0 0 7 1 4 0
No Phone 0 0 2 4 0 0
Incarcerated 0 0 0 2 1 0
Dead 0 0 1 0 0 1*
Whereabouts unknown Q 0 2 0 0 0

*The death of this subject was reported by a probation officer in the Probation

Officer Interview of another project (see Long et al 1981).
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reluctant to agres to provide phone numbers for their clients and therefore
did not ask them for follow-up information. Their main concern was for the
subjects' privacy and for the potential consequences to the subjects should
information be accidentally revealed to another party. The Federal Office of
the Courts, which supervises the probation officers, has reserved judgment on
whether it will permit Federal probation officers to provide follow-up infor-
mation until it reviews the survey instrument and the safeguards to protect
the individual's privacy. While it was not possible to obtain fullow-up in-
formation from probation officers in this study we have forwarded a copy of
the interview instrument to the Office of the Courts for a decision on whether
they would cooperate with such a project. We expect that they will find the
interview instrument acceptable and the set of safeguards comprehensive enough
to ailow their cooperation. We will forward such notice and any modifications
necessary to receive their cooperation to NIJ. We feel that cooperation by
probation officers would significantly improve the feasibility of post-release
telephone interviews. Furthermore, we believe such cooperation is likely be-
cause of the careful development of the survey instrument and its stringent
set of safeguards.

As the survey instrument was developed and tested a major objective was
to protect the privacy of the individuals whom we were trying to locate. We
were advised upon request by the National Imstitute of Justice that since we
were conducting research for the Institute with the cooperation of the Federal
Bureau of Prisons, that we could legally provide safeguards for all non-legis-

lative use of the data collected. We mevertheless felt a moral responsibility
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to carefully protect individuals' privacy. Thus we developed a set of safe-
guards to achieve that end. When asked, by persons other than the subject,

why we wanted to talk with the subject our answer was that the University

of North Carolina was doing an employment survey and he was a part of our sam-
rle. 1If more detailed information was requested we pleaded ignorance by say-
ing we just had a name and number on a card and had many cards from all over
the country. This procedure was followed whenever talking to persons whom we
did not know to be the subject. 1In addition, whenever possible, we specified

a middle initial when asking to speak with a subject. When we believed that

we had reached the subject or someone by the same name we asked for consent

to conduct an employment survey. If the subject refused the call was termi~
nated. However, if the respondent agreed, we asked for the last four digits

of his social security number and/or for a date of birth. If the information
given was inconsistent with the information we had obtained from the Federal
Bureau of Prisons then the subject was given a five question survey on labor
market activities. If the subject gave a consistent social security number

and date of birth he was informed of the true nature of the survey, given
assurances of confidentiality, informed he could choose to refuse to answer

any or all questions, and told there would be no prejudice or advantages for
either participating or not participating. The individual was then asked

again whether or not he would like to participate in the study. It is worth
noting that the nine refusals we received were for the general survey and not
the specific follow-up survey. Finally, before any incriminating questions were
asked (i.e. before the third section of the interview) the subject was reminded of the %
confidentiality of the information given, but also warned that such information |

could be used against him if overheard by a third party, as in a wiretap.
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We stressed that we had no reason to believe any wiretap existed, or
that any third party would hear the conversation. We believe that this
set of safeguards was effective in Protecting the releasee's privacy.
We are confident that we did not reveal any information of substance
on any of the 200 subjects to any persons other than the subjects them-
selves.

The results of the survey can best be taken ag preliminary findings
due to the small number of persons actually interviewed. Table 1 shows
the account results of interview attempts for all 200 subjects. One-
hundred and forty-eight cases, almost three fourths of the total cases,
ended up unresolved--cases where we were unable to either locate the
subject or determine that the subject could not be reached by telephone.
All leads other than the probation officers and CTC were tried in these
cases. Future projects, by working in cooperation with probation of-
ficers, could probably resolve many of the cases in this category and
increase the location and completion rate.

The sample that we were able to reach and interview had some interes-
ting characteristics that tend to be quite stable. Sixteen of eighteen

had lived in only one city since release and only five had moved at
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all since release. Nine were employed full time. A majority reported ob-

taining employment within two weeks after release and four returned to jobs

they had had pricr to their incarceration. None of tﬁose interviewed refused to
answer any of the questions which were asked. While most denied any criminality since
release, in six of the cases some post~release criminality was admitted.

Thus while we believe there to be a high probability of significant sample

bias due to refusals and also methods of locating, we feel that all sections

of the survey instruments itself tested well.

B. Usefulness of Self-Reports

Self-reports, such as the telephone survey, are a potentially rich source
of data. This is true in large part because the information obtained is
primary information, i.e. from the subject himself. We believe that the for-
mer inmate could provide much information on his labor market experiences, his
criminal behavior since his release, and on many other aspects of readjustment
to life outside of prisonm.

The former inmates could be the source for very valuable labor market data
——-a set of data that would supplement employment and earnings information from
the Social Security Administration, state revenue departments, and Employ-
ment Security Commissions, Information from self-reports has several advanta-
ges over the other sources of labor market information. First, the other
sources (Social Security, state revenue departments and Employment Security
Commissions) have information only on employment that is somehow reported to
them (e.g. through withholding and the filingof W-2 forms). However, the ?n-

dividual knows approximately how much he makes from all his employment—-—-—
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that which is reported and that which is not (e.g. odd jobs and "off~the~books"
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employment). While the individual might not report, or even remember all em-

T,

ployment, he is still the only source of information on employment and earnings
that are not reported to government agencies, Thus by using this additional
data source the entire data base will be more complete. A second advantage of
using self-reports is that the labor market information collected from indivi-
dualsAreflects the perceptions of individuals whereas the labor market informa-
tion from other sources is what is officially reported, Much labor economic
literature that attempts to explain individual labor market behavior stresses
the importance of perceived values instead of actual values, So, if one were
to investigate the labor market behavier of former inmates', self-reports would
be the only source of perceived values. A third advantage is that self-reports
vield information at the individual level where the data from the Social Secu-
rity Administration and state revenue departments is usually aggregated into
groups of several individuals,

Self-reports could also improve the set of information en criminality,
Sources other than self-reports (e,g. FBI's Computerized Criminal History (CCH) file,
state and local law enforcement agencies and probation and parole officers)
have less than complete information on the criminal activities of persons who
have been released from prison, The criminal behavior revealed by these
gources is arrests only and then not even all arrests are reported by these |
sources, Specifically, Hall (1979) reports that Stone-Meirerhoefer found there to ‘
be an average lag of twe years between the eccurrence of an arrest and the

arrest gppearing in the FBI CCH, Likewise,probation officers might not be kept

informed of all arrests, especially those that occur after the probation
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period. Long (1972) found that out of a total of 978 different arrests reported
by the FBI and/or probation officers only 60% of the arrests were listed by the
FBI and 75% were listed by the probation officers, Thus, not only is the do-
main of these other sources smaller than the universe of criminal acts of a
given population, but there is not complete reporting within this domain of
arrests. Petersila (1978) interviewed incarcerated felons and found that only
a very small proportion (approximately 3%) of criminal acts resulted in an arrest.
Since self-reports could ask directly about all criminal acts committed by an
individual the potential information available would be tremendously increased
Additionally, self-reports could get information on the expected income
value of different criminal activities. This information reveals some of
the opportunity cost of going straight and thus could be used, both on an in-
dividual level and on an aggregate level, in efforts to explore and explain
the allocation of time between the legitimate activities (e.g. employment and
leisure) and illegal activities.

Finally self-reports are potentially a‘very rich.source of information
on the process of re-adjustment to life outside prison. Asking the subject
would in most cases result in the most accurate information ;n adjustment prob-
lems since he or she is the only one who really knows whether he or she is
having trouble re-adjusting and what the problems seem to be. Collection of
adjustment data has many potential uses., For example it could be used to
evaluate different adjustment-oriented programs (e.g. government-run CICs,
private CICs). By asking releasees about readjustment, information could

be gathered directly from those whose lives are affected by these institutions rather
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than always relying on those who are in charge of the re-adjustment institutions.
It is apparent that self-reports could gather much information that is

revealed by no other sources. However a decision on whether to attempt to gather

information via self-reports should be based on how much additional informa-
tion is expected to be gathered, how accurate that information is, and the

costs of obtaining that information. To answer the questions of accuracy and

completeness it is necessary to consider the different biases that can occur

from self-reporting. Furthermore the gample population and method of surveying

should be taken into consideration when biases are investigated,
Reiss (1973) examines in detail two main types of non-random biases in self-re-

ports—--refusal bias and response bias. Refusal bias results when a subject

refuses to consent to the interview or to answer specific interview questionms.
If the releasee who has been engaged in illegal activities since his or her
release is less likely to consent to the interview or to answer questions on

criminality then this bias would result in the underestimation of the crimi~

nality of the released population. We however cannot predict how the refusal

bias affects labor market data or information on adjustment.

A second major type of bias is response bias. This occurs whenever the

subject gives a false answer to a question. There are three different sources

of response bias---low comprehension and/or poor articulation skills by the
subject, deliberate falsification by the subject, and recall or memory bias.
It is possible to partially control for the low comprehension level and/or
articulation ability by having the interviewer probe in appraisal of both the

comprehension level and the ability to articulate responses, Further it is

47~

SRR iakniad

i SRR

RS,

e

B B B a2 e TS

possible to weight the value of the responses by the IQ level repcrted in the
individual's central file. Of course the IQ level in the central file is onl
a proxy for IQ at the time of the interview. y
Deliberate falsification of answers can be of three forms: random falsi
fication, underreporting and overreporting. Again motives for deliberate fal
sification are easier to identify for criminality questions than when la
bor market activity or re-adjustment are the topics. Underreporting of crim-
inality occurs whenever criminal actions are not reported fully in the interview
Locander, Sudman and Bradburn (1976) found that response distortion increased |
sharply as the "threat" of the question increased. Obviously there is a large
threat factor to any question on criminal behavior for a person on parole or
probation. Thus there is 2 priori reason to believe that there will be under-
reporting of criminal activity in self-reports. Underreporting could be con
trolled for by comparing self-reports with official records (e.g. FBI,CCH files)
under the assumption that the official records contain only true events (but
not necessarily all events). Overreporting can also occur; however, there is
no a priori reason to believe it would occur with any specific inquiry or
criminality, It seems more likely to occur when asking about offenses for
which there is no perceived threat to admission (e.g. offenses for which the
statute of limitations has expired), It is impossible to test for overreport—
ing based on the above assumption about official records. Overreporting of in-
come and other labor market variables may be more common. The final area of non~
random bias is recall bias. Past studies have shown that underreporting increases with

the la
Pse of time between the event and the inquiries about the event. This has been

confirmed i
n health surveys (USNCHS (1965)) and victimization surveys (Biderman (1975))
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There is evidence of significant recall bias in periods as short as a month,
Thus we would expect there to be non-deliberate underreporting of criminality

and employment. Furthermore we would expect fewer affirmative responses to

the questions on re-adjustment problems,
Following this brief discussion of biases that occur in self-reports it
is useful to discuss biases that we expect'to occur specifically due to our

population and method of survey. The most significant bias occurring in our

telephone survey of former inmates is what we will call a location bias. The
location bias is similar to a refusal bias in that it causes the group of

those interviewed to be a non-random sample of the population we are attempt-
ing to investigate. In this study we were able to contact only 27 individuals

of a sample of 200. Table 1 indicates the breakdown between those that we
were able to locate, those that were not reachable by phone, and those that

we did not locate but were were not able to conclude whether or not it was
possible to reach them by telephone, Over 70% of our sample population, 148
out of 200, fell into this last category. Those that were reachable by tele-
phone we believe to be, on average, representative of a more stable population.
Table 2 indicates which method was successful in reaching the population which
was located, Thus our located sample is probably heavily biased towards those
individuals who aré relatively stable (i,e. those whose families are aware of

whereabouts of the subject and those who have not moved or changed phone num-

bexrs), If those involved in illegal activities are a more unstable population

relative to those going straight, and we suspect this is the case, then

conducting follow-up telephone interviews will result in an underreporting of

eriminality, even if all of those interviewed gave complete and accurate in-
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formation. Similarly, if there is a correlation between labor market success
(or earnings) and stability then the results from a telephone survey would in~
dicate better labor market performance by formerbinmates than is actually the
case,

There is also the possibility for significant refusal bias. There was a
refusal rate of 33%. Due to the safeguards built into the telephone survey
this refusal rate reflects that proportion of the located sample who did not
want to participate in an employment survey instead of the proportion that
specifically did not want to participate in a survey on the period since their
release from a correctional institution. No specific question or section of
questions were refused by anyone who copsented to the interview, It is im~
possible to estimate the nature of the biases imparted by the high refusal
rate, but they could possibly be substantial.

Significant response error due to deliberate falsification is also a pos-—
sibility when surveying former inmates by telephones. Reiss (1973, pp. 26) conclu-
ded, with qualifications, that "patterned falsification" has not been signifi-
cantly evident in three studies of delinquents, However we bslieve that deli-
berate underreporting of criminal acts will vesult when former inmates are sur-
yeyed by telephone about criminal activities since release, This is true be-
cause of the characteristics of the population being surveyed and also the
method of survey. As mentioned before, we would expect perceived threat dis-
tortion to be common ameng a sample of recently released {nmates. We believe
that conducting the survey by telephone increases the perceived threat of the
questions on criminality. The possibility that a third party could find out

the individual's responses to specific questions on criminal behavior could also




affect the accuracy of thuse responses. We tried to minimize this source of

distortion by assuring the subject that we were researchers who were legally

protected from force disclosures of specific information that was received from

the survey. We promised to keep their answers in strict confidence. The

assurances, while reducing the perceived threat of questions on criminality,

could not eliminate this source of distortion., This is true for two reasons.

First, by conducting the survey by telephone the subjects had to take our as-

surances on faith, that is they were given no written assurances that could be

produced at a later time---only verbal assurances. We expect that law enforce-

ment officials have at some time misrepresented themselves (e.g. as undercover

operators) to a significant portion of the former inmate population. Further-

more this entire population has certainly heard some direct reports of such

misrepresentations., Thus, it is a questionable whether that those surveyed

totally accepted our assurances. To the extent that they did not, the per-

ceived threat of responding to certain questions remained. Another reason that
the perceived threat distortion could not be totaily eliminated by the assur-
ances we made was the possibility of a third party overhearing the conversa-
tion, If the subject believed tuat his phone might be wiretapped, then even
1f he believed our assurances of confidentiality he would still be concerned

that his answers might be heard by law enforcement officials, That the inter-
view was conducted by telephone and that in many cases the subject knew we

had gotten his number from cooperating prison authorities leads us to conclude
that there was significant deliberate falsification by underreporting in ans-
ver to questions on crimina;ity,

Ve can spummarize this discussion cf the biases of information gathered by
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telephone survey of former inmates by noting that fhere are many different
sources of biases often working in_opposite directions. On labor market in~
formation recall bias may cause some employment to not be reported or-there
may be deliberate falsification of some jobs. Thus it is hard to predict the
total effect of the biases on labor market questions. However on questions of
re-adjustment problems and criminality we expect the total effect to result

in underreporting. It is important to recognize that biases exist and to try
to ascertain the direction of the bias but the fact that information is biased
does not make it useless. Whenever there are other complementary or support-
ing sets of data then the biases are not as harmful. Sets of data which may
both be biased can be used to investigate the accuracy of each source so long

as the sources of the biases are different,

C. The Value of Combined Methods of Collection: Telephone Surveys and Field

Collection

Self-reports can provide information that is available from no other

sources. Furthermore self-reports have the advantage of incorporating

the releasees' ideas and experiences into the evolution of different models of
incarceration, Not only are former inmates allowed to vent frustrations with
the entire rehabilitation proeces, but they are also a valuable source of insight
that has no substitute, We believe that the survey instrument developed for
this project is a good first step in tapping this source of information. How-

ever, it appears that using telephone follow~up interviews with former inmates
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as the sole follow-up technique is unfeasible due to low location and comple-
tion rates.

We provide several suggestioné on how this source of data can be more
completely gathered. First we strongly suggest that further projects, whether
they be at the state or national level, work in coordination with the rele~
vant probation officers in order to obtain more accurate information on how to
locate releasees. We believe that this would greatly enhance the feasibility
of telephone interviews. Secondly, we suggest supplementary field work to lo-
cate releasees and conduct personal interviews. This field work would help
offset the sample biases resulting from a telephone survey. Furthermore, the
subject would receive written (and therefore stronger) assurances of confiden-
tiality and thereby reduce the biases caused by the perceived threat of an ac-
curate answer. Statistical tests could then be run to see if there is signi-
ficant evidence of different response patterns between telephone and personal

interviews on sensitive topics such as criminality.

A third suggestion is to conduct post-release interviews with those per-
sons released on probation or parole at their last scheduled meeting with their
parole or probation officers. In this way there is a very high probability that
the subject can be successfully located,

By using the three approaches discussed above we believe we can reduce the
sample biases that result from telephone interviews. We feel that the former
inmate is a valuable source of information on the period since his release--a

source that should not be ignored.
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IV, CONELUSIONS

In this report we have evaluated the merits of two secondary sources of
post-release labor market data, State Employment Security Commissions (ESC's) and
state revenue departments, and assessed the feasibility of obtaining
post-release self report data via telephone interviews.

As concerns secondary labor market data, we conclude that both ESC's and
state revenue departments provide valuable information. However if data
collections is possible on an annual basis we believe that ESC's provide the
single most valuable source of detailed information.

We conclude that telephone interviews are probably only useful as a first
step in obtaining post-release data. We believe that such telephone efforts con-
tain such substantial biases that they are only useful if combined with
field interviews. Further, we believe that telephone interviews can be a
valuable means of reducing the cost of obtaining post-release self reports of

labor market and criminal activity through field interviews.




NOTES

lcosts depend on the length of the follow-up period, and the extent to which

activities are followed throughout, the area where the inverviews are carried

out, and the type of individual that is followed. In one evaluation (Witte

(1975))that used a quasi-experimental design in an ex-post facto setting, the
average cost of interviewing once and collecting information on the activities

of a random sample of correctional releases for an average period of 37 months

was $250 per interview.

215 order to determine from which state to request wage information for each

individual, we used the state of release as given by the Federal Bureau of
Prisons computer files.

3Kentucky

41n Connecticut capital gains are also taxed.

5Specifically, in a regression setting, we will encounter the problem of
heteroskedasticity.

bWe are appreciative of Jim Beck at the Office o§ Research of the Federal
Bureau of Prisons for his efforts in helping us get the cooperation of the
probation office. We also would like to state that we are not in any way
complaining about Office of the Courts. We understand, and expected their

reservations in releasing confidential information.
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Review of Interview and Data Collection Instruments
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INTERVIEW AND DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS REVIEWED

Interview Sources

Behavioral Research Institute
National Survey of Youth
Hoover Imstitute
Individual Offender Profiles: Pilot Study Codebook-1976
Pilot Study of Individual Offenders: An Overview of the Data - 1977
Inslaw
Study of Sentencing Practices in the Federal Courts
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
Job Corp Evaluation—-—-Baseline Study
Job Corp Evaluation--Follow-~up Survey
Supported Work--Baseline Employment Study
Supported Work—9-HMonth Employment Study
National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.
Young Black Men Employment Study
Rand
Prison Survey - 1977
Jail/Prison Survey - 1978
Vera Institute

Employment Questionnaire - 1980
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Request Packet for State ESCs and Revenue Departments




U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Prison System

Office of the Director ) Washington, D.C. 20534

March 26, 1981

To whom it may concern:

Over the past several years, the Institute for Research on Social
Sciences has been under contract with the Federal Bureau of Prisons
to perform a series of evaluations on the effectiveness of several
experimental inmate management systems at the Federal Correctional
Institution, Butner, North Carolina. Currently, their researchers
are evaluating the relative labor market performance of individuals
who have been exposed to an innovative management system developed
by Norval Morris, Dean of the University of Chicago Law School.

By "labor market performance," we are not interested only in whether
an-ex-inmate is employed or not, but also in the quality of the job
the individual has obtained. In order to quantify "job quality,"
we must know post-release wages and income.

We hope that this labor market evaluation will indicate what combi-~
nation of employment and correctional programs is most conducive

to post-release employment success. It is our hope that by increas-
ing the probability of obtaining, and maintaining, good jobs upon
release from prison, we can decrease the probability of an indi-
vidual's return to criminal activity.

Thank you for your assistance in these efforts.
Sincerely,

N Gl

NORMAN A. CARLSON
Director

g
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Internal Revenue Service Department of the Treasury
Washington, DC 20224

Person to Contact:

“Ms. Bnn Witte Mr. Mich i
" r. ael McCor <
Associate Professor of Economics Telephone Number: el
University of North Carolina (202) 566-
" at Chapel Hill Rﬂw*%myg§ 3145
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Dear HMs. Witte:

In your letter of Jaguary 25, 1980, you request. that

| cmat average gross annual
earnings for selected groups of former Prisonexrs. FEach
group would contain at least fj

S you discussed with Mr. McCormick o
assure the confidentiality of the . Y
includad in this study the foll
apply:

staff, to
he'tax return information
Owing restrictions will

1. no statistical tabulations may be relea

cells containing data from fewer th
returns; ‘ ‘

sed with
an three

2. statistical tabulations pre
areas below the State level

identify a particular tax i i
ntif payer, either directilv
Or indirectly, may not be provided. eetls

We define a cell as an
E y data element
etc., pxuduged by the study. Therefore, ¢
annual ciarnings amounts must be derived £

number, digit,
the average gros
rom the records
geographic area for

€ Social Securi

ty

S

R R




U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Prison System

R

i

Bashingron. D.C. 20534

Contract No: J100c-074

NAME OF CONTRACTOR: Institute For Research In Social Science

CONTRACTOR'S ADDRESS: The University of North Carollna
At Chapel Hill
Manning Hall 026A
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514

Contract Amount not to exceed the sum of forty two thousand, four hundred
and six dollars. ($42,40A.00)

THIS CONTRACT entered into this date by the United States of America,
hereinafter called the Government, represented by the Contracting Officexr
executing this contract, under the provisions of 41 USC 252 {c) {4), and
the individual named above, hereinafter called the Contractoxr, .witnesseth
that the parties hereto do mutually agree as follows:

1. WNature And Extent of Contractural Services: The Contractor shall perform

the following non-personal services personally subject to the approval
of the Government.

(1) pevelop computerized files on the Phase I control and exparimental
groups. These files will be used to evaluate the effect of the

Butner esxperience on post-release criminality and labor market
performance.

{2) Begin the development of computer files for the Phase II and
Phase III control and experimental groups.

(3) Provide an oral briefing on the reports presented in response
to the 1979- 1980 Butner Phase. IT contract.

[ RS . -

e . UET .l Tt

“:(4) Contlnuatlon of the postdoctoral fellowshlp for Gustavo Fernanaez.-'

All work to be performed by the contractor shall be in accordance with
the terms and conditions of their proposal dated September 29, 1980.

2. Permits and Responsibilities: The Contractor shall , without additional
expense to the Government, be responsible for obtaining any licenses and

permits, and for complying with any applicable Federal, State and Municipe

laws, codes and regulations, in connection with the performance of the
work. He shall take proper safety and health precautions to protect the
work, residents, the public and the property of others.
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3. Security Regulations: The Contyractor agrees to adhere to all regulations

prescribed by the institutions for the safety, custody and conduct of
inmates.

4. Inspection and Acceptance: The Contracting Officer or his representatlve
may conduct such reasonable inspections of the Contractor's performance
hereunder as shall be necessary to satisfy the Contracting Officer that
the Contractor is adhering to the terms of the contract and is making
satisfactory progress toward fulfillment of the contractual undertaking.

5. Termination: This contract may be terminated for the convenience of the

government in accordance with the terms and conditions as outlined in
FPMR 1-8.704-1.

6. Not Entitled to Employee Benefits: This contract does not create an
employer-employee relationship. Accordingly, entitlements and benefits
applicable to such xelationship do not apply. The entire consideration
and benefit to the Contractor for performance of this contract is containead
in the clause entitled "Contract Price".

7. Contract Administration: The Contracting Officer or his designated repre-
sentative is responsible for the administration of the contract and alone
is authorized, to the extent indicated in this contract, to take actions
on behalf of the Government which results in changes in the terms, including
deviations from work to be performed.

8. Reneswal Provisions: This contract may be subject to renewal upon the same or
different conditions, including rate of remuneration, as may be mutually
agreed upon; the renewal agreement to be evidenced in writing and incorpo-
rated in an appropriate amendment to this basic contract.

9. Transfer of Assignment: Neither this contract nor any interest herein nor
any claim arising hersunder may be transferred or assigned by the Contractor
to any othexr party or parties.

-

10. Covenant Against Contingent Fee: The Contractor warrants that he has not
employed any person to solicit or secure this contract upon agreement for
a commission, percentage or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall
give the Government the right t¢o annul the contract, or in its discretion
to deduct f£rom any compensation due the contractor, the amount of said
comm1551on’ percentage'or contlnaent fee. Ll

1}.-Pr1vacy.Act “Thé Tontrictor ag] eesito cawpiy,wzth’€h3¢Privacy'
1974 and the rules and regulat;onb issued pursuant to the Act in the
performance of the services required by this contract.

12. Contract Price: The fixed-price of this contract is not to exceed the
sum of forty two thousand, four hundred and six dollars ($42,406.00).

13. Payments: Payments will be made quarterly mot to exceed 25% of the total ¢
contract price based upon satisfactory completion of services. Final pay- ;
ment to be made after total acceptance of entire contract reguirements. ;
Invoices shall be submitted in duplicate to the address noted on the '
contract.
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14.

15.

)6.

The following provisions are incorporated in this contract by reference.
(Copies are available upon reguest by the contractor)

(1) Examination of Records by Comptroller General (FPR 1-7.103.3)
(2) Listing of Employment Openings (FPR Temp. Reg. 39)

-(3) Employment of the Handicapped (FPR Temp Reg. 38)

(4) vtilization of Small Business Concerns (FPR 1-1.710-3(a)

(5) Utilization of Labor Surplus Area Concerns (FPR 1-1.805-3(a) )
(6) Utilization of Minority Business Enterprises (FPR 1-1.1310)
(7) Convict Labor (FPR1-12.204)

(8) Extras (FPR1-7.102-3)

(9) bisputes (FPR-1-7.102-12)

(10) pDefault (FPR-1-8.710)

(11) Officials Not to Benefit (FPR 1-7.102-17)

(12) Pricing of Adjustments (FPR 1~7.102-20)

{(13) Payments (FPR 1~7.302-2)

Contract Period: Services and reports required under this contract are

for the period of October 01, 1980 thru September 30, 1981.

Project Monitor:

Howard Kitchener, Director of Research or his succéssor, is hereby
designated as the Contracting Officer's representative for the
technical direction of the performance of work under this contract.

This designation does not include authority to sign contractual documents
or to otherwise make commitments or issue changes which will effect the
price, guantity or performance terms of the contract.

Prior to any payment, the above person shall submit to the Contracting
Officer written statements certifying that he confirms with the amounts
indicated on the invoices and that the Contractor is in compliance with
all terms of the contract.

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this contract as

of this date.
APPROVED BY
FOR THE BUREAU .OFAPRISQNS

7 : - . '.’,' .:":C'_..".’ ' ._7 S
At g / //.' /’
,// FA .(f/// / - rre” ~é\:"‘""'

INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH IN SOCIAL

AR IR

S ;-,SCI?S;?//UNIVERSITY,OU SPRTH -CAROLINA
7

Contracting Officer

’ l'. .
WS ™
paTE: </

"Cij;;;zting Officer
DATE: 2 2?A/7¢§7
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PRIVACY ACT

(a) The contractor (researcher) agrees:

(1) To comply with the Privac
] . ) Y Act of 1974 and the rules and r ions
i1ssued pursuant to thg Agt.ln the design, development, or operationegg]:§1on)
sgstem of records on 1qd3v1dua1§ in order to accomplish an agency functioﬁ‘
:ngn(g?i gggt{gcf ipeg1f1ca}1y 1gegtifies (i) the system or systems of reéords
( ) ork to be periorimed by the contractor in terms of any on
combination of the following: (A) design, (B) development, or (C)yopesaggon'

(2) To include the solicitation notificatd i i
. inc ‘ tic otification contained in this contract
;?tﬁgsgyasg;;gégiglgn ang reig1t1gg subcontract and in every subcontract awarded
out a tation wnen the statement of work in the proposed subcontr
requires the d951gn, development, or operation of a system og records on ig§§v~
iduals to accomplish an agency function; and ’ .

2 S ( )’
g > 3

(b) In the event of violations of the Act, a civi i

. 4 R 1 acti .
against tbe agency involved where the violation concerns theoge??zn?edgbg?gg$ent
2; gggratIOn of a systemn of rgcords on individuals to accomplish an agency ’

Fn glon, and criminal pepa]tlgs may be imposed upon the officers or émployees

of t € agency where the violation concerns the operation of a system of records
on 3nd1v1dua]§ to accomplish an agency function. For purposes of the Act when
the contract is for the operation of a system of records on individuals to
accomn]wsh an agency function, the contractor and any emplovee of the Eont"ac-
tor is considered to be an enpleyee of the agency. - 3 .

(c) The terms used in this clause have the following meanings:

n >
. t'(!i' OperatTOn of a systgm of records" means performance of any of the
]ch1y1 ies associated w1§h maintaining the system of records including the col-
ection, use, and dissemination of records. )

(2)  “Record" means any item, collecti ing of i i
Y- . mear i s ection, or grouping of information about an
;2d;y1dua}.that.1s maintained by an agency, including, but not 1imited to, his ed-
hiatmn, inancial traqsact}ons, medical history, and criminal or employment
story and that contains his name, or the identifying number, symbol, or other

identifying particular assigned indivi . , .
or a photograph. g to the individual, such as a finger or voice print

(3) “System of records" on indivi F
T iduals means a group of any records under
the control of any agency from which information is retrieved by the name of the

individual or by some identifying number, s mbo Sl | ifyi j
assigned to the: individus). ! > SY » Or othey 1dent?fy1ng particular
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Appendix II. A2

Information on Results of Initial Requeste to é ' Information on Results of Second Requests to
State Employment Security Commissions ﬁ State Employment Security Commissions
State Date of Date of Agreed to Reason for Not Pro- | % State Date of Request Date of Response Data Provided
» Request Response  Provide Data viding Data g f .
/ 5 D.C. 8/5/81 9/17/81 YES
Alabama 3/3/81 3/17/81 NO Illegal by state statute ! ; :
5 ; Florida 8/5/81 8/26/81 YES
D.C. 3/4/81 3/19/81 YES : ;
i ; Illinois 8/5/81 No reply as of 9/21/81
Florida 2/24/81 3/10/81 YES ’ ‘
“ Kentucky 8/5/81 8/24/81 YES
Georgia 3/2/81 4/1/81 NO Illegal by state statute ;
% Louisiana 8/5/81 8/25/81 No wage records on
Illinois 2/27/81 3/20/81 YES : anyone requested
t
Kentucky 3/4/81 4/10/81 YES ; Maryland 8/5/81 9/8/81 YES
Louisiana 4/1/81 4/10/81 YES ; New Jersey 8/5/81 9/11/81 YES
Maryland 3/4/81 3/.6/81 YES | North Carolina  8/5/81 8/18/81 YES
New Jersey 3/2/81 3/31/81 YES ] Tennessee 8/5/81 9/4/81 YES
New York 4/1/81 4/13/81 NO Records not available - “ Virginia 8/5/81 9/17/81 YES
Wage request state
North Carolina 3/25/81 4/21/81 YES ‘ L .
Ohio 2/24/81 No response é
Tennessee 3/3/81 3/16/81 YES g
4 ; ;
Virginia 4/1/81 7/21/81 YES ! i

i ety et
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INCOME LEVEL FOR THE PERIOD

YEAR on OTHER
(Please specify)

$0

$1-$1999

$2000-$4999

$5000-$9999

$10,000 or more

1979

1978

1977

1976
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Appendix IT.B2 Information on Results of Second Requests to

Information on Results of Initial Requests to 3 State Revenue Department
ments

State Revenue Departments State Date of Request Date of Response .
ata Provided
State Date of Date of Agreed to Reason for Not Providing Alabama 7/27/81 9/
Request Response  Provide Data Data 11/81 YES
D.C.
- 7/27/81 9/3/81 ‘o -
abama 3/16/81 4/7/81 YES Require
60-90 days to
D.C. 1/29/81 3/3/81 YES Require up to 120 days process
for preparation Illinots 7/27/81 8/21/81
YES
Indiana 7/27/81
Florida 3/16/81 3/24/81 NO No state Income Tax g?zi?ﬁiy as of
Georgia 3/26/81 NO REPLY Maryland 7/27/81 8/13/81
YES
I1linois 3/16/81 4/22/81 YES New Jersey 7/27/81 8/24/81
YES
Indiana 3/16/81 3/24/81 YES Too few okservations New York 7/27/81 9/8/81
YES
Louisiana 3/26/81 4/23/81 NO Illegal by state statute North Carolina 7/27/81 8/24/81
‘ YES
Maryland 3/16/81 4/8/81 YES Pennsylvania 7/27/81 9/9/81
YES
New Jersey 3/16/81 3/27/81 YES Virginia 7/27/81 8/14/81
YES
New York 3/26/81 4/14/81 YES
North Carolina 3/26/81 4/21/81 YES
Ohio 3/16/81 3/25/81 NO Budget cuts- refused any
offer of payment
Pennsylvania 3/16/81 4/2/81 YES Too few observations
Tennessee 3/16/81 3/30/81 NO No state Income Tax
Virginia 3/26/81 5/29/81 YES Initially refused due to
budget cuts - Later
provided data with no i
charge ?
f
;‘
i
T
{j
&
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Appendix IIT.Al

The Interview Instrument Used in the Telephone Follow-up
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INSTRUCTION TO INTERVIEWERS

CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY

THI'S INTERVIEW IS FUNLEL EY THEF NATICNAL INSTITUTE OF
JUSTICE. THE INFORMATION USEL TO LOCATF THE RESPCNDENTS AS
WELL AS THE INFOERMATICK CETAINEL FEOM EESPONIELTS IS
CCNFIDENTIAL., THE FACT TEAT TEE RESPONDENTS HAVE REEN AT A
FEDERAL CORRECTICNAL INSTITUGTION MAKES THIS INTERVIEW VEFY
SENSITIVE. ALL EFFORTS MUST RE MADE 'IC AVCID BEVEALING ANKY

CORFIDENTIAL INFORMATICN IO EERSCNS CTHER THAN THE DESIREL
RESFONDENT,

NEVER CCNIDUCT AN INTERVIEW UNTIL YOU HAVE PROOF THAT THE
PERSON ON THE LINE IS ACTUALLY THE DESIRED RESPONDENT. ASKING
FOR A SOCIAL SECURITY XUMBEF AND COMPARING IT TO THE NUMBER
FRCHM TEE FILES IS STRONCGLY SUGGESTED. IT IS FAR RETTIER 1IC ICSE
AN INTERVIEW BY BEING PRCTECIIVE CF AN INDIVIDUAILI'S PRIVACY TEAN
TO BRISK DIVULGING CONFILENTIAL INFGRMATIGN 9C THE WRCNG EAETY.
THE POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCES CF THE LATTIEF AFE FRIGETENING!

ONCE YOU HAVE DE.ERMINED THAT YCU HAVE REACHEL THE CCRFECT
INDIVIDUAL BE SUFE TC KEAL TEF INFCRM ANL CCONSENT STATEMEKT TC HIEK.
YCUF SIGNATURE VERIFIES TEAT YOU HAVE FCLICKED THIS EROCELURE.

FESPECT THE RESPONDENT'S RIGHTI TC REFUSE AN ANSWER.

NCT7:5 TO THE INTERVIEWER ARE AIWAYS IN EARENTHESES. E.CG. (IF
YES), (GO TO 9) ,ETC.

AFTIER EACH INTERVIEKW EF SURE TC FILL OUT THE INTERVIERER'S

APPEAISAL OF TEE RESPONLENT'S ANSWERS., THIS IS FCUND AT THE VEEY END
OF THE INTERVIEW,

CODE THE ANSKERS AS SCCN AS PGSSIELE,

CODE REFUSALS TO ANSWEE AS -9, IF THE CUESTION IS ROT
APELICAELE OB IF IT IS NOT ASKEL THEN LEAVE BLANK.

8. HANDWRITTEN NUMBERS ARE COLUMN NUMBERS FOR CODING PURPOSES.

TSR (T



TELEPHCNE INTERVIEW LOG SHEETS

NAHWE:
FBOP:
SSN:
DOB
EHCNE:

ADDRESS:

FECCED CF CBRLLS
DATE ITME CCEPMENTS
1.
2.

3.

METHCIS CF ICCATING RESPCNLENT
SUCCESSFUL URSUCCESSFUL
CALLED HIS LAST ALLRESS

CALLED PHCMNE CCHEPANY FCEH
FCBWAELCING NUMEBER

CALLED EMFLOYER FGR HCME NUMEEER

CALLED RELATIVES

CALLED PRCEATION OFFICER

CALLED CIC

- CALLEL GIRLFRIEND

RECOBRL OF INTERVIEW

DATE TIME EEGAN TIME ENDED

REASON FOR NON-INIERVIEW
‘1. UNABLE TG CONTACT

2« INSTITUTIGNALIZED
3. ABSENT
- 4. REFUSED

' 5. OTHER

INTIAL CONTAC1 SHEET

HOKE MUMEEE VFRSION

E INTRODUCTICON: HELIO MY NARME IS [NAME OF INTERVIEWER] AND I AR
; CALLING LCNG DISTANCE FRCK THE UNIVEESITY CF KCRTE
CAROLINA, EAY I SFEEAK WITE [NAMEF OF RESPONDENT]?

. PURPOSE (10 OTHERS IF REQUESIED): &®E AKE CCNDUCTING A SUBVEY
AND HAVE SELECTEL BIS NAME.

(NCTE: NC CTHER
INFORMATICN SHOUIL FE PRCVILEL TO OTHERS!!! ANY

REQUEST FOR FURTEER INFORMATION SHOULD BE ANSWERED

WITH: I WCULD JUST LIKE TU TALK WITH HEIM OVER THE
PHONE.)

i
| IF THE RESEONDENT IS NCT AT HCME: WBEN LO YOU EXPECT HIM TO RETURN?
RECORL LATE ANT TIME

IF THE RESPCNLCENT DOES NOT LIVE AT THAT NUMBER:
I WCULL AFFFECIATE YCUR HBELP IN FINDING OUT WHERE I
CAN REACH HIM BY PHONE. (RECORD LEADS)

KAME ATCLFESS TEIEFHCNE

NAME OF INFORMANT:




MBS

INITIAL CCNTACT SHEET:

OTHER THAN HCME FHCKE

INTRODUCTIGN: HELLC, BY NAFMF IS [ NAME GF INTEEVIERER] AND I.AH
CALLI&G LONRG DISTANCE FRCM THE UNIVERSITY CF MCETH
CAROIINA. DO YCU BAVE A EOME TELFPHONF NUMBER A1
WHICH I COULL REACH [NAME OF RESPCNDENT ]2

(IF YES) MAY I HAVE THAT NUHBER?

(IF NO) I WCULL AFPFECIATE YOUR BFLP IN FINLCING 00T WHERE I
CAN REACE HIM BY PHONE. DO YOU KNOW CF SCHKECKE WHC
WHO MIGHT KNCW HCW I COULD REACH HIM BY PHONE?

{RECORL 1EADS)

NANE ADDEESS ) EHCNE

PORPCSE (IF REQUESTED): WF ARE LCING A SURVEY AND ®E HAVE SELECTEL HIS

NAME,
(NOTEz: NO OTHER INFORMATICKN IS TC BE

PFOVITCEC!!! ANY REQUESTS FCR FURTHER
INFORMATION SHCULD BE ANSWEEED WITH:
“WELL I REALLY NEFD 10 TALK WITH HIM.Y)

NT IS PRESENT AT IHIS CTHEF THAK HOMF TFLEEBCNE:
T THE RESPONDE HET10, ®Y NMPME IS [ NAME OF INTERVIEE] AND I AV
CALLING FRCM THE UNIVERSITY CF NOKTH CARCLINA.
I WOUIL RATHER NOT INTFRKRUPT YOU NOW. DO YOU
HAVE A TELEEHCNE NUMEEF AT HCME AT WEICE I
COULL REACH YOU LATER TODAY?
(RECORD NUMBER AND EXPECTED TIME CF BETURN
HOME)

NANE OF INFORMANT:

Fooiuinl el =
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WHEN YOU EELIEVE YoU HAVE CONTACTED THE RESPONDENT

HELLO, MY NAME IS [ NAMF CF INTEFVIFWERE] o I AH A RESEARCHER FROM
THE UNIVERSITY CF NORTE CAROLINA. I HAVE CAILED YCU TC CCNLUCT BN
ILTELVIEW THAT WILL BE PART OF B STULY LUNF AT THE UNIVERSITY OF
NGRTH CARCLINA. IS IT OKAY IF I ASK YOU SCME QUESTICNS?

{IF NO THEN TERMINATE THF CALL; XF YES THEN CONTI&UE)
WHAT ARE THE LAST FCUR DIGITS OF YOUR SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBEE? —_— —_—
( IF HE DOES NOT KNGW OR REFUSES TC GIVE SSX THEN ASK ECR

DATE OF BIRTH.)

DoB

{IF THESE AEE CONSISTENT RITH TEF INFCRMATICN FECM TBE FECE TAPES
THEN CCNTINUE WITH THE INTERVIEW, IF NCT CONSISTENT THEN ASK
- 2KE YOU CURRENTLY ENPLOYED?
2. DO YOU LIKE YOUR JOE?
3. HCH ICNG HAVE Y0U HAT YCUF JCE?
ANL THE TEEMINATE INTERVIEH,)

IF THE RESPONDENT HAS GIVEN A CONSISTENT SOCIAL SECURITY NUMEEE OR DOR
IHE UNIVERSITY GF NCRTE CARCLINR HRS EEEFN CONTRACTED BY THE NATIONAL

INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE TO CONDUCT A STUDY CF THE EUTNEF EXEBERINMEKNT.
BUTNER IS A FEDERAL CCERECTIGNAI INSTITUTION LCCATED IN NORTH CARCIINA.

WE ARE CRLIING YOU TGO ASK SCMF CUFSTIGNS CN HEOR YOU HAVE ADJUSTEFD

| SINCE YCUF RELEASF FROM IHE FEDERAL EBRISCH SYSTEM. KAY I TALK WITH YoUu

ABOUT THESE THINGS CVER TBE FHCNE?

| {IF NO THEN TERMINATE 1THE INTERVIEW;IF YES THE} CONTINUE)

{ THE PURPOSE OF OUR STULY IS TO CCHMPARE THE PCST RELEASE PEEFCREANCE

OF PERSONS WHO WERE AT BUTNEF WITH THE FPEEFORMANCE OF THOSE TEE RHO
WERE NCT AT BUTNFR., LAEOR MARKET PARTICIPATION AND RECIDIVISHE
ARE MAJOR TOPIC AREAS IN THE STCDY. THEFE AFF THFEE SECTIONS TO TEF IN

; THE INTERVIEW., THE FIRST SECIION IS ON ADJUSTMENT. THE SECCKD

SECTION IS ON EMPLOYMENT AND TBE THIRD SECTICR IS AECUT ENCCUNTERS
WITH THE IEGAL SYSTEN SINCE YCUF RELEASE.

| CF NOETH CAROLINA AND A EEPORT WILL BE SENT T0 THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE

OF JUSTICE IN WASHINGTON D.C. YCUR ANSWERS WILL FE KEPT IN STRICT
CONFIDENCE ANLC WILL NOT BF INDIVIDUALLY IDENTIFIABLE IN ANY FEECRT.

| HE CAN ENSURE THE CONFIDENTIALIITY OF THE INFOFMATION OBTAINED IN THIS

4

1
i
o
q

INTERVIER. UNLCER FELERAL LBK YOUR INFORMATICN WILL FE KEPT CCNFIDENTIAL
AND WILL NOT BE AVAILAELF TO ANY Law ENFORCEMENT OFFICALS EVEN IF
SUPOENED. WE ARFE RESEARCEERS NOT LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS.

1 YOU MAY DECLINE THIS IXTERVIEW CE 2NY QUESTION OR SECIION OF QUESTIONS
/IN THE INTERVIENW. YOU MAY DECLIBE FARTICIEATICN IN THIS STULY WITHQUT
{ANY PREJUDICE TQ YOU. YOUE PARTICIPATIGN CR NON-PARTICIPATION WILI NOT
¢ AFFECT ANY OF YOUR RELATIONSHIPS ®KITH CFFICIAL SUCH 2s PROEBTICN

" OFFICERS OF JUSTICE DEPARTMENT CFFICIALS. YOUR PARTICIPATION IS

| COMPIETELY VOLUNTARY.

I WOULD BE HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS NOW OF DURING THE INTEEVIEW.
/DO YOU HAVE ANY?

e £ o TR 370 T SR g et e f o e b e
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CONSENT STATEMENT

(READ CONSENT STATEMENT 1TC IXNDIVIDUAIL)

I, [ NAME OF RESEONDENT ], COXNSENT/DC NCT CCNSENT

TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STULY BRFING DONE BY THE UNIVERSITY CF ECRTH
CAROLINA FOR THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE CF JUSTICE UNLCEE CONTEACT NUMBER
1-0172-3-CJaBS. MY PARTICIEATICN 1S CONPIETELY VOLUNTARY AND I HAVFE BEER
GUARANTEED THAT ALL INFORMATICN THAT I GIVE IS CONFIDENTIAL ANL

WILL NOT BE REVEALED TC ANY LAW ENFOCRCEMENT OFFICIALS OR AXNYONE EISE.
I HAVE ALSO BEEN ASSURED THAT MY PARTIICIPATICN WILL NKCT EE INCIVILCUALLY
IDENTIFIABLE IN ANY KEPCRT. I FURTHEE UNTERSTAND TEAT THERE IS NO
PENALTY CE PREJULICE FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IX THE STUDY.

EIGNATUBE CF THE INTERVIEWER
AS VERIFICATION THAT CONSENT
STATEMENT READ TO RESPCNDENT

o .:!

N it ey S RinETEE
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SECTION 1
LIVING

I WOULD LIKE TO BEGIN BY FINDING CUT A IITTLE ABCUT YCUR CUBBREKT
i SITUATION .

1. ARE YOU
1« SINGLE
2. MARRIED LIVING TOGETHER
3. MARRIED LIVING AEART
4. SEPERATED
S. DIVORCED
6. WIDOWKED
7. COMMAN LaW
8. OTHER

- 2. HAS THIS CHANGED SINCE YCUR EEIEASE?

1. YES
2. KO

3. (IF MAFRIED CR CCMHUAN LAW) IS YOUR WIFE EEPICYED?

1 YES
2. NC

(IF YES) ABOUT HOW MUCH INCOME DOES SHE MAKE?

————__ PER YEAR
MONTH
WEEK
CTHER EFFCFE OR AFTEE TAXFS?

| 4. HOW MANY CHILDREN Do YOU SUBFCRTZ ____

!
ﬁ »

HOW M2ANY OF THEM LIVE RITH ¥CL? ———

%NOW I WULL LIKE TO ASK SOHE QUESTIONS ABOUT YCUR INCARCERATICN IK THE
- FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM,

?5. CUB INFORM 2TION INLICATES THAT YOUR KEFE REIEFASED FRCH _____ —_
3 FEDERAL CURRECTICNAL INSTITUTION. 1S TEIS CORERECT?
3 le YES

2. NGC; (CCEEECT IASTITUTION )

{6, WHILE IN THE FEDERAL PRISCN SYISTEM, L[IL YOU PARTICIPATE IN ANY
{PROGEANMS FOR EX AMELE VOCATIONAL TRAINING PRCGRANS, EDUCATICNAL CCUEKSES

@

OR CCUNSELING?
! 1. YES
| 2. NG (GO TC 12)
'7.{IF YES) WHAT VOCATIONALI ERGGEANS DID YOU TAKE? WEAT INSTITUTIONS
|| DID YOU TAKE FACH OF TEESE PROGRAMS AT? (GET RESPONDANT 10 IIST THE
{VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND THE INSTITUTICEK).

| (NOTE ERCGEAM/INSTITUTION)

(IF BO VCCATGCNAL ERCGEFAMS GC TG 10)

2. 6.
7.

8a




B. SINCE YOUR RELEASE, EAVE YOU BEEN ARIE TC USE ANY CF THE JCE
SKILLS THAT YOU IEARNFL IN THESF VCCATIONAL FROGRAMS?
le YES
2. NO

9. (IF YES) WHAT SKILLS HAVE ¥CU USEL AND HCW HAVE YCU USEL THEM?

(NOTE: GET SKIL1l USED/ JCE USFL CN,/ EUSINEFESS }
1. / /
2. / /
3. ) / /
4, / '
5. / /
10. DID YOU PARTICIPATE IN ANY EDUCATICAKAL CCUESES HHILE AT A FEDERAL
PRI SQOK? 1. YES
2. NG
{IF YES) OVERALL, LIT YOU FINL THFSE ETUCATIONAL COURSES CSEFDL?
1. YES
2. XNC

11. DID YOU PARTICIPATE IN ANY COUNSEIING ERCGFAMS WHILE AT A FEDERAL

PRISON?
1. YES
Z. NO
(IF YES) OVERALL LID YOU FINC THESFE CCUNSELING PROGBRAMNS ESEFUIL?
1. YES
<. NO

12, AT (INSERT FEDERAL ERISCN FELFASEL FRON) WERKE YOU REIQUIRED TO
FAFTICIPATE IN PROGRAMS INCEFINITELY OR COUDID YCU DRCE CUT AFTER
A CERTAIN PERIOD OF TIME OF COULD YCU CHOOSE NGT TO PARTICIPATE
AT ALL? 1. MANLCATORY
2. GPTIICNAL
3. VOLUNTARY
4, CIHER (SPECIFY)

13. (BSK IF THE LAST INSTITUTION IS EUTXEF) WEFE YOU AT ANCTEFR FEDERAL

PRISON JUST ERICR TC YOUE 2REIVAL AT PUTNER?
1. YES (ASK 14)
2. NO  {GG TC 15)

14, HOVW ROULD YOU RATE THE USEFUINESS CF THE PECGBAMS AT EUTNEE
COEPARED TO THE PRCGFAMS AT CTEFF INSTITUTIONS?
1. BUINER PROGRAMS MORE USEFCL
2. PROGEAMS AEQUT TEF SAME
3. GTHER INSTITUTION PROGRAMS MORE USEFUL
4. NEITHER BOUTNER BCF CT..®F INSTITUTIONS? PROGRAMS USFFUL
5. IT DEPENDS ON THE PROGRAM

15. IN THE PERICD JUST »RIOR TO YOUR RELEASE, WHAT TYEE OF CUSTCDY
CLASSIFICATICN DID 10U HAVE?

1. BAXINUM (GC TC 21)
2. MEDIUM (G0 TC 21)
3. COHMUNITY {GC TO 16)

LRAWRTT ey

16. HO®W ICNG PRICR TO YCUR BELEASFE I1L YOU BECEIVE COMMUNITY CUSTCDY?
DAYS

17.HOW MANY TCWNSTRIPS LCIL YCU GO ON WHILE AT

{INSERT LAST INSTITUTION)

HCH MANY WERE URESCOURTED? _
DO YOU THINK THAT TCWNS TRIES MALE YOUR RE-ADJUSIBENT 1IC CUISIDE
EASIER?

% 1. YES
g I 2. NC
é * {IF YES) HCH SC? (CIRCLE ALL TEAT APPLY)
| 1. JOE CONTACIS

2. HCUSING
3. RELEASE NOT SUCH A SHOCK
4 MORE REALISTIC EXEECTATIONS
5. GTHEE (SPECIFY)

FUBLOUGHS DID YOU GET WHILE AT

AT Lty R

19. HO®W MANY (INSERT 1AST IBSTITUTION)?

‘ DO YOU THINK THESE FURLCUGHS MAILF YCUE RE-ACJUSTMENT 10 OUISIDE
| | LIFE EASIER?

; | 1. YES

4 i v 2. NO

%}(IF YES) HOHW SO? (CIRCIE ALL THAT AEPIY)

! 1. RE-ESTAEIISE FAMILY IJES

2. HELPED SECURE EXEICYMENT WHEN FELEASED
3. MOFFE RFALISTIC EXPECTATIONS

4. RE-ESTAELISE OID FRIENDSHIES

| ‘ 5. REIEASE NOT SUCH A SHOCK

i i 6. O7HER {SPECIFY)

H

- NOW I HAVE SOME QUESTICAS ABOUT YCUR FELEASF,
:21. TBE INFORMATION THAT WE EAVE SHO#S THAT YOU WERE RELEASED FROHM
i IN

!
1
i
!
j
i
;
j
i
1
H

- (HCNTB) OF _________ (YEAR) . IS THIS
INFCFMATICN CORRECT ? 1. YES
| 2. NC; (CCRRECT INFC ___ OF )
|| 22. HCK LONG BEFORE YOUR REIEASE IN _____ OF
DID YOU FIND OUT THAT YOU WERE DEFINIELY GCING TC FE EFLEASEL

THTN?

—_ DaYsS

©23. DI THE FEDERAL BUSEMU CF PEISCNS SENC YOU TO A COMMUNITY
TREATMENT CENTER OR HALFWAY HOUSE?
1. YES

2. NO

BT g

i (GO TO 26)

e

1,24« IF YES) WHEN DID YCU OF WHEN WIIL YCU COMPLETE THE PROGRAH
i AT THE COMMUNITY TREATMENT CENTER OR HALFRAY HOUSE?

i o COMPLETED IN OF __ o

| WILL COMPLETE 1N OF

3 G




DO YOU FEEL THE COMMUNITY TREATMENT CENTER EAS HELPED YOU ADJUST?

1« YES
2. NC

25.

(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

1., ENPIOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES
2. HELPEL WITH PEESONAL AND,/OR FAMILY PROBLENS

3. HELPELD RE-ESTABLISH OLD FRIENDSHIES

4,HELPEL MAKE NEFW FRIENLS
5. KNOWING THAT PEOPLE CARED MADE TEY HARLDER TC

GC STRAIGHT
€.GAVE A PLACE 710 STAY UNTII FIGURED CUT WHAT

BAS GUING IC DC
7. HELEEL FINLC A PERMANENT PLACE JI0 STAY

€. OTHER (SPECIFY)

{IF YES) HQOW S0?

26. WHEN YOU WERE RELEASELC FROI (INSERT FCI), LIL YCU

HAVE 1C REPCRT TG 2 ERCEATICK CFFICER?
1. YES
2. XC (GC TO 29)

WHAT [ATE LIC YOU OR WIIL YCU CCMELETE YCUF FRCEATICNAEY PEFRICE?

CCMELETEL CF
WILL COMPLETE CF -

27.

28, DC YOU FEEL THAT YOUE PROBATION OFFICER HAS HEIFED YCU ALJUST?
1. YES

2. NO
(CIRCIE AIL THAT AFFLY)

{IF¥ YES) HOW SO?
1. EKFICYMENT CPPUBTUNITIES

2. BELEFED WITH PERSCNARL ANL/OR FAMILY ERCELEMS

3. BELEED KE-ESTRAELISE OLD FRIENDSEIPS

4. HELPED MAKE KEW FHRIERXNLS

5. KNCWING THAT SOMEONE} CAREL MADE IRY
HARLEE TO GO STRAIGHI

6. HELEED FIKD A PERKBANENT PIACE TC STAY

7. CTHEF (SPECIFY)

29,
INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE RELEASEL FROM CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIORE OFIER

HAVE PROBLEMS IN ADJUSTING AFTER RELEASE. I WCULLD LIKE TO A:SK SOME
QUESTICNS ABOUT YOUR ALCJUSTIMENT, ESPECIALLY ABOUT SEVERAL AEEAS THAT
SEEM TO CAUSE THE MOST PROBIEMS IN ADAETING TC I1IFE CN THE CUISILCE.
HAVE YOU HAD ANY FAMIIY ERCELEMS SINCE YOUR RELEASE?

1. YES

2. BC (GC TC 31)
30, HAVE THESE FAMILY PROEIEMSE EEEHN

1. MAJOF AND CCNTINUCUS

A PROBLEM EARLY ON BUT NO SOLVED

2.
3. A PROBLEM THAT COMES UF EVERY NCW AED TEEN
4, OTHER
31. HAVE YOU HAD FINANCIAL PROBIEMS SINCE YOUR RELEASE?
1. YES

2. NO { GO 10 34)

WA S

' 32.
33,

- 34,

35,

36,

wow
~J
.

[0¢]
.

&S
(]
.

&
-t
.

42,

43,

A A Ao et e

4y,

b ys,

WHAT T?PE OF FINANCIAI PRGBIEMS HAVE YCU HAL?
Za
3.
4.
BAVE THESE FINANCIAI PRCBILEFS BEES
;. :AJOE ANL CCNTINUCUS
. PRCBLEM EARLY CN BUT NOW SOLYVED
3. A PROBLEM THAT CGMES UP EVERY NCW AND THEN

4. OTHER
HAVE YOU HAD ANY PRO?LE?; WITH HCUSING SINCE YOUR BELERSE?
. S )
Z2.NO GO T0
WHAT TY?E OF HOUSING PRCBLENS BAVE‘YCU HAgZ)
2o
3.
4,

HAVE THESE PRCBIEMS EFF\
;o MAJOR ANL CONTINDOUS
+A PRCBLEM EAELY CN EUT NCW SCLY
ED
3.2 PROBLEM TEAT COMES UP EV ]
S E B
ot RY NCW AND THEN

HCW MANY TIMES BAVE YOU MOVEL SINCE YCUR RELEASE?

e

HO% MANY DIFFERENT CITITES E2RVFE YCU LIVFD 1IN SINCE YOUR RELEASE?

EAVE YOU HAD ANY PROBLENS CAUSED BY RICCHCI SINCE YCUR EELEASE?

1 YES
2. KC .
WHAT IYPE,OF ALCOHCL EBCELEMS ERVE YOU HAB?(GC TC 43
2,
3.
4,

HAVE THESE PRCBLEMS BEEN
;. MAJOR AND CCHNTINUOQUS
« A PROELEM EAFLY CN EUT HCW SOLV
ED
3. 2 PROBLEM TEAT CCMES up \
EV '
i otnes ERY NOW AND THEN

HAVE YOU HALD ANY PROPFLEM CAUSET BY DREGGS SINCE YCU RERE RELEASED?

1. YES
2. NO {GO 1TO 47)

WHAT TYPE OF DRUG PRCBLEMS EAVE ICU HAC SINCE YOUR RELEASE?
e
3.
4,

WHAT TYPE OF DRUG OR DRUGS ARE Y0U HAVIKG ERCBIEMS KITH?




. . : ‘ .
gt { 57. WHAT TYPE 0F1PROBLEHS HAVE ICU HAL WITH SUEEEVISCES?
46. HAVE THESE FRCBLEMS EEER f : 2,
1. MAJOR ANL CONTINUOUS 5 : 3.
2. A PROBLEM EAEKLY ON BUT NCHW SCIVED ' : 4.
3. A PRCEIFM THAT CCMES UP EVFRY NOW AND THEN '
4. OTHER |
47. HAVE YOU HAD ANY PROELEMS CAUSED BY ASSCCIATING WITH PECELE ,
WHO ARE LIKELY TO GET YCU IK TECUBIE? | - 58, BAVE THESE PROBLEMS BEEN
1. YES | ! 1. MAJCE ANL CCMIINUCUS
2. BC (GG TC 50) g g. A PROBLEM EAFIY CN BUT NCK SCLVED
| » A PECELEM THAT CCMES UP ¥
48. WHAT TYPE OF PRCBLEMS HAVE THESE BEEN? 4. OTHER YERY NOW AND TEEN
1.
2.
3.
4,
49, HAVE THESE PRCBLEMS EEEN I
1. MAJOR AND CONTINUOUS ( THE SECOND SECTION OF THIS INTERVIER IS ON YOUE EHPLCYMENT RRD
2. A PROBLEY EAFIY CK BUT NCK SCLVED ' PARTICIPATION IN THE LABOR MARKET SINCE YGUE FELEASE., I A¥
3. A PROELEN TEAT CCHMES UP FVERY NOH AND THEN : GOING TO ASK YOU ABCUT JCES ANL PERIOLS OF UNENPLOYMENT,
4, OTIBER g :
50. HAVE YOU HAD ANY PROELEMS FINDING A JOB SIKCE YOUR RELEASE? ;1. HCR MANY JOBS HAVE YCU HAL SINCE YOUR RELFASE FRON -
1. YES : y
2. NO (coO TO &3) e T
51. WHAT PRCBLEMS HAVE YOU ENCOUNTERED IN TRYING TC FIND A JCE? :
.. | 2. HOW MANY OF THESE WERE FULL TIME JCRS?
2. k “““““““
3 | mear WERE THESE
4. A . JOBS? (GET A JOB T ;
f’ J6BS, 11 CHFCNCICGICAI‘CEDEE) DESCFIETICN FOR THE FIGHT LONGEST
52. HAVE 1HESE FROELEMS EEEN f
1. MAJCE ANL CCNTINUOUS i le 5.
2. A PROELEM EARLY ON BUT NOW SOLVED ; 2. 6.
3. A PROBLEM THAT CCMES UF EVEEY KCW ARD TEHEN | 2- 7.
- 8.

4, CTHEF !
53. HAVE YOU HAL B PROBLEM KEEPING A JOB CNCE HIRED? [ 3. gggmﬂg§g PABT-TIME JCES HAVE YOU HAL?
1SS ; T YOU DC ON THE JOBS? (GET INFORMATIO q g
20 o (GO 10 56) ' PART-TINE J0BS) ' N ON 5 LCNGEST

L
i ¢
S4 ,WHAT SEEMS TG BE THF MAJCE CAUSE OF THIS PROELEM? -k g-
1. I .
2. T
3 [} :}\‘ ‘) 5 [ ]
4.

=éTHE NEXT CUESTIONS ARE AFOUT YCUR MCST FECENT EEELCYPENT,
‘4. ARE YOU CURRENTLY EMPLOYED?

 55. HAS THIS PROBLEM BEEN ;
1. MAJOR BNL CONTINUOUS | ?
2. A PROBLEX EAFIY CN BUT NCW SCLVED ;
3. B PROELEM TEAMT CCMES UP EVERY NOW AND THEN

4. OTHER

1. YES
2. NC ( GO TO 7)

|
iid

f%S. HOW MANY JOBS DO YOU CURRENTIY HAVE?

¥
i
!
56. HAVE YOU HAD ANY PROELEMS WITH JOB SUPERVISORS SINCE YCUR BELEASE? |
iy
2. NO (G0 TO BEXT SECTION) [
o 1. PERMANENT
1X

1. YES
ARE THESE JOBS
2. TEMPGRARY ~ (GET NUMBER OF EAC
3 Bameiaan— ACH TYFE CF JOE)

{
| 4. SEASCNAL
! 5. OTHER _

SRR I




6. WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT JOB THAT SUFEFLIES YCU WITH TEE MOST INCCHME?

——————— e (6C TC 9)

7. HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN CUT CF WCRK? I __MONTHS

8. WHAT WAS YOUR LAST JCB?

(NOTE: QUESTIIONS 9 - 15 ARE IC BE ASKED AECUT CURRENT
EMFIOYMENT CE MOST FECENT EMEICYMENT IF CURRENTLY
UNEMPLOYED, ADJUST GRAMFAR ACCCRDINGI1Y)

9. IS ({WAS) THIS JOE
1. TEMPCRARY
2. PART-TIME
3. SEASCKNAL
4. PERMANENT AND FULL-TIME
5. CTHEEF

( IF NOT PERMANENT AND FULL TIME THEX ASE) LID YCU WORK LESS TEAN
FUI1 TIME BY CHOICE GCEK WAS IT EFCAUSF 1T IS (KAS) TIHE ONIY WCRE
AVAILAELE?
f. CHCICE
2. ONLY WORK AVAILABLE

10, WHAT DOES YOUR EMPIGCYEER [{?

11. HCW GFTEN ARE YCU EAIL?
1. DAILY
Z. RZEKLY
3. EVERY THWHC WEEKS
4. MONTHLY
S. BY THE JOB
6. CTHER

12, ARE YOU PAID AN HOURLY WAGE, ON A SALARY CF EAID EY THE JOE?

1. HOURLY WAGE WEAT IS YOUR PAY? ___ /HCUE
2. SALARY ————e———___ SALATFY EER

3. BY THE JCE __ EEF JCB

4. OTHER

HOW MANY HOURS A WEERK LC YCU WCRK?

13. (IF NBO LCNGER EMPLOYED) WHY DIC YOU LEAVE THIS JOB?
1. WENT TO PRISON OR JAIL
2. DID NOT LIKE JOB
3. FIRED
4, LAID OFF
5. POOR PAY
6. FETIRED
7. JUST QUIT; GOT TIRED OF WCEKING
8. COULD HCT GET ALONG WITH PEOPLE A1 WORK

9, OTHER (SPECIFY)

™
| 14, WHERE IS (WAS) THIS JCB? CITY
SIATE

15. HOW DID YOU FIND OUT AEGUT THIS JCE?
1. FRIENLS
2 RELATIVES
3. EMPLOYMENT AGENCY
4. WANT ADS
g 5. ONION
6. WAIK IN; SIGKN PCSTEFL
7. CTC
8. PROBATION OFFICER
9. OTHER

16. HCH LCNG AFTER YOUGR RELEASE IID YOU GET YOCUE FIRST JCB?

______ BONTHS
WHAT MONTH AND YEAR WAS THATZ OF
;
17. HCK LCKNG CIC YOUR FIRST JOB LAST?
AST? - __ HONTHS
(S0 IT ENDED 1IN CF ?

(IF STILL HAS FIRST JOE THEN SKiP 10 2€)

18. PIEASE DESCRIXE WHAT YOU LIL AT THIS JOB.

19. WHAT BUSINESS WAS YCUGR EMELGYER IN?

20, WAS YCUE FIRST JCB

1. TEMPORARY
2, PART-TIMNF
3. SEASONAL
4. PERMANENT AND FUILL-TINE
5. OTHER

(IF NCT PERMANENT AND FULL TIME WAS THIS

OR BECARUSE IT WAS THE CNIY JCB QVAILAELi? °Y chotce

1. CHOICE

2, CNIY JOB AVAILAEBLE

21. WERE YOU PAID AN HOURLY WAGE, ON a SALARY, OR PAID BY IHE JCB?

1. HCURLY WAGE
2. SALARY
3. BY THE JOB

22. HOW OFTEN WERE YOU PAID CN THIS JCB?

1. DAILY

2, WEEKLY

3. EVERY THC WEEKS
4o MONTHLY

BY THE JOB

6. OTHER

P
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I AK ALSO INTERESTED IN PERICDS CF UMEKELCYMENT,

;28.SIRCE TEE TIME YOU LEFT PRISON 1IN OF {MC/YE),

WHAT HAS BEEN YOUR ICMGEST FERICL CF UNEMELOYMENT?
23.WHEN YCU STARTED TEIS JOE WEAT1 WAS YCUF HCURLY WAGE ( CE f f DAYS
SALARY OF PAY PER JCE)? . ’ , —
-—~------ PER HOUR 5 FECH (MO/YR) 10 (HO/YR)
————————— PER SALARY il
© 29. APFROXTIMATELY WBAT PERCENTAGE OF THE PERIOCD SINCE YOU
————————— PER JOB : WERE BELEASED HAVE YCU EFEN UNEMELCYEL?
24. WHERE WAS THIS JOB? CITY | . 1. 0% ; NEVER UNEMELGYEL
| 2. UNDER 10 % OF TEE TIME
STATE | ; 3. 10% - 30% OF TBE TIME

: 4. 30% - 50% CF THE TIFKF

. 50% - 7C% OF TEE TIME

25. HOW MANY HOURS A WEEK DID YCU RCEK? i 6. 70% - 99% CF THE TINME
mmsmme—- ‘ 7. 100% ; NO JOES SINCE RELEASE

30. WAS TBERF A MAJOR REASON FOR THIS UNEMPLOYMENT? (READ LIST IF NEC.)
0. RO REASCN GIVEN

%
| 1. SCHGOL
i Z. ILLNESS
i 3. FAMILY
: 4, LAY OFF
26, HCK DID YOU FINLC CUT BECUT TFKIS JCE? : . STRIKE
n 6. DRUG/ALCCHCI ERCEILEN
1. FRIENDS ; 7. DID NOT WANT TO WORK
2. RELATIVES 8. TRIED BUT COULD NCT FIXD KCEK
3. ENPLOYMENT AGENCY \ 3. INVCLVEMENT IN IIIEFEGAL ACTIVITIES
4., WANT ADS i 10. RETIREMENT
5. UNICN f 11. OTHER
6. WALK IN; SIGN POSTEL ‘
7. CIC ,
8. PRCBATICN OFFICER i 31. WEAT HAS BEEN YOUR MCST IMECETANT SCURCFE OF INCOME SINCE YOU
9. OTHER LEFT EFISON, THAT IS WHERE EAS MCST OF YOUR MONZY CCME FEROF?

(READ LIST TO RESPCNDENT)
: 1. WORKING AT A JCE

27.WHY DIT YOU LEAVE THIS JOE? ; 2. WELFARE

3. SPQUSE'S INCCHME

4, PARENTS' INCOME

1. WENT TO PRISON OR JAIL ol S. FRIENDS' INCOME

2. DID NOT LIKE JOB 6. ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES

3. EGOR PAY ’ 7. WOFKMEN'S COMPENSATION, SOCIAL SECURITY, BEETIREMENT,
4. FIBEDL 1 AND/CR DISAEILITY

5. LAID OFF ‘ 8. UNEMPLOYMENT

6. RETIRED | 9, OTHER
7. JUST QUIT; GOT TIRED CF WGRKING ‘

8. GOT A BEITER JOB _
9. CTHER e b
10. LID NOT LEAYE; STILL WCRKING AT THIS JOB ’
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32. DO YOU GET INCOME FROHN CTHER SOURCES? (READ IIST STARTIM WITH GNE;
CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

0.NO OTHER SOURCES CF INCCEE

1. WORKING AT & JCE

2. WELFARE

3, SPOUSE'S INCOME

4, PARENTS' IMCCME

5. FRIENLS' INCOME

6. ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES

7. WORKMEN'S CCMEENS ATICN, SCCIAL SECURITY, RETIRENERNT
ANC/OR DISABILTY

8. UNEMBIOYKEKT

9. OTHER

(IF THE RESPONDANT DOES NOT HAVE ANY INCCEE FRCM IILEGAL SOUFCES
IHEN GC TC SECTICH 3)

33. (IF I11IEGAL ACTIVITIES IS5 A SOUER(CE QOF INCCME) WHAY PERCENTAGE
OF YOUR INCOME COMES FRCM ITIIEGAL ACTIIVITIES?
1. NOUE
2. VERY LITTLE; UNLCER 10%
3. SOME; 10 - 25%
4., A GGCOD PORTION; 26 - 50%
5. MOST; 51 - 75%
6. ALHOST ALL; 76 - 59¢
7. ALL: 100%

34. OF YOUR ILLEGAL INCOME WHAT PRCECKTICN WCULL YCU GUESS
CAME FECH

SELLING ILLEGAL GCCDS (DBRUGS,GCCDS STOLEN BY SCEEGNE
————— s ELSE ETC.)

STERALING THINGS CR ECREY

————— %
GAMBLING

------ %

————— OTHER

(NOIE: THE ABOVE ARE PERCENTAGES OF IIIEGAL IKCCIE CRLY. TBUS
THE PERCENTAGES SHOULL TOTAL 100% EVEN IF IIIEGAI IRCCHE IS
ONLY A SMALL PORTION OF TICTAL INCCHME.)

35. ABOUT HOW MUCH MONEY DG YOU EAKE PFF MONTH FROM ALL YCUE
ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES?
====m——=c——ee BER MONTH

s Sovsnit

}3. WERE YOU GUILTY OF THE MISCCNDUCT KHEN YCU EFECEIVEL THIS FUNISMENT?

SECTION 3

IN THIS SECTION OF THE INTERVIEW YOU WILIL BE ASKED QUESTICNS AECUT
BRULE VIOLATIONS WHILE AT A COMMUNITY TEEATMENT CENTER AND/OR ON
PROBATION. ALSO, YOU RILL BE ASKFD ABODI YOUR CRIMINAL ACTIVITIES,IF
ANY ,SINCE YOUR RELEASE. WE REALIZE THAT THIS INFCEMATION C2N EE
SENSITIVE AND WOULD LIKF TO STRESS AGAIN THAT YCUR ANSWERS ARE
CONFIDENTIAL AND WILL NOT BE REVEALED BY US TG ANY 1AW ENFCECEMENT
OFFICERS CE TO ANYONE FISE, EVEM IF SUPCEANEL. FERTEERMCRE THERE
ARE NO QUESTIONS ABOUT DATES OR ELACES CF CFIFIKRY
ACTIVITIES, HOWEVER, IF ANY THIFD EAFTY WERF TC GVERHEAR THIS CCNVERSA-
TION, FOR EXAMPIE SCMECNE LISTEKNING ON A WIRETAP, THAT PARTY COULL USE
THE INFORMATION AGAINST YOU. WE BAVE NO REASON 70 BEIIEVE THAT ANY
WIRETAP EXISTS BUT FELT THAT YOU SHCUID BE AWAFE CF THIS LIMITATION
TO OUR PRCMISE OF CONFILENTIALITY. YOU CAN, OF COURSE, CHCCSE NCT TO
ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS IN THIS SECTICN. IHEFE ARE ALSC SOME CUESTIQONS
ABOUT ARRESTS AND CCNVICTICNS SINCE ENCOUNTERS ®WITH THE IEGAI SYSTEK DC
NOT NECESSARILY IMPLY CRIMINAL BEHAVICR.

; (IF THE INDIVIDUAL DID NCT GC IC & CIC THEN GC TC QUESTICN )

!
‘1., WHILE YCU WERE IN TEHF COHMMUNITY IREAIMENT PROGRAM WERF YCU

EVER PUNISHED OR REPRIMANDED FOR MISCCKDUCT?
1. YES
2. NoO (GC 1C 5)

(IF YES) HOW MANY TIMES? -

2. WHAT WAS THE BOST SEVERE PUNISHMENT YOU RECEIVED FCR MISCCNLUCT

AT THE COMMUNITY TREATIMENT CENTER?

!« BECEIVEL A NEW SENTENCE

2. EETURNED TO PRISCN FGF VICLATING CONTITIONS OF RELEASE
3. BESTEICTION ON ACTIVITIES

4., TAKING AWAY PRIVILIEDGES

5. VERBAL REPRIMNANTL

6. NO PUNISHMENT
7. OTHER (SPECIFY)

1. IES

2.0F A LESSER OFFENSE
3.0F A GREATER OFFENSF
4. NO
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4 »

FUNYSHMENT?

wnal KAS IT YOU WERE ACCUSEL CF DCING WHEN YOU RZCEIVED %BIS

1. PHYSICRL ASSUBRXYT

2. TAKING OR DAMAGING THE PROPERTIY OF CTHERS
3. USING DEUGS

4, USING ALCOEOL

5, CURFE® VIGIAIICH

6. FREQUENTING FCEEILTEN AREAS

7. ASSOCIATING WI'TE FORBIDDEN CONMEANIONS
8. FAILURE TO MAINTAIN A STERLY JOE

9. VERBAL ABUSE OF TTHOSE IN CHARGE
10.FAILURE T0 PERFCR¥ ASSIGNED LUTY
11.FAILUEE TC KEFF LIVING AFEA NEATI

12,CTIBER

S.

WHILE YCU WERE ON
FOR VICIATING 171E

(IF THE INDIVIDUAL WAS NCI REIEASED CN EARCLE THEN GC IC S)

PAROLE ,WERE YOU EVER PUNISHED OR REPRIMANLED
CONLCITICHS (¥ YOUEF PAROLE?

1. YES
2. HO (6C 1IC 9)

HCW MANY TIMES?

o— o > gt s

6. WHAT WAS THE MOST SEVERE PUNISHMENI THAT YOTU RECEIVED?

1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6'
1.

RECFIVEL A KFW SENTENCE

RETURNED TO PRISON FOR VIOLATION OF CONDITICKS
OF RELBASE

EESTRICTION ON ACIIVITIES

JAKING AWAY CF EBIVILEDGES

VEKEAL BEEEEIKAKE

NO PUNISHMENT

CTHER (SPECIFY) _ o

7. WEEE YOU GUILTY CF A PAROLE VIOLATIION IN THIS CASE?

1.
2.

YES
GUILTY OF A LESSEk OFFENEE

3. GUILTY OF A GREATER CEFFENSE

4.

NOT GUILTY

8. WHAT ®AS THE PAROLE VIOIATICH THAT YCU WEBE ACCUSED CF AXNL

PUNISHED FQOR?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7
8.
9.
10.
11,
12.

PHYSICAL ASSAULT

TAKING OR DAMANGING PROPERTY OF OTHERS
USING DRUGS

USING ALCOHOL

VIOLATICN OF CURFEX

FREQUENTING FCREICLEN AREAS
ASSOCIATING GKXIB FCREIDDEN CCHPAHWICNS
FAIIURE TO MAINTAIN A STEALY JOB
VEREAL ABUSE OF THOSE IN CHARGE
FAILURE 70 PERFORM ASSIGHED DUTIES

OTHER (SPECIFY)

e e AN E AT

NP

LRy e sy

P

-

ot AR,
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ﬁ‘9. SINCE YOUR RELEASE FRCHN

i

i.
2.
3.
4.
5.

1.
24

3.
4.
5.
6.

PLAYED CARDSE
SHCT CEHAES

BET ON SPORTING EVENTS

NUMBERS

CTHES (SEECIFY)

EB. HO® FREQUENTLY DC YOU GAMBIE?

DOES NKOT GAMELE
———-_ IIMES PER

eoew. TIMES PER
————-. TIMES PER
weme--. TIMES PER
OTHER

ANYMORE
MCNTH

REEK
Day
YEAR

i I R

s

B EAIOUR RELEASE FRCH : — (IFSEFT PEISCN FELEASEL FROM
BEEN QUESTION BY y : :
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS ABOUT CRIMINAL 501IVI£S§ICE Cf CIHEE LaR
10. HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YCU EEFN AEEESTEL?
11. (IF HE HAS BEEN AEE
ESTED) WH2T '
DISPOSITIONS OF THE ARRE%TS? WERE TEE DATES, CHARGES AND
ARREST LATE C
PREST DaTE HARGE DISECSITICN
12, SINCEF YOUR RELEASE
5 HAVE YCU DCXE AN
LEASE ANY ILIEGRI GAFMELING?
2. NO {GO TC 13)
e WHAT TYEE OF GAMBIING HAVE YCU DCNE? (CIECLE ALL TBAT APElY)




C.

F.

13.

A.

B.

C.

HO% MANY TIMES IN TOTAL HAVE YCU IIIEGALLY GAKRIEL SINCE YOUR
RELEASE?

IN THE MONTHS THAT YCU HAVE GAMEIEL SINCE YOUR RELEASE, ABOUT HOW
EUCH MONEY WOULL YOU MAKE PER MONTH FROM IL1IEGAL GAMBLING?

/ECNTH

HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YCUR FEIEFASF HAVE YOU EEEN ARRESTED
FCB GREBLINC?

HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN EMELOYFD DURING PERIOD THAT YOU HAVE
GAMBLED?

1. YES

2. NO

SINCE YOUR RELEASF HAVE YOU LEAIT IX DRUGS? THAT IS,
HAVE YOU BADE, SOLL, SMUGGIEL CE MOVEL LRUCS OR IN ANY OTHER
WAY PEBEEN INVOLVED IN THE TCRUG BUSINESS?

1. YES
2. NC (GC TIC 14)
WHAT PART OF THE DRUG BUSINESS BAVE YOU BEEN INVCLVED ®ITH SINCE

YOUR RELEASE?

7. EECLUCTICN {PRCLUCTION AND SELIING)

2. SEILING DERUGS

3. SEUGGLING LRUGS

4. NCN PROFIT DRUG DEALS
5. CTIHER

(IF PROLUCELC AND/OR SOLD DRUGS) ARE YCU OR WERE YOU A WHCIESALEF OR
A RETAILER? THAT IS DID YO0U SELIl YCUKF ERCLUCT TC CTHEE SELLERS OR
DIRECTLY TO THE USERS?

1. 9C SELLERS

2, TO USERS

3. BOIH __% T0 SEILERS

% TO USERS

WHAT KIND OF DRUG OR DRUGS HAVE YCU DEALT IM SINCE YCUR KELEASE?
(CIRCIE AIL THAT APPI1Y)

1. HERICNK
2. BMPHETAMINES (UPPERS)

3. COCAINE

4. ECE/ANGEL DUST

5. MEYHADOKE

6. CIHER BAREITUATES (LCWNEES)
7. BABEIJUANA

8. BALLUCINOGENS
9. CIHEE (SPECIFY)

OF THESE WHICH HAVE YOU DEALT MOST FREQUENTLY?

B

i
i

i

i De

' Ee

LiF.

[ A,

B.

B R

£ e o

IFIQ. SINCE YOUR RELEASE EAVE YOU SOID AKY

HCW FRECQUENTLY DO YOU MAKE A ( SUBSTITUTE MCST FREQUENT LEUG NALKE)

DEAL?
1. DOES NOT LEAL ANYFNCREF
Za /MONTH
3. /WEEK
4, / LAY

5. OTHER (SFECIFY)

HOW MANY TIMES TOTAL SINCE YCUR RELEASE HAVE YCU LEALT LFUGS:

——

IN THOSE MONTHS WHEN YOU LEAI DRUGS ABCUT HOkK MU N
C
HAVE YOU MADE FROM DEALING DEUGS? o HONEY FEE meNTh

/NCRTH

HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YCUR RFIFASE HAVE YOU
IN LRUGS? EEEN BRRESTET FOR DEALING

HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN EMELOYEL WHEN YOU BALVE D
RELEASE? { EAIT SINCE YOUER
1. YES
2. NO

GOCDS THAT WERE
SCHMECME EISE? ERE STCLEN BY

1. YES
2. NO (GO 1IC 17)
WHEN YOU FENCE THRESE
SELL THE GOODS AGAIN
THE GCCDS?

GOOLS LO YOU USUALLY SEIL TC INDIVILUAIS WHC
CR DG ¥YCU SEIL TC INLIVILUALS WHO ACIUALLY USE

1. TO SELIERS
2. TC USEFS

3. BOTH XSELLERS

D e —

—— e _REUYERS

WHAT TYPE OF GCODS [C YCU CF HAVE YCU FENCEL SINCE YOUR
. REIEASE?
(REAL LIST IF NECESSARY; CIRCIE AI1 THAT AEFELY)

1. CLOTHING

2. JEWERLY
« APPIIANCES (E.G. TELEVISICNS, RALIGS, FASHIN T

4. PRECIOUS METALS (SILVER, GCLD,ETC) . SHING BACHINES Ex

5. NON-PRECIOUS MFTALS (COBPER, STEEL,

6. GEOCERIES

7. CIGARETTES OR AICCEOL

8. AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT

S. CONSTRUCTION EQUIBMENT |

GUNS f

11. ABET OEJECTS 5

OTHER (SPECIFY) ,

E1IC)




+ E. HAVE YOU UsOALIY Brpy EMELOYEI LURING THF PFRIODS THAT Y0U COMMITIED
: AFSCN?
b
. 2 ey 1- YES
_ UENTLY DC YCU FEXCE GCCLS? ;
e NOT FENCE ANYMORE . f; 2. NoO
5 JHMONTH 1 !
. ;  18. SINCE YOUR RELEASE mav YOU COMMITIED ANY FRAUDS, FCEGEFIES OF
3 JHEEK 5 SWINDLES - SUCH THINGS AS Bar CHECKS, FCEGEL CHECKS cx CEELIT
. . g CARD THEFT?
. : 2. NC (GC TC 19)
5. CTHER (SPECIFY) | f
: A. WHAT TYPE OF THESE OFFENSES HAVE YCU DONE2
RELE AVE YCU FERCEL GOODS? | ; CIRCLE ALL THAT APpLy
OTAL, SINCE YCUR RFLEASE H ‘ ( )
D. HOW MANY TIHES, IN T ’ CINES : 1« BAD CHECKS
- i 2. FCFGEI CEFCKS
! 3. CREDIT CARI TEEF{
i
'HE MON THS THAT YOU HAVE FENCED GOOLS AROUT HOW MUCH MONEY PER s 4. ELECTRCNIC THEFT
E. IN THE CING GOODS? ! 5. CTHEE (SEFCIFY)
MONTH HAVE YOU MADE FRCM FEN /MONTH
B. HOW FREQUENTIY DC ycu po THE ACTS?
NG
, . YCU EEEN ARRESTEL FOR FENCI 1. DOES NOT IO THESE THINGs ANYMCRE
. MES SINCE YOUR REIEASE HAVE YC . s 5
F. HOW ugNY TIMES 2. /MCKNTH
seeE TIMES 3. /HEEFK
! 4o ___ /DAY
G. HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN EMFLOYEL LURING THE TIMES SINCE YCUE EELEASE | 5. OTHER
‘e ' FENCED GGCDS?
IN WHICH YOU HAVE 1. YES
2. e C. HOK MANY TIMES IN TcTpg EAVE YOU LONF THESE THINGS SINCE
YOUR RELEASE?
(NOTE: THERE ARE NO QUESTIONS 15 OR 1€)

-------- = = TINES
D. IN TH s 3
D ANY BUILDING OR OTHEE PRCEERTY uouiyﬂﬁﬁ”ﬁé‘wﬁ“ﬁ}vi"%’é“&’f:?cﬁﬁci“ﬁ ING Tnzer qapiok HUCE
17. SINCE YCUR REIEASF HAVE YOUcingiy ARSCY? | y T CING THESE THINGS?
- D 9 1 -
FOR PAY? THAT IS HAVE YCU
1. YES
2. NO {GO 1C 18) f /MCNTH
1 E. HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YCUR REIEASE HAVE YOU EEEN ARRESTED FOR DL NG
i CNE CF THESE THINGS?
: TLY DC YOU COMMIT ARSCN? !
A. HCH fﬁﬁgggNNOT COMBIT BBSCH ABYNGED | TINES
2- JMONTBE ‘ F. HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN EMPLOYEFD DUBRING 9THE PERIODS KHEN
3° / WEEK ‘ YOU pip THESE IHING S?
4. /LAY

1. YES
Se OTHER |

ASE?
B. HOW MANY TIMES IN TOTAL HAVE YOU COMMITTED ARSON SINCE YCUR EFELE

19. SINCE your RELEASE HAVE yYQu STOLEN ANY VEHI

CLES, FOF EXANPLE
2. OBS0N ABOUT HOW NUCH HONEY CAES, TRUCKS, 2°Tg§§YCLES. FORKLIFIS GR CONSTRUCTIOQN ECUIENENT?
MITTE ;
E MONTHS THAT YOU HAVE CCHMITT
C. igngouTa CID YOU MAKE FROM COMMITTTING ARSON? MONTE | i .

RSON?
D. HO¥W MANY TINES SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YOU BEEN ARRESTED FOR A
. TINES

- -

[ty RS

‘3 4 o e e e




A, HCh FREQUENTIY DC YCU STEAL VEEICIES? ‘
l. COES NOT STEAY VEHICIES ANYKCRE

2. /MG
3. /WEEK
4. /DAY
5. OTHER

B. HOW MANY TIMES IN TCTRL EAVE YOUR STOLEN A VEHICLE SINCE
YOUR RELEASE?

C. IN THE MONTHS THAT YOU HAVE STOLEN VEHICLES AEOUT HOW MUCH
MCNEY BAVE YOU MALE PER MONTB FROM VEBICLE THEFT?

/MONTH

D. HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YCUE BELFASE EAVE YOU BEEN ARRESTED FOK

VEHICLE THEF1?
TIMES

E. HAVE YOU USUALLIY BEEN EMEICYEI LCUKING THESE PERIOLS WHEN

YCU STOLE VEBEICLES?
1. YES
2. NO

20, SINCE YOUB RELEASE BAVE YCU IONE ANY MUGGINGS, RCBBERIES OR

BUSINESS ROBBERIES?
1. YES
2. NC {GC 1C 21}

A, WHICH CF THESE HAVE YCU DONE SINCE YCUR RELEASE?
{CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)
1« MUGGINGS
2. RCBBEERIES
3. BUSINESS EOEEEBIES

B. HOW FREQUENTLY DO YOU COMMIT THESE ACTS?

1. DOES NOT L[O THESE TRINGS ANYMORE

2. ZBONTH
3. /WEEK
4. /DAY

5. OTHER

C. IN TOTAL, HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU DCNE ONE OF THESE ACTS

UR RELEASE?
SINCE YC TIHES

EOUT HOW
« IN THE MONTHS THAT YCU HAVE LCNE THESE THINGS A
g MOCE MCNEY HAVE YOU MADE PER MONIH FROM ( MUGGINGS/RCBBEFIES

£ ROBBERIES) ?
BUSINESS RO ) -

s et i e A

e

‘ Ec

. Fa

AP T

i

HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR REIFASE HAVE YCU FEEN AFRESTEL FOR
A MUGGING, RCBEERY, CF BUSINESS ECEEFERY?

~ TINES

HAVE YCU USUALLY BEEN EMELOYEL DURING THE PFRIODS THAT
YOU COMMITTED THESE ACTS?

1. YES

2. NC

'21. SINCE YOUR RELEASE EAVE YOU COMMITTED ANY BURGAIARIES, CF

LARCENIES - E.G. BEE2KIMG ANL ENTEERING, SECPLIFTING,
STEALING THIGS FROM CAES OR YAREDS?

1. YES
2. NO (GO T0 22)

HCW FRECUENTLIY DC YCU CCMMIT 3 EUFGAREL2RY OF A LARCENY?

1. DOES NCT DC THESE THIKGS ANYMCRE

2. /MONTH
3. — _J/WEEK
k4. /DAY
5. CTHER

IN TCTAL, HOW MANY TINES SINCE YCUR REIEASE HAVE YCU CCHEITTED
A BURGIARY OF IARCEXNY?

TIKES

IN THE MCNTHS TH 2T YCU HAVE CCHMITTEL TBESE ACIS, ABOUT HCH
MUCH MONEY HAVE YOU MADE PER MONIH FFCF EUKGIARY AND LAFCENY?

—_— /HNONTH

HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YCUR RELFASF EAVE YCU EFEN ARRESTED FOR
BUFGLABY CR LARCENY?

TIKES

HAVE YCU USUALLY BEEN EMPLOYEL DUBRING THE PERIODS THAT YcCU
CCMEITIED THESE ACTS?

1. YES '
2. NC

{22, SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YOU EVER STCLEN ANYTHING FROM AN EMPLOYER

THAT WE HAVE NOT ALREALY TALKED ABOUT?

1. YES
2. HD (GO 10 23)

T T T

L
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A. WHAT HAVE YOU STCLEN FKCM YOUR EMFIOYER - ¥YCREY, EATERIALS, CR
SCMETHING ELSE?
(CIRCLE ALL TEAT APPLY)
1. MONEY
2. HATERIAIS
3. OTHEE {SPECIFY)

B. HCW FRECUENTLY DO YCU STFAL TBINGS FRCK EFEICYEES?

1. DOES NOT STEAL TEINGS ANYMCRE

2. /MCNTH
3. /REEK
4, /DAY
5. OTHER

C. IN TOTAL, HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU STICLEN SOMETHING FRCM YCUR

EMPLOYER SINCE YCUR RELEASE?
TIMES

D. IN THE MONTHS THAT YGU HAVE STOLEN FEGM YOUE ENPLOYER ABGOUTI
HOW NUCH MONEY HAVE YOU MALE PER MONTH FROM STEALING FRCEF

YOUR EMPLOYER?
/HONTH

E. HO¥ MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YOU BEEN ARRESTED FOR
STEALING FROM YOUR EMEICYEE?
TIMES

23. SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVF YOU COMMITEL ANY INCCHME FRCDUCING IIIEGAL
ACTS THAT I HAVE NOT ALREADY ASKED ABCUT? FCE EXAEPLE EEINC
INVOLVED IN FRCSTITUTICH, ICANSEARXING, OF CONTRACTING TO DO
ILLEGAL THINGS FOR CTHERS?

1. YES

2. NO (GC TC 24)

A. WHAT OTHER ACTS EAVE YOU COMMITIED?
B. :BCH FFEQUENTLY DC YOU DO TBESE THINGS?

1. DOES NOT DO THESE THINGS ANYMORE

2. /MCRTH
3. /WEEK
4. /DAY
5. OTHER

C. IN TOTAL HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR RELFASE EAVE YOU DONE

THESE THINGS?
i TIMES

R

e
F T e et o

D. IN THE MONTHS THAT YOU HAVE ICNE IHESE THINGS ABOUT HOW
KUCH MONEY PER MONTH HAVE YOU MADE FRCF DCING THESE THINGS?

/NONTH

E. HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR RELFASF HAVE YOU BEEN ARRESTED FOR
DOING THESE THINGS?
IIMES

F. HAVE YOU USUALIY BEEN FMELCYFI LUEING THF PERIODS THAT YOU HAVE DONE
THESE THINGS?

1.
<. NO

24, SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YQU THEEATENEL, ASSAULTEL, SHOT AT, TIRIED
TO CUT OR BFAT OR STRANGLE SOMEONE?

1. YES

2. NO {GC IC 25)

é'A. 1N TOTAL HOW MANY TIMEFS SINCF YCUR EELEASE EAVE YOU

CHREATENED OR ASSAULTEL SCMEECDY?
—_ TIMES
B. WHEN YOU DID THESE THESE THINGS BCW CFTEN LIL YOU
1SE B WEAPON?
1< ALMOST ALL THE TIRE
2. MOST OF THE 1TIME
3. ABOUT HAIF CF THE TIKE
4. SCKE GF THE TIME
5. ONCE
6. NEVER

(2F USEL WEAPCNS) WHAT TYPF OF WEAPON DID YOU DSE?
{CIRCLE ALL THAT APP1Y)
1. DIL NCT USE REBECN
2. HAND GUN
3. KNIFE
4. HEAVY OBJECT
S5« RIFLE/SHO1GCN
6. OTHEF (SEECIFY)
C. }IC YOU EVER INJURE ANYEOLY 3
1. YEs
2. NO

D. 1OW MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR BELEASEF HAVE YOU EEEN ARRESTED FOR THREATS
ISSAULT OR BODILY INJURY? TIIMES

E. EAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN EMELOYFI LCURIRG THE TIMES THAT YOU HAVE
CCMMITTEC THESE ACTS?
1. YES
2. NO

125, SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YOU COEMITTEC ANY CTHER ILLEGAL ACTS THAT

I HAVE NOT ASKEL AEBOUT?
1. 3Es

2. NO (GO 10 2€)

R R T B T R P D T o S S




A.

D.

E.

F.

26.

27.

K

V HAT TYFE CF OTHER ACTS EAVE YOU CCEBITTED?

1 OW FREQUENTIY DC YCU LC TBESF THINGS?
i. DOES NOT IO TEESE THINGS ANYMCRE

2. /MCETH
3. T JWEEK
4o /DAY
5. OTHER

IN TOTAI HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YCU DONE

TEESE THINGS?
TIMES

IN THE BONTHS WHEN YCU HAVF ICNX THESE THINGS ABOUT HOW
MUCH MCONEY PER MONTE BAVE YOU MADE FRCM DCING THESE THINKGS?
NOT INCOME PRCDUCING (CCLE - 1)

/EGNTH

HO¥W MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR BEIFASE HAVE YOU BEEN ARRESTED

FOR COMMITTING THESE ACTS?
TIMES

HAVE YCU USUALLY BEEN EBELOYFI LDUFING THE TIMES THAT

YOU HAVE DONE THESE IHINGES?
1. YES
HAVE YOU FILED INCOME TAKX FORMS FOR THE YEARS (SUBSTITUTE IK THE
YEARS SINCE RELEASE)?
DID YOU REPOGRT ALL YOUR INCCME EACE OF THESE YEARS?
FIIED 1. YES REECEIED 1. YES
2. NO 2. NO
1976
1877
1978
1979
1880

(ASK 27 THROUGH 29 ONLY IF INCIVIDUAL HAS ADMITTED TIC SCME CEINMIKAL
ACIIVITIES.)

HAVE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING FACTORS CONIBRIBUIED TO THE CEIMES THAT

YOU HAVE COMMITTED SINCE YCUF EELEASE?
(BEAD EACH ANSWER TO GET A YES OR NO ANSWER; CIRCLE ALL THRT AEFPLY)

1. MAEITAL OR FAMILY DIFFICULTIES
2. 10SS OF ENELCYMENT CR UFEBELOYMERT

3. HERVY LEETS
4. INFLUENCE OF FRIENDS OR ASSCCIATES

5. GANG ACTIVITIES
6. UNDER IHE INFLUENCE OF DRUGS/ALCCHOL

7. OTHEE FACTOES (SPECIFY)

Bttt st
I P T e, rpignee

P

28. HAS YOUR CRIMINAL EFEAVICK EFEN MCSILY INF¥I
’ ¢ NFLUENCEL BY YCUR FKIENDS
CR ASSOCIATES OR EAS IT BEEN MCSTILY KHAT YCU FELT LIKE LCINC?

1. INFLUENCED BY FRIENDS CR ASSCCIATES
2. BKHAT FEIT IIKE DCING

3. ECTH

4. UNSURE;DOESN'T KNGk

. 25. FOR WHAT DID YOU USEF THE MCXEY FECM YCUER CRIME?

1. BIGH LIVING
2. SELF SUPPORT
Z. FAMILY SUPPOR1T
4. DBUGS
5. LFEINKING
€. GAMELING
7. DEBIS
8. CTEHER
€. DID NO GET ANY MONEY
1C. CIHER

g 30. DC YCU CONSIDER CRIMF AND WCEK ALTEENATIVE WAYS OF MAKIKG

A LIVING?
1. YES;
Z. NG;
3. NO;

SUBSIITICIES
EUT COMPLEMENTS
CRIME IS NRCT A KAY 10 PMAKE A LIVING

31. DO YOU PLAN TO MOVE ELSEKHESE I8 THE KEXT YEAR?
1. PLANS TIC MOVE
2. DOES NCT EIAN TC KCVE
3. CTHER

‘ 32. WE WOUID LIKE TC CCNTACT YCU IN AECUI 2 YEAR AND SEE HCR THINGS

ABE GOING., IS IT OKAY WITH ICU IF KE TRY TC CCNTACT Y
Co
AND MAYBE CCONLUCT ANCTHEE INTEEVIEH? THEN
1. YES
2. NC

(IF YES) WHERE LO YOU THINK YOU KIIIL EE A YEAR FRCM NOW?
ADDFESS

CITY, STATE




SEC1IION §

THANK YCU FOR YOUR COCPEFATICK IN THIS PROJECT. WE REALIZE THAT MANY
OF THE QUESTIONS ASKEL WERE FITHER PERSONAL CR SENSITIVE IN KATOURE.
ALSO ®E HAVE ASKED ABCUT EVEKTS THAT MIGHT HAVE HADPPENED MANY

MONTHS AGO. THEREFORF THF RESPONSES THAT WE GET VARY IN ACCUEBACY
FROM PERSON TO PERSON. TAKING INIC ACCCUNT THE IAESE CF TIME

BETWEEN EVENTS AND TBIS INTERVIEK AND ALSC YCUR CWN INCERIIVES TO
EITHER REPORT ACCURATELY CR KCT CCUID YCU RATE THEF ACCUKRACY CF

YOUDR BESFCNSES IN E2CH SECTICNX.

1. TIHE FIRST SECTICN DEAIT WITH YCUR RELEASF AND READJUSTIMENT. ROULD
YOU SAY YOUR ANSWEES TO QUESTIONS IN THAT SECTICN WERE
(READ RESPONSES 10 RESPCNDENT)
1. VEEY ACCURATE
2. FAIBIY ACCUERATE
3. NOT THAT ACCURATE
4. NOT ACCURATE AT ALL

2. HOW ROULD YOU RATE YCUR ANS®WEFS 1C THE SECCNL SECTICN -

THE SECTION DEALING WITH EMELCYMENT? WCULL YOU SA&AY YCUR
tNEWERS TO THESE QUESTIONS WERE

(REAL TO BRESPONDENT)
1. VEEY ACCUEATE
2. FAIRLY ACCURATE
3. NCI THAT ACCURATE
4., NOT ACCURATE AT ALL

3. FINALLY THE THIRD SECTION ASKED ABOUT CRIMINAL ACTIVITY AND

ENCCUFTERS WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT, PRCBATION AND COMMUNITY TREATMENT
CENTER OFFICALS. HCW WCULD YCU RATE THE ACCUFACY CF YCUE ANSWERS
IN THIS SECTION?
(READ TO RESECNDENT)

1. VERY ACCURATE

2. FAIRIY ACCURATE

3, NOT THEAT ACCURATE

4. NOT ACCURATE AT ALl

THANE YOU AG&ZIN FOR TAKING TIME TO ANSWER TEESE QUESTIONS.

(TERMINATE THE CCNVERSATICN CCFLIALLY YET PROHPILY. DO NGCT

SEEM RELUCTANT TO ANSWER QUESTICNS ABCUT THE STUDY CR WHAT
HAPPENS TO HIS EESPONSES SPECIFICALLY. IF THE RESPONDANT TRIES
TC PROLONG THE CONVERSATION BE FEANK ABCUT THE TIME CCNSTEAINTS
THAT YOU FACE,)

ST i

1.

4.

5.

INTERVIESGSWR'S AFERAISAL
CGNFILENCE IN TRUTHFULNESS OF ANSKERS

1e oee+HIGH

24 +eesHODERATE

3. .‘..I‘Ow

4. 222« DON'T KNOW;CAN'T TELL

BESPONLCENT'S ABILITY TO UNDERSTAND QUESTIONS

1. .IICHIGH

2. <ses MODERATE

3. I..lLOH

4. ¢eooaDON'T KNOW;CAN'T TEIL

RESPONDENT'S ABILITY TC RARTICULATE REESPONSES

le eee+HIGH

2+ eesoMODERATE

3. ....Low

U, weasDON'T KNOH;CAN'T TEI1

RESPONDENT'S COOPERATIVENESS §¥AS
1. «se.HIGH
2e esesMODERATE
3. ....LOH

ARF THEBEE ANY SPECIAL PROBLEFS WITH ANY CF THE ITEMNS?
WHICH ONES? ANY CTHER CCKNENTS?

. INTERVIEWER:

- DATE OF IRTERVIEW:
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