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Executive Summary 
"- - -- .... 

of 

Secondary Labor Market Data Available from State Employment Security 

Commissions and State Revenue Departments and the Feasibility 

of Conducting Post Release Follow-ups via Telephone Interviews 

by 

Kelly Eak~:_n, Patrice Karr, Sharon K. Long 
Robin Schoettler and Ann D. Witte 

" 

In this report ue 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. Howeve~ if data 

collection 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 pro.bably only useful as a first 

step in obtaining 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. 

I 
i r 
1 

I 
I 
i' 

~ ~ 
I 
I 

Secondary Labor Market Data Available from State Employment 

Security Commissions and State Revenue Departments and the 

Feasibility of Conducting Post-release Follow-up Interviews 

Via Telephone 

by 

Kelly Eakin, Patrice Karr, Sharon K. Long 
Robin Schoettler and Ann D. Hitte 

Department of Economics 
University of North Carolina 

Chapel Hill, N.C. 27514 

September, 1981 

This report was prepared undel' Contract No. l-Ol72-J-OJARS from the National 
Institute of Justice. Views and opinions are those of the authors and do not 
necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. 



-

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

Executive Summary 

Section 1. INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

A. Why Examine the Butner Project Population. • . . . 1 

B. Brief Description of the Project ••••• 4 

1. ESC and State Revenue Department Data. • 4 

2. Follow-up Interviews • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 6 

3. Outline of the Report. . . . . . . . . 
II. SECONDARY LABOR MARKET DATA AVAILABLE FROM STATE SOURCES • · . . 

6 

8 

A. Data Collection. • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 

1. State Employment Security Commissions. . . . 8 

2. State Revenue Departments . . . . . . . . • • 12 

B. Comparative Evaluation of the Data Collected • • • 15 . . . 
1. Characteristics and Differences of ESC and 

Revenue Department Data. • . . . . . . . . . • • • 16 

2. Analysis of Differences in Coverage. • • • 19 . . . . . 
3. Analysis of Differences in the Time Period • • 22 . . 
4. Analysis of Differences in Reporting • • • • • 24 . . . . 
5. Analysis of Differences in the Type of Information • • • 26 

C. Suggested Measures of Labor Market Performance 

and Methods of Analysis. . . . . . · . . . . . . . · . • 27 

1. Work Stability • A • • . . . . . . · . . . • • • 28 

2. Extent of Employment • . . . . . . . . · . . • •• 30 

3. Income . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . • • . . . . • • 32 

a. Measurement and Analysis with 

Individual Data. • ,) • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 33 

b. Measurement and Analysis with 

Grouped Data • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ 33 

I 
r 
(, 

t 

I 
I' 
! 
i 

I 
l r 
f 

~I ! 

1 

t r 
I 

! 

, , 

c 

Page 

III. AN EVALUATION OF POST-RELEASE FOLLOW-UP USING 

TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS • • • • • • . . . . . . . .36 . . . 
A. The Telephone Survey Methods . . . . . . . . .36 . . . . 

TABLE 1: Distribution of Results of Interview Attempts 
.39 

TABLE 2: Contact Methods for Resolved Cases . . . . . . . . . .40 
B. Usefulness of Self-Reports • . . . . . . . . . . . . . .44 
C. The Value of Combined Methods of Collection: 

Telephone Surveys and Field Collection . . . . .52 
IV. CONCLUSIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .53 . . . . 

NOTES 

Appendix I. Bl: Review of Interview and Data Collection 

Instruments 

Appendix 

Appendix 

II. Al: Request Packet for State ESCs and Revenue Departments 

II.~: Information on Results of Initial Requests 

to State Employment Security Commissions 

Appendix II. A3: Information on Results of Second Requests to 

State Employment Security Commissions 

Appendix II. B2: Information on Results of Initial Requests 

to State Revenue Departments 

Appendix II. B3: Information on Results of Second Requests 

to State Revenue Departments 

Appendix III. Al: The Interview Instrument Used in the 

Telephone Follow-up 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

-



I. INTRODUCTION 

In this report, we summarize the work we have completed under Contract 

No. 1-0172-J-OJARS 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 re1easees upon which this work is based has been drawn 

from the centro1 and experimental populations of a r~search project sponsored by 

the Federal Bureau of Prisons (FBOP). This resean.:h project is an ongoing eva1u-

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 Norva1 Mo~ris (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 ,...,t 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 inmate's p~rsona1 responsibi,lities and free­

doms he or she would become better able to deal with stress without becoming 

I 
I 

violent. Com?aring the incidence and severity of crimes committed by the 

test popUlation after their release to similar measures of recidivism for 

the Lontro1 population re1easees, 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 projec:- design. 

The tl\fO earlier phases are discussed in detail in Bounds et a1. (1978). 

Although this research is not a testing of the Butner project, but.:s 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-

vQted exclusively to correctional research, the project at Butner is an im-

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

tI:tis project ~V'i11 have important implications for cu''crent approaches to im-

p~isonment and for future prisons both on the federal ~nd state level. Thus, 

the development of additional data sources for studying post-release crimi-

na1ity and labor ~rket performance will provide a wider base for a more 

complete evaluation of the Butner experiment. 

Beca1,.lse of the importar.ice that the FBQP 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-

f;f.cu1t than has often been the case~ 

We have ha,d access to the FBOP computerized date base, which contains 

extensive socio-economic and criminal background information on each of the 

~nmates. We have also been able to supplement this data with information 

gathered directly from the Central Files of a number of individuals, thus 

-2-
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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 

info~mation provides a firm basis from which to determine the post-release 

location of subjects and attempt to obtain prj~ry and secondary source fol-

low-up information. In additioo, 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-

m!l.ires 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 informat~on on post-release behavior, 

and their potential usefulness in determining post-release labor market be-

havior and criminal activity. 

A fur the):' advantage of the use of the Bu~.ner populat:i,on as the sample 

for this study is the wide geographic dispersal of the i.nmates. Previous 

~nalyses of secondary labor market sources have focused on gathering the in-

fo~at~on from a single state (Burt (1980». Since Butner is a fede):'al pri-

son, with ilUD,ates 'J;"eleased across the United States, we are able to report on 

the Fl.va:i,lability 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 

avai1able, the fopms in which it is available, and the cooperativeness of the 

~ta.te Agencies involved. Thus, by using the Butner population as our research 

s~ple we can provide a ~uch more comprehens~7e analysis of the secondary la-
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bor market data sources. I dd't' h n a J. J.on, t e geographic dispersal of our sam-

ple will provide a stringent test for uSJ.'ng telephone ' , J.ntervJ.ews to obtain 

information on post-release activity. Finally, we will be able to determine 

if there are differences in the feasibility of uSJ.'ng thJ.'s 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 particJ.'pat;on and • performance in the 

labor market following his or her release from prJ.·son, J.'t ' J.S necessary to es-

tablish some measure of post-release employment success. ( ,Burt 1980), in her 

study of methods to evaluate the performance of' d prJ.son an parole agencies, 

suggests two such measures. Briefly, these two measures focus on earnings 

success, i.e., how much money the releasees e,arn, and on th ~ e regu.:..arity of 

the releasees' employment. T bt' h 1 b o 0 aJ.n tea or market data utilized by these 

measures, Burt suggests three possible alternatives'. (1) Parole Board Fi.I·.s, 

(2) state Employment Security Commissions and revenue Departments, and (3) 

personal interviews with the releasees. 

1:he use of data from parole records J.'s b' h su Ject to tree major limita-

tions: (1) the length of t~m~ 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 
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t " t" til unreliable and unavailable to warrant es ~a 1ng cos • Thus, even though 

parole files are the only secondary data source which can identify legitinw.te 

reasons for unemployment, they do not appear to be a viable source of infor­

mation. However, our work 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 revenue department data, The apDroach that she recommends 

as most efficien.t 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 tes~ed 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 mo~t 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

~stics 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

~Qd of interest~ how many individuals from each subsamp1e fell into mutually 

~xc1u~~ve income earnings ranges. In our project we sought to obtain as dis­

aggrega.ted data. as po:;sible. This was necessary because of the size of the 

Butner pr9ject. The population of re1easees is relatively small 

-5-

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 subsamp1e released in any state was 

approximately 60, wi.th 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 

fQllo~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 

fr~ ~nte~iewing techniques used in a number of inmate studies, and have been 

extensively f~eld te~ted, (See Appendi~ I.BI for a list of interviews and data 

c.ollection instruments which were reviewed.) 

L. ____ ~~ __ ~ _________________________ r ____________________ --~~~~ 
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3. Outline of the Report 

In thi~ report we will first discuss the data collection techniques used 

in obtaining the secondary labor market data from state ESC's and revenue de­

partments and the data which was subsequently obtained. We will the~ in sub­

section II. B, evaluate the quality of ESC and revenue department data. In 

section II. C, we will discuss measures of labor market performance from these 

two data sets and methods which we would suggest ~or analyzing this data. 

Section III contains information on our attempts to interview ex-inmates 

using the telephone. Specifically, ~ection III. A contains a discussion of 

sU~ley methods. Section III. B contains our evaluation of self-reports and 

a discussion of the biases resulting from the telephone survey method. Sec-

tion III. C is a discussion of other methods of direct data collection to 

supplement the infQrmation gathered by the telephone survey. 
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II. SECONDARY LABOR HARICET DATA AVAILABLE :FROM STATE SOURCES 

A. Data Collection 

1. State Employment Security Commissions 

In all cases, initial contact with each state Employment Security Commis-

sion was made by telephone in an attempt to determine the person to whoIT' our 

request for wage data should be directed. The confidential nature of the wage 

data necessitated our obtaining the approval of a top administrator, usually 

the agency's director, before the data could be provided. However, final ap-

proval was never granted during this initial telephone conversation. Each 

agency required a formal written request before considering the prcivision of 

the data we ~equired. 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 ~espective social security numbers. In addition, we found it useful to 

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-

~~ssiQn in gathering the information, In our case the letter was from Norman 

C~rlson, Directo~, Federal Bureau of Prisons. A copy of the contents 

of th~s iequest is contained in Appendix II.A.l. To reduce the time lag be-

tween the approval of our request and the receipt of the data, we included 

in the request a list of the individuals of interest2 and their respective 

social secllt"itv numbers. 

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

... 8-



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 Emplo~ent Security Commissions that we con-

tacted responded both qUickly and favorably. Based on the 10 states whj~h 

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, Indiviuual wage data was available 

from most states, although several could only provide aggregate data in the 

form of computer printout£ indicating employer and wages earned for each quar-

ter that data was available. Of those states whic~ 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 n0t reply at 

a,ll,) The state Employment Security Commissions which were unable to provide 

the data. were prohibited from dOi.lg so either by their particular dpta collec-

tion systems or by legal constraints which did not allow them to provide in­

dividua.l~zed information. Those states prohibited from providing data because 

of their particular data collection methods inclu~e all of the wage request 

states, which a.~e the twelve states which collect individual earnings data 

p~ly when it ~s needed to process an unemployment benefits claim. The wage 

~eqUe~t ptate~ a~e; Hawaii, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, 

New Je.rsey, New Yo~k, Ohio, Rhode Island, Utah, .Vermont, and Washington, This 

d~d not mean, however, that data from these wage request states was totally un-

Ayaila,ble. ror example, New Jersey was able to provide earnings information 

on the individuals from our sample who had recently filed unemployment in sur-

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 nrivacy 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 

~t a criminal offense to release individualized data to anYDne other than the 

individual 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 

a,ble 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 fa.iled to ma.tch the name found in the records of a state's Employment 

SeGUr~ty CQ~iss1on, some states refused to release the wage data for privacy 

~e~sQn~o for those states who chose to ~elease the information desp~te the 

n~me d~screpancies, there was no clear way to guarantee that the data provided 

d.e~cr~bed the individual in OUT study since it was possible that the social 

secur~ty number in our f~les had been initially 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 

way t o assure a state Employment Security Commis­possible aliases, we have no 

questl.·on was indeed in our samp1e~ or to verify that sion that the person in 

d socl.·a1 securl.'ty number was correct, We would, there­the offender's reporte 

fore, recommend that future requests conta n as many i of the known aliases as 

possible. h . of the sample for which data is received By doing this, t e Sl.ze 

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. 

data from ESC's was the lack of wage A further problem in accessing wage 

records for some members 0 our samp e, f 1 Thl.·s lack of wage data could be the 

result of a combination 0 actors: f f (1) the Person was not living in the state in 

whichwe believe hl.m to e~vl.n, d · b l' . g' (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 

d · one of the occupations not covered by the him to be in, but was zmploye l.n 

state's unemployment compensation gUidelines. These limitations appear to be 

quite serious. Looking only at th~se individuals who by our records were re-

~id~ng ~n a state whic agree h d to provide data, data was available for only 

38% of the s~ple, If data is collected on a continual basis for individuals 

~t ~y be easie~ to better ascertain the correct state of residence, and there-

iqre ~ncrease this percentage. 

-11-

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 in-

formation on a new sub-sample of releases. Appendix II. A3 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 cor-

respondence. Of the ten ESC's we contacted, nine had responded as of the time 

of this report. The average lag between the request 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 nqture of the project. 

2, State Departments of Revenue 

Obtaining wage data from state revenue departments proved to be a more 

d~fficu1t process than obtaining data from state Employment pecurity Commis-

sions, ~ost revenue departments are legally prohibited from releasing any in­

dividualized data, However, prOViding aggregated income data does not appear 

to pqse $imilar legal problems. Therefore, in our requests to state revenue 

departIQents, we asked only for aggregated annual income. We requested that 

this qata be provided separately for the experimental and control groups of 

the Butner project, and that it be reported by income ranges. 

~~nges chosen were: 

$0 
$1",,1999 
$2000-4999 
$5000-9999 
$10,000 or more 

...12 .. 
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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 data 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 l).st 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 

II.AI with the addition of the income chart of Appendix II.B.l. 

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 fo~er was found superior to the telephone 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 rel,a,t:l.ng to our request ana the Butner proj ect. role found thb ap­

proach ~Qre productive than simply making our initial contact via a telephone 

call a~nce when we d~d ~o,.much of the telephone call had to be spent in ex­

plai.ning the autner prQject and the specifics of ou~ request. In addition, 

~urther telephQne calls were made as circumstances for approval within each 

stP.te ~4e them necessary. 

Xost: of; the state revenue departments prOVided the inf;ormation requested 

;t;elat i.vely quickly. ,Append;ix II, B2 contains a detailed table indicating the 
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states contacted, the time required to receive the intormation, and the infor­

mation which was received from the 10 states which provided information. The av-

erage length of time between our fo~al 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 no personal income tax or 

because the agency was under budgetary constraints that prevented their com­

pliance with our request. 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, Inc. (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 

tQ 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. In some cases 

we were prOVided with the data with no charges, although a request for larger 

n~bers of releasees would li.kely not receive the same response. In another 

case, the resp~nse was still negative as the reduction in staff due to lower 

~udget~~ade any addit~onal work an inconvenience, 

As with the requests to state Employment Security Commissions, requests 

to state revenue d~partments were hampered by the existence of aliases and by 
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problems with the number of individuals for whom data wa.s 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 individuals j,n the cell became un-

available. This was a problem in 3 of the 10 states wh~ h "11" .c were w~ ~ng 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 

~nd 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 ~esponded as of the time of this report. The average lag between the 

reque~t 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, Co~parati~e Evaluation of the Dat~ Collected 

This section analyzes the data from state Employment Security Commissions 
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and revenue departments and its possible uses in analyzing post-release labor 

~,rket 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 (115) 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 lIS tapes are accurate. Even if the lIS 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 to sufficient inf0rmation to correct for 

this bias, the advantage of collecting data from two data sources is that to 

an extent, the lack of information of o.ne data source can be supplemented from 

the other data source, and thereby we can correct for the biases which may 

result f:t:'om other limitations. The first part of this section discusses the 

overall cha:t:'acter;Lstics and differences between the ESC and revenue data, The 

follouing pa.rts exam;ine each of these differences and limitations, the pos­

sible biases these limitations may impose, and how these biases can be reduced. 

The fi,Ufl:l port;i,on~. e>f this section disc.t.isses tge 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 

-16-

__________ ~ _____________________________________________________________ r __________________________ ~, ____________________________ ~-----



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, B'nd the type of information that is available. 

First, ESC and revenue departmeuts provide data on different groups of indivi-

duals. ESC~ s collect informatio''l 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 not covered are state and local government em-

ployeeq, domestic servants, and ~a~ 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 

~ndiy~duals who earn below this level, There are also some earnings which are 

typica.l~y excluded from declared income such as tips and earnings from self­

e~ployed Qdd jobs, Therefore we expect that ESC's will prcl"Ili.de 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 employm~nt 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 individual's employer, However, the individuals themselves report their 

yearly inco~e to revenue departments. Since the individual reports his income 

t9 revenue departments for the purpose of paying taxes, we may expect revenue 

depart~ent data to be less ac.curate dependinB on the degree to which indivi­

dua),s atte.lI!pt tQ evade taxes, While employer underreporting (due to "off-the­

poaks" work) is also poss:i,ble, we believe that it is less extensive. 

F;i.n,i3,Uy ~ th.e ESC's and revenue departments differ in the type of inform­

,stion they can provide. Data ;from ESC"s are generally indi:vidual data. For 

e~c.h ~elea.see we are ~nformed of his quarterly earnings, his occupation, and 

the ~n~ustry ~n which. he wo~ks, ~ecause this data is for each individual, we 

c.p.u ~nt.eg~ate th~s ~nfQ~tion with other information on bac.kground 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 t~ese 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 mayor 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 

limitedjob 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. If control and experimental releasees enter secondary 

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

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

tion&l program such as the Butner project increases the employability of re-

le~sees ~n 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 the extent of the bias from non­

reported jobs, There may be some overlap in the individuals which ESC excludes 

pnd those which revenue departments exclude. Although revenue departments do 

nQt 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 inc~e jobs, some individuals may be excluded from both samples, 

~nd 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 po, ind~vidual is not required to file if he earns below a certain 

yearly ~ncome, 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 

~pose on the analYSis of the effectiveness of a correctional program. 

The biases which result from the limitations in coverage from the two data 

sou~ces can to some extent be alleviated by utilizing the information in one 

to GQ~rect for the exclusions in the other. For instance, by comparing the 

n~ber Of responses trom revenue departments with the number of responses from 

ESCTs~ find dp;ing this ::;eparately for experimental and control groups, we can 

detepmine whether the exclusion of jobs from ESC's affects the reporting of 

control gr~up ~nc9mes more than the reporting of experimental group incomes. 

'l'o the. extent thfit 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 OUT re-

suIts in a downward direction, 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, '"That 

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 fiS analysis of income differentials, the detailed information of 

work patterns throughout the year, as opposed to aggregate end of year reports~ 

is an imraluable asset. 

Although this detailed quarterly rp.cord-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 h\aye been free for a substantial period. However, if data collection 

we',!:'e continlUal during the follow-up period, this limit on record-keeping should 

only ~ncrease the number of requests for data, The limited time for which data 
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is ava1lable imposes no obvious biases, it simply restricts the extent of ana-

lysis. Althougp 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 tL~ing 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 an. entire quarter, or only for part of that quat'ter. It is not possible 

to ascertain from revenue data when. within that year the income was earned. So 

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. For 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 no sip.nificant 

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 vf 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 ~s ESC's destroy data that is more than four or five 

quarters old. 

for exa~ple, if we find that the experimental group had significantly higher 4. Analysis of the Differences in Reporting 

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 stabllity of employment. Although revenuf,: data 

limits the types 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 ~xper-
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Beyond the limitations or possible biases which result from the coverage 

Qr t:i,~in,g of cpllection af the data, the information will be useful and accu­

r~~e o~ly tQ the extent that the reporting to the state agencies is accurate. 

Ac~uracy 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 
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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 thes~ two 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% who 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 

~~d control groups, then any results will still be unbiased. If, however, 

a cQrrectional program has positive impact, and there are proportionately more 

e~perj~ental individuals in higher income brackets, then misreporting in the 

above WAy will make us underestimate the effects of the correctional program. 
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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 d.epartments, 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. Therefore, although the exclusion 'of the characteristics may result 

in inefficient estimates, the estimates will be unbiased. However, bia',ses will 

e.xist in situations where quasi-experimental designs are utilized. 

When we analyze grouped data instead of individual data we lose some in-

formation thrpugh the condensation of information involved in the aggregation. 

This is, of course, a source of statistical inefficiency in using this type of 

data eye.n 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. 5 

By using the mean for a group, we lose information about the variatio~ 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 R2, 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 (197l) ). 

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 perfol~ance. 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 
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ascertain the success or lack thereof of correctional programs, we analyze the 

labor market behav1.or 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 instab~lity may be the result of inability to hold a job, or the ability 

to only pbtain temporary employment, In order to understand the implications 

of the fi~dings of the relationship between work stability and a correctional 

prQgram 1 ~t is important to attempt to distinguish between the two alternative 

types pf work instability. 

As discussed ~n previous sections, Employment Security Commissions prOVide 

~nfQ~atiQn on e~ployers in each quarter as well as income in each quarter. 

S~nce we have emp19yers per quarter, we can get some estimate of jobs per quar­

ter th~oughQut the post~~elease ~eriod. By calculating the number of jobs per 
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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 two 

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 re1easees. We would then test to 

see if 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 t~ro 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 significantly less 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 is essential to consider the 

extent of employment. There are two related, but distinct, phenomena which 

fall under this category: unemployment and underemployment. Unemployment 

simply 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 h~urs as he or she 

would like. In other words, the individual is 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 1.s 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 umemp10yed 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 

Ylas unemployed. 

Developing a measure for underemployment is much less straightforward. 

For the most part, ESC's do not provide information on the number 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 underemp10yment--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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individua1s,one possibility would be to compare the occupations of the 

individual with his education and pa~t 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. 

~ Ii 
j! The analysis of unemployment and underemployment would be similar to that 
i: 
Ii 
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of work stability. Using ANOVA we would test the hypothesis that the 
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correctional program helped ret.:1ce unemployment and underemployment. We would 
ff 

~ 
'I 

" 
calculate the mean percentage of time unemployed for experimental and control 

i: 
Ii J 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 program does aid in increasing overall labor 
!j 

Ii 
r 

! 
market success, we would expect these differences to be negative and 

l 
~ 

significant. 

3. Income 

The final characteristic which is indicative of overal.1labor 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 re1easees in movi~g into the primary labor market. Additionally, 

-32-



-

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. 

a. 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 anyone 

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 

1s aggregated data. Thus, it must be analyzed differently. The data from 
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revenue departments is first divided into experimental and control populations, 

and, thus, would be of very limited usefulness i n non-experimental settings 

since it would be difficult to control for non-random differences between 

an experimental and comparison group. Th d e ata provided for each year giVeS 

the number of individuals whose yearly i ncome 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. W ld h e wou t en 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 l."ndl."vl.'duals have been released for 

a long period as it was for the Butner experiment. 

As with our analysis of the ESC data, we are l."nterested in the differences 

of the growth of income over time as well as d'ff l. erences in income at a point 

in time. We have no a priori expectation as t h h o w et er 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. An h ot er possibility is that the 

correctional program makes an initial difference, and th f ere ore the experimental 

group has more incentive to remain in the legal 1.abor k mar et, and obtain more 

experience, which would make increase the earnings differential over time. 

To test these alternative hypotheses, we would 1 I ca cu ate 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; if 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, col~ 

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

very valuable. 

.,.35-

, .. 
I 
I 
! 

\ 
\ 

t 
I 

I III. AN EVALUATION OF POST-RELEASE FOLLOW-UP USING TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS 
I 
t , 
~ 
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t 
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A. The Telephone Survey Methods 

The telephone survey instrument, which can be found in Appendix III.AI, was 

developed to gather information from former inmates on the period since their 

release. The feasibility of conducting post-re~"ease 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 participated 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 sever"al 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 specific 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 making this evaluation we ask that he take into account the length of time 

since the events which we asked about occurrBd 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 aI, 1981). We started with names and some fo11ow-

" t 1y 370 individuals who had been released from the up information on approxl.ma e 

Federal Prison System. Approximately 1;alf of the individuals for whom informa-

l ed f rom Butner Federal Correctional Institution. tion was collected were re eas 

h t 1 group l."n the Butner pro]"ect, were released from other The other half, t e con-ro 

prisons in the Federal Prison System. The vast majority of these person~ wera 

released into states in the Eastern United States. 

for which we had retrieved follow-up information, we ran­Of the 370 names 

use in determining the feasibjlity of conducting post­domly selected 200 to 

release telephone interviews. We tried several methods to obtain telephone 

numbers for these individuals. The inferrnation gathered from the former 

follow-up addresses nnd phone numbers as well inmate's Central File often had 

numbers and addresses of friends, relatives and potential emp1oy­as the phone 

erst We called the telephone directory assistance in the cities ~vhere a sub-

to confirm the telephone numbers we already had, ject might reside, hopefully, 

and also to obtain other potentially valuable listings. We also obtained pos-

relatl."ves, frl."en1s, and potential employers from the sible listings for 

directory information. If it was available we first called the number for the 

1 F"l (In many cases this number subject that was obtained from his Centra l. e. 

) If that number proved incorrect we would did not exist, or was not correct. 

1 h b r We would try all then call wives or parents for whom we had te ep one num e s. 

1 1 " "f d his parents that we had possible listings for the individua , ll.S Wl. e an 

from directory a.ssistance. If we were unsuccessful in contacting the individual 
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using these telephone numbers we tried, in a similar process, 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 

sn 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. Four other 

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

interviews. In 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 ~l 

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 

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 

t 
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TABLE 2: Methods That Lead to Resolving Cases 

Subj ect' s Subject's Parent's Friend II It via or or other Method of From Cen- Directory Wife's Relative's Resolving Case tral File Assistance II (I 

Interviewed 1 3 7 4 
Refused 1 2 3 2 

Located but unable 
to contact 0 0 7 1 

No Phone 0 0 2 4 

Incarcerated 0 0 0 2 

Dead 0 0 1 0 
Whereabouts unknown 0 0 2 0 

*The death of this subject was reported by a probation officer 
Officer Interview of another project (see Long et al 1981). 
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Via Other 
Employer 1/ 

II 

3 0 

1 0 

4 0 

0 0 

1 0 

0 1* 

0 0 

in the Probation 
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reluctant to ag"'8p. 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 superlises 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 accept~ble and the set of safeguards comprehensive enough 

to allow 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. Fu.rthermore, we believe such cooperation is likely be­

cause of the careful development of the survey instrument and its stringent 

6 
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 Institute 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 nevertheless 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-

pIe. If 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 allover 

the country. This procedure was followed whenever talking to persons whom we 

did not know to be the subject. In addition, whenever possible, we specified 

a middle initial when asking to speak with a subject. iihen 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 sueh 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 LO any persons other than the subjects them-

selves. 

The results of the survey can best be taken as preliminary findings 

due to the small number of persons actually interviewed. Table I shows 

the account results of interviev7 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 eTe 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 stahle. 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 prior to their incarceration. None of those 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 

p~imary 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 prison. 

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 eommiss~ons. Information from self-reports has several advanta-

ges over the other sources of labor market information. First, the other 

sources (SQcial Security, state revenue departments and Employment Security 

Co~issions) have information only on employment that is somehow reported to 

them (e. g. through wi thholding and the filing of W-2 forms). However, the in­

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" 

employment). While the individual might not report, or even remember all em-

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 infoxmation collected from indivi-

duals reflects 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 behavior of former inmates t , self-reports would 

be the only source of perceived values. A third advantage is that self-reports 

yield 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 pn criminality. 

~our~es other than ~elf-reports (e,g. FBI's Computerized Criminal History (CCH) file, 

state and local law enforcement agencies and p~obation and parole officers) 

haye less than complete infor-mation on the criminal activities of persons who 

have been re~eased ~rQ~ pr~sonr The criminal behavior revealed by these 

~our~es ~s arrests pn~y ~n~ then not even all arrests a~e r.eported by these 

soupc.~s, Spec,ifically. Eall (1979) reports that Stone-Meirerhoefer found there to 

Q~ ~n Av~~age ~ag of two ~ears between the occurrence of an arrest an~ the 

~rpest ~ppearing in the FBI CCH, Likewise,probation officers might not be kept 

~nfo~ed Qf ~ll a~~~ts, e~pec.~ally those that pccur after the probation 

! 
I 
f 

I 
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period. Long (1972) found that out of a total of 978 d'ff 
1 erent arrests reported 

by the FBI and/or probation officers only 60% of th 
o e arrests were listed by the 

FBI and 75% were listed by the probation off1'cers. Th 
us, not only is the do-

main of these other sour~es smaller than the universe of criminal acts of a 

~iven population, but there ' 1S not complete reporting within this domain of 

arrests. Petersila (19i'8) interviewed i 
ncarcerated felons and found that only 

a very small proportion (approximately 3%) of criminal acts resulted in an arrest. 

Since self-reports could k d' , as 1rect~y about all criminal acts committed by an 

individual nhe 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 1 I 
eve , in efforts to explore and explain 

the allocation of time between the I 
egitimate activities (e.g. employment and 

~eisure) 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 on 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 CTCs, 
private CTCe) • 

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-

b h d ho accurate that information is, and the tion is expected to e gat ere, w 

° To answer the questions of accuracy and costs of obtaining that informat]'on. 

°d the different biases that can occur cO"illpleteness it is necessary to cons]' er 

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

should be taken into consideration when biases are investigated. 

i d il t maJ..°n types of non-random biases in self-re-Reiss (1973) examines n eta wo 

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

refuses to consent to the interview or to answer specific interview questions. 

b d ~n ~llegal activities since his or her If the releasee who has een engage ~ ~ 

release is less likely to consent to the interview or to answer questions on 

h underestimation of the crimi­criminality then this bias would result in t e 

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

bias affects labor market data or infermation 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 differer.t sources 

o.~ response bias---low comprehension and/or poor articulation skills by the 

subjeo.t~ deliberate falsification by the subject, and recall or memory bias. 

It i~ possible to partially control for the low comprehension level and/or 

ab;1ity by having the interviewer probe in appraisal of both the flrtic.u1.flti,on ... oJ., 

comprehension level, and the ability to articulate responses. Further it is 
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possible to weight the value of the responses by the IQ level reported in the 

individual's central file. Of course the IQ level in the central file is only 

a proxy for IQ at the time of the inter',iew. 

" 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 ~ 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 

criminal,ity, 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 

st~tute 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 var.iables may be more common. The final area of non-

random bias is recall bias. Past studies have shown that underreporting increases with 

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

confirmed in health surveys (USNCHS (1965» and victimization surve~ys (Biderman (1975». 
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"d f sl."gnl."ficant recall bias in periods as short as a month, There is evl. ence 0 

there to be non-deliberate underreporting of criminality Thus we would expect _ 

and employment. Furthermore we would expect fewer affirmative responses to 

the questions on re-adjustment problems. 

" f b" s that occur in self-reports it Following this brief discussl.on 0 l.ase 

b " th t we expect to occur specifically due to our is useful to discuss l.ases a 

d f The most significant bias occurring in our population and metho 0 survey. 

of former inmates is what we will call a location bias. telephone survey The 

Sl."ml."lar to a refusal bias in that it causes the group of location bias is 

be a non-random sample of the populati,on we are attempt­those interviewed to 

ing to investigate. 

of a sample of 200. 

In this study we were able to contact only 27 individuals 

Table 1 indicates the breakdown between those that we 

were able to ~ocate, those that were not reachable by phone, and those that 

were not able to conclude whether or not it was we did not locate but were 

1 h Over 70% of our sample population, 148 possible tQ reach them by te ep one. 

out of 200, fell into this last category. Those that were reachable by tele-

to be, on average, representative of a more stable population. phQne we believe 

Table 2 indicates which method was successful in reaching the population which 

was located, Thus our located sample is probably heavily biased towards those 

1 stable (l.".e. those whose families are aware of ;individuals who are relative y 

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

If those ;i.nvo.lved in illegal activities are a more unstable population be1;s)r 

re;!,ative to those gOing straight, and we suspect this is the case, then 

1 t &>,lephone i,nterviews will result in an underreporting of cp~duct~~g fQl ow-up r 

if all of those interviewed gave complete and accurate in­c;r;inl:f,~alit'Y' even 
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I 
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formation. Similarly, if thera is a correlation between labor market suc:cess 

(or earnings) and stability then the results from a telephone survey would in-

dicate better labor market performance by former inmates 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 1:'lUrvey 

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 !3ince their 

release from a correctional institution. No specific question or I!:lection of 

questions were refused by anyone who cOD,sented to the interview. It is im-

possible to estimate the nature of the biases imparted by the hig'h refusal 

rate, but they could possibly be s\!batantial. 

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 n'ot been signifi-

cantly evident in three studies of delinquents, However we bli~lieve that deli-

berate underreporting of criminal acts will t'esult when fOI'ID(!f.r inmates are sur-

yeyed by telephone about criminal ac.tivities since release. This is true be-

cause Qf the characteristics of the popUlation being survey'ed and also the 

II!ethod of survey. As mentioned before, we would expect perceived threat dis-

torti,o~ to be ~9.lIlII\pn all\P~g a sample of t'ecen tly released :~nma tes • We believe 

t;h~t condu~ting the survey by tel\'~phone incr-eases the pe7i:ceived threat of the 

qqest~Q~s pn cr~~;i.na~ity. The possibility that a third party could find out 

the ind;l,v;i,dua.l' s response.s to specific questions on crj,minal behavior could also 
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affect the accuracy of those responses. We tried to minimize this source of 

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

protected from force isc osures d 1 of specific information that was received from 

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

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 subjecto had to take our as­

surances on faith, that is they were given no writben 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 

. t t' Thus, ';t ';s a questionable whether m~srepresen'a ~ons. ~ ~ that those surveyed 

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

. t' i d Another reason that ceived threat of responding to certa~n ques ~ons rema ne • 

the perceived th~eat distortion could not be totally eliminated by the assur­

an~es we made was the possibility of a third party overhearing the conversa­

ti~:>n. If the subj ect believed t.lat his phone might be wiretapped, then even 

if he believed Qur assurances of confidentiality he would still be concerned 

that his answers might be heard by law enforcement officials. That the inter­

View was cQnducted by telephone and that in many cases the subject knew we 

ha,d gotten his number from cooperating prison authorities leads us to conclude 

that there was ~ignific~nt deliberate falsification by underreporting in ans-

wer tq questions on crimina~ity~ 

We c~n ~~rize this discussion of the biases of information gathered by 
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telephone survey of former inmates by noting that there 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-the~e 

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 r<:!leasees' ideas and experiences into the evolution of different mode"ls 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 

th~t ha~ no substitute. We believe that the survey instrument developed for 

th~s project ~s a good first step in tapping this source of information. How-

<:!yer, 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 suggestions 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 sugg,est supplementary field work to 10-

cate releasees and conduct personal interviews. This fieJd work would help 

offset the sample biases resulting from a telephone survey. FurthermOI'e, 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. CON€LUSIONS 

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 

1Costs 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. 

2In 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 

4In Connecticut capital gains are also taxed. 

5Specifica11y, in a regression setting, we will encounter the problem of 

heteroskedasticity. 

6we are appreciative of Jim Beck at the Office of 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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INTERVIEW AND DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS REVIEWED 

Interview Sources 

Behavioral Research Institute 

National Survey of Youth 

Hoover Institute 

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 

Mathematics Policy Research, Inc. 

Job Corp Evaluation--Baseline Study 

Job Corp Evaluation--Follow-up Survey 

Supported Work--Baseline Employment Study 

Supported Work--9-Month 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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U.S. Department of Justice 
• 

Federal Prison System 

Office of the Director Washington. D.C. 10534 

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 Norva1 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, 

1L-. ~C-.O-... 
NORMAN A. CARLSON 
Director 

-

Inlernal Revenue Service Department of the Treasury 

Washington. DC 20224 

·'l~s. IHHl lVitte 
Associ~te Professor 
Univ~rslty of North 
. at C}w.pel Hill 

Person to Contact: 

I·!r. l-iichael J.1cCormick 
of Economics Telephone Number: 

Carolina (202) 566-3145 
Reter Reply to: 

Chapel Hill, N.C. 27514 TX:D:S:S 
Date: 

MAR 3 1 iS80 

Dear J.1.~;. Wi tt.e : 

In your letter of January 25, 1980, you request. that 
the . I~tE'!rna~ Revenue S?rvice authorize the Social Security 
.~dm~n1.st~at1.on to prov1.de you with some statistical 
l.nfo:mat~on. You wish to obtain average gross annual 

. earn~ngs for sele'?ted. groups of former prisonexs. Eaclh 
group \'lOu~d 7onta2n at least five persons with Rimilar 
character1.st1.c:, regarding types of offenses committed. 
We have author1.zed the Social Security Administration 
to p:ep~r7 t~e tabul~t~on you desire SUbject to the 
conf:l.dent1.al~ty proV1.s1.ons of the Internal Revenue Cod(~. 

As you discussed with Nr. NcC,ormick of my staff, t.o 
~ssure th? confidentiality of the tax J;'etllrn information 
l.nclua(:~d ~n this study the follovling restrictions will. apply: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

no statistical tabulations may be released with 
cells containing data from fewer than three rcturnSi . 

statistical tabulations prepared for qeoc.rraphic 
a:eas below the State level may not b~ r~leased 
\,71.th cells containing data f,rom fewer, than t:en 
returns; and" - ,,' '. . ,_ .. , ..... ...... .- .... .. : 
~abul~t~ons which would pertain to specifically 
~dent:-f1.ed taxpayers or ,-,hich "Iould tend to 
l.dc~t1.~y a particular taxpayer, either directly 
or ~nd1.rectly, may not be provided. 

We define a cell as any data element nUmber digit 
etc., P17?:lu,?ed by the study. Therefore, Ue aver~ e' ro~ 
annuul. t!d r.n1.ngs amounts must be der:ived from the r~co;ds s 
°th

f 
at J.t~i.t:; ~ three persons since the geographic area for 

~ s tHo !.y ~s above the local level. 
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u.s. Department of Justice 

Federr.!} Prison System 

hiuhingtoll_ D.C.l05J4 

Contract No: JI00c-074 

NA."lE OF CONTRACTOR: Institute For Research In Social Science 

CONTRACTOR'S ADDRESS: The University of North Carolina 
~t Chapel Hil~ 
l".anning Hall 026A . 
Chapel Hill, Norto Carolina 27514 

Cont.ract A\110unt not to exceed the sum of forty two thousand, four hundred 
and six dollars. ($42,40n.00) 

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

1. Nature ,And Extent of Contractural Services: The Contractor shall pel~form 
the· following non-personal services perso;ally Subject to the approval 
of the Government. 

(1) Develop computerized files on the Phase I control and experimental 
groups. These files will be used to evaluate the effect of the 
Butner e>~erience 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 Phpse. J;i cop1:rac1:,. . ,. 

::·~·':(4)· co:~ti~~~ti~~···~~~·~h~' pos"tdoctorai' fellowship for Gustuvo Fern~mdez·;·.· 

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 
exoense to the Government, be responsible for obtaining any licenses and 
pe~itsl and for complying with any applicable Federal, State and Hunicipc! 
laws, codes and regulations, in connection with the performance of the 
work. He shall take proper safety and health precautions to protect the 
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work, residents, the public and the property of others. i' 
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3. Security Regulations: The Contractor agrees to adhere to all regulations 
prescribed by the instit.utions for the safety, custody and ~onduct of 
inmates. 

4. Inspection and Acceptance: ~he Contracting Officer or his representative 
may conduct such reasonable inspections of the Contractor's performance 
hereunder as shall be necessary to sat,isfy the Contracting Officer that 
the Contractor is adhering to the terms of the contract and is making 
satisfactory progress to~ard fulfillment of the contractual undertaking. 

s. Termination: This contract may be terminated for the convenience of the 
government in accordance with the terms and conditions as outlined in 
FPHR 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 relationship do not apply. The entire consideration 
and benefit to the Contractor for performance of this contract is contained 
in the clause en1dtled "Contract Price". 

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

B. Renewal Provisions: This contract may be subject to renewal upon the same or 
different conditions, including rate of remuneration, as may be mutually 
agreed u.pon; the renewal agreement to be evidenced in writing a11d incorpo..­
rated in an appropriate amendment to this basic contract. 

9. Tr~,sfer of Assignment: Neither this contract nor any interest herein nor 
any claim arising hereunder may be transferred or assi~ned by the Contractor 
to a~y other party or parties. 

10. Covenant Against Contingent Fee: 'llhe Contractor warrants that he has not 
emoloyed any person to solicit or secure this contract upon agreement for 
a ~ommission, percentage or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall 

jl give the Government the right to annul the contract, or in its discr:tion 
~ to deduct from any compensation due the contractor, the amount of sa1d 
': , ~ :.. - .. ; .. : . ...;,;. _com:ilis~ion.~ .. p~rc~n~~ge:. 9Z: .conti~ge~~. fee ~ -. _ J'.: '.. . ..• ... _.... _ . -;. ; : .... -'.;.....-.-=-;r:-: .. ~ 
:~:~:T~! : : .. ~-;; ... -!-~.~;;::~~::":;: :-~;::~~·~~;:.;~~{'":i;;:~~,~::;;~~~:f:~~·. ~.:~ .. ~~:::~~ .:"::t:-:~~·:~:~·~ .:.~~~ ... :~;.-:.:f-';..~~.~~:~7=- ;=;;~: .::~'.~~~ .. :~'~~:~:;~~/t:: :::~::":::t::~~.'~-;:?~:.5·t:::~~ 
~-:;.: •. ::;:--: ..... ~ .. 1~r~>::privacY :.Act·~ ~:~h.~:C;0r~t·~~c~or' ·~.'!tee.s~:.t'? ~c::~~piY~·~~~h"£!le'-"p~itTa~'~.~~~:,o~'=~~"':'::--~~,: : ::~:-_ 
I ·1974 and the rules and regulat~on~.issued pur?uant to.the Act ~n the. . 

performance of the services required by this contract. 
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12. C~ntract 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. Payrn~: Payrne~ts will be ma?e quarterly not 70 exceed 2~% of t~e total 
contract price based upon satl.sfactory completl.on of serVl.ces. Fl.nal pay­
ment to be made after total acceptance of entire contract requirements. 
Invoices shall be submitted in duplicate to the address noted on the 
contract. 
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14. The following provisions are incorporated in this contract by reference. 
(Copies are available upon request by the contractor) 

(1) 
(2) 

.(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(B) 
(9) 

(10) 
(II) 
(12) 
(13) 

Ex~~inationof Records by Comptroller General (FPR 1-7.103.3) 
Listing of Employment Openings (FPR Temp. Reg. 39) 
Employment of the Handicapped (FPR Temp Reg. 3B) 
Utilization of Small Business Concerns (FPR 1-1.710-3(a) 
Utilization of Labor Surplus Area Concerns (FPR l-1.B05-3(a) ) 
Utilization of 1>1inority Business Enterprises (FPR 1-1.1310) 
Convict Labor (FPRl-12.204) 
Extras (FPRl-7.102-3) 
Disputes (FPR-l-7.102-12). 
Default (FPR-1-8.710) 
Officials Not to Benefit (FPR 1-7.102-17) 
Pricing of Adjustments (FPR 1-7.102-20) 
Payments (FPR 1-7.302-2) 

Contract Period: Services and reports required under this contract are 
15. for the period of October 01, 1980 thru September 30, 19B1. 

16. Project Monitor: 

Ho~ard Kitchener, Director of Research or his succe:sor, is hereby 
designated as the Contracting Officer's representat~ve :or the 
technical direction of the performance of work under thl.s contract. 

This designation does not include authority to sign 7ontr~ctual documents 
or to otherwise make commitments or issue changes whl.ch wl.ll effect the 
price, quantity or perfo:rma.nce terms of the contract. 

Prior to any payment, the above person shall submi~ to t~e contr~ctin~s 
Of~icer l-lritten statements certifying that he confum: wl.th t~e arnow: h 

- the l.'nvol.' ces and that the Contractor is l.n compll.ance Wl.t • indicated on 
all terms of the contract. 

the parties hereto have executed this contract as IN lVITNESS 'tHEREOF, 
of this date. 
APPROVED BY 
FOR T~E BUREAU .OF,PRISONS 

,': Lf;: ".~,:.",~;;)i:~,~:':;(,. " 
Contracting Officer 

.' , ~. . 
'/"':, rl.' DATE: ____ '-~· ___ ·_._.~J_-______ _ 
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PRIVACY ACT 

Ca) The contractor (researcher) agrees: 

(1) To comply with· the PI~ivacy Act of 1974 and the rules and regulations 
issued pl/)~suant to the Jkt in the design, development. or operation of any. 
system of records on individuals in order to accomplish an agency function 
when the contract specific~l1y identifies (i) the system or systems of records 
and (i i) the \'/ork to be performed by the contractor in terms of anyone or 
combination of the following: U\) design, (8) development~ or (e) operation; 

(2) To include the solicitation notification contained in this contract . 
in every solicitation and resulting subcontl"act and in every subcontract a\'/arded 
without a solicitation when the statement of work in the P)"oposed subcontract 
requirtes the design, d~velopl1lent, or operation of a system of records on indiv-
iduals to accomplish an agency function; and . 

(3) To include this clause, including this paragraph (3), in all subcontracts 
a\'Iarded pursuant to this contract which require the design, development, or opera­
tion of such a system of records. 

(b) In the event of Violations of the Act, a civil action may be brought 
against the agency involved where the violation concerns the design, development, 
or operation of a system of records on individuals to accomplish an agency 
functitJn, and criminal penalties may be imposed upon the officers or employees 
of the agency \-rhere the violation concerns the opel~ation of a system of recOl"ds 
on individuals to accomplish an agency fUnction. FD}" p~oses of the Act when 
the contract is for the opel'ation of a system of records on individuals to 
accompl ish an agency function~ the contractor and a~E'~l'..ee of the_ contrac-
tor is considered to be an emplo~ of the agency. 

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

(1) "Operation of a system of records" means performance of any of the 
activities associated\'/ah maintaining the system of records including the col­
lection, use, and dissemination of records, 

(2) IIRecord" means any item, collection, or grouping 'of information about an 
individual that is maintained by an agency, including, but not limited to, his ed­
ucation, financial tt'ansactions, medical history, and criminal or employment 
history and that contains his name, or the identifying numbel', symbol, or other 
identifying particular assigned to the individual, such as a finger or voice print 
or a photograph. 

(3) "System of records" on individuals means.2 group of any recOl~ds under 
the control of any agency from \-/hi ch i nfot"ma ti 011 is rett'i eved by the name of the 
individual or by some identifying numbel~, symbol, or othC:l· identifying particular 
assigned to the individual. 
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Appendix II. A2 

Information on Results of Initial Requests to 

State Employment Security Commissions 

State Date of Date of Agreed to Reason for Not Pro-
Request Response Provide Data viding Data 

Alabama 3/3/81 3/17/81 NO Illegal by state statute 

D.C. 3/4/81 3/19/81 YES 

Florida 2/24/81 3/10/81 YES 

Georgia 3/2/81 4/1/81 NO Illegal by state statute 

Illinois 2/27/81 3/20/81 YES 

Kentucky 3/4/81 4/10/81 YES 

Louisiana l·d1/81 4/10/81 YES 

Maryland 3/4/81 3/:,,0/81 YES 

New Jersey 3/2/81 3/31/81 YES 

New York 4/1/81 4/13/81 NO Records not avai,lab1e -
Wage request state 

North Carolina 3/25/81 4/21/81 YES 

Ohio 2/24/81 No response 

Tennessee 3/3/81 3/16/81 YES 

Virginia 4/1/81 7/21/81 YES 
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State 

D.C. 

Florida 

Illinois 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maryland 

New Jersey 

North Carolina 

Tennessee 

Virginia 

Appendix II.Al 

Information on Resul~of Second Requests to 

State Employment Security Commissions 

Date of Request Date of Response Data Provided 
8/5/81 9/17/81 YES 

8/5/81 8/26/81 YES 

8/5/81 No reply as of 9/21/81 

8/5/81 8/24/81 YES 

8/5/81 8/25/81 No wage records on 
anyone requested 

8/5/81 9/8/81 YES 
8/5/81 9/11/81 YES 
8/5/81 8/18/81 YES 
8/5/81 9/4/81 YES 

8/5/81 9/17/81 YES 
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INCOME LEVEL FOR THE PERIOD 

YEAR on OTHER $0 $1-$1999 $2000-$¢.999 $5000-$9999 $10,000 or more 

(Please specify) 
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Appendix II.B2 

Information on Results of Initial Requests to 

State 'Revenue Departments 

State Date of Date of Agreed to Reason for Not Providing 
Request IWsponse Provide Data Data 

Alabama 3/16/81 4/7 /81 YES 

D.C. 1/29/81 3/3/81 YES Require up to 120 days 
for preparation 

Florida 3/16/81 3/24/81 NO No st ate Income Tax 

Georgia 3/26/81 NO REPLY 

Illinois 3/16/81 4/22/81 YES 

Indiana 3/16/81 3/24/81 YES Too few observations 

Louisiana 3/26/81 4/23/81 NO Illegal by state statute 

Maryland 3/16/81 4/8/81 YES 

New Je17sey 3/16/81 3/27/81 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 fe~y 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 
charge 
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State 

Alabama 

D.C. 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Maryland 

New Jersey 

New York 

North Carolina 

Pennsylvania 

Virginia 

Appendix 

Information on Results 

State Revenue 

Date of Request 

7/27/81 

7/27/81 

7/27/81 

7/27/81 

7/27/81 

7/27/81 

7/27/81 

7/27/81 

7/27/81 

7/27/81 

II.B3 

of Second Requests 

Departments 

Date of Response 

9/11/81 

9/3/81 

8/21/81 

No reply as of 
9/21/81 

8/13/81 

8/24/81 

9/8/81 

8/24/81 

9/9/81 

8/14/81 

to 

Data Provided 

YES 

NO - Require 
60-90 days to 
process 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 
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Appendix III.A! 

The Interview Instrument Used in the Telephone Follow-up 

INSTRUCTION TO INTERVIEWERS 

1. CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY 

THIS INTERVIEW IS ~UNtEr £Y THE NATIONAL ]NS~IlUTE Of 
JUSTICE. THE INFORMATION USED TO LOCATx THE RESPCNDENTS AS 
WELL AS iRE INFORMATIC~ CETAINEt FEOH BESPONrE~TS IS 
CCNFIDENTIAL. THE FACT TEAT TEE RESPONDENTS HAVE BEEN AT A 
FEDERAL CORRECTIONAL INSTIlt1ION MAKES THIS INTERVIEW VEFY 
SENSITIVE. ALL EFFORTS MUST BE MADE TO AVOID REVEALING A~Y 
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATICN TO IERSCNS CTHER THAN THE DESIRE! 
RESPONDENT. 

NEVER CONDUCT AN INTEBVIEw UNTIL YOU HAVE PROOF ~HAi THE 
PERSON ON THE LINE IS ACTUALLY THE DESIRED RESPONDENT. ASKI~G 
FOR A SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBEF AND COMPARING IT TO TEE NUMBER 
FRCM TEE FILES IS STRONGLY SUGGESTED. IT IS FAR EETlER TO LCSE 
AN INTERV~EW BY BEING PRCTECjIVE OF AN INDIVIDUAL'S PRIVACY lEAN 
TO RISK DIVULGING CONFltENT1AL INFORnA!ION TO THE WRCNG fABTY. 
THE POTEN TIAL CON SEQUENCES CF THE lATTEIi AFE .FBIG ETENIN G! 

'-' 

ONCE YOU HAVE Dl~ERMINED ~HA~ YCU HAVE REACHEr THE CCBFECT 
INDIVIDUAL BE SUliE TC BEA!: TE! INFCIiM AND CONSENT STATEMENT 'IC HI~. 
YCUF SIGNATURE VERliIES TEA'I IOU HAVE FCIICiED THIS PBOCEtURE. 

FESPECT THE RESPONDEN'I'S RIGHT TC REFUSE AN ANSWER. 

NC7:\S TO THE IWIERVIE1HR ARE AlWAYS IN FAREliTHESES. E.G. (IF 
YES), (GO TO 9) ,ETC. 

AF!ER EACH INTERVIE~ EE SUEE TC ~ILL OUT THE IN'IERVIE_ER'S 
APPIiAISAL OF TEE RESPONDENT'S ANSWERS. THIS IS FOUND AT THE VEIiY END 

OF THE lNTERVIEW. 

CODE THE ANSW~RS AS SCCN AS POSSIBLE. 

CODE REFUSALS TO ANSWEE AS -9. IF TEE CUESTION IS NO! 
APElICAELE OB IF IT IS NOT ASKED THEN LEAVE BLANK. 

'. 

" 



¥ 

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW LOG SHEE~S 

HA!1E : 

FBDP: 

SSN: 
DOB 
FHCNE: 

ADDRESS: 

DATE 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

FECCfD CF CALLS 

'II ME C(~~ENTS 

METHcrs CF lCCATING EESPCNIEN'I 

CALLED HIS LAST AttBESS 

CALLED PHC~E COMPANY ICE 
FCBWABDING NUMBER 

SUCCESSfUL 

CALLED EMFLOYEE FOB HCME NUMEEE 

CALLED RELATIVES 

CALLED PRCEATION OFFICEB 

CALLED C'IC 

CALLED GIRLFRIEND 

RECORt OF INTERVIEi 

DA'IE Tn!! ElGIN 

UNSUCC.ESS~UL 

TIME ENDED 

REASON lOB NON-INTEBVIEi 
1. UNABLE TO CONTACT 

2. INSTITUTIONALIZED 

3. AESEl~T 

4., REFUSED 

i 
L 

l 

I 

INTIAL CONTAC~ SHEET 

HO~E ~UMEEE VERSlON 

IN'IRODUCl'ION: HEllO MY liAME IS rNAM,E 01 .IN~EBVIEijER] AND I AI! 
CALLING LONG DISTANCE FBC~ 1HE U~IVlBSITY CF liCBTE 
CABOLINA. ~AY I SPEAK WITE [NAME OF RESPONDEN~]? 

PURPOSE (iO OTHERS IF REQUES1ED): iE ABE CCNDUCTING A SURVEY 

,

I:i AND HAVE SELECTEr HIS NAME. 
l NOT.E: NC eTHER 

INPORMATICN SHOUIr EE PReVltED TO OTHERS!!! ANY 

! 
1 IF THE 
~ , 

I If THE 

REQUEST FOR FUR~EER INFORMATION SHOULD BE ANSijEBED 
iITH: I weULD JUST LIKE TO TALK WITH ElM OVER 7HE 
PHONE.) 

RESPONDENT IS NOT AT HC~E: WEEN to YOU EXPECT E.IM TO RETURN? 
RECORD CA~E ANt 'IME -------------------

RESPGNCENT DOES NOT LIVE AT 7HA! NUMBER: 
I weULD AFFEECIATE YOUR HELP IN fIND1NG OUT iHERE I 
CAN REACH HIM BY PHONE. CRECOBD LEADS) 

I
, NAME ACDFESS 7EIEPBCNE 

; ---------------------------------~-----------------~--------------I - ------------------------------------------------
(------------------------------- ---------------

NAME OF INFORMANT: --------------------------



INTRODUCTION: 

(IF YES) 

(IF NO) 

.. . 

INITIAL CCN~ACT SEE]l: 

OTEER THAN H(~E EBCNE 

HELLO, MY NAf] IS r~A8! O! INT!BVIEW]R] AND 1 AM 
CALLING LONG DI~~ANCE FNCM THE UNIVERSITY OF NOETH 
CAROLINA. DO YOU EAV] A f.OME TELEPHONE NUMBER A~ 
WH1CH I COULD REACH [NAME OF RESPCNDENT]? 

MAY I HAV! THAT NUHBERl ---'-----------
I WCUlD APPFECIaTE YOUR BELP IN FINDING OD~ iEERE I 
CAN REACE HIM BY PHONE. DO YOU KNOW OF SOMEC~E WHe 
WHO MIGHT KNOW HCW I COULD REACH HIM BY PHONE? 

(RECORr lEADS) 

NA~1E ADDREES FHCNE 

---------_ .. _-------------------------------

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

---------- ----------------
PURPCSE (IF BEQUESTED): WE ARE [CING A SURVEY AND iE HAVE SEIECTE~ HIS 

liAt!E. 
eNOlE: NO O~HEB INFORMATION IS TC BE 
PEOVItEt!!! ANY REQUESTS FeR FUR~HER 
INFOBMA!ION SHODLD BE ANSiEEED WITH: 

fiji ELL I BE ALLY NEED ~O TALK iljI~H ElM .... ) 

IF THE RESPONDENT IS PREEENI A~ 1HIS C~HEE !H~~ HC~E TEIEFECNE: 
HEllO, ~Y NAME .IS [NAME OF IN'IEBVIEB] AND I AF. 
CALLING PRCM 1HE UNIVERSITY CF NOETE CAROLINA. 

I wOUlt RATHER NOT INTfRRUPI YOU NOW. DO YOU 
HAVE 11 !EIEEHCNE ~U~EEE AT HCME AT WB1CE 1 

COUlt REACH YOU LA!ER TODAl? 
(RECORD NUMBER AND EXPEC1ED !IME CF EETilRN 
HOllE) 

------------------------

NA8E OF INPORMANT: ______________________________________________ _ 

WHEN YOU EELIEVE YOU HAVE CON!ACTED ~EE RE~FONDEN! 

HELLO, MY ~AME IS r~AME Cr INTEEVIEWEE] • 1 AM A RESEARCHER FROM 
THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTE CAROLINA. 1 HAVE CAllED lCU TC CCNrUCT AN 
Il;J:EIi,\UEr.' THAI' WILL BE PART OF A STULY tUNE 11'1 THE UN.IVERSITl OF 
NORTH CAROLINA. IS IT OKAY IF 1 ASK YOU SOME QUESTICNS? 

(IF NO THEN TERlUNll.TE THE CALL; IF YES ~HEN CON'IINDE) 

WHAT ARE THE LAST FeUR DIGITS OF YOUB SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBEE? 
( IF HE DOES NOT KNOW OR REFUSES 1C GIVE SSN THEN ASR iCR 

DATE OF BIRTH.) 

DOB ------------

-----

(IF THESE ABE CONSISTENT WJTH TEF INFCR~ATICN FEeM THE FECF TAPES 
THEN CONTINUE wITH THE INTERVIEW. IF ~CT CONSISTEN! !HEN AEK 

1. !EE YOU CURRENTLY EMPLOYED: 
2. DO YO U LIKE YO OR JOE? 
3. Hew rCNG HAVE IOU HAD YCUF JCf? 
ANI: THE TERMINATE INTERVIEW,,) 

IE THE RESPONDENT HAS GIVEN A CONSISTENT SOCIAL SECURITY NUMEEE DB DOE 

!HE UNIVERSITY CF NCRTE (ARCLINA HAS fEEN CONTRAC~ED BY THE NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF JDST.ICE TO CONDUCT A S~DDY CF !HE EUTNEF EXPEBI~ENT. 
BUTNER IS A PEDERAL CCREECTIONAI INS~I~UTION LOCATED IN NOR~H CARCIINA. 

~E ARE CAtlING YOU TO ASR SCMI CUESTIONS ON HOW YOU HAVE ADJUSTED 
SINCE YCUE RELEASE £ROM ~EE FEDERAl PRISC~ SYS!EM. ~AY I TALK WJTE YOU 
ABOUT THESE THINGS OVEE THE FHCNE? 

(IF NO THEN TERMINA!E !HE INTEBVIEw.IF YES THE~ CONTINUE) 

THE PURPOSE OF OUR STUDY ~S TO COMPARE ~HE peST RELEASE PEEFCBMANCE 
OF PERSONS WHO WERE AT BUTNER WITH THE PERFORMANCE OF THOSE IEE iEO 
WEBE NCT AT BUTNER. LAEOR MARKE! PARTICIPA1ION AND BECIDIVIS~ 
ARE MAJOR TOPIC AREAS IN ~HE S~VDY~ THEBE AEE !BBEE SECTIONS TO TEE IN 
THE INTERVIEW. THE FIBST SEC~ION IS ON ADJUS~MENi. ~HE SECCND 
SECTION IS ON EMPLOYMENT AND !HE THIRD SECTICN IS AECUT ENCCUNIEBS 
WITH THE lEGAL SYSTEM SI~CE YCUE RELEASE. 

THESE RESULTS WILL BE ANALYZED EY AN EVALUATION TEAM AT ~HE UNIVERSIIY 
CF NOETH CAROLINA AND A REPORT WILL BE SENT ~O ~HE NA!IONAI INSTITUTE 
OF JUSTICE IN WASHINGTON D.C. YCUR ANSWERS WILL EE KIP! IN SIBICT 
CONFIDENCE AND WILL NOT BE INDIVIDUALLY IDEN!IFIAB1E IN ANY EEECBT. 

WE CAN ENSURE THE CONFIDE~TIAIIITY OF THE INFOFMATION OBTAINED IN THIS 
INTEBVIER. UNDER FEtlRAL LAW YOUR INFOBl!ATICN iiIII IE I<EPT CCNFIDFNT.IAL 
AND WIlt NOT BE AVAILAELE TO ANY LAW EN£OBCEMENT OFFICALS EVEN IF 
SUPOENED. iE ABE RESEARCEEBS NO~ LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS. 

YOD ~AY DECLINE THIS I~T!NVI!W C~ 'NY QUESTION OR SEC~ION OP QUESTIONS 
IN THE INTERVIEW. YOU MA~ DECLIEE PARTICIIA~ICN IN THIS STUlY W1THOOT 
ANY PREJUDICE TO YOU. YOUB PARTICIPATION OB NON-PAR!ICIPATION iIII NOT 
AFFECT ANY OF YOun RELATIONSHIPS iliH OFFICIAL SUCH AS PBOE!TICN 
OFFICERS OB JUSTICE DEPART!ENT OFFICIALS. YOOR PABTICIPATION IS 
COMPlETELY VOLUNTARY. 

I WOULD BE HAPPY TO ANSWEB ANY QUESTIONS NOW OB DURING THE INTEEVIEW. DO YOU HAVE ANY? 

f 
\ \ 



CONSENT STATEMEKT 

(READ CONSENI STATEMENI ~C I~DIVIDUAl) 

I, _______________ fNAME OF RESfONDENT], CO~SE~T/DC NCT CCNSfNT 
TO PART1CIPATE 1N THIS STUry BEING DONE BY THE UNIVERSITY CF ~CRTH 
CAROLINA FOR THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE CF JUSTICE UNDER CONTRACT NUMEER 

1-0172-J-CJABS. MY PARTICIPATION IS COMPLETELY VOLUNTARY AND I HAVE EEEN 
GUARANTEED THAT ALL INFOBMATICN THAT I GIVE IS COKFIDENTIAI ANt 
WILL NOT EE REVEALED TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS OR A~YONE ELSE. 

I HAVE ALSO BEEN ASSURED THAT MY PARTIC~PATICN WILL NeT BE lKDIVItUALLY 
IDENTIFIABLE IN ANY REPCRT. I !URTEES UNIERSTAND TEAT THERE IS NO 
PENALTY eR PBEJUEICE FOR NOT PABTICIPATI~G IN THE STUDY. 

------------------------------------------------SIGNATUBE OF THE INTERVIEWER 
AS VERIFICATION THAT CON~ENT 
STATEMENT READ TO REspehDENT 

DATE 

f 

I 
I 
II 

,-
1,-' 

I 
t 

I", SECT ION 1 
, I WOULD LIKE TO BEGIN BY FINDING CUT A lITTLE AEeUT YCUR CUEEERT LIVING SITUATION • 

i 

~ 
;: 
I 
! 
! 
1 

1. AR E YOO 
t. SINGLE 
2. MARRIED LIVING TOGETHER 
3. MARBlED LIVItiG APART 
4. SEPER ATED 
5. DIVORCED 
6. iiI DO ii ED 
7. COML1AN LAw 
8. OlHER 

I 2. HAS THIS CHANGED SINCE YOUR EEIEASE? 
Ii 1. YES r 
I 2. NO 
f· 
F 

! 3. (IF MAFRIED OR COMMAN LAW) lS YOUR WIFE E~PICYED? 
V 1. YES ;; 
ii 
H 

ti , 
~ 
L 
V 
I 
~i 
I 

I: 
I; 

2. NO 

(IF YES) ABOUT HOW ~UCH INCO~E DOES SRE MAKE? 

_____ PER YEAR 
MONTH 
wEEK 
CTHER EEFCFE OR AFTER iAXES? Ii 

114. HOW MANY CHILDREN DO YOU SUffCRT? H fl .. 
F i: 
I' r' 

HOW MANY OF THEM LIVE iIiil YCt? 
l' 
(NOW I i~UID LIKE TO ASK SOME QUESTlONS ABOUl YCUR INCARCERATICN IN THE r .FEDERAL PR I SON SYSTEM. 
)} 

[5. CUB INFORM~TION INrlCATES ~HA~ YOUR iEBE BE!EASED FRCM ________ __ 
' FEDERAL CORRECTICNAl INSTITUT10N. 1S ~EIS CORREC~? \ I I: • YES 
I: 20 Ne; (CCEEECT I~STITUTION ________ ) 

Ii 6. WHILE .I N THE FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM, tIt YOU PARTICIPATE IN ,f~NY 
I;PROGEAMS FOR EXAMELE VOCATIONAL ~RAINING J?ROGRAMS,EDDCATICNAL CCURSES !;OB CCONSEIING? 
i' 1. YES j, 

!i 2. NO (GO iO 12) 

t7.CIF YES) WHAT VOCATIONAL FRCGEAHS VIV YOU TAKE? WIAI INSIIIUI~NS 
~{jDID YOU TAKE EACH OF TEESE .PROGRAMS Ai? (GE~ RESPONDAN! 10 lISi THE 
~VOCAT~ONAL PROGRAMS AND ~HE ~NS!ITUTICN). 
W(NOTE ERCGEAH/INS~ITUTION) 
i 

Ii 
t· l 

t;] 

n 
~" ! 
f:; 

f·l 
t ' 

(IF 
1. 
2~ 
3. 
4. 

NO VOCATONAl PRCGFA~S GC 

1 

TC 10) 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

--



• 

• 

8. SINCE ~OUR RELEASE, EAVE YOU EEEN AEIE TC USE ANY CF THE JOE 
SKILLS ~HA~ YOU lEARNED IN !BESE VCCA!IONAL PROGRAMS? 

1. YE 5 
2. NO 

9. (IF YES) WHAT SKILLS HAVE yeu USEr: AliD Hew EAVE YCU US.Et THEM? 
(NOTE: GE! SKILL USED/ JCE USEE CN/ EUSINESS I 
1. / / 
2. .I / 
.3. I I 
4. / / 
5. / I 
• 
10. DID YOU PARTICIPATE IN ANY EDUCA!ICliAI ceUESES WHILE AT A FEDERAL 

PRISON? 1. YES 
2. NO 

(IF YES) OVERALL, DIt YOU FIliI THESE ErUCAT10NAL COURSES tSEFUL? 
1. YES 
2. NC 

11. DID YOU PARTICIPA!E IN ANY COUNSElING IECGFA~S WHILE AT A IEDERAL 
PRISON? 

1. Y.ES 
2. NO 

(IF YES) OVERALL DID YOU FINt ~HESE COUNSELING PROGRAMS USEFUL? 
1. YE !: 
2. NO 

12. A! (INSERT FEDERAL PRISON FElEASEt FROH) WERE YOU REQUIRED 10 
PAFTICIPATE IN PROGRAMS INDEFINI!ELY OR CODln yeu DRCE CUT AFT.ER 
A CER!AIN PERIOD OF TIME OF (OULD YCO CHOOSE NOT 10 PAR~ICIPA!E 
AT ALL? 1. MANBA~ORY 

2. () P 'II C Ii A 1 
3. VOLUU!ARY 
4. C'1EER (!:PECIFY) 

13. (~SK IF TEE LAS! INS~ITUIIOli IS EU'IliEIi) REEE YOU A'r ANCTEEE FEDERAL 
PRISON JOST EHIOR TC YOUB ABBIVAL AT EUTNER1 

1. YES (ASK 14) 
2. NO ,GO TC 15) 

14. HOW ROULD YOU RATE THE USEFULNESS CF IHE PECGRAMS AT EUT~EE 
CO~PARED TO THE PROGFA~S AT (TEE~ INS~I~O~IONS? 
1. EUTHER PROGRAMS nORE USEFtL 
2. PBOGRAMS AfOUT TEE SAME 
3. OTHER INSTITUTION PROGRAMS MOBE USEFUL 
4. NEITHER BUTNES NCb O'! .. ~~ .INSTITUTIONS' PROGRAMS USE!UL 
5. ~T DEPENDS ON THE PROGRAM 

15. IN THE PERIOD JUST 
CLASSIFICATION DID 

);'.8 lOR TO YOUR 
lOtI HA VE? 

RELEASE, iHAT TYPE OF CUSTODY 

1. I3AXIMUM 
2. MEDIUM 
3. CO~MU.NITY 

(GO TC 21) 
(GO 70 21) 

(GC TO 16) 

I" 

I ( 

I 
I: 
p 
I 16. HO~ lCNG PRICR TO lOUR BElfASE lIt YOU RECEIVE COMMUNIIY CUSTCDY? _______ DAiS 

i r 

17.HOW MANY TOWNSTRIPS tIt YCU GO ON ~HILE AT ,INSERT LAST INS7ITUTION) 

HOw MANY WERE UNESCOURTED? ____ _ 
18~ DO YOU THINK THAT TC~KS TRIES MArE youn EE-ADJUS~MENT ~C OUTSIDE 

.EASIER '1 
1. YES 
2. NO 

;; (IF YES) HCW SC? (CIBCLE ALL TEAT APPLY) p 1. JOB CON '!AC'!!: 
2. HCUSING 

19. HOW MANY 

3. HELEASE NOT SUCH A SHOCK 
4. ~ORE BEA1IS~IC EXfBCTJTIONS 
5. OTllE.E (SP.EC1.FY) 

FUBLOUGHS DID YOU GET iSILE A! (INSERT lAST I~STITUTION)? 

HCw ~ANY OF THESE WEEE UNESCQUR!Et? 

20. DO YOU THINK THESE FURLCUGHS HArE YOUB RE-ADJUST~ENI !O OUiSIDE 
lIFE EASIER? 

1. IE ~ 

Ii ,1 F YES) EO \oj SO? 
2. NO 

(CIRClE ALL THA'! !PPI~ 
1. RE-~STAEIISl EAM~LY ~lE!: 
2. HELPED SECORE E~fIOYMEN! WH!N 
3. MORE BEALIST1C EXP~CTATION~ 
4. RE-ESIAELISf OLD FRIEliDSHlfS 
5. RElEASE NOT SUCH A SEOCK 
6. O~HEB (SPECIFY) 

IiELEAS .ED 

NOW I HAVE SOME QUESTIOhS ABOUT YeUE BELEASE. 
,21. TB.E INFORMATION THAT WE EAVE SHOiS ~HAT YOU WERE RELEASED FROM 

---------- IN __ " ___ (BCNT H) OF (YEAR). IS ~Hl c: 
INFOFMATICN CORBECT? 1 .. YES --------- -

2. NC; (CORBECT INFC _________ OF ___ . ______ 1 

Hei lONG BEFORE YOUB BEIEAS! IN OF 
DID IOU FIND OUT ~HAi YOU iEEE DEFliiiElY GC-I-NG-T-C-EE Ji.fIEAS.EI 
THrN? _________ DAyS 

23. DI1: THE FEDERAL BUBEAU OF l?EISCNS SENt YOU TO A COHMUNlt.Iy 
TREATMENT CENTER OR HALFWiY HOUSE? 

1. YES 
2. NO eGO TO 26) 

24. (IF YES) WHEN DID y~U OE iBEN iIIl yeu COMPLETE ~HE 
AT THE COMMUNITY TRIATHENT CENTER OR HALFiAl HOUSE? 

COMPLETED IN OF 
WILL COMPLETE~N----------------------OF 

PROGRAM 



25. DO YOO FEEL THE COMMUNITY TREATMENT CENTER EAS HELPED YOU ADJUST? 
1A YES 

(IF YES) Hall SO? 
2. NC 

(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 
1. EMPLOYnEN~ OPPOB~UNITIES 
2. HELPEr WITH FEESONAL AND/OR FAMILY PROBLE~S 
3. HELPED RE-ES~ABL!SH OLD FRIENDSHIES 
4.HEIPEI MAKE NEW FRIENtS 
5. KNOWING THA~ PEOPLE CARED MADE TEl HARDER TC 

GC STRAIGHT 
E.GAVE A PLACE ~O S~AY UNTIL FIGURED OU~ WHAT 

iA S GCI t\G TC DC 
7. HEIFEt F~ND A PERMANENT PLACE TO STAY 
E. OTHER (SPEClFY) _______________ _ 

26. WHEN YOU WERE RELEASEr: FB0l1 ______ (INSERT FCI), III YCU 
HAVE Te REPORT TO A ERCEATICt\ CFFICER: 

1 ... YES 
2. liC (GO TO ~9) 

27. WEAT rATE IID YOU OR WllL Y(U CC~EIETE YCUE FRCEATICNAEY PEEICt? 
CCMFIETEr ____________ OF 

WILL COMPLETE _____________ CF _____________ _ 

28. DC yOU FEEL THAT YOUE PROBATION OFFICER HAS HEIFED yeu ArJUST? 
1. YES 

(IF YES) HOW SO? 

29. 

~.. NO 
(CIRCLE AIL THAT APFLY) 

1. EMFICY~ENT CPPURTUNITIES 
2. HELPED iITH PERSCNAL AND/OR FA~lIY ERCELEMS 
3. HEIEED EE-ESTAfLISE OLD FRIENDSE~PS 
4. HELPED ~A~E NEW FEIENDS 
5. K~CWING THA~ SOMEONi CAREt MADE ~RY 

HARtEll TO GO STRAIGHl 
6. HEIFED FIND A PEEfANENT PLACE ~c S~AY 
7. CTHEF (SPECIFY) ________ _ 

--------------------.-------

INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE RELEASEr: FROM CORREC~IONAl INS~ITUTION~ OFTEN 
HAVE PROBLEMS IN ADJOS~ING AFTER RELEASE. I ~CUID LIKE TO A~K SOME 
QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUB ADJUS~MENT, ESPECIALLY ABOU~ SEVER~L AEEAS ~HAT 
SEE~ ~O CAUSE ~HE MOST PROBLEMS IN ADAF1I~G ~C lIFE eN THE (UTSlt]. 

HAVE YOU HAD ANY FAMILY EBCELEMS SINCE YOUB RELEASE? 
J. YES 
2. P1C (GC TC 31) 

30. HAVE THESE FAMILY PROBLEMS EEEN 
1. MAJOE AND CCNTINUOUS 
2. A PROBLEM EARLY ON BUi NO SOLVED 
3. A PROBLEM THAT COMES UF EVERY NCi AID THEN 
4. OTHER 

310 HAVE YOU HAD FINANCIAL PROBLEMS SINCE YOUR RELEASE? 
1. YES 
2. NO ( GO iO 34) 

32. WHA~ TypR ov PI ~ ~ NANCIAl PROBlEMS HAVE YOU HAr? 

33.. HA VE 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

1BESE FINANCIAL PRCBIE~~ EBEN 
1. ~AJOE ANt (CNTINUCUS 
2. A PROBLEM EARLY ON EU1 NOi SOLVED 
3. A PROBLEM 7HAT COMES UP EVERY NCW AND THEN 
4 .. OTHER 

34. HAVE YOU HAD ANY PROBLEMS Wl'H HOUSING SINCE YOUR BElEASE? 
1. YES 
:t.NO (GO ~O 37) 

35. WHAT ~~PE OF HOUSING PRCBIE~~ HAiE YCU HAt? 
1. 

36. HAVE 

2 .. 
3. 
4. 

tHESE PRCBlEMS EEE~ 
1~ MAJOR ANE CON~INDOUS 
2.A PBCBIE~ EAFIY ON EUT NCW SCLV]D 
3.A PROBLEM TEAT COMEE UP EVERY NCft 
4. OTHER AND 'IHBN 

37. HCW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU MOVEr SINCE YOUR RELEASE? -----
38. HOi MANY DIFFERE~T CITIlES E!Vl YCU LIVED IN SINCE YOUR RELEASE? 

--------
40. HAVE YOU HAD ANY PROBLEMS CAtSED BY AICCHC! SINCE YCUR BEIEASE? 

1. Y IS 

41. WEA'! l'YPE OE' 
I. 

2. NC (GC TC 43) 
AIcuHel fECElEMS EAVE YOU EAt: 

2. 
3. 
4. 

42. HAVE THESE PRCELEMS BEEN 
1. MAJOR AND CCNTINUOUS 
2. A PROEIE! EAFlY eN EUT ~cw SOLVED 
3. A PROBLEM TEAT COMES UP EVERY NO~ AND THEN 
4. 01HER 

43.. HAVE YOU HAD ANY PROELEM CAUEEl: BY DRr;GS - ~ SINCE YCU iEBE RELEASED? 

1. YES 
2. NO (GO '10 47) 

44. WHAT TYPE OP DRUG PRCBlE~S EAVE YeU DAD SlNC~ 
,() J.: YOUR BELEASE? 1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 

45u WEAT TYPE OP DRUG OR DIl(J GS ARE 100 HAVING fBCBIEMS WITH? 

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



46. HAVE ~HESE FRCDIE~S EEEN 
10 MAJOR ANE CONTINUOUS 
2. A PROBLEM EARll O~ BUT New SCIVED 
3. A PRCEIEM THAT COMES UP EVFRY NOW AND THEN 
4. OTHER 

47. HAVE YOU HAD ANY PROELEMS CAUSED BY A~SOCIA~ING MITH PEeFIE 
WHO ARE LIKELY TO GET YOU I~ TReUBlE? 

1 .. YES 
2. Ne (GC TC 50) 

48. WHAT TYPE OF PRCBLEMS HAVE THESE BEEN? 
J. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

49. HAVE THESE PROBLEMS EEE~ 
1. MAJOR AND CONTINUOUS 
2. A PROBLE~ EAFlY CN BUT NC' SCIVED 
3. A PBOElE~ TEAT CCMES UP EVERY NOW AND THEN 
4. OTHER 

50. HAVE YOU HAD ANY PBOELEMS ~lNDING A JOB SINCE YOUR RELEASE? 
1. YES 
2 • NO ( GO TO 53) 

51. WHAT PBOBLEMS HAVE YOU ENCOtNTERED IN TRYltiG TC FIND A JCE? 
J • 
20 
3. 
4. 

52. HAVE IHESE FROBLEMS EEEN 
1. ~AJCE ANI eCNTINUOUS 
2. A PROELEM EARLY ON BUT NO~ SOLVED 
3. A PROBLEM ~HA! CCMES Of EVEEY NCW AND TEEN 
4. CTHEE 

53. HAVE YOU HAt A PROELEM KEEPING A JOB CNCE HIEED? 
1. YES 
2. NO {GO TO 56) 

54.WHAT SEEMS TO EE THE ~AJCB CAUSE OF ~EIS PROELEM? 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

55. BAS THIS PROBLEM BEE~ 
1. MAJOR ANt CONTINUOUS 
2. A PROBLE~ EAEIY CN BD~ NC~ scrVED 
3. A PROEIEM TEAT CCHES UP EVERY NOW AND ~BEN 
4. O'IHER 

56. HAVE YOU HAD ANY PROELEMS WI~H JOB SUPERVISORS SINCE IeVE EE1EASE? 
1. IES 
2. NO (GO ~o NEJ~ SEC'IION) 

Pi 
I· , \ , 
i 

I 

II 

I 
! 

, 

,. 

57. WHAT ~YPE OF PROBLEM~ HAVE leo HAt ~ITH SUfE~VISCRS? 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

58. HAVE 'IHESE PROBLEMS BEEN 
1. MAJOR ANt C01'!INUCUS 
2. A PROBLE~ EAEIY CN BU'! NC5 scrVED 
3. A PEOBIEM THAT CCMES UP EVERY NOW AND TEEN 
4. OTHER 

THE SECOND SECTION OF THIS INTERVIEW IS ON YOUE E~PLCYMENT A~D 
PARTICIPATION IN THE LABOR MAR~ET SINCE YCUE FEIEASi. I A~ 
GOING TO ASK YOU ABCUT JCES ANt PER10IS OF UNEMPLOYMENT. . 

1. HOi MANI JOBS HAVE yeu HAt SlNCE YOun RElEA~E FROM 
? --------

;3. 

------------

HOi MANY OF THESE ~ERE PUll 'lIME JCBS? 
---------

WHAT HERE THESE JOBS? (GET A JOB DESCEIf7ICN ~OE 
JOBS, IN CHRCNCICGICAI CEtEE) 

1. 
2. 
3. 

5. 
6. 
7. 

4. 8. 

THE EJGHT LONGEST 

HOW MANY PAB'I-TI~E JCES HAVE YOU HAt? 
WHAT nIB YOU DO ON THE JOES? (GET INFOBMA!ICN ON 5 LONGEST 
PAR'!-TH.lE JOBS) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 .. 

i
THE NEXT CUESTIONS ARE AEOU'! YOUR !CS~ RECENT E~ELOYP.ENT. 

i 
1 

4 g ABE IOD CURRENTLY EMPLOYED? 
1. YES 
2. N C ( GO TO 7) 

is. HOi "ANY JOBS DO YOU CURREN'!ll HAVE? 
-------~-

1. PERMANEN'l 
ABE 7BESE JOBS 

2. TEMPGRASY ----
3. PART TIME---- (GE~ NUMBER OP EACH tYEl OF JOE) 
4. SEASONAL __ _ 
5. 07HER 



6. WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT JOB ~HAl SUPPlIES yeu WITH TEE MOST INCOME? 

----------------------------------------- (Ge TO 9) 

7. HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN COT CF WORK? ___________ ~ONTHS 

8. HEAT WAS YOUR LASI JCB? _________________________________________ _ 

(NOTE: QUESTIONS 9 - 15 ARE TC BE ASKED AEOUT CURRENT 
EMPlOYMENT eB MOST EECEIT E~fICYMENT IF CUBRENTLY 
UNEMPLOYED. ADJCS! GRA~~AR ACCCRDINGIY) 

9. IS (WAS) THIS JOE 
1 • 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

'IEMPCRARY 
PART-TIME 
SEAseNAL 
PERMAN EN! AND FULL-TIME 
CTHEE 

( IF NOT PEaMANENl AND FULL TIME THEN AS~) DID yeu WORK lESS TEAN 
FUll TIME EY CHOICE OR WAS IT fECAUSE IT IS tiAS) THE ONlY ieRR 

AVAIL AELE? 
t. CHC.ICE 
2. ONLY WORK AVAILABLE 

10. WHAT DOES XOUR EMPlOYEE rc? 

11- !lew Or'IEN ABE YCU PAIt? 
1. DAILY 
2. WEEKLY 
3. EVERY TWC WEERS 
4. MONTHLY 
5. BY THE JOB 
6. OTHER 

12. ARE YOU PAID AN HOURLY iAGE, ON A SALARY OF PAID EY THE JOEl 
1. HOUEIY WAGE WEAT IS YOUR PAY? _______ IECUE 
2. SALARY __________ SAIAFY fER 
3. BY THE JCE fEJi JC5 
4. OTHER 

HOW 8ANY HOORS A WEER te YCU WeEK? 

13. (IF NO LONGER EMPLOYED) WHY DIt YOU LEAVE 1HIS JOB? 
1. WENT TO PRISO!~ OB JAIL 
2. DID NOT LIKE JOB 
3. FIllED 
4. LAID OFF 
5 .. POOH PAY 
6 • Ii ET III ED 
7. JUST QUIT; GOT TIRED OF iCEKING 
8. COUlD NOT GET ALONG WI~E PEOPLE 11 iOER 
9. OTHER «SP ECIF Y) 

r\ fl 
i, 
: [ 
: ! : I 

l! 
11 

r ; 

'~ 
r 

I 
i ! , I 

~ 

I 

14. WHERE IS (wAS) THIS JeD? 
------------CITY 
----- S!A!E 

15. HOW DID YOU FIND OUT AECUT THIS JCE? 1. F.R1ENDS 
2. RELA!IVES 
3. EI1PIOYMENT AGENCY 
4. WANT ADS 
5. UNION 
6. WAlK IN; SIG N FCST E r 
7. CTC 
8. PROBA7ION OP.FICER 
9. OTHER 

16. HeR lCNG AFTER YOUR EELEASE rIn YOU GE7 YOtB FIRST JCB? 

WHAT ~ONTH ANt YEAR WAS 'lHA!? MON2:!:lS 

17. Hew LCNG Dlt YOUR FIRST JOB lAS~? 
(SO 17 ENDED IN _____ OF _____ ?) 

(IF STILL HAS FJRST JOE THEN SKIP TO 2E) 

YCU 11 FI EST JCB 
1. TEMPORARY 

2. PART-TIME 
3. SEASON AL 
4. PERMANEN~ AND FUII-!I~E 
5. O'IHEB 

OF 

____ IWN!HS 

(IF NCT PERMANENT AND FULL 'lIME) WAS 'lHIS 
OR BECAUSE IT WAS THE C~IY J(B AVAIIAELE? 

BY CHOICE 

1. CHOlC E 

2. CNIY JOE AV AILAELE 

1. DAILY 
2. WEEKLY 
3. EVERY TWO W fIRS 
4. MONTHLY 
s. BY ~HE JOB 
6. OTHEB 

I-



I 

• * ..... 

23.iHEN yeu STAB~ED THIS JOE wHA~ iAS YCUE HOUElY'WAGE ( CE 
SALARY OE PAY PER JCf)? 

--------- PER HOOR 

--------- PER 

----.----- PER JOB 

24. WHERE WAS THIS JOB? CI~Y 

ST 1l~ E 

25. HOW MANY HOURS A -WEEK DID YCU 5\CBK? 

26. HOli DID YOU FINt COT 1!ECUT TIIS .leE: 

1. FRIENDS 
2. RELATIVES 
3. EtiPLOYMENT AGENCY 
4. WAN'! ADS 
5. UNIGN 
6. WALK IN; SIGN POS~EI: 

7. C'IC 
8. PBCBA~ICN OFFICEE 
9. OTHER 

27.WHY DIC YOU LEAVE THIS JOE? 

1. WENT TO FRISON OR JAIL 
2. DID NO'! LIKE JOB 
3. fOOR PAY 
4.. FIRED 
5. LAID OFF 
6. J.i E 'II RED 
7. JUST QUIT; GOT TIEED OF iORKING 
8. GO![ A BE'ITER JOB 
9. C1HER 

SALARY 

10. DID NOT LEAVE; STILL WeRKING AT THIS JOB 

. -----~----,,..-- ... -- .... * .. _4·"·. ' .. ___ .... 

r 
i } 
, f 

i-I 

(I' ! 
i 
I 

r: I AM ALSO INTERES1ED IN PERICDS CF O~EH1CI~ENT. 
j, 28.SINCE TEE 'TIME YOU LEFT PRISON IN OF (MOlY E) , i WHA'! HAS BEEN YOUR lC~GEST p:EIiICr C.F UNEMPLOYMENT? 

\ : DAYS 
I 
1 

FliCH (HOlY B) 'IO (MO/YR) 

h 29. APfBOXIMATELY WHAT PERCEN!AGE OF TBE PERIOD SINCE YOU 
I' WERE BEIEASED HAVE ~CU EEEN UNEti.flCYEI1 

r 
l. 
[I 

1: 
\' ri 
11 

1. O~ ; NEVER 
2. UNDER 10 % 
3. 10% - 30% 
4,. 30% - 50% 
5. 50% - 7C~ 
6. 70% - 99% 
7. 100% ; NO 

UNEMfL01Et 
CF TEE TlME 

OF TEE TIME 
CF THE TH~E 
OF ~EE 'IllH 
CF TBE TIME 
JOES SINCE RELEASE 

30. WAS TEER! A MAJOR BEASON FOR 'IHIS UNEMPLOYMENT? (READ LIST IF NEC., 
o. NO REASC~ GIVEN 
1. SCHOOL 
~. ILLNESS 
3. FA!UIY 
4. LAY OfF 
5. STRIKE 
6. DRUG/ALCOHCl FECEIE~ 
7. DID NOT WANT TO WORK 
8. TRIED BU'! COULD NC'I FI~D iCvR 
9. INVCLVEMENT IN ILLEGAL AC1IVI!IES 
10. RE1IREMEN'l 
11. OTHER 

31. AEA~ HAS BEE~ YOUB MCST IMfCFTANT SOUBCE OF INCOME SINCE YOU 
LEFT IEISON, THAT IS WHERE EAS HOST OF YOUR MONE! COME FEOf? 
(READ LIST 70 RESPONDEN'l) 

1. WORKING AT A JCE 
2. WELFARE 
30 SPOUSE'S INCOME 
4. PARENTS' INCOME 
5. FRIENDS' I~COME 
6. ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES 
7. WOIiKMEN'S COHPENSA'IION, SOCIAL SECURITY, BETIREMENT, 

AND/OR DISIEIIITY 
8. UNEMPLOYMENT 
9. OTHER 



32. DO YOU GET INCOME FROft CTHER SOURCES? {READ IIS~ S1AR~I~G iI~H ONE; 
CIRCLE ALL THA1 APPLY} 

O.NO 01HER SO~RCES CF INCC~E 
1. WORKING AT A .JCE 
2. WELFARE 
30 spouse's INCOME 
4. PARENTS' I~CCME 
5. FBIENtS' INCOME 
6. ILLEGAL AC1IVI1IES 
7. WORKMEN'S CCMfENSATICN, SCCIAL S!CURI~Y. BETIRE~EFT 

ANt/OR DI5ABIL!Y 
8. UNEt1P.IOYl'lEKT 
9. OTHER 

(IF THE RESPONDANT DOES NOl HAVE A~Y INCC~E FROM ~lLEGAL SOUFCES 
'IHE N GC TC S ECTIC K 3) 

33. (IF IllEGAL ACTIVITIES IS A SOUEeE OF INCCME) WHA~ PERCENTAGE 
OF YOUR INCOME COMES FRCM IllEGAL AC1IVI1IES? 

1. lWHE 
2. VERY lITTLE; UNDER 10' 
3. SOME; 10 - 25% 
4. A GCOD PORTION; 26 - 50% 
5. MOST; 51 - 75% 
6. ALMOST ALL: 76 - 99~ 
7. ALI: 100% 

34. OF YOUR ILLEGAL INCOME iHA~ PRCfCR1ICN ~CUID YCU GUESS 
CAME FECM 

SELLING ILLEGAL GCCDS (DBUGS.GCCDS STOLEN BY SCMEONE 
------~ ELSE ETC.) 

-----% SlEA LING 1HI NG S OR !!CNE Y 

GAMBLING 
------% 
------% 01HER 

(NOtE: THE ABOVE ARE PERCEN1AGES OF IllEGAL INCC~E CNLY. 1BUS 
~HE PEBCENTAGES SHO~Lt TOTAL 100~ EVEN IF IllEGAL IBCC~E IS 
ONLY A SMALL PORTION OE 701Al ZNCC~E.) 

35. ABOD'I HOW MDCH HONEY DO YOU lARE PEE HON~B FROM ALI JOUE 
ILLEGAL AC1IVITIES? 

------------- PER BONTE 

! 

III 
I , 
i 
I 

SECTION 3 

I IN THIS SECTION OF THE lNTERVlEW YOU iILl BE ASKED QUESTICNS AEOUT 

I

nULE VI0LAT~ONS WHILE AT A COMMUNITY TBEA1MENT CEN1ER AND/OR ON 
I PROBATION. ALSO, YOU WILL BE ASKED ABOU~ YOUR CRIHINAL AC~IVl!IES,IF 
'ANY ,SINCE YOUR RELEASE. iE REALIZE THAT THIS I~FCEMATION C!N EE 
gSENSITIVE AND WOULD LIKE TO S!BESS AGAIN THAT YOUB ANSwERS ARB 
~CONFIDENTIAL AND WILL N01 BE REViAIED BY us TO ANY lAW ENFCRCEMEN1 
iOFFICERS OR TO ANYONE ELSE, EVE~ IF SUPOEANEt. fGR1EER~CRE 7HEEE 
,ARE NO QUESTIONS ABOU~ DA~ES OR ELACES CF CEl~I~AI 
,ACT.IVI~IES. HOwEVER, IF ANY THIED PAETY iERE 'IC OVERBEAR THIS CCNVEBSA­
I TION, FOR EXAMPLE SCMECNE LISTENING ON A WIRETAP, THA'I PAR1Y COOLD USE 
ITHE INFORM~TION AGAINST YOU. WE EAVE NO BEASON 10 BElIEVE 'IHAT ANY 
ijWIRETAP EXISTS BU1 FEL! ~llA1 YOO SHCUID EE AWAEE O~ TEIS LIMllA1ION 
~TO OUR PRCMISE OF CONFItENTIALI!Y. YOU CAN, OF COaRSE, CHCCSE NeT TO 
2ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS IN 1HIS SEC1ICN. THEFE ARE ALSO SOME CUES110NS 

~~ABOUT ARRESTS AND CCNVICTICNS SlNC! ENCOUNTERS iITH THE lEGAl SYSTEM DC 
I NOT NECESSARILY IMPLY CRI~INAL BEHAVICR. 
i 

I (IF THE :tNDlVIDOA L DID NC! GO !C A C!C !HEN GC TC QOES'UCN ~) 
I 1. WHILE YOU ~ERE IN TEE COMMUNI~Y 1REA~MEN~ PROGBA~ ~ERE YCU 

I, EVER PUNISHED ~~ ~i~RIMANDED zOB ~ISCC~DUCT? 

1 2. NO (GC ~c 5) , 

(IF YES) HOW MANY TIMES? 

WHAT WAS TEE MOST S!VERE PUNISHMEN7 YOU RECEIVED FCR MISCCNDUCT 
A7 THE COMMUNITY 1REA~MEN1 CENTER? 

I. RECEIVEr A NEW SEN1ENCE 
2. BE1URNED TO PRISC~ FOE VIOLATING CONIITIONS OF RELEASE 
3. RESTRICTION ON AC~IVI71ES 
4. 1AKlNG AWAY PRliIlEDGEE 
5. VERBAL REPBIHANt 
6. NO PUNISHMENT 
7. OTHER (SPECIFY) __________________________ _ 

YOU GUILTY OF tHE MISCC~DUCT 
1 ... YES 
2.0F A LESSER OFFENSE 
3.0F A G.REATEB ()FEEliS E 
4. NO 

1 .-

iHEN YCU E1CEIVID THIS FUN15~ENT? 
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.~ ... 

~. ~ndI wAS IT yOU WERE ACCUSEt CF DCING WHEN YOU RECEIVED ~HIS 
FUliISHMEN'I? 

5. 

1. PHYSIC~I ASSUAI! 
2. TAKING OR DAMAGING ~HE PROPER'IY OF CTHEBS 
3. USING DEUGS 
4. USING ALCOEOL 
5. CURFEi VIO.lA'IIC~ 
6. FREQUENTING fOBfIDIEN AREAS 
7. ASSOCIATING WI~E FORBIDDEN COMfANIONS 
8. FAILURE TO ~AINTAIN A STEAry JOE 
9. VEREAL ABUSE OF THOSE IN CHARGE 
IO.FAILURE 'IO PERFCRP. ASSIG~ED DUTY 
11.FAILUEE TC KEEP LIVING ABEA NEA~ 
12.0'IBER 

(IF THE INDIVIDUAL ~AS NO'I RElEASED CN EABCLE THEN GO 'IO 5) 

WHILE YOU WERE ON PAROLE ,WERE YOU EVER PUNISHED OR REPRI~!NDED 
fOB VIOIA'IING ~lE CO~IITI(NS (F yeUE PAEOLE1 

1. YES 
2. tlO (GO ~C 9) 

HOW MANY TIM ES? 

6. WHAT WAS THE MOST SEVERE PUNISHMEN'I 'IRA'I yot RECEIVED? 

1. RECEIVEr A ~rW SENTENCE 
2. RETURNED TO PRISON FOR VIOLA'!ION OF CONDITICNS 

OF RELEASE 
3. RES~BIC'IION ON AC'IIVI~IES 
4. 1AKING AwAY CP PBIVILEDGES 
5. VEEEAl BEFElfANt 
6. NO PUN IS ELi EN~ 7. G'IHER (SPECIFY) __________________________ _ 

7. WEBE YOU GUILTY OF A PAROLE VIOLA'IION IN ~HIS CASE? 
1. YES 
2. GUILTY OF A LESSER OFFENSE 
3. GUlL'!! OF A GREA'IER CFFENSE 
4. NOT GUILTY 

~. WHAT WAS THE PAROLE Vr01A!IC~ ~HA1 yeu iEBE ACCUSED 01 A~n 
P UliISHED FOR? 

1. PHYSICAL ASS~ULT 
2. TAKING OR DAMANGING PROPEB~Y OF OTHERS 
3. USI NG DRUGS 
4. USING ALCOHOL 
5. VIOLA'IICN OF CURFEi 
6. FREQUENTING ICBfIDDEN IREAS 
7. ASSOCIATING 5~'IB FCBEIDDE~ CCHPANICNS 
8. FAILURE TO MAINTAIN A STEADY JOB 
9. VEBEAL ABUSE OF ~HOSE IN CHARGE 

10. FAILURE 10 PEBFOR! ASSIGtiED DUTIES 
11. 12. OTHER (SPECIF1) _____________________ _ 

, 
; .' 

~ .-

9. SINCE YOUR RELEASE PRCM 
Hew MANY TIMES HAVE YOU-EEE~-------- (I~SEFT PEISON EElEASEr 
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS ABOUT c:I~~iiiI~~T~~Ii~~ICE eR C~HEI LA~ 

10. HOi MANY TIMES HAVE YCU EE!~ IEEES'EI? 

11. (IF HE HAS BEEN ABEESTED) WH1!T WEB! TEE 
DISPOSITIONS OF THE ARRESTS: DATES, CHARGES AND 

AFBEST DATE 
(MO/DA Y/YR) 

CHARGE DIS PCSITICN 

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

---------------------------------
---- -------

----_._---------

FROM) 

; ._------------------------------------------- ------
Ie: 
I ---------------------------------------------------,--------l , __ ;...~ _______ -----
I-I ------------------------------------
I' ------------------------------- -----------------
) , 
J 

f,12. SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE yeu 
1(. 1. YES 

DC~E A~! 11IEGII GA~ElING? 

I, 2. NO 
~. I 

(GO ~c 13) 
, 
I 1. 

1 I 

~ 
·1 

i 
I 
l 
t I 
1 ! 

f ' 
; B. 

WHA'I TIfE OF GAMBLING HAVE YCU DeNE? 
1. PLAYED CARDE 

CCIBCIE AIL ~BAT APPLY) 

2. SHCT CliAFS 
3. BET ON SPOR~ING EVEN~S 
4. NUMBERS 
5. OTHEF (S FIClFY) 

HOi FREQDENTLY DO YOU GA~B1E? 
1. DO~S NOT GA!BLE ANYMORE 
2. _____ ~IMEE PER !C~TH 

3. 1IMES PER WEEK 
4. _____ TI!ES PER DAY 

5. ~IMES PER YEAR 
6. OlHER -------------

... .... .. --. - -_ . ., ., ... ~ .... -.--... ~. 
__ ~*':~':-:,.~~~----~;:::::;-::. .... ~::.--~.-.-'.';:,....'<.'-':;;::.:\'::-~'::".':::1'::::-... :::;:c::.:cx ~~.t.!A-~, ::-.~_ '._ 0-_' c 



C. HOi MANY TIMES IN TOlAL HAVE JOU ILLEGALLY GA~BIEr SINCE JOUR 
RELEASE? 

D. IN lHE ~ON7HS THAT YCU HAVE GA~IIEr SINCE YOUR RELEASE, ABOUI HOi 
!UCH ~ONEY WOULD YOU HAKE PEn MONlH FROM IllEGAL GA~BLING? 

. ___ /fCN'IH 

E. HOi !ANY TIMES SINCE YCUR EEIEAS! EAVE YOU EEEN ARRESTED 
FCB GAMBLING? 

F. HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN EMPLOYED EURING PERIOD THAT YOU HAVE 
GAMBLED? 

1. YES 
2. NO 

13. SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YOO IEAI'I IN DRUGS? THAT IS, 
HAVE YOU MADE, SOLC, SlUGGIEI CE MOVEr IRUGS OR IN ANY O'IHER 
WAY BEEN INVOLVED IN THE rRUG BUSINESS? 

1. YES 
2. He (GC 'Ie 14) 

A. WHAT PART OF TEE DaUG BUSIN~SS HAVE JOO BEEN INvelVED iITH SINCE 
YOUR RELEA SE? 

1. FBCIuellCN (PRctOelION AND SELLING) 
2. SEILING DRUGS 
3. S~UGGL~NG tRUGS 
~. NCN PROFIT DRUG DEALS 
5. C'!HER 

B. (IF PRorUCEI AND/OR SOLD DRUGS) ARE YCU OB ~ERE YOU A iHeIESAIEE OR 
A RETAILER? lHAT IS DID YOO SEll ICUE ERCIue'! TC CTHER SELLERS OR 
DIRECTLY TO THE USERS? 

L. 'Ie SEJ .. IEBS 
2. TO USEBS 
3. BO'IH " '10 SELLERS 

________ ~ TO OSERS 

C. WHAT KIND OF DRUG OR DRUGS HAVE yeu DEALT I~ SINCE YCUR EELEASE? 
(CIRCLE AIL THAT APPLY) 

1. HERICN 
2. lMPHE~AMINES CUPPEES) 
3. COCAINE 
4. FCE/ANGEL DUST 
5. ME'lHADONE 
6. eTHER BABEI'IDATES (tCWNEES) 
7. IUBIJU ANA 
8. HALLUCINOGENS 
9. C7H~E (SPECIE!) _______________ , __ ___ 

OF THESE WHICH HAVE IOU DEAL'! MOS'I .FREQUEN'ILY? _________ _ 

11 , 
! 

D. HCW FREQUENTLY DO YOU MAKE A C SUBS~IlOTE MOS~ FBEQUEN~ DBUG NAf.E) 
DEAL? 

1. DOES NOT DEAL ANY~CBE 
2. ___________ /MON1H 

3. ____ /WEEK 

4. _____ / DAY 

5. OTHEE (SFEClfY) 

E. HOW MANY TIMES TOTAL SINCE YCOR RELEASE HAVE yeu tEAIT ~FUGS: 

! F. IN THOSE MON~BS WHEN YOU DEAL DRUGS ABCUl HOn MUCH MONEY FEE ~CNTH 
HAVE YOO MADE FROM DEALING DEUGS? 

- __________________ /MON1H 

G. HOW MANY TIMES SINCE ICUR RElEASE HAVE YOU EEEN ARRES~ED FOR DEALING 
IN tEU GS? 

------------
j B. HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN Ef.ELOYEr IriHEN YOU HIlVE DEA.!T SINCE YOUR 

BEIEAEE? 
1. YES 
2. NO 

i 14. SINCE JOUR BELEASE EAVE YOO SOLD AliY GO CDS 'I'HAT WERE STCIEN BY 
SCMEOIlE ELSE? 

1. Y IS 
2. NO (GO lC 17) 

A. WHEN YOU FENCE TEESE GOODS DO YOU USUALLY SEll 1C INDIVlrUAIS WHO 
SELL THE GOODS AGAIN CR DO Iet SEll TC INrIVIIUALS WHO ACTUALLY OSE 
THE GCCDS? 

1. TO ~ELIEES 
2. Te USEES 
3. BOTE _______ 'SELLERS _________ %EUYEBS 

B. iilAT TYPE OP GeODS DC YCU CF EAVE Yeu FENCED SINCE YOUR RELEASE? 
(REAt LIST IF NECESSARY; CIEClE All 1EAT AfflY) 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 

CLOTHING 
JEiEBLY 
APPLIANCES (E.G. 'I'ELEVIS~CNS. RAIIOS, iASHING 
PRECIOUS ME~AIS f~lLVER, GelD, ETC) 
NON-PRECIOUS MITAIS (COPPER, S'IEEL E1C) 
GBO(ERIES ' 
CIGARETTES on 11(C£01 
AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT 
CONS1RUC1ION EQUIP~EN! 
GUNS 
A liT 0 EJ ]lCTS 
O'I'HER (SPECIFY) ----------------------------

--------------------

;. '-:,~:::::~.::::::::.:= .. ::::.'Z::: :c~:;·::;:'Z:;:::::::;:::2.:,::!.::.~~_:~.1;.':,··.:::.:!':!:~:;;:!t;(._.r=..) ... ! .. :tt';l;.!~~.t:._A'~.:\.F:.l.;l·:n.._:'t~;r._..; ..I'.~ "t<. -4~" ...... ~ ~",_.,",~~.~_",. ",,",,,. ,. 
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c. Hei FREQUEN'ILY DC YOU FE~(E fects,? 
1. DOES NOT FENCf ANYMORE 

2. 

3. _________ /w E E 1< 

4. _______ /DA1 

S. OTHER (SPECIFY) 

D. HOW "ANY T~MES, IN ~O'IAL, SINCE YCUR BELEAS! HAVE YCU FENCIL GOODS? 

"lIMES 

E. IN THE MON'!HS THAT YOU HAVE FENCED GOats AEOUT HOR MUCH HONEY PER 
MONTH H~VE YO~ MADE FBOM FENCING GOODS: 

_________________ /MON'!B 

~. HOft MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR RElEASE HAVE YCU E1EN ABRES'!]I iOR FENCING 
GOODS? 

TIMES 

G. HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN EMfLOYED tURING 'IHE TIMES SINCE yeUE EELEASE 
IN ~HICH YOU HAVE FENCED GCeDS? 

1. YES 
2. Ne 

(NOTE: THEBE ABE NO QUESTIONS 15 OR 16) 

17. SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YOU EUENED ANY BUILDING OR OTHEE PBCFERTY 
FOR PAY? THAT IS HAVE yeu DC~E A~Y ABSC~? 

1. YES 
2. NO (fO 'IO 1 S) 

A. HCi FREQUENTLY DO YOU COMMI'! ARSON? 
1. DOE NOT COMMIT IBseN !~Y~OEE 
2. /MON'!H 
30 ____ . ______ 1 iEE K 

4. /DAY 
5. OTHER 

B. BON "ANY TIMES IN ~OTAL HAVE YOU COMMI'ITED ARSON SINCE leUR EEIEASE? 

c. IN THE MONTHS THAT YOU HAVE CCHHITTED IBSON ABOUT BOW HOCH BONEY 
PEE MONTH tID YOU HAKE FBOM COMMI7TTING ARSON? 

_____________ I"ON78 

D. HOW ftANY TIMES SINCE YOUR BElEASE HAVE YOU BEEN ARRESTED FOB ABsON? 

________ ~I!ES 

f"\ 
. l. 

1 

I 
r~~ 

I' 
tJ 

~ E. HAVE iOU USOALIY BEEN EM 
L AFSCN? fIOY.EI tUliING THE PERIODS THAI lOU COHI'.lIlIED 
Ii 
[; 

1. YES 
2. NO 

Ii 
" li 
I 
i1 

18. SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YOU (OHMIT'IED 
SWINDLES - SUCH THINGS AS BAt CHECRS ANY FRAUDS, FOBGEEIES OB 
CARD 'IHEFT? ' FeliGEI ClUCKS eB (BEIIT 

I. YES I; 

I A. HHAT TYPE 

~ 

2. Ne (GC 'Ie 19) 

OF THESE OFFENSES HAVE Yeu 
(CIRCLE ALL 7EAT APPLY) 

It 

Ii 

II 
f: 
Ii 

~ B. H05/ FREQUENTLY 

i 
~ 
'\ 

II 

~ 

DONE? 

1. BAD CHECK~ 
2. FCFGEI CEECKS 
3. CREtlT CARt ~EEF1 
4. ELECIBCNIC 'IHEFI 
5. CTHER (SfEeIFY) 

DC Yeu to THE ~CTS? 
~. DOES NOT to 'IHESE 'IHINGS 
3· --------____ /~CNIH 
4·-----------__ /WEEK 

S:-OTHER-------/DAI 

ANYMORE 

~ c. HOft HANY TIMES IN TCTJL BAVE YOU rON'!: 

I, YOOR RELEASE? ~ I; THESE ~IHINGS SINCE 
1 

I D. 

I ,1 

II 

--------..... - - "lIM E S 
IN THE MONTHS 'IHA'I YOU HAV 
MONEY fEB MONTH HAVE YOU MitiCpNRE THE THINGS AEODT ROW MDCE 

OM DOING 'IHESE 'IHINGS? 

~ 
II E. H~W HANY TIMES SINCE YOUR 81:1.EA51: -H-A-V-1:-Y-o-"U----/MCNIH 

CNE CF THESE TBINGSl E1:EN ARRESTED lOR DC~NG 

~ P. HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN ---------__ TI~ES 
YOU DID TEESE ~!iINGS? EMPLOYED DURING 'IHE PERIODS IiHEN 

il' 1. YES 
t 2. tiC 

J 
,j 

/
f 
1 

/1 
y! 
IJ 

I 
I 

19 .. 

BX lUfPIE 
Ec;OIElSENT? 

I 
~ 



A. HO. FBEQUENTlY DO yeu STEAL VEEICIES? 
I. DOES NO! S1EAI VEHICLES A~Y~CBE 2. _____________ /8C 

3. liEEK 
4. ________ /DAI 

5. OTHER 

B. HOW MANY TIMES IN TCT!L EAVE YOUR S!OLEN A VEHICLE SINCE 
YOOR RELEA SE? 

c. IN !HE ~ON~HS THAT YOU HAVE STOLEN VEHICLES AEOU! BOW KUCH 
MONEY HAVE YOU MAtE PER HONTH FROH VEHICLE THEFT? 

__ /MON'lH 

D. HO" MANY TIMES SINCE yeUE EELEASE EAVE YOU EEEN ARRES~ED FOB 
VEHICLE !HEF~? 

'lIMES 

E. HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN E~EIOYEr tUBING THESE PERIODS WHEN 
YOU STOLE VEEICLES? 

1. YES 
2. NO 

20. SINCE ~OUB BEIEASE EAVE yeu IONE ANY HUGGINGS, ROBBERIES OR 
BUSINESS ROBBERIES? 

1. YES 
2. Ne ,GC ~O 21} 

A. WHICH OF THESE HAVE YOU DONE SINCE YOOR RELEASE? 
,CIBCl E ALL THA! APPLY) 

1. HUGGINGS 
2. RCBEEEIES 
3. BUSINESS BOEfERIES 

B. HOW FREQUENTLY DO YOU COMMI~ 'lHESE ACTS? 

1. DOES NO! to !HESE 'lHINGS ANYMORE 2. ____________ /!ON!H 

3. IWfEK 
4. . _____ /DAY 
5. OTHER 

c. IN ~OTAL, HOW MANY TIMES 
SINCE JOUR RELEASE? 

HAVE YOU DONE ONE OF THESE ACTS 

'lIMES 

IN THE MONTHS THAT YOO HAVE IGNE THESE THINGS ABOUT BOH 
D. HUCH HONEY HAVE yOU HADE PER ftON7H PBOM , MUGGINGS/ROBBE~IES 

BUEiNESS ROBBERIES)? 
___ /MON!H 

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

[' 

! 
! 
f, E. 
ji HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YCU rEEN AEBESTEt rOB 

A MUGGING, ROBEEBY 1 CB EUSl~ESS EOE!!RY? (' 
I 
(, 

l r ------~---
TI!!ES 

f I F. HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN EMPLOYEt DURING !HE PERIODS THAT 
'rou COM1!ITTED THESE ACTS? ! 

j 
f 
i 
I r 

1. YES 
2. liO 

l' 2 1. SINCE YOUR RELEASE EAVE YOD CO~~I!!ED AliY BURGAIARIES, OE 
LARCENIES - E.G. BRE1RlhG A~r EKTEBING, SEOPLIFTING, 
STEALING THIGS FROM CABS OR YARDS? r 

L 

L I, 

f; 
!' A 
j i • r 
I" 
\, 
i< 

i} 

I; 
i, B. 
!J 
/j 
Ii 
Ii 
Ii c. 

r: 
Il 
IJ Ii D. 
I 

1. YES 
2 .. NO (GO !O 22) 

Hew FREQUENTLY DC YeU CC~MIT A EUBGAELARY OE A LARCENY? 

1. DOEE NC1 DC 1HESE 'lHI~GS ANY~OBE 
2. ----__________ /MONTH 
3Q ----__________ /~EER 
4. - _____ /DAY 
5. C'IBER 

IN TOTAL r HOW MANY !INES SINCE YCUR RElEASE HAVE YCU CC~~ITTED 
A BURGlARY OE IAECE~Y? 

TI~ES 

IN THE MCN'IllS THAT yeU HAVE CCM~l'ITEr ~EESE ACTS
r 

ABOU! Hew 
MUCH MONEY HAVE YOU MADE PER ~ONTH FBC~ EUEGlARY AND IAECENY? 

--___________ /MONTH 

HOW MANY TIMES SIRCE YGUR BE11ASE EAVE YOU fEEN ARRESTED FOR 
EUFGLABY OB LARCENY? 

------ TIl!!ES 

HAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN EMPLOYEr DURING THE PEEIODS THAT yeo 
CCM~IT~ED THESE ACTS? 

1 .. YES 
2. NC 

SINCE YOOR RELEASE HAVE YOU EVER STCLEN ANYTHING FROM AN EMPLOYER 
THAT WE HAVE NOT ALREADY ~ALKED ABOUT? 

1. YES 
2. NO CGO ~O 23) 

• ., ... -. ~. - .", ~ ..... ~" -,. -'-< - .. 



A. WH~T BAVE YOU STOLEN fliCM YOUB EMPlOYEE - ~CNEY, fATEBIAIS, OR 
SC1'IE'IHING ELSE? 

(CIRCLE ALL ~BA~ APPLY) 
1. MONE Y 
2. !1ATEBIAIS 
3. OTHEE (SPECIFY) 

B. HCi FREQUENTLY DO YOU S1EAl ~EINGS FRC! E~£ICYEES? 

1. DOES NOT STEAL ~EINGS ANYMORE 
2. ________ /~CNTH 
3. /iEEK 
4. _________ /DA1 

5. OTHER 

c. IN TOTAL, HOW MANY TIMES EAVE YOU S1CLEN SOME!HING FRCM YCUE 
EMPLOYER SINCE YOUR RELEASE? 

._---- 'lIMES 

D. IN THE MONTHS THAT YGU HAVE STOlEN FROM YOUE EMPLOYER ABOUT 
HOW MUCH MONEY HAVE YOU HA~E PER MON~H FROM S'lEALING FBC~ 
YOUR EMPLOYER? 

_____________ /HON~H 

E. HOW ~ANY TIMES SINCE YOUR RElEASE HAVE YOU BEEN ARRESTED FOB 
STEALING FROM YOUR EtIICYEB? 

23. 

TIMES 

SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YOU COMMITEt ANY I~CCME PBODUCI5G IllEGAl 
ACTS THAT I HAVE NO! ALREADY ASKED ABOUT? ICE EXA!PIE flING 

INVOLVED IN PRCSTITUTICN, ICANSEAB~ING, OE CON~RACTING TO DO 
ILLEGAL THINGS FOR eTHERS? 

1. YES 
210 NO (GC TC 24) 

A. WHAT OTHER ACTS EAVE YOU COMMIT1ED? 

B. ; Hew IFE Q tJENTLY DO YO U EO ~BE SE 'lEI NGS? 

1. DOES NO! DO ~HESE THINGS ANYMORE 
2. ________ /!ON'IH 
3. /iEEK 4. ____________ /DAy 

s. OT,QER 

C.IN TOTAL HOW 'UNY T.IfiUS SINCE YOUR RELEASE EAVE IOU DONE 
THESE 7'BINGS? 

'lIn liS 

N 
~ 

I D. IN THE MONTHS THAT YOU HAVE rCNE iHE51 !HINGS ABOO! HOi 
I MUCH MONEY PER MON'IH HAVE YOt MADE FB(~ D(I~G THESE THINGS? 

I ________ . _______ /MONTH 
~ 

~ E. HOW HANY TIMES SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YOU EEEN ARRESTED FOB 
. DOING ~HESE THINGS? 

~ TIME~ 

~ F. HAVE YOU USUALlY BEEN E~£lOYEr tUEING THE PERIODS THA~ YOU HAVE DONE 
~ THESE THINGS? 

~ ~: ~~S 
Ii 

,~i! 24. SINCE YOUR RELEASE HAVE YOU THEIATENEr, ASSAULTEt, SHO'I A1, 'IEIED 
H TO CUT OR EEAT OR STRANGLE SOMEONE? 
I! 
n 
Ii 
Ii 

1. YES 
2. NO eGC TO 25) 

~ 
Ii .A. lN 'IOTAl HOW MANY TIJ!ES SINCE YCUR EELEASE EAVE lOU 
~ ~HBEATENED OR ASSAULTED 5CMEECDY? __________ TIMES 
1\ 
i~ 

U 13 .. \iHEN YO U DID THESE THESE THI tiGS llCW OfT EN tIt YOU 
U lSI A WEAPON? 

~ 
I; 
Il 

I il 

I 

1. AIMOS'! AIL ~HE 'lIME 
2. MOST OF 'IHE 'IME 
3. ABOUT HALF CF 'IHE 'lIl!E 
4. SC~E OF THE TIME 
5. ONCE 
6. NE VER 

r 
~ 

(IF USEr WEAPCNS) WHA~ TYPE OF WEAPON DID YOU USE? 
1CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

~ 
11 

1. Dlt NeT USE iEAfCN 
2. HA ND GUN 
3. KNIFE 
4.HEAVY OBJECT 
5. RIFLE/SHO'lGtN 
6. OTHEF (SPECIFY) 

c. lID YOU EVER INJURE ANYEODY ~ 
1. YES 

I 2. NO 

I, D. lOW HANI TIMES SINCE lOUR RElEASE HAVE YOU EIEN ARRESTED FOR THREATS 
'SSAULT OR BODILY INJURY'1 'lIMES 

Il
l!. tAVE YOU USUALLY BEEN EftIlOYEI tUBING THE TIMES THAT YOU HAVE 
I (O!!MITTIt THESE ACTS'? 
j 1 .. YE ~ 

II 2 .. NO 
n 
j ... 1,1 25 • SINCE YOUR RELEASE BAVE YOU CO!MITTEt ANY OTHER ILLEGAL AC7S 7HAT 

I I HAVE NOT ASKED AEOUTi 
jJ, 1. 1ES 
Ii 2. NO eGO to 2E) if·; 
JI 
J I 

i j 
~, ",: 

1"d,1 <-""~cc"<"""'t .•• ,,;.,, '''-'''~"'.;.'' f'.', ,,! •• , ... _ " •• -r.~" ~ ____ ... ~ •. '. _, _, _ ..• __ *" 
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A. 1 HAT ~YPE OF OTHER ACTS EAVE 100 CC~MITTED? 

B. lOW PBEQUENTlY DC YCU tc THESE THINGS? 
1. tOES NOT to ~EESE THINGS ANYMCRS 
2. _______ /M C liT H 

3. IWEEK 
4. IDA ~ 
5. OTHER 

c. ~N TOTAl HOW MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR RELEASE BAVE YOU DONE 
arH.ESE 'lHINGS? 

'I1MES 

D. ~N THE HON'IHS WHEN YOU HAVE rONE TEESE THINGS AEOU'! HOW 
~UCH flONEY PEB MONTH EAVE YOU MADE FRCM DCING THESE THINGS? 

NOT INCOME PBCDUCING (CODE -1) 

_____________ /~ONTH 

E. ~OW MANY TIMES SINCE YOUR RElEASE EAVE YOU BEEN ARRESTED 
~OR COMMITTING THESE' ACTS? 

'lIMES 

F. HAVE YCU USUAllY BEEN EHfLOYEI DUEING 'IHE !lMES TEAT 
YOU HAVE DONE '!HESE ~HINGS? 

26. HAVE YOU FILED INCOME TAX 
YEARS SINCE RELEASE)? 

1. YES 
2. NC 

FORMS FOR THE ~EARS (SUBSTITUTE IN THE 

DID YOU BEPORT AIL YOUE INCC!E EACH OF !BESE YEARS? 
FlIED 1. YES 

1976 
1917 
1978 
1979 
1980 

2. NO 
BEfCB'lED 1. YES 

2. NO 

(ASK 27 THROUGH 29 ONLY IF INtIVIDUAL HAS ADMITTED TO seeE CEI!INAI 
AC'IIVI'IIES.) 

27. HAVE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING FACTORS CONTBIBU1ED ~o THE CBIHES THAT 
YOU HAVE COMMITTED SINCE YCU~ 6EtE1SE? 
(BEID EACH ANSWER TO GET A lES OR NO lNSWEB; CIRCLE ALL ~HAT AFPLY) 

1. !IEIT1L on IAft~LY DIFFICUL7lES 
2. LOSS OF E~fLCYMENT OB UIEHfLOyftENT 
3. HEAVY tEETS 
~. INFLUENCE OF FRIENDS on ASSCCI1TES 
50 GANG ACT~VITIES 
6. UNDER 7ftE INFLUENCE OF DRUGS/AlCOHOL 
7. O'IHEE FACTOBS (SPECIlY) 

1 
!! 

i I 
1 

28. HAS YOUR CRIMINAL EEEAV~CB E1EN ~CS~LY INFLUENCEr BY YCUR FEIENDS 
CB ASSOCIA1IS OR lAS IT BEEN MCS'IIY REA! YCU FElT L~KE [C~NG? 

1. INFLUENCED BY FRIENDS CB ASSCCIATES 
2. illA'! FElT lIKE DOING 
3. EOT H 
4. UNSURE;DOESNI! KNOft 

29. FOR WHAT DID YOU USE THE MC~EY FRCM YCOB CRIME? 
1. EIGH lIVING 
2. SELF SUPPORT 
~ FAMILY SUPPOR'l -. 
4. DBUGS 
5. tEINKING 
E. GAtlBLING 
7. DEB'IS 
8. eTEER 
c 
~ . DID NO GE'I ANY MONEY 

1 C., C'IHEE 
3 o. DO YCO CONSIDER CRIME A liD 'W CFK ALTEliNATIVE WAYS OF MAKING A LIVING? 

1. YES; ~uBS'lI'I['lES 
2. NO; EUT COMPIEMEN'IS 
3. NO; CRIME IS NeT A iAY '10 ~AFE A LIVING 

31. DO YOU PLAN TO MOVE ELSEiHEEE I~ THE NEXT YEAR? 
1. PLANS 'Ie MOVE 
2. DOES NCT FIAl\ TC ~CVE 
3. CTHEE 

32. WE WOUlD LIRE TC CCNTACT YCU IN AECU'! ~ lEAR AND SEE HCi ~HINGS 
ARE GOING. IS IT OKAY iI'IH leu IE WE TRY TC CCNTACT YOU THEN 
AND flAYBE CONDUCT ANCTHEB I~TEFVIEW: 

I. YES 
2. NC 

(IF YES) WHERE DO 100 THINR lOU iIIl EE A YEAN FBCM NOW: 
ADDEESS 

CI'IY, S'IA'IE 

- - - " ... ~ . '" - -. ...., 
'C_'''-'''_''~_''' "'_', ." ..• ~~:.:;.+_ • .::.'-:,.:::.:t: .,,~_·..:~~ft,,:;."c.· ;;. -> -~,~ ,,..' ~ , • " 
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.01 _______ ---------------' 

SEC'lION 4 

THANK xeu FOB YOUR COCPEEATICN IN THIS PROJECT. WE REALI2£ ~HAl MANY 
OF THE QUESTIONS ASKEr WERE EITHER PERSONAL OR SENSITIVE IN NATURE. 
ALSO WE HAVE ASKED ABCUT EVENTS THAT MIGHT EAVE HAPPENED MANY 
MONTHS AGO. THEBEFORE THE RESPONSES ~HAT ~E GET VARY IN ACCUEACY 
FROM PERSON TO PERSON. ~AKING INTO ACCCUNT THE lAfSE CF ~IM! 
~ETWEEN EVENTS AND ~BIS INTERVIEW AND ALSO YCUR OiN INCENTIVES TO 
EITHER REPORT ACCURATELY CR NCT CCUID yeu RATE THE ACCURACY CF 
YOUR EESFONSES IN EACE SECTIC~~ 

1. THE FIRST SECTICN DEAlT WITH YOUR RELEASE AND READJUSTMENT. ~OULD 
YOU SAY YOUR ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS IN 'lHA~ SECTICN iEEE 
(READ RESPONSES TO RESPCNDENT) 

1. VEE I A C C OR ATE 
2. FAIRlY ACCUEATE 
3. NOT THAT ACCURATE 
4. NOT ACCURATE A'l ALL 

2. HOW WOULD YOU RATE ICUR ANS~EFS TO THE SECC~t SECTICN _ 
THE SEC'lION DEALING WJ~H E~flCI~ENT? WCULt YOU SAY YOUR 
~N~WERS TO THESE QUES~IONS iiERE 

(BEAr TO RESPONDENT) 
1. VEE I ACCUFATE 
2. FAIRLY ACCUBA~E 
3. NCl TEAT ACCUBATE 
4. ~OT ACCURATE AT ALL 

3. FINALLY THE THIRD SECTION ASKED ABOUT CRIMINAL ACTIVITY AND 
ENCCUNTERS WITH LAw ENFORCEMENl, PROBATION AED COMMUNIlY ~REA~MENT 
CENTER OFFICALS 4 Hew WCULD leu RATE THE ACCDEACY ei yeUF AN~WERS 
IN THIS SECTION? 

(READ '10 RESfCNDENT) 
1. VERY ACCURA'!! 
2. FAIRLY ACCUEATE 
3. NOT TBA~ ACCURATE 
4. NOl ACCURAlE AT All 

THANR YOU AGAIN FOB TAKltiG TIME TO ANSWER ~EESE QUESlIONS. 

(TEBMINA~E THE CCNVERSATIC~ CCFEI!LLY YET PROMPTLY. DO NO! 
SEEM RELUCTAN7 TO ANSiER QOESlIONS ABCU! TEE STUDY CR WHaT 
HAPPENS TO HIS RESPONSES SPECIFICALLY. IF ~HE RESPONDANT ~BIES 
TO PROLONG THE CONVERSATION BE FRANK ABCDT TEE TI~E CCNSTEAINTS 
TEA'! YOO FACE.) 

--~-

INTERVIEiiR'S AFFRAISAI 

1. CGNFltENCE IN lBtTHFULNESS OF ANS.ERS 

1. • .... HIGH 
2. • .... MODERATE 
3 ... 4 •• LOW 
4 ••••• DON·T KNOW;CAN'T ~ELL 

2. BESPONI:ENT' S AEILITY ~O UNDERSTAND QUESlIONS 

1 • •••• HIGH 
2. ..;. ... MODERAT E 
3 • ••• • LOW 
4 • •••• DON·T KNOW;CAN'T TEll 

3. RESPONDEN'I'S AEILIT j TC ARTICULATE RESFONSES 

1 • •••• HIGH 
2 • ..... MODERATE 
3 • •••• LOW 
4. • ••• DON • T KNOi;CAN'T ~Ell 

4. RESPONDENT'S COOPEBA!IVENESS iAS 
1 ....... HIGH 
2 ...... MODERATE 
3 ••••• LO Ii 

5. ABE THEBE ANY SPECIAL PROBLE~S iITH ANY CF ~EE ITE~S? 
WHICH ONES? ANY eTHER CC~~ENTS1 

:I NTEEVIEW EE: 

DA~E OF ~NTERVIEW: 

rC " em 
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