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This Issue in Brief 
The "Effectiveness" Issue Today: An Over­

view.-Ar unsettled atmosphere exists regarding 
the effectiveness of rehabilitation or habilitation, 
asserts California researcher Ted Palmer. Neither 
the global optimism of the 1960's nor the extreme 
pessimism of the middle and later 1970's seem 
justified, and neither view in fact prevails. The 
author describes two slightly more moderate 
"camps" which have replaced them, and 
underscores the substantial but far from complete 
disagreement which exists between these two. 

Targeting Federal Resources on Recidivists: 
An Empirical View.-INSLA W researchers report 
results of a study of recidivism among Federal of­
f'mders and Federal policy for dealing with repeat 
offenders. The central question examined is whether 
Federal prison populations or crime rates, or both, 
can be reduced through the use of a strategy of in­
creased focus by U.S. attorneys on cases involving 
recidivists. Analysis of Federal recidivism patterns 
indicates substantial opportunity to identify 
dangerous, repeat offenders prospectively using a 
simple statistical assessment procedurej analysis of 
survey data on current Federal prosecution policy 
reveals an absence of any explicit prosecutorial 
guidelines that attempt to do so. 

A Radical/Marxist Interpretation of 
Juvenile Justice in the United States.-This arti­
cle by Catherine M. Sinclair reflects the history and 
development of tho juvenile justice system tracing 
the growth, nature, and perspective of radicallMarx­
ist criminology. According to the views of the 
radicallMarxist criminologists, although youthful 
misconduct is extremely widespread throughout 
society, a vast amount of behavior that is defined as 
delinquent is strictly the result of social label­
ing-differentially applied to thost) youths from the 
lowest focio·economic classes who are caught and 
formally processed through the juvenile justice 
system 

The Emergence of Determinate Sen ten c­
ing.-Besides exploring some of the prominent 
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Screening Ex-Offenders for Employment 
Services: 'A Preliminary' Assessment* 

By CHAHLES A. LINDQUIST. PH.D, 

Department of Criminal Justice, Uniuersity of Alabama in Birr lingham 

N
UMEROUS STUDIES have focused on the 
economic problems faced by ex-off enders­
especially immediately after release 

(Erickson, 1973: Pownall, 1971; Taggart, 19"/2; 
Waller, 1974; Witte, 1976). The economic problem of 
greatest significance has been the difficulty in obtain· 
ing (and retaining) ajob. Unemployment rates among 
ex-offevders have consistentlY' been higher than those 
for other members of the labor force. To illustrate this 
point, Beck (1981) examined a sample of parolees 
released during 1978·1979 and found an unemploy· 
ment rate of 25 percent after 12 months. The national 
unemployment rate for all members of the labor force 
was approximately 6 percent during the same period. 
Beck Cl981:4-5) also found a statist.ically significant 
higher rate of unemployment for minority and 
younger ex-offenders (43%). Even if a job is obtained, 
many ex-offenders, espcially younger ones, have great 
difficulty in retaining the job (Cook, 1975). For exam· 
pIe, Wiederanders (1981) examined a California 
Youth Authority project designed to improve the 
employability of ex·offenders and found that, while 
many jobs were obtained, the modal retention time 
was less than 2 months. 

An array of variables have been cited to explain the 
reasons for the lack of ex· offender success in the job 
market. Some relate this lack of success to the failure 
of prison vocational program (Glaser, 1969; Smith and 
Warner, 1977); others focus on the stigma attached 
to the ex-offender (Dale, 1976-especially by prospec· 
tive employers (Schwartz and Skolnick, 1962). Dif· 
ficulty in meeting bonding (Dala, 1976:325·330) and 
licensing (Hunt, Bowers and Miller, 1973: Waldemar, 
1972) requirements and the fact that offenders leave 
prison with little savings and a small amount of gate 
money (Lenihan, 1975) are considered to be negativo 
factors, as is the absence of access to temporary finan­
cial assistance prO(,'1'ams (Colter, 1975)-on other than 
an experimental basis (Reinarman and Miller, 1975; 

• Appreciation is expressed to Curtis Terry, Community Ac­
ceptance Program coordinator, and to Belinda McCarthy, 
George Reinhart, and Brent Smith, University of Al/,1bama 
In Birmingham, for their helpful comments on an earlier draft 
of this article. 

Rossi, Berk, and Lenihan, 1980). Finally, the lack of 
job skills on the part of some ex·offenders and the lack 
of programs to effectively enhance the employability 
of ex·offenders have also been cited as reasons for 
their higher unemloyment rate. 

Regardless of the reasons for the high rate of 
unemployment among ex·offenders, the sheer fact of 
its existence produces a major concern. Unemploy­
ment has been linked to recidivism. Several studies 
have examined the incidence of crime among ex· 
offenders and the relationship between employment 
status and crime. Buffum (1976), for example, found 
the frequency of self·reported crime among a sample 
ofreleasees to be 49.2 percent. Similarly, Petersiliu, 
Greenwood, and Lavin (1977) found a considerable 
amount of crime among both employed and 
unemployed habitual felons; however, the overall 
level of criminal activity was significantly lower 
within the former category. In a recent study, Soothil1 
and Holmes (1981) found no reconvictions among 
their sample of men who obtained ajob shortly after 
release and worked for at least 1 year. Also, Rossi, 
et al,'s (1980:19·20), experimental study of transi· 
tional aid to newly released offenders showed that 
temporary financial assistance reduced ru1'ests, as did 
being employed. Finally, being employed has also 
been equated with parole success in a large number 
of studies (Abadinsky, 1982; Glaser, 1969: 210·238; 
Irwin, 19'/0: 131·148). While some disagreement 
exists about the specific nature of the process by 
which employment and observance of rules are 
linked, many persons would probably agree that 
employment, in addition to provision of economic 
benefits, is an indicator of societal adjustment (Knox, 
1981) and conformity (Meisenhelder, 1977) which in· 
creases affective well.being (Liker, 1982) and, accord· 
ingly, may insulate a person from crime in the future 
(Soothill and Holmes, 1981: 30). 

Recognizing that the linkage between unemploy. 
ment and recidivism is a major societal concern, a 
number of programs have been established to provide 
employment services for ex-offenders. Some of these 
programs have emphasized job placement via: voca· 
tional training (Huff, 1978; Spencer, 1980>, improve· 
ment of self,image (Cellini, Giannini, Wright and 
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Coughlin, 1977), development of job hunting skills 
CBec,k: ~981,: 3.8i. Wiederanders, 1981: 9·12) and 
famlharlZ?tIon WIth employ(;r expectations (Potter. 
198.2). Wh!le many of these programs (IiO'er regarding 
their partIcular approach to service provision, most 
of the pr0?l:ams are designed to improve the client's 
e;"1ployablhty and to develop contacts with prospec­
tIve employers., Unfortunately, few, if any, of these 
programs prOVide the full continuum of services 
recom~ended by the Wilson, Lenihan, and 
Goolkaslan (1981) program model! Thl's 1 k' • 11 " • IiC IS 
especlll. y noticeable m the area of post placement sup. 
po~t. Llt~le at~ention is paid to considerations such 
asJob satIsfactIOn (Cook, 1975:22), life-career manage. 
:~."\t (Sn~ith and Warner, 1977:337) andj\Jb retention 
\?uff, 1~.,~,.11; Wiederanders, 1981: 11·12). In addi. 
tIOn, most programs screen clients llefore entry' 
howev~r, n; twaluation of this type of s(!reening pro: 
c:ss eXI~ts :"< , he liu;rature-no; do many overall pro. 
gl<~m evsdW("tOns eXIst. There ]s an ohvious rehltion­
shIp b~tween screening and evaluation. If bad risks 
are screened f~o~ ent~, pr~gram results may appear 
to be v~ry pos~tIve. It IS thIS screening phenomenon 
that wIll prOVIde the eventual focus for this article 

Befo.re addressing program screening, it may be in: 
structJ~e 1<? look a: the variables that have been found 
to ,be slgmficant m the relatively small number of 
prIor studies dealing with the cOl'relates of program 
s~ccess and failure. Variables positively associated 
WIth program success have been: sentence length 
(K~ox and ~tacey, 1978), being white (Cassidy, 1978), 
bemg convI?ted of a property 01' drug offense (ReinaI" 
man and,MIller. 1975:26), length of previous employ. 
me~t, bem~ a veteran, having a driver's license, com. 
pletlon of hIgh school, and being married (Knox 1981' 
492-494). Variables associated with program ;ailur~ 
have been: greater length of incarceration increased 
years of education, being older, and bein~ a repeat 
?ffendcr (Knox and Stacey, 1978: 211·213). We will 
mclu~e ~hese variables, among others, in our 
exammatlon, not only to see if they can discriminate 
betw~en success and failure, but also to see if the pro. 
spectlve . c1~ents screened from entry possess 
characterIstIcs more closely related to program suc. 
cess or to program failure. 

Purpose 
Given t?e fn?t that I?ost administrators try to take 

~he best rIsks mto thmr respective programs, screen. 
mg at the entry stage has become a way of life. This 

fact was recobttlized by Wi1son, et ai. Cl981: 5·9) when 
they strongly criticized existing ex-offender prdgrams 
for scre~ning so eX,tensively as to preclude appropriate 
evaluatIOn of theIr effectiveness. It is also reievant 
~o note that there is no published research exam in· 
mg t~~ phenomenon of client screening in programs 
prov,ldlng ~~ployment ser'/ices for ex·offenders. Ac. 
~ordmgly, It IS our purpose to first examine the screen. 
Ing ~rocess, . sec(J!1:!. ~" see what variables are 
assocIated WIth program ,'UCCeSS and, third, to 
evaluate the former on the :asis of the latter . 

Method 

A full population sample of adult offenders eN c::; 

376~ who had be~n convicted of a felony. who were 
ce~ttfied as meetmg CETA's financial eligibility reo 
9U1rements and who appUed for entry into Birm. 
mgham's Community Acceptance Program (CAP, 
was drawn for fiscal years 1980·1982. CAP is a job 
placement assistance program, sponsored by the 
Alab~m? Center for Higher Education CACHE)-an 
aSSOCI~tIon of seven predominantly black senior col. 
leges m the State of Alabama .. and supported by ti. 
tle n-B CETA fUl1~s through the Birmingham Area 
~anpower ConsortIUm, CAP provides supportive ser. 
Ylces and. both preemployment and on·the·job train. 
m.g. DurI~g the period under examination, CAP 
che?ts tYPIcally received four weekly stipends of$75 
durmg the preemployment training period and then 
pro.~essed t~ ~ minimum of 6 weeks of on.the.job 
~rll1nmg at mInimUm wage. Upon completion oftl'ain. 
mgt su~cessful clients were either retained by their 
reSp?ctlve OJT employers on a regular basis or they 
obtamed other employment. 

The freq~e~cy distribution of client and nonclient 
characte~ls.tlcs was examined. as were the 
c~ara.ct~rlstIcs of prol','1'am successes and failures. 
D~scrlmmant analysis was then employed to deter. 
mme the ~anoni?al discriminant function coefficients 
of the ~arlables mfluencing program outcom~. These 
coeffic~ents then provided the basis for evaluating the 
screening process. 

Findings 

. As indicated by table 1, it can be seen that appl'OX­
unately 60 percent (N:::.:235l of those eligible for CAP 
were screened out. 

Before proceeding further, several caveats are in 
order regarding our in:tial statement about CAP 
sc.reening. A relatively large number of prospective 
chents :rereened themselves out of the program by not 
a~pearmg for the preemployment training sessions. 
GIven the fact that intake to the preemployment 
phase of the program occurred on a cyclical basis, 

( 
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TABLE I.-Prospective Clients Eligiblli! for CAP Entry sons were referred to other programs whenever possi-

Screened In Screen!'d Out 
ble. As an illustration, in reference to the examples 
cited above, such persons might be referred to a job eN"" 141) (N", 235) 
readiness program sponsored by the Urban League 

Characteristics or to a university psychiatric clinic, respectively, 

General 
Application of appropr~llte statistical tests to dif-

ferences between the two groups described in table 
Sex (~Malel 83 t;( 8a.8t;{ 1 was significant2 regarding age and referral status. 
Race (t;{ Black) 95.7% 93.6t;{ Those screened out were younger and more likeiy to AgeIX)Q 29.7 26.9 
Education (X) 11.2 11.1 have to have been referred to CAP by a state agency 
Marital Status (e.g. a probation/parole office) than those clients ac-

(t:} Single) 54.6% 61.7l)(-
cepted into the program. Family Status 

1% Independent! 61.7w 64.3t;(- Given the fact that approximately 80 percent of both 
Family Size IX) 2.0 1.9 groups consisted of black males, it is appropriate to 
Veteran (I;() 25.51;( 17.9t;{ focus our st.tdy on this particular category of clients, 
[Type of Discharge 

(t;(: Honorable)) [63.9c,c) [74.411C1 As indicated by table 2, significant differences existed 
Driver's License 1%1 44.7% 39.2w 

Economic TADLE 2.-Black Mail'S Eligibll' for CAP Ent,.y 

Months U\'l\>mployed IX) 6,7 5.0 Suel'nrd In Scrrl'ned Out 

Hourly Wage - Last Job $3.37 $3.34 eN'" 113) IN D 1831 

Months On Last Job (X) 11.3 9.6 
Family Income (X) $1,786 $1,483 Characteristics 
Income Per Family 

Member (X) $ 968 $ 909 Gen (/1 

Criminal Age (Xr1 29.8 27.2 
Education (X) 11.2 10.9 

Type Crime: Marital Statu9 
Person 29.1t;( 22.1O/C (% Single) 56.61i;' 62.01;( 

Property 56 % 59.1% Family Statu9 
69.3% 

Dnlg 9.9t;( 8.5% (~i( Independent! 66.4% 

Incarcerated (m 67.4% 66.4% I<'amily Size (X) 2.0 1.S 

(Months Incarcerated IXl] [17.4] [18.3) Veteran ml 31 q. 20.1'" 

Sentence In Yearn (XI 4.1 3.9 (Type Discharge 
175 t;(] 

Sentence Expiration It;( Honorable» (62.9%] 

In Months (Xl 11.6 12.2 Driver's License (t;() 42.5% 40.9% 

Present Status: Economic Probation 32.6% 33.21;( 
Parole 33.3% 33.2% Montha Unemployed 150b 6.7 4.3 
Sentence Expi~ed 31.2% 33.2% Hourly Wage - Lnst Job $3.45 $3.45 

Referral Source Months On Lust Job (X) 10.9 9.9 
(~c State AgencyJII 32.6% 43.6% Family Income (Xl $1,866 $1,582 

Repeat Offender (o/c) 35.5% 32.3% Income Per Family 
Member (X) $ 990 $ 969 

a. p < .001 
h. p <: .05 Criminal 

clients occasionally had to wait several weeks for en-
Typo of CriMe: 

Person 31.9o/t 25.1% 
try. Some prospective clients, especially those who ProperLy 54.91J1 59.2% 

had been recently released from prison and needed Drug 8.0t;( 8.4% 
Incarcerated (t;(l 70.8% 74 lit 

immediate financial assistance, were apparently (Months Incarcerated (X)) [18.8) [20.8) 
discouraged by the entry delay; in any event, they did Sentence In Years (X) 4.3 3.7 

not show up for preemployment training. A similar Sentence Expiration 
In Months (5() 12.0 11.5 

type of solf-screening, albeit. to a lesser debTI'ce, Present Status: 
occurred as a result of delay in placement for on-the- Probation 31.9% 24.6% 

job t:oaining. Some prospective clients, however, were Pllrolo 35.4% 38.0% 
Sentence Expired 30.1% 33.5t;(, 

admittedly screened out on the basis of staff percep- Heferrll! Source 
tions of inappropriate (e.g. persistent use of profanity) (% State Agency) 30.1% 38.0% 

or bizarre (e.g. hoaring voices) behavior. These per- R(lpoat Offender (%) 37.21it 37.6% 

=~~ a. p < .003 
'1'<,05 18 the level br K'f/nlne_hce UlICd In tho .tudy. h. /l < .02 

t} 
11 
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regarding age and number of months unemployed 
prior to applying for CAP entry. Those screened out 
(62%) were yoz, Ilger and had been unemployed for 
fewer months than those clients accepted into the 
program. 

In terms of all clients accepted into the program, 
significant differences existed regarding sex and, if 
incarcerated, the number of months institutionalized. 
Successes, operationally defined as obtaining a job 
and retaining it for at least 30 days,3 were more like­
ly to be males (60% v. 54%) and persons who, if in­
carcerated, were institutionalized for a greater 
number of months. 

Focusing on black males, table 3 indicated that the 
only significant difference between successes and 
failures existed regarding number of months in­
carcerated. Successes were more likely to be those 
black males who, if incarcerated, were 
institutionalized for a greater number of months. 

At this stage of our analysis, referring back to table 
2, one might tentatively conclude that CAP screen­
ing had been ineffective due to the screening out of 
black males who were incarcerated for a slightly, but 
not significantly, longer period of time. This tentative 
conclusion, however, might be inappropriate. Very 
rarely does one variable exert such a significant in­
fluence by itself. Variables frequently operate in com­
bination, so that it is a particular mix of variables 
that is associated with a particular outcome. If so, bas­
ing a conclusion (or policy) on a single, albeit signifi­
cant, variable might be unwise. Being aware of this 
possibility, a careful analyst would attempt to con­
trol for the influence of as many variables as possi· 
ble on number of months incarcerated. Given the 
large number of independent variables, coupled with 
the relatively small sample, application of control fol' 
the innuence of all of these variables would be 
statistically infeasible. What can be undertaken in 
this type of situation, however, is an analysis that at· 
tempts to find out if some combination of variables 
differentiates optimally between successes and 
failures. Accordingly, the data were submitted to 
discriminant analysis.· 

A combination of six (out of 2m variables comprised 
a function canonically correlated (.36) at a signific"nt 
level with pl'ogram results.' While this function ac· 
counted for only 13 percent of the variance in program 
results, it was able to correctly classify successes and 

'Moot oI'lhojOliH weW In tho CAWCl'fIC8 Orl/Cncf"llabor,maihWMII«I. and rood prepllra· 
tlon, Tho avcraMo hourly carnlhK8 wcre .1I"hlly above the exlsllng minimum wagc. A 
~m811l1umlJc.r orCAI' dicnllllG'l1 tralll!rcm'll to other t'ETArundcd prOKfftml ftnd wew 
coOOd ••• uttrll!le'. 

'DIIO to mllR>lngvllues, 107 IPulo( tWltAIie. wero analyzed, !-'or 1l dll!('ljllliion ordlllCl1ml. 
nanlllnll),all, lie<) Van do Geer 119711. 
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TABU; 3.-Blac!: Males In Program: Results 

Succeed Fail 
(N == 69) (N == 44) 

Characteristics 

General 

Age (X) 29.3 30.5 
Education (X) 11.3 10.9 
Marital Status 

(% Single) 56.5% 56.8% 
Fcmily '3tatus 

(% Ind2pendent) 65.2% 68.2% 
Family Size (X) 2.0 1.9 
Veteran (%) 34.8% 25.0% 
[Type Discharge 

(% Honorable)1 £70.8%] [45.5%] 
Driver's License (1.1) 47.0% 41.5% 

Economic 

Months Unemployed )X) 6.1 6.6 
Hourly Wage· Last Job $3.48 $3.40 
Months On Last Job (X) 9.7 12.2 
Family Income (Xl $1,652 $2,203 
Income Per Family 

Member (X) $ 889 S1,149 

Criminal 

Type of Crime: 
Person 37.3% 27.5% 
Property 56.7% 60.0% 
Drug 6.0% 12.5% 

Incarcerated (%) 73.5% 68.2% 
[Months Incarcerated (XlJ~ [21.81 [14.2J 
Sentence In Years (Xl 5.0 3.3 
Sentence Expiration 

In Months (Xl 10.2 14.6 
Present Status: 

Probation 29.0% 36.4% 
Parole 39.1% 29.5% 
Sentence Expired 29.0% 31.8% 

Referral Source 
(% State Agency) 28.8% 34.9% 

Repeat Offender (%) 43.3% 31.7% 

a. p < .05 

failures in 65 percent of the cases. Table 4 depicts the 
results of this analysis. 

As can be seen, the following variables contributed 
to program success: being older, earning a lower 
hourly wage prior to conviction, having a greater 
number of months until expiration of senrence, being 
sentenced to a shorter term, being a repeat offender, 
and having a greater income pel' family member. At 
this point, it is instructive to note that the one 
variable that earlier appeared to distinguish success 
and failure-number of months incarcerated-was in­
itially retained in the discriminant analysis after 
stepwise entrYi however, it was later removed from 
the equation. Removal indicates that while this 
variable was initially able to discriminate between 

1 
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TABLE 4.-Classification Results Based on Discriminant Function 

Classification Results 

Actuili Outcome (N) Predicted Outcome 

Succeed Succeed Fail 

100% (66) 72.7% 27.3% 

Fail 

100% (41) 46.3% 53.7% 

Discriminant Function8 

Age .M 
Hourly Wage -.35 
Sentence Expiration .88 
Sentence Length -.82 
Repeat Offender .37 
Income per Family Member .35 

a. Canonical correlation .35, p < .05 -----
successes and failures, it lost this power when other 
variables were combined in the equation. 

As a subcategory, s~ccesses and failures among 
veterans were exammed through discriminant 
analysis. While the number of veterans was relatively 
small .(N = 33), six variables comprised a function 
canonIcally correlated (.66) at a significant level with 
program results. This function accounted for 44 per­
cent of the variance and was able to correctly classify 
suc:esses and failures in 64 p~rcent of the cases. These 
va~lables (with canonical discriminant function coef­
ficIents) were: age (-.65), education (-1.15), referral 
br a. state agency (.78), months incarcerated (.63), con· 
vlctlOn for a property or drug offense (.68), and years 
se~tenced (.71). Being younger, being less educated, 
bemg referred by a state agency, being incarcerated 
for a greater number of months, being convicted for 
a property or drug offense, and being sentenced to a 
longer term contl'ibuted to success. 

While females constitt1,ted only a small fraction of 
CAP clients (N = 24), three variables comprised a 
functio~ canonically correlated (.69) at a significant 
level WIth program results. This function accounted 
for 48 percent of the variance and was able to cor­
rectly classify successes and failures in 74 percpnt of 
the cases. Theso variables (with canonical discl'l. u­
nant function coefficients) were: marital status (.8<.1) 
months until expiration of sentence (.57), and year~ 
sentrnced (.66). Being married or divorced, l.uving a 
greater number of months until expiration of 
se?tence, and being sentenced to a longer term con­
trIbuted to program success. 

Discussion 

We are now able t? compare our findings regarding 
the success and faIlure of black males with prior 
research and to evaluate the screening proces~ on the 
basi~ of our findings. Interestingly, our findings ra­
gardmg variables cJntributing to program success 
seem to be more in line with the findings of prior 
re?earch regarding variables contributing to program 
fallure. For example, being older, having a shorter 
se~tence, and being a repeat offender, rpspectively 
(~nox and Stacey, 1978:211·213), were associated 
WIth p~ogram failure in prior research; however, we 
fou~~ Just t?e opposite. None of our important reo 
mammg varIables (months until sentence expiration 
inco~e. per family member or hourly wage prior t~ 
convIctIon) were found to be significant in prior 
re~earch. None of the other variables significant in 
pnor research (type of offense. length of previous 
e~plo~m~nt. marital status, education, having a 
?rlver s hcense, or being a veteran) were significant 
m .our~. Th;re are a number of possible reasons for 
thIS dIsparIty of findings. We studied black males 
so~e ofw~om had never been incarcerated; others 2X: 
ammed .chents who had been incarcerated, without 
controlhng for race. In this regard it is interesting to 
~ote that so,?e of the variables important in our find· 
m~s regardmg the success of veterans (e.g. type of 
cl'1me) and females (e.g. marital status), respectively 
were selected for inclusion as a result of their im: 
portance in prior research. We dichotomized our 
dependent variable; others used different outcome 
measures (e.~. n~~ber of daya employed). Finally, we 
employed dIscrlmmant analysis-an approach not 
followed by other researchers in this field. 

How can our findings regarding black males be in­
terpreted? Previous research (Meisenhelder 1977' 
319·323) has suggested that Hirschi's (1969) b~ndin~ 
theory might provide an answer; specifically, the 
greater the bond to conventionality, the less likely the 
chance ofrecidiviem. This theory would suggest that 
t?ose .ex.offenders with a greater link to conven. 
bonahty would be more likely to get and hold a joh­
~here~y ~ncreasing adjustment to society and decreas. 
111g ?r~mmal activity. Knox (1981: 487·490) drew from 
9hhn s (1970) structural·functional approach and 
deve.loped the concept of differential integration; 
speclfi~ally, the greater the degree of structural in­
te~atlon, ~ere measured by an index consisting of 
val'1a~les hke ~a:,ing a lengthy work history, being 
marrIed and. hymg with wife, the less likely the 
c?a~ce ?f recIdIVism. Both of these approaches are 
slmtla.r 111 that they focus on strength of attachment 
to .soc,tetal n~rms. Our findings, however, seem to 
pomt m two dIrections. While increased age and hav-
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ing a greater income per family member were related 
to success (and to conventionality), being a repeat of­
fender, earning a lower hourly wage prior to convic· 
tion and having a greater number of months until 
expiration of sentence were also related to success 
(and to unconventionality). 

Two possible interpretations of our findings are of· 
fered. It is possible that some black ex-offenders, as 
representatives of a minority group within a minori­
ty group (Waldemar, 1972: 26-27), adhere to different 
sets of expectations. What is commonly accepted as 
a standard for one group may not be for another and 
vice-versa. Another interpretation, of a less 
theoretical nature, relates to the possibility that ex· 
perienced ex·offenders, as defined by being a repeater 
or being sentenced to a longer term. may try harder 
to obtain and retain a job especially during the first 
several months of their probation or parole. in order 
to satisfy the demands ofl.heir respective supervisers. 
As these ex·offenders get closer to the expiration of 
their period of supervision, demands may very well 
become less sHngent and job hunting becomes an ac· 
ceptable substitute fnr holding. 

With regard to the CAP screening process, another 
caveat is in order. in addition to those presented 
earlier; given the limited resources available to CAP, 
the number of clients t.hat could be taken into the pro­
gram was determined in advance. Since demand oc· 
caslOnally exceeded supply, some screening was 
necessary; however. we have no evidence that this 
screening was specifically used to prevent the entry 
of persons who possessed characteristics associated 
with program failure. Reference back to table 2 in· 
dicates that the screening process was. however, 
somewhat effective in terms of distinguishing pro­
gram auccesses and failures. CAP clients were 
significantly older than those screened out.o While 
clients and nonclients did not significantly differ on 
the basis of the remaining variables, two differences 
were in the direction of success-CAP clients had a 
higher income per family member and a greater 
number of months until expiration of sentence than 
did those who did not enter the program-and one-­
CAP clients received longer sentences than 
nonentrants-was in the direction of failure. (For all 
practical purposes, the amount of hourly earnings 
prior to conviction and the percentage of l'epeat of· 
fender were the same in both categories.) At this 
point, then, we are able to tentatively conclude that 
both the self· screening and the screening conducted 
by CAP staff probably accounted for some degree of 
the program's success ratio. 

'It nhauld 00 remcmlK'rrd thut th~ only other siKnlncnnt dlfl'erence belween CAP clients 
lind tho!W S(recncd out·~mcntho unemployed Prior I.e npplying (or prol!1'om entry.-wnD 
not an IhlJXlrWnt vMluble regordlng $UCCNlS or (uilure. 

That we are able to reach a tentative conclusion 
about progre.m screening is, in itself, significant. Only 
very rarely can any conclusion be reached about pro­
gram screening because, in most instanct1s, records 
are not kept regarding those screened from entry. The 
lack of access to this type of data makes proJram 
evaluation very difficult because analysts are not able 
to make appropriate comparisons. In the speCIfic case 
of CAP, despite the absence of fi~ures regarding the 
job acquisiti0l1 and job retention of those screened out, 
we were at least aware that two significant dif­
ferences existed between those entering and those 
screened out. This information, coupled with the 
knowledge that one of these two variables-age-was 
includ~d in our discriminant function, would be im­
portant in any formal evaluation of CAP's 
effectiveness. 

Implications 

The issue of program screening is both salient and 
complex. On the one hand, to maximize the efficient 
use of limited resources, it may be desirable to pro· 
vide services to those who stand a greater chance of 
succeeding. On the other hand, it might be argued 
that these persons are more likely to be able to find 
jobs on their own; hence, program entry should be 
reserved for those who lack the characteristics 
associated with success. Another position might argue 
random selection or, conversely, thp establishment of 
parameters for purposive inclusion. 

From an agency perspective, screening' is an impor­
tant adjunct to the improvement of its success ratio, 
which may. in some circumstances, determine future 
funding. From a research perspective, screening 
makes programs difficult to evaluate. From a con· 
sumer perspective, screening makes program entry 
problematical. Finally, from a public interest perspec· 
tive, even accepting the questionable assumption. that 
screening is valid and reliable, screening has the ef­
fect of providing services to one group but not to 
another; as such, a number of ethical issues must be 
considered. 

Similar perspectives have been voiced about the 
screening that occurs in other criminal justice pro· 
grams (e.g., in diversion and personal recognizance 
(R-O.R) programs); however, given the increased use 
of risk prediction instruments in these other pro· 
grams, greater acceptance of screening appears to ex· 
ist. Accordingly, we take the position that all pro­
grams receiving public funds should consider the 
development and use of screening instruments when 
resources are such that the number of clients has to 
be limited. Prospective clients should be informed 
about the criteria for program entry and, if the pro· 
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gram is unable to accept them, they should be referred 
to other agencies in either the public or private sec. 
tor. While thin modest recommendation does not ad­
dress the complex issue of program screening in its 
entirety, it does recognize that screening is legitimate 
in some circumstances and, as such, articulated stan­
dards for its exercise are appropriate. 
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T IlAINING weil spent would be in how to get along with or tolerate co·workers, how to hang on 
to an unexciting job long enough fot promotions or better opportunities for work to present 

themselves, how to use informal peer networks for support or to air gripes, and how to get 
on·the-job or part·time training for better employment when motivation for it develops. 
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