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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This research project was designed to explore to what extent 
i 

Jwproved employrrent opportuniti~~ would reduce crime and to determine 

th~ effects of criminal history~and disadvantaged backgrounds on the 

errployrnent prospects of exoffenders. An additional objective was to 

examine the role racism or racial discrirrination plays in the inter

action of the criminal justice system and labor ~arkets. 

E. METHODS 

Employwent opport~nities were measured by preprison work 

experience and postprison une~ploYITent, hours worked, and wages. 

Participation in crime was c~ptured by convictions, arr~sts, and tirre 

served before release from prison and by rearrest and parole 

viola~ions after release from prison. Multiple-regression analysis, 

nonlinear least squares, and ~aximurr-likelihood rrethods were employed 

to obtain estirrates of both the effects of employrrent on crirre and 

the effects of other variables on errployment in linear, log-linear, 

and logistic ~odel specifications. 

A random sample of 2,500 exfelons releasee fro~ the U.S. Feaeral 

Prison System in 1972 was obtained frorr the u.S. Board of Parole. 
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}rhftfrmation about these e.xfelons includes background characteristics, 

;pre.prison employment, criminal history, offense characteristics, 

Epr:iso n outcOITles ,. an.d rearrest and parole violation records (obtain"ed 

:from :FBI "rap" sheets one year' after release). 

~ sample of 432 bigh-risk male repeat offenders participating 

~n ~ cash-subsidy program in Baltimore was obtained frorr researcherS 

iinvolved in the evaJ,uation of the program. Information included' 

!backgronnd characteristics, preprison employment, criminal history, 

:oTfe'nse characteristics, prison outcomes, and ~onthly information on 

:r·e~arr·est, postprison wages, hours worked, and unemployment. There 

·.was a one-year follow-up. 

:D..TEE RESULTS 

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

Although preprison employment experiences do have a 
slight irnpact on postprison employro~nt outcomes, 
success in the labor market after imprisonm~nt hinges 
largely on.whether the exoffenders (a) had a job 
arranged for him, (b) became errployed during the first 
few months after release from prison, and (c) on the 
hours worked in the first six rronths out of prison. 
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Plack exoffenders have less favorable postprison 
errployreent experiences than white exoffenders. 

• Family background explains rruch of the variation in 
postprison errploywent arrong white exoffenders, but 
not awong blacks. 

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

• w~ite exoffeno:r,s are ~old:d by their backgrounds; 
v~r~ually ~othlng after prIson release seriously alters 
theIr ,prevIously established pattern of errploywent 
exper l(~nce. 

• Better wages reduce criwe. 

prepris~n ~mp~o~ment experiences have a weak ana 
al~ost Ins1gnlf1cant effect on postprison rearrest. 

• There are significant racial ciffcrences in recidivism 
r"tes. 

• There are substantial differences in how blacks and 
whites are treated in the federal criwinal justice 
system. 

• However, these differences cannot account for. their 
differences in recidivism. 

· When controlling for differences in criminal history 
and ~ackgr~u~d characteristics, wuch of the racial 
gap 1n recIdlvism narrows. 

• No further narrowing corres about by conceptually 
ridding the crirrinal justice systerr of residual 
discrimination. 

· If blac~-white preprison errployrrent discrirrinatior. 
were elHl1lnated, the predicted recidivism rate. for 
blacks WOLld converge to the actual rate for whites. 

E. EQ~ICY SIMPLICATICNS -----------------
Our findings sugqest that policies designed to irrprove the 

~rrployment perforrrance of exoffenders should be iffiplemented 
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iIT-mediately upon release frorr prison. They also suggest that the 

~ost disadvantaged of exoffenders--those frorn minority groups and 

those with, the lowest wages and highest unempldrment--are most liker~ 
to be responsive to eroployroent intervention strategies. In addition, 

we argue that training prograros, public-work jobs, sheltered or otner 

public-service ·employment may be ineffective in reducing recidivisro. 

Instead, wage subsidies seem to revresent a more promising strategy 

for reducing recidivism. 
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CHAPTER I. EMPLOYMENT }:I,ND CRINE: ~2~~RVIEH 

, .. INTRODUCTION ----------

curing the past decade and a half, v2rious economic and social 

policies and prograrrs have evolved in response to, among other 

things, a concern about crime and about the efficiency and equity ot 

the criwinal justice systerr. Concowitantly, manpower training and 

~kill development programs have emerged to essist low-income, 

~lnority, and disadvantaged workers. 

ls a consequence in part of the sociel labelling and selective 

fnforcement aspects of criminal sanctions in America, wany 

~xoffcnders ar~ among the most disadvantaged of disadvantaged 

workers. Yet, the cornerstone of wost early federal manpower 

prograws, the Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA) of 1962, 

Initially prohibited the trainin~ of prison inmates (U.S. Departnent 

oC L~bor, 1973). Although over the years--by way of arrenarrents to 

the MDTA o£ 1962 and the evolution of the corrprehensive Employment 

Tr~ining Act (CETf)--nurrerous ewployment programs for exoffenders, 

p~rolces, juvenile offenders, and prison inmates have been 

Irplcrrented, a clear understanding of how ewploywent opportunities 

~nd crime interact has not errergeo. 

The absence of an unequivoc~l indication of the degree and 

direction in which crime and ewploywent opportunities interact with 
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one "inot'ner does: not r'eflect a lack of scholarly interest in such an 

i 'nteractiori.- In partl'cul r . t d 1 ' a I economlS s an abor market specialists, 

riave ~ad= a l~t to si~' about iegitimate opportunitie~ and criwe. 

However, norie of that resear~h helped much in averting the failure 

rind demisi of numerous prototype e~ployment ptograms for criminals 

ancf exoffend'ers.' 

Und'et"eYiEid by' . 'J-' ear: .. y progr'am failures:, .. artdC unguld'ed by reievant o:r 

re'cilist£c' economic' mOd'eis of' how' c'r ime and' iabor rr:arkets inter'act, 

ri1anpo~Jei speciallstS in the i gios' dev ised arid fmplemented numerous 
:"t .. • ...,.. •. ~ .. _ ..... .. .. 

labor rear ket aids designed to' r:'educe cr ime.' Th "., . . h elr lnnovatlons eve 

had 6niy a limited success. 'Y'ef they have resulted in rich data 

sources on offendei~ arid ~6rker~ that permit f~r the first time a 

caiefui assessment of how the 1 b a or rroarket and the criminal justice 

system interact. So although we may not have better manpower 

programs that work to reduce crime, we have learned much about 

employment and crime. Imparting that information is a central 

objective oi this reonograph; 

At the outset; however, it is useful to convey an essential 

concern motivating this analysis. Frequently researchers have blaffied 

distortions for the failure of labor markets to keep people employed 

or the failure of the criminai justice system to keep people out of 

crime. Distortions, or ITore specifically market distortions are 
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often unrelated or external interferences that impede the ability 

of the system to operate eff iciently. Racism or ,racial 

d~nc[irnination is one such distortion. Racism in the labor market 

f~nults in workers through time being denied access to certain job 

opportunities-- a denial that forecloses even the possibility of 

flubscquent economic mobility. It can be a subtle form of 

(lnalDveroent. Racism in criminal justice systems results in some 

31lcged offenders being incarcerated and pyschologically brutalized, 

vlrtually guaranteeing their continued entrapment in the criminal 

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

(!ns lavell'ent. 

~he distortions of racial discrimination and racism not only 

c~use inefficiency, but they also cause gross inequity. Some writers 

h~vc argued that this is not so unusual at all. They contend that 

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

inequity, through gains or pay-offs elsewhere. For example, some 

bla,c,k people will always make it "big" in crime by progressing out of 

6treet crime into white-collar crime. Some black people will ma!<e it 

blg through legitimate employment, perhaps into the ranks of 

corpotste management. The balance comes because of dualism in the 

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

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

they ere all crimes. Corporate managerial jobs are more 

differentiated i~om the lowest occupational categories by the people 

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

, -3-
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f a few token blacks who ordinarily would be relegated to the fCorr or 

toOt torr. such is the balancing a~t. 

This description suggests two possible lines of inquiry. On the 

.,n<! hl\nd, it could be argued that the apparent equilibrium of I 

c~ciD)ly unequal outcomes in both the labor market and the criminal 

}untice system is purposeful. it is rooted in a conscious, 

,yate~atic design. It has its original legacy in slavery and other 

(3cist institutions that have changed over the years only in their 

oyt~ard appearance. 

On th~ other hano, it could be argued that the distortion of 

(~cis~ or racial discrimination, however evolved, creates the central 

lLnk between labor markets and crime. Racial discriwination in labor 

r~rkets results in lower incomes to blacks, so they turn to crime. 

rCC3use of dicriminatory treatment by police, blacks are more likely 

to be accused of crimes of theft or crimes against property; so they 

4r~ arrested, go to jail, serve long sentences, and withdraw from the 

t~bor ~arket. With criminal records and little work experience, 

~,offenders, who are disproportionatey black, cannot find employment. 

These two perspectives are neibher mutually exclusive nor, 

t~llectively exhaustive. Eut the latter is persuasive enough alone 

\9 propel the discussion that follows. First, we summarize the 

\~~Qretical and empirical evidence on the relationship between 

-4-
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cr.p}oyment ana criwe. Dualism plays an important role in this 

1 iterature. Then we outline in detail the way racial discriffii~ation 

links together outcomes in the labor market and in the criminal 

justice system and we suggest why numerous wanpower prograws for 

cxoffenders have failed. In a penultimate section sowe new ,en.pirical 

evidence is offered in support of the perspective advanced. 

e • VIEWING CRIME IN A M~NPOWER PERSPECTIVE, 

There are two distinct ITodels of crime. Cne is c~lleo the choice-

theoretic wodel. The other is regaroed as a dual or segwented labor 

rrarket model. Both adopt a manpower perspective because either crime 

is regarded as a job as any other income earning activity is, or it 

can better be understood within the context of the labor market 

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

that the relative irrportance of rational decisionwaking differs 

between the~. Eut in practice it is difficult to distinguish between 

the wodels because most empirical analyses yield results consistent 

with thew both. 

1. CHOICE-THEORETICAL APPROACH TO CRIME 

Although SOIDe of the earliest ~odern writings on crime by 

econorrists concerned the interaction of labor rrarkets and cri~inal 

behavior, much of the literature on econorr.ics and crime published 

since the contribution by Eecker (1966) on crime ano punishment has 

-5-
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soncerned the deterrent effectiveness of the certainty and severity 

of puni~hrrent. 

The concern over the certainty and severity of punishroent stems 

in part from the desire to analyze how the consequential opportunity 

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

decisiomrakers. 

Ehrlich (1973) expands on the Eecker theory by investigating the 

potential crirrinal's optimal allocation of time to crime and work. 

Making choices in the face of uncertainty, the individual chooses 

either to enter or not to enter criminal activity in the process of 

waxirrizing his expected utility--an index of personal well-being ano 

preferences--calculated for contingent states of the world. Since 

expected utility declines for increasing certainty or severity of 

punishment, optirral participation in crirre declines for increasing 

punishrrent. The central results of Becker and Ehrlich have not gone 

~ unchallenged. 
" 

Plock and Heineke (1975) argued that the Pecker-Ehrlich results 

are based on restrictive assumptions about the probability 

distributions for success or failure in crirrinal activity. In 

general, it is discovered that the effects of the certainty and 

severity of punishrrent on optirral participation in crime are not 

deterrrinate for arbitrary success or failure distributions. 

-6-
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Moreover, recent National Acaderry of Sciences studies have concluded 
(\. 

\.' 

that the' empir ical tests of the Peeker Irodel, while appea.ring to 

support the theoretical results of the deterrent effectiveness of the 

certainty and severity of punishrrent, should be viewed ~ith e~treme 

caution due to the insufficient attention paid to the statistical 
:, 

problem of correctly identifyihg the direction of causation in the 

wodel. 

Furthermore~ Prier and Fienberg (1980) in a careful review of 

virtually all of the econometric tests of the Pecker-Ehrlich rrodel 

cite many proble~s of data reliability and inappropriate statistical 

techniques as renaering the rrajority of the favorable tests useless. 

However, in theory and often in application, the choice-theoretic 

approach predicts that errployrnent affects participation in crime. In 

extremely simplified versions of the model, higher une~ployrrent leads 

to lower expected returns to work and thereby increases the 

propensity to engage in crime. Better wages, higher income, and 

lower unemployrrent will have Brrbiguous effects on crime, however, in 

more general choice-theoretic rrodels. 

2. SEGMENTED LABOR MPRKET ~PPROPCH -------------------------------

Another economic approach to crirr-e siIrilarly emphasizes 

opportunities as well as envi~onrrentel conditions. Some "opportunity-

- 7-
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environmentalists" suggest that crimes are directly or indirectly 

d~termined by such economic factors as poverty or inequality or by 

. f 1 (function of the political structure that is the opp(~SSlon 0 aws 8 

dependent on the economic superstructure). Closely related is the 

Of hypotheses advanced by theorists of segmented labor markets nct 

who argue that though actors appear to make rational self-interested 

choices, their opportunities ana preferences are actually determined 

by institutional arrange~ents. 

The first systematic description of criminal behavior within the 

context of segmented labor markets was provided by Piore (1968).' In 

reflecting on the characteristics of jobs and workers in two distinct 

employment sectors, Piore argues that the behavorial patterns 

fostered by low-paying, menial, and unpleasant "secondary labor 

rrarket" jobs are reinforced by a lower-class life style that is "more 

compatible with welfare and illicit activity than with legitiroate 

employment." However, these same behavior patterns, for example, 

lateness and absenteeism, tend to shape both the opportunities of 

disadvantaged workers and the characteristics of the jobs they face. 

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

determined and determining. 

Piore defines the EEimarr labor market as that eIPployrrent sector 

reflecting good pay, good working conditioqs and generally steadY 

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

-8- . 
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IB defined as that employment sector with particularly less 

. features than the pri~ary market with principally low i"Ittrectl ve 

k ' conditions, and le,ss regularity of work. w~gC5, poor wor lng u 

~ b ghetto wor0ers are almost exclusively confined to oisaavantageu ur an 

b k t Not only do lack of skills, training, the secondary la or mar e • 

education prevent those workers from participation in the pri~ary lind 

!racket, but the tr a its gener at~,;~ ana cu 1 ti vated in the secondary 

r.arket, such as high rates of absenteeis~, lateness, insubordination,. 

f of "devl'ant conduct" are not tolerated in the lind other orrr.s 

crrploywent sector paying good steady wages. 

The confinerrent of the poor urban ghetto dweller to the secondary 

labor rrarket can be thought of as a direct result of socially imposed 

obstacles as edtlcational shortcomings, police records, spotty pr:or 

work experiences with frequent j~b changes or extended unerrployment, 

or as an indirect result of these same obstacles as manifested in the 

feeling of hopelessness and uncertainty for the future. 

Piore and other segmented labor rr.arket theorists point out that-

despite attempts by public and private prograIPs to eliminate the more 

visible barriers to good and adequate jobs for ghetto ~orkers through 

training and education-·-poverty, IT·isery, and ciscontent. appear to 

have increased rather than diminished. Nevertheless, an economic 

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

illegal activity. This alternative is not viewed as a rational 
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response in the sense of the free-willed, individualistic potential 

criminal described by writers as Becker and Ehrlich. Opportunities 

do playa role in rational calculus, but institutionally determined 

decisions do not. To the extent that police records and the like are 

often inequitably distributed social sanctions, some individuals are 

labelled criminal independently of the rational choices they make. 

It is possible t~ both believe in segmented labor markets and to 

rrodel crime using conventional choice theory. The result would be an 

equilibrium model of criminal and legitimate labor markets, 

appropriately stratified f that exhibit distinct imperfections: But 

this means they are not temporary imperfections, so another theory 

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

.'Many studies have examined the relationship between crime and 

employment~ The glaring deficiency of time series and cross-section 

analyses of unemployment rates and crime rates by Brenner (1976), 

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

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

evidence is found in these reports linking crime to aggregate levels 

of unemployment • 

Gillispie (1915) provides 2 thorough review of virtually all of 

the early studies on crime and income. He also conclu~es that the . ,~ ( 
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. ,It f { 
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t. j f I 
I ! I 
1"1 • ~,.'tq...,tc data are at best suggestive of a link between economic II 
\ 1 .. , I; 
Hl

" f Hf I .. t:lcs and crime but without revealing how that link wight be 11 
tIl ~ I! 
f d More recently Witte (1979), exarrining micro data sets in j I 

\

\'.! 4 ( .,' ( r. f. • d il ~ I~j~!ltion to the voluIT'es of studies using aggregate data, shows U 
ttl 'Hf'.Hcr scepticis~. She thinks that there probably is no direct lj 

11·· , .. ",oct)on between uneIDployment and crilre. She suggests tha.t extran:e II 
I{'.l.' ~. jill i ~,~tlon should be exercised in dra~ing conclusions froIT' evidence 
II t I /1 !. f ;1'I0",1n9 a significant relationship between ewployrr-ent and criwe. i d 

I, I i II 
I
, II ~ jl '11 It there is some doubt about c gener.al relationship between 
! f I) 
'I, a;. ~ ~#'ployrrent and criIT'e, there is little doubt that there are sp~cific II 
i 1 t I ! 
11 g Interactions that involve both labor markets ana the crimln""l J'USt:'l'c'e' j n ; 0 !l 

i ~'l:ltCIl1. Miller (197£1) has estimated that nearly one quarter of II 

I 1 1/ I 0:> I !O. labor force have cr iIDinal records. The existence of a cr iIDinal 11 

i \ t ~('ord has been shown to restr ict the type of occupation one can ill 
11 { ( ~ il f "ntcr Par tney, 1970), to increase the chances of dismissal froIT. a j f 

III!> I lob one already holds (Leonard, 1967), and generally increase the Ii 
11, t llkelihood that one will be unemployed (Leiberg, 1978). The I) 
i . f, Ii f,.: t;-:rpJoyrrent prospects of exoffenders are bleak. Pownall (1971) 11/ 

I J il' i reveals that released offenders have higher turnover rates, higher ill 

JIll 1 In.~plOYlI'ent rates, .. and lower wages than the general population. : i 
t. i ·'1 [ 

i I f d! 
IJ'~ 'Ih ii! 

L

III, ~ I ~rplOY:eretalSo seems to be specific discernible effects of poor :~ 
l'i ! . H' n· opportunities on participation in criwe. Phillip Cook III 
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an analysis of a sample of Massachusetts parolees, 
~1iS), in 

-loGes that improved job opportunities reduce the probability. that 
.;~'lH 

'1 '.:I' t Robert Ta.ggart (1972) and otllhf~ ers h?ve 
(,)( offenoer wl1 reC1ulva e. 

IA t 
I findings that suagest that participati~n in illegal a2tivity is 

c~tet J • 

d to fal'lure in the job ~arket. 
:ir.kc -

.' 't . ded is that the The difficulty with these f1nd1ngs, 1 1S conce , 

1 t
ions being examined are disproportionately black and 

r')PO lJ 

~.re the1'r unf~vorab1e outco~es due to their specific !1:l.advantagecJ. r. ... 

f be1'ng exoffenders or to their general disadvantage: 
.11~~dvilntage 0 

;( tcing poor and black? Is race merely an intervening variable 

'rr~, or is it the central factor linking perforwance in the labor 

.:r~et with outcomes in the cri~inal justice systew? 

(. ~t~E, CRIME, AND UNEMPLCYMENT 

There is substantial statistical support for the contention that 

tl.acks are overrepresented in the crirrinal justice system. In 1975, 

fer exarrple, of the 1.8 willion arrests for serious criwes reported 

{~ the United States, nearly one-third were arrEsts of black men and 

.~~cn. More than half of those under eighteen years old who were 

'crested for violent crimes were black youths. (National Criminal 

: .. n ice Information and Statistics Service, 1976.) 

Because blacks are wore likely to be convicted and then receive 

:~~ger prison ter~s, their overrepresentation is even greater in the 
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'nor.s '\Vhi Ie they account for" 11 percent of the total U. S. 
f( ," 

f~ruJntJon, blacks represent 47 percent of the totalCprison 
~ 

.. "",,-dation. (National Frison" Statistics Special Reports, 1979) • 

~M'(I contend that thes2~ facts are due to the greater propensi ty of 

tl1cks to engage in crime. Others assert that there is a greater 

S'C opensi ty of bl acks to be labe!eClel'r iIPinal , although in fact they 

Hr not. ~hese facts have fueled an ongoing debate about the crirre-

t:tC differentials for blacks and whites. More irrportant, though, 

th~SC facts correlate almost arrazingly with racial oisparities in 

uployrrent. 

Repeatedly, 'labor market studies reveal thet relative to white 

~orkcrs blacks receive lower wages, are disproportionately 

,~prcsented in wenial occupations, have higher turnover rates, and 

~cnsistenty have higher unewploy~ent rates. 

The following siwple wodel, in the tradition of Eecker and 

thrlich, illuwinates how race, crime, and employment may interact. 

':Cuwe that there are exactly two income-earning prospects facing 

~atcnti?l'criminals--work and criwe--ano that total income is the sum 

~'1 1 . .• ega and illegal earnings. Illegal and legal earoings, of 

~curse, depend upon the rates of return, or wages, to crime and to 
• r. • • 
'~91tlrr?te activities. 

-13-
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HOW suppose that a person chooses the amount 6f time to spend in 

_vH'C" Dnd work so as to maximize expecb2d income. Then it can be 

that the optirral allocation of time to crime depends upon the 
f,II~~n 

f,tt
live 

attractiveness of crime an5 work. This simple, abstract 

.,Ji.!(ll yields an intuitive result tha't could have been 'obtained 

.H"uqh a more realistic vehicle. Implicit is the assuroption that we 

,tf 311,rational, self-interested; individualistic, calcula~ing 

.~l~9s. Despite this obvious lack· of realisw, the model goes further. 

suppose that blacks and whites are identical in every resI?;~ct \; 

1 
b \ 11'i~ t la t lacks are less likely to be hir ed, receive lower wag\c:s, 

I"", therefore, expect lower wages than whites because they are 

I:~crirninated against in the labor rearket. Given these'assuroptions, 

fcl~tive returns to crime for blacks are greater than those for 

.~Itcs. Hence, rational, self-interested, individualistic, 

:~lrulating blacks should spend roore time in crime, because it pays. 

:~ is easy to see how a color-blind criminal justice system inter

.c~in9 with a racially imbalanced labor market can lead to very 

~Plqual outcoroes for blacks and whites. Within the context of this 

~~rc rrodel, however, it is possible to visualize unequal outcomes for 

et~cks and whites when the labor market is perfecty balanced and the 

(~1~inal justice system is fair and unbiased. 

,uppose, once incarcerated, blacks are less likely to be 

t ~ 1 (!as d ' e , not because they are black, but because they have in 
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har~cteristics that the statisticians have discovered are 
,~, ..rndll nce c c: ".1 

.ly linked to crime. Thus blacks will serve longer prison 
It\( L~lItC 

and all other things being equal, prisons will be 
f('ntcncCS, ~1'I',oportiOnatelY black. When they are rel~ased, blacksc and whites 

sam
e l'ob experiences and eroployroent histories will be paid 

~Ith the 

wag
es and be offered equivalent jobs. This is fair and 

~ l~(, sarre 
lu.ll it derives fro. the assumption that the labor market is perfect 

..thnt there are no distortions, i~balances, or ugly iroperfections 

nch as 'r •• ia1 discrimination.' Yet for the very reason that blacks 

~trVC longer sentences than whites, they will receive lower average 

.,qCS upon release frorr prison than whitesl they have accumulated 

~(3S work experience and are less valuable to rational errployers. 

~Ince the returns to work will be lower for blacks, their relative 

: HU rns to ct ime \"ill be hi ghe r; thus they shou Id ,r a tionally allocate 

fore tirr.e to crime, because crime pays. 

We see in the wodel an apparent absence of racisrr or racial 

discrimination of any sort, but the outcomes are very unequal. The 

~pparent absence of racism in the wodel of course dces not wish it 

~wcy in reality. Why are blacks overly endowed with characteristics 

that are statistically related to criroinality? Eecause of a 

historical legacy that denied access to political and economic 

tobility for their ancestors? fecause the laws h~ve been oefinec-

~xplicitly during Jiro Crow Years, irrplicitly thereafter--to rrake what 

they do punishable by imprisonroent while what the Kennedys and 

-15-
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'I'he answ.er one 
Ce

l lers do is rewarded by elected office? 
;j :ri l C 

, ~c~ is independent of the consequential result: Race is ~he 
;'(C\· u 

(
ector that relat£~ labor-rrarket success to criminal justice 

fl,or 

HilleR' outcomes. 

the essertion that crime and errployrrent are linked together by 

ub
iquitouS phenomenon of racism astonishes some, puzzles too 

tl'!C 

eut upon refl~ction the relat~on is not so obscure at all. If 
(JOY, 

;r~ cx~mines the thousands of jobs that are beyond the reac~ of 

c.offenders because of state and federal licensing restrictions, one 

., arrazed that a significant public outcry for changing these laws 

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

r~ltrictions topple, the nurrbers of unerrployed exoffenders remains 

Ilctu~lly unchanged. Why? Few exoffenders, who we have previously 

n'lucd are dispropor tionately black, qual ify for these 1 icensed ~ obs, 

tl~inal record or not. Moreover, white-collar criminals, even 

~l6b~rred attorneys and expelled congressmen, manage to live in a 

$lylc supported by the rules of the garrE they therrselves wrote. 

~~Jld prostitution be illegal if streetwalkers wrote the laws? 
:t 
\\ 
\t 

/'! 

~ut rrore concretely, it can be established that the duality of 

,~~ criminal justice system evolved in tandem with the duality of the 

:.tcr warket. Historians of penal referm, notably 'Ihorsten Sellin, 
, I Ftovide ample documentation. It rright be recalled that the 
, 
• (Cft6titutional~~rrendment that elirrinated slavery also assured the 
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II~ttnued use of involuntary servitude in the criminal justice 

This lef~iihe door open for the continued slavery of 
IV ~~.,. 

~fter abolition of slcvery there was a strong need for a 

1 f 
cheap labor Sowe freed slaves refused to work for their 

<'.'v 0 • 
f • 

(~rrcr wasters. Some did not work. Most, converging on the cities, 

~ :~\lld find nO Eaid work. 1'Vagrancy" often resultea. And this, you 

.. ('('dno·t be rewinoed, was a crime. 

l 
i ,. 
'" 

f 
I 
i 
t 

Irr:pr.i:sonrrent 'rates fO'r bl~cks .Irore than .aou,bled after the C:i vi.! 

;JH. :lnca'rceratec blacks .particularly in the South were often placed 

1n cO'nv!c·t calPpS, hirea out to theirfo'[rre'[ .slave rrasters, and then 

tnhurranly beaten and brutalized i~ they did not settle back into the 

,1~velike routine. This SOLt of forced labor became so well 

:nstitutionalized that many states required that the prison systcrrs 

:~corre .self-suff ici ent,. Even well into the twentieth centu ry, when 

convict-lease systems were replacea by service to state-run "chain 

<j.'lings,,'" blacks" errployment in prison mirrored their pre-eiv.ll War 

condi'.tlon·s.. 'They :haathe lowest.-.paying, airtiest, rrost m.enia'l jobs 
I" 

~vail~bleq In pLison and out of pr.ison the heritage Jf slavery had 

teen preserved .. 

As difficult as it is to believe, a scenario of the prison system 

~nd, indeed~ the entire criminal justice systerr as a powerful 

Political and econorric force eroerges. Both the aual systerr of 

justice and the dual economic systero are conteroporary versions of 
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.I.f~' pfe-Civil War predecesscrs,. The racial underpinnings of these 

.,(t/tf n dual systeJTl's :are still there. 'The outward manifestations .of 

f~.'Ic:ry, of ccurse, have been eliminated. 

I)ROGRAM FA ILUF.ES -
~08t prcgrammatic efforts based on even the ~cst lccsely 

~'~I'\Hructed ccnceptualiz'aticn .of :a:n l.'ntenlcti-cn :between emplcyment 

lol .. ' cr il11e have fo.cuseacn the 'excf,fender.. ',There -aree'Xce.ptions I .of 

"NetiC. Crime prevention strategies likce t'hose based on the 

~!luunity antic.rime 1Tlc'aeladmit ·a peripheral relationship between 

~"":I1 job cppcrtunities ana crimes of t'h'eft ana ·vandalism. Summer 

"b programs 'fcr ycuth, .for exarr.ple, reduce t.he idleness .of a large 

'Ilre-prcne grcup and thereby reduce crime. Yet evaluaticn .of the 

«!!~ctiveness .of such measures l'S e'lusl've. H ' .ow rrany crlrnes wculd 

,~v~ been ccmmitted in the absence .of the program? Can we adequately 

l!ntrol fcr alIef the ether intervening variables--fer example, the 

r(feet .of hct weather en crime .or the effect .of being .out .of the hct 

-tIther and in an air-cenditiened wcrk place--and still isolate the 

Itdependnet inflcence that wcrk has en crime? 

Both because tl,lB .. pcpula~l'cn l'S target.":._~d - , _ _ana easlly identified 

'~cou9h .official seu~ces a:nd because "t ' reatITent' effects can be rrcre 

¢ l']orously examinecJ, exeffenders and l' n ' part1cular expriseners have 

"'t " ~n been the sub]' ects .of pregram!=: and ' _ exper1ments designed te 
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C
rjme threugh improved emplcyment~ 

Fcur types .of programs 
." ! .i 

reduce 

hnve been exp1ered thereughl¥: 
ewpleyrrent and vccation~l training~ 

'~> 
job-search ~ssistence, 

cesh subsidies, and supp~rte~ wer~~ All h"ve 

siwilar failings. 

The iogic behind training fcr excffenders ano fe~ current .or 

Th~se indiv~dual~ 
recently released priseners is straightfcrward: 

have li'tt'ie educaticn, spetty previous employrr.er:- t exverienc~?, f"?d 

. , k'll In et,her wcrd, s they .h.,ave what eccncrrists 
few wark~t~ble job s 1 s. -
cilll lew enClcwmeTlts .of hurran capital,. Enhancing .the hurran capital .of 

Lf these petential '< 

offenC,e'rs ts 'the t~\sk bf training programs,. 

workers can be given a skill, it is thcught, they will find better 

iobs and ·t.he'reby wfll find wcrk were attr·active .as a livelihccd than 
J 

., ' t' ~.s reascnable as this crirre.. ·Thus 'they will net return .0 en.we,. r-

'd hewever, reviews .of the many .offender 
perspective 'may scun , 

" pregram,s l'mplerrentcd during the 1960s reveal 
crrplcywent 'and traln~ng w" 

that few '.of them wcrk. Cerrectly, .one ~bt Asseciate's (1971) repert 

concludesth~t it is'not sc ITuch that the prDgr~~s did net werk. It 

is ;ust'that'en·the basis .of pecr evaluatien, P?cr design, .or peer 
-' 

irrplerrentatien it is .often i~pessible tc ascertain what effect if any 

tralning has en reducing recidivisw. A q~se in peint is an 

evaluatien bf federal ccmmunity treatrrent centers (C~C) cenducted. by 

the u.S. Bureau .of Prisens (197e). One greup .of federal priseners 

was released .on parcle and 2nether greup was released tc cerrrrunity 

treatment c£nters. At the CTCs, excffenders received a wide variety 
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t nd vocational training and couns~ling. The parole~ ~f crrploymen a 

-JCOUp recei veo no treatment. '~11 though the groups were "m·.=ttched" in 

. '~hat both wo~ld have been eligible for rileaseto community the sense 

trcDtment centers, there remained significant differences in the 

Nonetheless, it wasfoun~ that the CTCgroup had lower 

r~D[rest 'r-ates than the comparison group. 

CIos"e:r examin"a.t"ion 'w:rrl reveal ~hat ,thef'indit:t9s ate based upon 

. '"1 "I -The-re Jsan extraordinary fjiilall :fr;actlonsof the or l,glna samp es. 

'" ::.::J th-at 'a't,tr1t'ion se'ems to differ systematically ~r.olJnt 'of a t,tr 1 t"lon "a'n'u 

t:Hween ;th"e ''',t~reatmerrt"group "and thecoIPpar ison group. 'Until tne 

fltatistica"l results can be adj uste~ for this 2pparent selection bias, 

Iny conrilusions drawn shociid 'be viewed with extreme ca~tion. 

~he rationale forjop-search' assistance is that recently released 

~xoffenders do not know where the available jobs are. Although many 

states have employment referril services, the consensus is that these 

60urce's represent on"ly amihOl:' :fr act ion of a1'l rra tches between jobs 

lJnd "app'l"icants .in the 'labor 'market. C-ounselors who are attuned to 

the~eeds ana speci~'l problems of offenders, it is argued, can be 

rore '~ffective ,in securing jobs for their clients than the impersonil 

bureaucratic mechanisms that have evolved in local CETA prograws. 

The res~lts of all of the job experiments have not been succinctly 

~valuated. Eut if the experience of the naltirrore LIFE (Living 
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for Exprisoners) is in any way illustrative, then they fare :r.tjl)['llnce 

1'\0 better than training programs. 

In a sample of 432 hardcore, repeat property offenders~ one 

received job-search assistance, one quarter received a cash \tlJarter 

~ubsidy equivalent to unemployment compensation, and one quarter 

received neither cash nor assistance. A last group received a 

combination of cash and job assistance. The postprison rearrest 

r~tc for the job assistance group was insignificantly different from 

the con t:iol group that received nothing, so Mallar and Thorton (1978) 

(ind. 

Cash subsidies flowing from a distinctly different notion of the 

rcal probleIPs faced by exoffenders have had a more promising reccrd. 

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

recently released prisoners. Be believes that along with the social

pathological problems of readjustrrent to old friends, neighborhoods, 

and family, there is the acute problem of low financial resources. 

Exprisoners just do not have savings or a cash cushion upon release 

froIT prison in order to adequately bridge the gap between the two 

worlds of prison and work. The Ealtiffiore LIFE project mentioned 

above was designed in part to bridge the gap. By providing a cash 

subsidy for a number of weeks after release from prison, the 

exoffender would have sufficient ti~e to readjust to the outside 

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

cowfortable in, time to think, and time to settle down. Indeed, 
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~~11or ahd Thorton (197e) find that this sort of unemployment 

lnsurance has a strong and significant impact on reducing postprison 

rccidivisIT. However, Rossi and his colleagues (19~O) in an effert to 

replicate the Ealtimore project in Texas an Georgia do not observe 

this encouraging finding. They cite problerrs of adrrinistrative 

differences in disbursing the subsidies ,and differences in the 

cowposition of the samples. But their rrost irrportant finding is one 

that is the key to a reasoned criticisre of all of thece programs for 

c~offenders and a clue to why those prograrrs "fail." 

Rossi's work argues that there is a strong work disincentive 

effect operative. Unemployment insurance discourages work. Work is 

inversely related to crime. Hence, unerrployment insurance increases 

crime rather than reduces it. Eut the objective of this ana ffiany 

other well intentioned pr,pgrams was to reduce recidivism, not to 

increase employability. Often the outcomes, particularly in the vast 

wajority. of federally funded criminal justice programs, are measured 

in terITS of "success" or "failure" where these concepts are typically 

unrelated to the notions of adjustments, personality change, improved 

sense of self-worth, or other sociopsychological correlates that have 

been well documented as accurate indicators of satisfactory 

transition from the world of prison to the world of work. 

A more recent experiffient builds on past mistckes. The supported

work model assumes that the adjustment froIT the world of prison to 
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work requires a strategically phased reentry program. There is a 

need for enco~ragement and positive response. There is a need for 

support from peers who have been through it all themselves. Piliavin 

and Gartner (19EO) report on some of their preliITinary findings on 

the postprison outcomes of individuals participating !n this sort of 

work environment with peer support. The ev'd 'd' . 1 ence 1S 1sappointing. 

Despite severe problems of attrition and sample-selection bias, these 

programs do not appear to work. Recidivism rates are not lower for 

program participants. Employment rates appear not dramatically 

affected. 

It should be concluded that these or other prograITs could work. 

For example, cash subsidies to employers for hiring exo££enders or 

subsidies to supplement the wages of ff exo enders cgulCl possibly 

bypass the work-disincentive effects cited in the review of that 

program failure. Eut it should be remembereq that none of the 

programs of labor market intervention was designed or implemented 

with a careful conceptualization of the role that racism and racial 

discrimination play. in distorting both the labor market and the 

criminal J'ustice system. Wl'thout b tt th ' a e er eoretlcal concept ot how 

race, crime, and eroployment are intertwined, future programs and 

experiments may suffer similar fates as those discussed here. 
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NEW EVIDENCE 

The discovery of the role that racism plays in forging a link 

betwe~n labor markets and the criminal justice system justifies a 

closer reexareination of previous studies. Many writers and 

researchers have observed that there are significant racial 

differences in both recidivism and in postprison employment. 

Undoubtedly, these differences could be accountea ~or by factors 

correlated with race. Or these differences could be accounted for by 

diverging demographic profiles between blacks and whites. In either 

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

unequal outcomes. 

For example, young people have lower earnings and higher 

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

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

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

the black population is ske~ed toward the younger ages relative to 

the white population, the higher crime ra~es and lower errployment 

rates among blacks could be accounted for by their youthfulness 

alone. Numerous statistical techniques are available for controlling 

for such possibilities. These techniques are well known and are 

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

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

some interesting new evidence. The evidence illuminates the complex 

interaction between institutionalized forms of racism and the 

institutions of the labor market and the criminal justice system. 
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peter Hoffma~ and Earbara'Meierhoefer (1979) have reported on an 

excellent data set of the postrelease arrest' experiences of federal 

prisoners. " For six years :a'fter their· release from)prison in 1970, 

nearly 2,000 exfelons were traced using the FBI's' "rap sheet" 

records. Hoffman and Meierhoefer have' gra6iOu~ly l~nt a later 

version of this data s~t to"me. 

A number' bf' factors: have' been" fo~und: to\~'be: signif icant' ~in 

determinin~ postptison' ~earres~ probabIlities. ~~heseinblGde a 

lJ'easure of preprison employment, ,exp'etienc'es,' a measure of the 

certainty.:pf, punishment,' 'and' a~ measure' of :tteatment by 'the crim'inal 

justice system. ~ It: is' found that: blacks 'are' more likely to be 

rear rested than whi t,es. : But; if: rearrest' depends on employment 

opportunities, the h~gher'crime rates among blacks could be accounted 

for by their'differing preprison ~m~loyment experiences. If rearrest 

depends on the certainty of punishITent--t~a~,is, on the risks of 

engaging in criree--then rearrest disparities between blacks and 

whites coilld be, attributable to. their:" differing perceived risks' or 

responses'to these ti~ks. : Fin~lly"if-rearrest'depends on how one is 

treated within the system or"similarly'how one gets out of the 

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

by unequal treatment. 

In table 1.1, preprison e~ployment experience is captured by the 

probability that one was em~loyed for more than four years prior to 
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Peter:' Hoffman and Barbara ~r-Ieierhoefer (1971n have reported on an 

I,: excellent data set of the postrelease arrest experiences o.f federal 

prisonerS.. For six years after their release from pr.ison in 1970, 

nearly 2,000 exfelon$ were traced using the FBI's "rap sheet" 

E records. Hoffman an~ Meierhoefe~ have graciously l~nt a later 

version of. this data set to me., 

A nuinoe:r' of factors have heen found to be significant in 

determi'ning postpr ison rearrest p.rooabilTties., These include a 

weasure of preprison employment experiences, a measure of the 

~ certainty of punishment, and a measure of treatment by the. criminal 

justice system. !t is found that blacks are more likely to be 

rearrested than whites~ But if rearrest depends on employment 

'c opportunities, the higher crime rates amoDg blacks could be accounted 

for by their differing preprison employment experiences. If rearrest 

depends on the certainty of punishrrent--that is, on the risks of 
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engaging in crime--then rearrest disparities between blacks and 

whites could be attributable to their differing perceived risks or 

responses to these risks. Finally, if rea~rest depends on how one is 

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

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

by unequal treatment. 

In table 1.1, preprison employment experience is captured by the 

probability that one was employed for more than four years prior to 
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the most recent incarceration. The average for blacks is 11 

percent. Elack exfelons are less likely to have had any significant 

atretch of stable employment than whites. But thes~ differences 

could arise becaus~ of differences in background characteristics like 

Jgc or ecucation. Unlikely as it may seem, if blacks in the sarr.ple 
. ;:-, 

were highly educatec, at very early ages blacks would display low 

values of the employment experience variable because they would not 

have been in the labor force long enough to have accumulated this 

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

do is to control for these influencing factors to capture the ceteris 

paribus rates of preprison employment for blacks and whites. Indeed 

when a logit regression technigue--discussed by Henry Theil (1971)--

is employed ~o control for age, 10, sex, education, marital status, 

drug or alcohol usage, and previous confinement in a mental hospi~al, 

the average preprison employrrent probzbility converges for blacks 

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

blacks would have worked on one job for more than four years before 

priscn; it predicts that 7 percent of the whites would have too. 
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TAPLE 1.1 

Actual and Predicted Probabilities of 

Preprison Errployroent, Irrprison~ent, and Parole 

--------_. 

Fre-Pr ison Errploymento 

Irrpr isomrentb 

Perole c 

SOURCE: U.S. Boarel of 

Actual 
Probability 

Black White --- ---
.11 .13 

.05 .04 

.36 .50 

Parole 

Plack 

.07 

.00 

.32 

Predicted 
Probability 

White 

.07 

.01 

.5(1 

8 Dependent v~riable in logit rrodel is probability of having been 
ewployed prior to incarceration roore then four years. Independent 
variables are age, 10, sex, education, marital status, drug or 
alcohol usage, previous confinement in mental hospital. 

b Dependent variable in logit !Todel is ratio of previous . 
corrmitments to prison to previous convictions. Inaependent varlables 
are age, IQ, sex, education, roarital status, drug or alcohol usage, 
previous confinerrent in ~ental hospital. 

c Dependent variable in logit roodel is probability of r~lease o~ 
parole. Independent variables are age, IQ, sex, educatlon, rnarltal 
status, drug or alcohol usage, previous confinerrent in rr.ental 
hospital, nurrber of parole hearings, prison punishment, theft 
conviction, "white-collar" conviction. 
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pgain ,in ·table 1.1, risk of punishment is roeasured by the ratio 

of the nu~ber of previous prison commitroents to the number of 

previous convictjons. It is the probability that one goes to prison 

given a conviction. It is not ex~ctly the "probability of getting 

clIught" -var iable t:hat rr.any researchers have in mind when .they ·think 

of the ;risk of engaging in crilT:~ •. In ·fact, ·this measure ,is 

positive~y re~ated ~o recidivis~: :Past failur~s are roore likely to 

~ecorre ~~q~l.ures ',again. Nonet:heless, we observe -. that '5 percent ,of 

blaG~ .con~ic~ions .~esult .in ipqarc~ration while.4 percent of whites 

who Cjr:e :convicted go to jeil -or :pr~soI!. This low ratio for both 

rac~s :i,s du.e ~principally ~to the fact that ;a.n of~ender can· be 

con~icted for a~y_number of crirres ~ut typically only receives one 

prisop ·c;.ommi tment in a given tr ial. Once in pr ison, however, the 

offender rray serve rrany concurrent or con~ecutive sentences. So an 

Dlternative interpretation of these diverging ~atios is that blacks 

get sent to prison on the basis of fewer convictions than whites. 

.'p ,c,eter-is paribus -calculation is valid here also. Controlling 

[or -the sarre background character istics as in our previous exarrple, 

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

for whites ~ust one percent. Eecause qf rounding this finding 

Obscures the fact that the predicted probcbilities in fact converge 

to ·the sarre low value of less than one cororritrrent out of one hundred 

convictions for both blacks and whites. 
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/> 'thiilt'd var'iable of "interes't in b ta Ie 1.1 is release on parole. 

rt ~easures the treatment within the systew and the method out of the 

oystem. ;Belng paroled often means being adjudged "rehabilitated" by 

correctional petsonnel. tt weans you've paid your dues to society. 

It means that less of your sentence will be served fhan the law c~n 

dcwand,. It means freedom. O'hty J6 percent of 'the blacks found their 

way out of prison in thi~ ~a~ner; haif of the whites did so. 

;8,(ft does the average 1:-1'g ure 'te"l'l h t e whole ~tory? Nte not 

off&n8ers tonvicted of les~ sertbus btiwes wore likely to be 

paro1ed.? Are not offenClerswho a'voia '. h' W1SC lef in piison more 'li~eIy 

to be 'paroled? Calcul t' ,', ' a lng as we dld before the predicted 

probability and controlling for both background characteristic and 

characteristics of the offense 'd ' an prlSOl1 adjustment, we find that 

blacks are still significantly less likeiy to be paroled. Even after 

controlling for the nu~ber of 1 h . paro e ear~ngs, prison punishment, and 

type of offense for which the individual was convicted, whites are 

one and one half times IToore likely to be released on parole than 

blacks. bifferences in age, education, 10, sex, marital status, 

drug or alcohol Usage, ~nd history of mental-hospital confinement 

cannot account for this disparity. Sinc2 we have controlled for any 

nurober of background variables and other factors related to the 

ser iousness of the' d . crlme an to the adjustwent of the prisoner while 

incarcerated, then federal parole boards ffi·USt be looking at some 

other variable in making parole decl'sl'ons for blacks and whites. 

.;..29-
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further analysis has shown that controlling for more observable 

characteristics of the offender ano the offense ooes not diminish the 

~~p ITuch wore. Maybe parole boards are using some unobservable index 

to ~eke their decisions. This unobservable variable is not racielly 

neutral. Or parole boards are using race itself as a screening 

device. Whichever hypothesis you subscribe to, it is difficult to 

conclude that parole-board decisions result in racially unbiased 

outcoroes. 

What this exercise reveals is that while there are cisparities 

between blacks and whites in the labor market and within the criwinal 

justice system, all of these inequalities cannot be explained away by 

differences in innate or background characteristics of blacks and 

whites. Elacks have higher recidivism rates than whites. Peopl€ 

relaased on parole have lower recidivisro rates. Elacks are less 

likely to be released on parole. It see~s like a self-fulfilling 

prophecy. But why are blacks wore likely to be in prison in the 

first place? Surely we have found that, controlling for background 

characteristics 1 the chances of having had a bad previous eITployment 

history are just the sawe as those of white inmates. 

Here lies the key to the argument being wade. Although they are 

very siwilar to one another in th€ir preprison e~ploYITent experiences 

and their risk of punishment, black and white prisoners compare to 

the general population in strikingly different ways. The white 
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prisonett while similar to the black prisoner in having little 

education, a spotty work history, and a long involvement in crime, is 

very unlike the typical white worker. Slack prisoners, however, are 

surprisingly similar to the general black labor force. This finding 

is true for state prisons and county jailS as well as the federal 

correctional institutions. It is alrrost as if one could pick people 

at tandom from the black labor force and obtain a roatching profile of 

the b1ack prison population, while in order to get ~ gooo match for 

the 0h£t~ prison population the most downtrodden, depressed, and 

decr~pit portions of the white labor force rrust be scanned. 

In addition to comparing to the general population in very 

different ways, black and white prisoners--who are very similar to 

one another--are ~reated very differently within the system. ~he 

way out is decidely different. Freedoro from imprisonment, like 

freedoro from invo~untary servitude, co~es about by way of diverging 

routes for blacks and whites. What the federal prisoner data reveals 

is that ratisro in the criminal justice syste~ seems to deny both the 

timeiy re1ease Of black-workers froIT bondage and their ready return 

to the labor rrarket. Future research will need to docurrent the 

patallels of dualism in the job market and in the prisons. But for 

now, evidence exists that suggests that even after prison the gaps 

ahd disparities continue. 
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~enneth Lenihan end Louis Geneive who collected the Baltirrore 

LIFE data provided me with a copy of the computer tape used by Mallar 

4nd Thorton. The average hours worked per-week for the first twelve 

f,onthS after release from prison are computed and displayed in 

tDbl
e 

1.2. Blacks worked less than twenty-five hours on average, 

~hile whites worked nearly twenty-seven hours. At the then

prevailing minimum wage this differential implies a prereiuro of about 

$250 per year. Whites earned reore per hour than blacks, so the 

annual premiurr is even larger. 
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TABLE 1.2 

Postprison Hours Worked by Blacks and Whites 

... ------

.... ------
Blacks Whites 
(N=12~1 (N=~ll 

~ctua1 average per week 

Predicted using linear 
regression a 

predicted using white 
ncr iIl'ina1 record" 
regress ionb 

Predicted using white 
"errp1oyroent history" 
regressionc 

SOURCE: BaltiIl'ore LIFE SaIl'ple 

24.39 26.86 

24.93 26.78 

26.67 

26.66 

a Independent veriables include treatment group, age, educatibn, 
previous eITployment experience, job arranged upori release from 
prison, parole or discharge, last job was white-pollar job, age when 
first arrested, farrily rrewber ever in prison, time served for last 
offense, total tiwes arrested, last arrest for property crime. 

b Independent variables include treatrrent group, total tiroes 
~rrested, last arrest property crime, age, age when first arrested, 
family me~ber ever in prison. 

c Indepen~ent variables include treatIl'ent group, age, last job was 
white-collar job, education, previous errployment experience. 
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Controlling for age, education, previous errployment experience, 

age when first arrested, number of previous arrests, and a host of 

other variabl0s, we predict virtually the same racial gap in post-

prison employment. The differing hours worked by black and white 

exoffenders cannot be accounted for by differing preprison eITployment 

experiences, backgrounq characteristics, criminal history, or even 

p~\\ole history. _ 

Sceptics will argue that the racial gap in hours worked merely 

wirrors the gap in crime rates. Blacks "choose" to engage in crime 

rather than ~b look for legitiIl'ate employrrent. Hence, on average 

they work fewer hou~s. Certainly criminal histories affect this 

decision. The rrore tirr.e we have invested previously in criminal 

pursuits the ~ore profitable it will be to continue to en~age in 

criwe. Eut there is another effect of criwinal history: A crill': ina I 

record is a barrier to obtaining employment. Blacks rray want to work 

wore hours, but because of their extensive recor~s they are denied 

job opportunities. To test this hypothesis further, we estiIl'ated for 

whites an equation for hours worked that depended on crirroinal record 

variables. Then we inserted the black values of the indepenqent 

variables into the estiwated white equation. In other words, we 

posed this conjecture: Suppose the effect of criminal record on post

prison employ~ent were the saIl'e for both black exoffenders and white 

exoffenders, would the gap between black and white employment 
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? The answer is yes. 
nDr [OW 

While the average hour& work~d for 

11 2 '4 0 th predicted value, ~~in9 the white 
t'lllck S- is actua Y .. -', e 

. t . y l' :e 1 ~ s 2 6 • ,7 h 0 u r s:" per wee k • ' cr i rr,inal-h1story equc?, 'lon, u 

The scepti~s would not. be satlsf1~d. 

wi:t:h their., spottY'previous work hist~\i,\ .. es, legitirr.ate 
because ~. 

oppo.rtunit:ies lust c1b not' appear as:-- attr'activ'e", II' they rnigh't' argue'.· 

, s.ense' to,' th1' s "'rgume~'t" beca,use indeed' the work' 
'!:here~ 1B' sOflle ... 

histor.ies' of brack exoffenders are v'ery sp:otty. - But do they really-

k' 1" 'f of criIT,:e?': J,ust as' crirr:inaf records e.!.£.fer t'o, wor ' ess· 1n avor 

pos'e c' barrier. t'O" blacks, so too may their previou~_/eIT'plCYIT'ent 

history .. We p€rform a similar test to see how'~any hours' blacks 

, k l'f'the effects of their previous eIT'ployment histbries on woul:d wor., 

postprison employment were the same as the observea'effects for 

whi tes., FIrst an hours-worked equation, whLch depends' on preprison 

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

predlhtcd'for bl~cks using this equation but insertihg the actual 

vaJ'ue~, ,of. the inc1cp,endent' variables for blacks., Thus we recognize 

that'. b1acks end' whites have different prepr isbn eIT'plcyrr:ent' histor'ies;: 

K€ are j~st interested in knowing if: the irrpact of these histories en 

~ostprison employment were the same, woula'blacks'work ITore hours., 

The answer is yes. Whereas blacks worked not quite twenty-five hours 

on average, if treated like whites, even with their IT'ore spotty 

previous work records, they would have worked alrr:ost twenty-seven 

hours. 
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ihese results deIT'onstrate that the barriers of a criminar record 

and of scant preprison eITployment experienc~s affect black and white 

cxoffenders differently. These results suggest that racial 

discrimination, racism! or SOIT'e racially nonneutral phenorrenon is 

intervening in the interaction between crime and employrr:ent. 

The exaIT'ples we have presented here are just illustrative of the 

entirely different perspective that emerges when the issue of race is 

introduced into a reasoned discussion of labor markets and crirre. By 

ignoring this peLspective, we still observe intimate interactions 

between crime and employment. But the true sources of these 

interactions are obscured. PrograIT'matic efforts, based on en obscured 

view yield puzzling and often contradictory results as we have seen. 

It appears that the prograIT's do not work. The prograrrs are scrvpped. 

Labor-roarket aids are abandoned. This is a hefty price to pay, 

because the alternatives are all the traditional triec1 and true 

methods of crime control that can reinforce failure in employrrent and 

crime, further obscuring the role tha.t racisIT' plays in it all. 
,~, 

F. SUHMARY ------

The role of racial discriIT'ination or institutional racism in 

learned discu~sions on crime and employment has heretofore been 

ignored. We can only be suggestive in outlining possible theoretical 
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Jr~ e~pirical relations between race on the one hand and eroployment 

.1 cr irre on the other. 
Il\v 

In a purposefully cavalier wanner we introduced a Becker-Ehrlich 

J u ~hoice-theoretic wodel of race, crime, and ewployroent. In that roodel 

~l~cks allocated more tiroe to criroe because criroe pays. What one 

1ctS out of a choice-theoretic model is roughly what we put into it. 

rhc image of blacks choosing to be criminals is at once absurd and 

provocDtive. It is absurd because all of the barriers, impediments, 

constraints, and other distortions in the real world can transform 

~atters of rational choice to matters of necessity or ~ven hibit; No 

:ention had been ~ade of drugs. The absurdity is apparent when you 

think of a roellowed-out 500-graw-a day heroin addict rraximi2ing hi~ 

~xpected utility, calculating the relative costs and benefits of a 

life in criroe or a rewarding career in legitimate eroploy, and then 

preparing to pull up his sleeve to perfect these worldly 

calculations. 

It is provocative, though, because it provides an errpirical 

foundation for examining the role played by racism. If black 

exoffenders do not work as many hours as white exoffenders then it is 

either because they do not choose to do so, or because they are not 

giVen the chance to do so. Without a theory of choice, however 

unrealistic, we would be forever grasping in a vacuu~ at a theory of 

chance. 
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We also summarized the well-known failings of manpower and 

Gubsidy prograros to reduce crime. It would be foolish to continue to 

advocate expenditures of large sums for labor market intervention 

ntrategies to aid exoffenders or to reduce crime if in fact these 

strategies do not or can not be expected to work. However, none of 

,these prograros were based on even a foggy notion of the interface 

arr.ong racism and labor markets and the criminal justice system. A 

more careful look at previous errployment and crime programs may 

reveal when such ~n interface is acknowledged and incorporated into 

the overall strategy that such programs prove to be more effective. 

In the next three ch,apters an attempt is roade to explore, 

whenever possible, the role that racism plays in the link between 

employment and crime. Chapter two explores the determinants of 

postprison employment among exoffenders. Do exoffenders perform 

poorly in the labor market because they are exoffenders or because 

they are disproportionately young, unskilled, and black? Are there 

differences between black and white exoffenders in their postprison 

employment experiences? And can these di~ferences be accounted for 

by differences in their backgroundS, previous experiences, or how 

they are treated? Chapter three examines the determinants of 

recidivisITo among two distinct criminal popUlations: federal 

Offenders and prison releases froIT- one Maryland correctional 

insti tution • Our interest is in discerning whether preprison 

employment experience or other labor market factors are related to 
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postprison rearrest or parole violation. If there is a connection 

between employment and recidivisw, can labor warket aids like 

unewploy~ent insurance be effective in reducing crirne?D6es the 

effectiveness of labor ITf.rket intervention strategies depend upon the 

relative deprivation--or race--of the criminal? 1n fact, would the 

traditional law-and-order approach of increasing the tertairity ~nd 

severity of punishment work just as well? Chapter f'our goe7s rriore 

deeply into an analysis by racial differences in 'recidfvHirr by 

dissecting potential sources of the racial g~p in cr ime-. Is '1ihe're 

racial discriminEtion in the criminal justice syst~rr~ Are there 

significant differences between blacks and whites in their ~reprison 

ewploy~ent experiences or in their crirrinal histories? And could 

these factors or even differences in backgrounds alone account for 

the differing rates of criwe between blacks and whites? If racism or 

racial discrimination in labor warkets or the crirrinal justice system 

could be eli~inated to~orrow, would there be any appreciable effect 

on racial differences in crirre, rearrest rates, or recidivism? We 

r~turn, in a concluding cowmentary, to the irrplicationsfor policy of 
\\ 

th~ evid~nce presented. The evidence sugg~sts strongly that 

errployment opportunities do have an important effect on crime and 

that raci21 factors indeed contribute to the ewployment experiences 

of exoffcnders. Put neither the evidence nOr the historical record 

suggests readily how hundreds of years of inequities both ih the 

adrrinistration of justice Fnd in the provision bf errployrrent can be 

rectified by legislative initiative, judicial order, or executive 

fores ight . 
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CHAPTER II. §~f~Q!~ENT PROBLEMS OF EXOFF£NDERS ---------------------------

Researchers have repeatedly ~ound that the labor market 

pp.rformance of exoffenders is dismal (Cook, 1975; Pownall, 1971; 

Taggart, 1972; Witte, 1976). The products of our nation's prisons 

p.xperience high levels of unemployment, receive low w~ges when they 

are p.mployed, and face high turnover due to d' '1 ' ana lsmlssa s, gUlts, 

layoffs. Some researchers have argued that these conditlons exist 

because the characteristics of exoffenders are predomindntly tnose ot 

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

exoffenders ~n the labor market primarily due to their criminal 

record specifically or their disadvantaged status generally? 

Phillip Cook (1975)~as argued that the poor labor market 

performance of exoffenders is due to their heavy endowment witn 

characteristics associated with disadvantaged workers. They are 

young and nonwhite and hold unstable, low-payIng jobs even before 

~ntering cr ime. While this situation may have E!~!!~9. them into 

crime, having once been criminals intensifies the disadvantaged 

workp.r effect. If Cook is correct, then among exoffenders witn 

varying previous employment experiences, the least disadvantagea 

should perform better. Disadvantage can be measured by not having 

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

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

aChieving only 16w educatl'onal status. I ' t 1S reasonable to expect 
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, after prison, these measures would be highly correlated with 

(~tlure in the labor market. 

- ,~ 

on ~e oth~r hand, if cook is incorr.ct, varying postpr
ison 

"n"mploym~nt experiences among exoffendars should not be explained 

,Imply by differences in these measures of employment disadvantage 

bot by meaSures of (1) varying criminal records, if employers 

dl.criminate against exoffenders as exoffenders or by (2) unmeasured 

characteristics that may reflect the degree to which the offender has 

bepn rehabilitated, such as high degree of motivation, sincerity, 

d~5ire for the job, and so forth .• 

It is extremely useful to make a distinction between poor laDor 

market performance due to general disadvantage as opposed to 

Individual specific phenomena. The policy implied by tne former is a 

broad provision of traditional manpower training and employment 

assistance. The policy impl/~ed by the latter requires specific 

r~medies designed to address tbe particular categorical needs 

associated with such specific conditions as having a criminal recora. 

The substantive methodOlogical~rob1em arising from attempts to 

make such a distinction between general and specific disadvantdge is 

that some of the hypothetical unmeasured characteristics may well De 

correlated with outcome variables, with the measures of disadvantage, 

or both. This problem is one familiar to labor economists studying 

state dependence and heterogeneity. 
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Researchers investigating the labor-market experiences of 

that previous unemployment individuals have obs d c erve appears to 

affect the probability of beco~ing ~r remaining unemployed. Is this 

because being out of work 

work experience, making th 

causes potential employees to lose valuable 

thereby less likely em less productive and 

r 1S this because to be hired? 0 ' v c aracteristics s,ome unobserve~ h , 

such as attitudes or motivation ff , a ect the propensity to remain 

une~ployed and by remainina 
-' 

1me, lead to a spurious constant through t' 

correlation between current and future unemployment? The former case 

has been called "State 

Chamberlain (1979) and 

Dependence" and the latter "Heterogeneity." 

Heckman (forthcoming) have 
generally it is dOffo pointed out that 

1 1cult to empirically differentiate between these 

competing hypotheses regarding the underlyIng cause of the observed 

cor~7lation between past and hy th current outcomes. A rough test of 
po elis of no state d the . ependence is, for example, 

varlebles that do not h a test that 
,. c ange across spells of unemplOyment have 

statistically 1ns1gnificant regression coefficients. Th' 
restricted to 1S test is 

a lim~ted definition of 1 state dependence and 
ess useful in analysis appears when the past' d' th 1S 1scontinuous th t ° 

ere is a period of ' a 1S, eroployment experiences prior to imprisonment 

fOllowed by another period after release. 

Lacking a rigorous stati~tical procedure f 
probleID, we 0

0r 
solving the Cook 

pose instead ~hree interrelated questions: 

• What effect does . 
experience have o~r~~lous emp~oyrnent 
performance of ff e postpr1son exo enders? 

-42-
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) 

• Does it rretter whether previous 
experience is before or after imprison-
ment? 

• Are exoffenders with"ITore extensive. 
ciirrinal histories less successful 1n 
the labor warket? 

It can be hypothesized that if the poor labor rrarket performance 

of exoffenders does ~9t corne about because of general disadvantage 

but as a consequence of either in-prison or criminal experiences, 

then postprison outco~es should have no relation~ (or a weak relation) 

to preprison errploywent. In addressing the above questions, we find 

very mixed evidence in support of the specific-disadvantage 

hypothesis. 

B. THE EALTIMORL L I F E DA'I'A --------------------

The Departrr.ent of Labor sponsored an experiment in Ealtimore 

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

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

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

or both. To rrinirrize work disincentives, stipends werE continued 

(but reduced) when errployrrent was found until a surr of $780 hao been 

received. The sarr.ple is drawn frow the Ezltirrore Life Insurance for 

the Ex-Prisoners experiment (LIFE). (See Mellar and Thornton IS79.) 

The s~mple consists of wales release6 from Maryland's state 

prisons to the Baltiwore rretropolitan area who had low financial 
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rcsourcel3, were repeat offenders, had no 'known history of alcohol or 

narcotiC ab~ses, and had not been on work release for more than three 

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

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

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

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

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

87 percent of the sample was black, most had been raised in families 

with male heads (ii = 67.8%), and most had jobs arranged when they 

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

fraction had been previously arrested for disorderly donduct or were 

subsequently rearrested for this crime (Xi ~ 17.6%). Most had held 

principally secondary labor rr.arket jobs or were previously unemployed 

(ii = 52.5%), and all had extensive crimjnal records. The average 

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

Il'ore. The total number of arrests ranged to forty. Similarly, on 

the average the exoffenders had been convicted four tiwes wit~a 
)} 

range to twenty-five previous convictions. 
II 

,I 

Experience, denoted by the longest job held discounted by time 

since longest job held, averaged 17.5 months. 

the basis of the following forwula: 

y ;::: experience in months 

It was calculated Qn 

x = length of time on ,longest job in IToonths 

Z ;::: wonths since longest job 

y = X·exp(-.004167(Z)) 

The discount rate is approximately 5 percent per year. 
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Ten percent had had les~~than two months discounted experience, 

30 percent less than six months, and about 50 percent less than a 

yp.a r • A group of 10 percent had had from forty-three to fifty-nine 

months of discounted experience. The average school grade completed 

waS the ninth, and 60 percent had completed less than eight yeats of 

school .. 

At th.e end of the year follow.ing release from pr ison, 61 percent 

had been unemployed an entire month fo~ at least one month. Of 

these" 25 percent h.ad only' on.e month of unemployment, 23 percent 

Axperienced two months, 16 percent three wonths, 11 percent four 

months, and 6 percent five months and nearly 20 percent with one half 

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

p.xoffenders experienced more than one nonadjacent month of continuous 

of unemployment. 

One year following release from prison, younger workers were more 

likely to have been unemployed the entire month, either in jailor 

sick or both than employed full- or part-time. There was no 

difference in the preprison arrest records of those who were 

unemployed the full month and those who worked full-time, although 

those who worked twenty-one to thirty-five hours per week had 
I' 

slightly fewer arrests while those who worked)less than twenty-four 

ho~rs per week had slightly mo~e arrests than those who remained 

• 
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unemployed the entire rronth. More of those who were working twenty-

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

previous work experience than those who were either full-time workers 

or unemployed individuals. These results are displayed tn table 2.1 

:10n9 with other descriptors of the sample. 

I' Although the average wonthly full-time employment rate ~emained 

Gteady at two separate plateaus (at about 6 percent in the first six 

ronths and at almost 3 percent in the last sixffrronths) the month-to-

~onth unemployment averages declined consistently with a few late-

" i'ear exceptions. It should be pointed out that these figures are not 

~djusted for business cycle variations although the tth wonth 

f~ployment experience occurred for differerlt individuals at different 

tirres during th~ year (since the reference point is date of release 

frolT' prison). 

On the basis of a variety of rreasures of disadvantage (work 

~xperience, education, race, and arrest history), it is not 

surpriiing that we observe such extensive unerrployment a~ong tho~e in 

the sarrple. But. just as the degree of disadvantage varies widely in 

sample, so too does the severity of the unerrployrrentexperience. 

tt is legitirrate, then, to ask of e sample like this to what 

txtent the variance ih unerrployroent experiences is explained by 

Y~rying degrees of preprison disadvantage • 
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~~ .. ,tous Arrests 

t t \tArried 

• 

\". 

~ 

, ~!th Previous 
.-: tk Experience 

, tll&ed by Persons 
t 'ffr on Welfare 

: I f Family Members 
her in Prison 

I 1.1, T iDles Drank 

I:.. ~tquor in First 

f 
i 

. "h~lt After Release 

t Irgued in First 
I,cd: After Release 
tt:h Father, Mother; 
Il!ther. Sister; 
,~!~. Gidfriend 

\' 

..... 

'fABLE 2.1 

Description of Post-Prison Employment 
Experience One Year After Release 'I I, 

Ii 

EmEloled 
35 

24.8S 

8 

.87 

.13 

.56 

.35 

.39 

2.06 

.04 

.04 

.13 

(hrs·lweek) 
21-35 

25.72 

6 

.89 

.17 

.67 

.39 

.39 

3.50 

.00 

.00 

.17 

<24 

29.66 

9 

.67 

.17 

.33 

.17 

.17 

1.50 

.00 

.00 

.00 
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Unempl. 
Whole 
Month 

23:.49 

8 

.93 

•. 05 

.. 51 

.24 

.34 

1.88 

.05 

.05 
,,05 

Not 
Jailor 
' S.ick 

22 

16 

1 .. 00 

.. 30 

•. 67. 

.5'3 

1.00 

1.00 

.00 

.00 
•. 3'3 

-,,-

EmE1o~ed 
Jail, Sick 

and/or Unemrb...-. 

if 
II 

2'2:.89 

7 

1.,00 

.11 

•. 3.3 

.56 

.78 

2 •. 89. 

.,11 

.11 

.11 

j~ 
1 

~ 

I.! 

Tablp. 2.2present~ estimates of coefficients in a logistic moael 

of the prob~bility of bp.ing unemployed the entire month that marked 
., 

the first "year after being released from prison. positive ana 

si'gnificant . are the effects' of ~the' number of previou~~ postrelease; 

monthsSof'unemployment and the probabilitY,of having foug~t in trie 

cdrrenf·mortth~. Fighting .wassfound iri:previous:analysis·to be 

strongl~:aff~cted~by.li~irig~arrangements~. It~i~"se@n. in table 2.2" 

though, ,that .livirig:wi"th,oll'e's;fcimilY. tends to lead to-:1lower 

probabifiiies of beirig.unempl6y~d •. Because of:tne collinearity. 

bet~~en:f£~hting and~li~irig"arrangements, it is difficult to.discern 

thp.· independent'effects-of"these two important adjustment factors • 
. ..:.: . .t~; ... ,.,;., 

The evidence is cli.~ar' that unemployment is' correlated with .~l)e .. 

oc~urrence of previous empl6yment. While pteprison work experience, 

age~/race,.arrest occurrence, or firiancial aid do not appe~r to Dave 

strong effects on unemployment one year after release, tne number of 

months of p.ither adjacentor.~eparate spells of unemployment strongly 

infiup.nc~s the unemployment rate measured in this' way,. 

Another way,of·me~suring.unemployment one year after release from 

prison is:to compute the probability that inrthe first twelve montns 

of freedom there is'at least.one entire month of unemployment •. Of. 

Course, it is no longer legitimate to iriclude post-prison 

unemployment occurrence as a separate determining factor. However, 

one would expect that in the absencp. of tne "dependence of tne 

probability of unemployment on the occurrence of previous 

unemployment, time-invar iant factors would exhibit no indep.enaent, 

significant 'effects upon unemployment. 

--48-



o 

\\ 

~<
'·~D 

" ; 

) 

) 

) 

) 

t_ 

. -
) 

'tABlE 2,; 2 

Nonlinear L:ast Squares Estimates of Coefficients in 
Logist~c Model of Unemployment During Month 

One Year After Release from Prison 

Constant 

Previous Months 
Unemployed 

Fought this l10nth 

Age 

Experience 

Living with Family 

Race 

Treatment Group 

Previous Months A~rested 

.. 
P (predicted probability 

of unemployment) 

""j.5269 
(-3.4112) 

.4341 
(1,3632) 

i~0520 
(5.2729) 

.0011 
(.OS19) 

.0078 
(.6171) 

... 1~1539 
("'3.2620) 

100'il6 \ 
(100895) 

,,1144 
(.:J713) 

.2869 
( .. '9355) 

.. 0457 

-49-

Elasticity 

.8192 

.1179 

.0418 

• 1304 

-.8819 

.0519 

.0546 

.. 1319 

-E 

p 
1/ 

I , 

(I 

I i 

o 

o 

In table 2~3, results of. estimating a logistic model of tne " 

;Iobability of being unemployed the entfre month for ab least one 

I~nth after release are displayed. 
Older, more experienced workers 

~r~ lesS likely to be unemployed after prison, while blacks, 

,hose with more postprison arrests, and those receiving qnancial 

£tlsistance are motel:lkely to be unemployed., 
B-Y~ calcuXating the 

•• rivati~e of the odds against not being unemployed the entire montn. 

.tt is fOIit'id that the odds are that blacks ar-e one and a fifth times 

~or~ likely to be unemployed, and those fn the treatment group 

rpc~iving financial assistance are almost one half times more liKely 

to b~ unemployed. 
(Each additional postprison arrest increasea the 

ndds of being ~nemployed by about seven tenths.) 
Each additional 

~nnth of pre-prison discounted work experience subtracts 3/100 of a 

pnint from the unemployment odds while each y-p/ar of older age at the , .' 

ttme of release from prison subtracts 6/100 of a point • 

It is seen in tabl~ 2.3 that while there is a significant effe(~t 

of time-invariant variables upon unemployment outcomes, preprison 

~mployment has a relativelY inelastic effect. 
Moreover, postprisoQ 

cr imina.f-i ty exh i01 ts a strong influence on the un~mf>loyment oddS 

ratio. 
Thus we cannot rule out the possibility of state dependence 

(a hypothesis we would reject if exoffender, p05tprison unemployment 

wpre caused by general disadvantage), nor can we rule out the 

possibility that there ~s an independent influence of criminal or 
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TABLE 2.3 

') 
I, f 
-Nonlinear Least Squares Estimates 0 

Coefficients in Logistic Model of Un
employment (t-statistics in parentheses) 

Independent Variable Coefficient Elasticity 

>Constant 1.1709 .4443 
(1.54[14) 

Months Fought .0489 
(.8149) 

.0305 

Age -.0373 -.3497 
(2.8514) 

Experience -.0209 -.1399 
(-2.8514) 

Race .7256 .2415 
(2.3799) 

Treatment:Group .2930 .0556 
(1.3826) 

Months Arrested .4265 .0858 
I' 

(2.0659) I: 

Education -.0506 -.1739 
(.9762) 

Secondary Labor Yillrket -.0372 -.0074 
(.1681) 

CRdds a ange 

1.9195 

• 0802 

-.0611 

-.0343 

1.1895 

.4803 

.69512 

-.0830 

-.0610 

~he derivative of the unemployment odds ratio with respect to each 
independent variable. 
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prison experi~nces on postprisbn performance (a hypothesis we would 

~ccept if there were specific disadvantage). In other words, gen~~al 

diSDdvantage way be less a~ impediment to employment of exoffenders 

thDn specific disadvantage. 

Another perspective on postprison employment experience is 

qained by examining the probability of full-time work at least one 

Cull month in the twelve months following release • In table 2.4, it 

is found that younger, ITore experienced workers are more likely to be 

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

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

Postprison arrest history, however, is insignificantly (although 

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

table 2.4 do not provide strong evidence for the existence of 

specific disadvantage, the case for general di~advantage remains 

unclear when performance is measured by full-time employment. 

Fot each month a lagi§tic equation waS estimated for the 

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

2.6, the following results are displayed: 

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

(2) Previous work experience has a negative 
and significant effect in only five months. 

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

Nonlinear Least Squares Estimates of Logistic 
Hodel of }'ull-Time Work During Year Following 
Release from Prisona (t-st~tistics in parentheses) 

independent Variable 

Cbristarit 

}{orrths Attested 

Experience 

Race 

Education 

Treatment Group 

Manthe Fough t 

~c p 

'RMSe 

Mean 

• .5'30093' 

2~4.708333 

17.581019 

.877315 

9a 041667 

.5000 

1.643519 

.525463 

.224537 

.174192 

.• ~74 

Coefficient Elasticity 

- •. 8.27755 ~.-. 

(- •. 919539) 

--·.,028187 - •. 01233.9 
(.:....+24207) 

- •. 034157 
b 

-.6~69~1 
(-1.,390684) 

.01l737
b .170404 

(1.387987) 

-.428449 b -.310409 
(-1.366127) 

.03£,845 ).026018 
(.578090) 

• 332~~94b .137208 
(1.3982Z6) 

.0893415
b .121259 

(1.409740) 

-.084682 -.036146 
{-~ 341684) 

aThe dependent variable is defined as follows: P =~;I. if subj ect worked 
1 one month in the year . .I"]? = 0 otherwise. 35. hours per week at east 

bSignificant at 10% level. 

CActua1 mean unemployment probability. 

dpredictea mean unemployment probability. 

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

I 
~ , 
1 

I 
! 

,-, " 

( 4) Being in the secondary labor market has an 
insignificantly positive effect far the 
first three months; positive and significant 
in the fourth, sixth, and eighth months; 
negative the intervening months; and 
ultimately negative and significant for the 
last four months. 

With the exception of wrong signs for secondary labor market, 

these results can be regarded as weak evidence in favor of the 

general-disadvantage view, especially if preprison work experience 

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

example, because of state dependence, after the first month 

subsequent unemployment may be determined by previous unemployment. 

This would imply that the covariance of preprison work experience 

and monthly unemployment is nonzero. Analysis of the montnly 

variance-covariance matrices suggests this is indeed the case. 

However, the same results could suggest a heterogeneity 

argument • Exoffenders may be partitioned within the labor market on 

the ,basis of some unmeasured set of characteristics. These 

characteristics are correlated with the propensity to remain 

unemployed for the entire month. Since these characteristics ao not 

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

the cause of subsequent unemployment. 

disadvantage view is supported • 

In either c~~e, the general-

The wrong signs for secondary labor market deserve special 

comment. It is reasonable to assume that the insignificance of 

having been relegated to the secondary labor market before prison 
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could be due to the experi~ent itself. Because of the provision of 

job assistance and financial aid, the differen~es between secondary 

and priwary labor warket workers way temporarily have been obscured. 

Indeed, at the fourth IT.onth, when most individuals had received their 

entire stipend, the coefficient on secondary l~bor market jumps to a 

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

whereupon the strong negative effects are noticed in the last four 

months. It is unlikely that these ngative effects are due to the 

experiment. They are more likely due to the high turnover nature of 

jobs in the secondary labor market. Such jobs as cook, sanitation 

worker, or parking-lot attendant are not necessarily those for which 

unemploywent during the entire month is to be expected. Instead, we 

would expect to find casual employment in these low-paying 

occupations. By using as the dependent variable unemployment the 

entire month, this aspect of labor market structure is not captured. 

Nevertheless, to the extent that being confined to the secondary 

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

the general-disadvantage view should expect to observe a consistent 

negative effect 01 previous dismal employment on postprison 

employment. 

When monthly full-time employment is tallied, as in table 2.7, 

similar results emerge. Preprison errploYIT.ent experience is weakly 

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

only one month out of twelve is the expected positive effect 

observed. The effect of the secondary labor market is generally 
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CollataDt .0456 -;1544 -L813 , -S.lOB 1. )460 -5.567 -6.3900 ,-. mii -4;44i2 ':'2.157 . -2;9S4 -111.8113 
(.6609) (. nOS) (.7770) (.9580) (9.572) (1.005) (.7366) (2.1060 ( .9850) (.8542) (.6648) (1.464) 

Ezperleoca -;0153 .0101 .0010 ,,;0264 -.0367 -.0030 -. ;0244 .1113, -.0189 =;011111 -.0024 .0134 
( .0084) ( .0090) (.0098) (.0107) ( .Oll» (.0110) (.012S) (.0298) (.0110) (.0121) (.0231 (.0170) 

laca .8911 -.0206 -.0001 1.1110 .7230 1.1760 4.57110 ':4.0100 .36811 ,.2i35 i.2540 -.3852 
( .4326) (.4137) (.3947) (.5405) (.6455) (.6752) (Ne) t~.(790) (.5313; ( .5213) (.4999) (.8453) 
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(.2443) (.2614) (.2832) ( .32SB) (.3361) (;3134) (.2961) (;3920) (.3673) (.3227) (.3281) (.5471) 
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'r.vlou. Arr.~t. -.0163 -.0028 -.0077 .0228 .OJ96 -.0275 •• 0124 .09l0 -.0189 ".0311' .0090 .2097 
(.0177) (,016') (.0114) (.021}) (.Olll) ( .0226) ( .0290) (.03U) (.0232) (.0174) (.0~61) (.OS,.) 

IncOlUC 
-.0007 .000) .0004 -.0001 -.0007 -,0001 -.0011 -.0036 .0003 -.0003 .0011 .01n 
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Uneapli_l 10.6534 2.3406 2.290 2.645 3.5920 3.3000 2.927. 9.711S 3.710 3.011 4.34()1 19.916 
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TABLE 2.7 <3 

Work History and Full-Time Emp1o~ent 

Release 

Honth 1 

}Ionth 2 

Month 3 

Month 4 

110nth 5 

Month 6 

Menth 7 

Honth 8 

Month 9 

Month 10 

}Ionth 11 

Honth 12 

Pre-Prison 
Experience 

• 0006 

-.0006 

-.0007 

.0007 

.0004 
'.' 

.0005 

.0000 

.0003 

.0000 

.0006 

• 0004 

.0011 
a 

-.0002 

aSignificant at 10% level. 

Secondary L.M. 

-.0155 

-.0125 

-.0119 
() 

• 0024 

-.0325 

• 0113 

-.0338 

-.0172 

-.0172 

.0294
a 

.0069 . 

.028S
a 

-.0105 

Previous Months' 
Experience 

_ .. 

.5546
a 

.4977B 

• 5623a 

.5766
B 

.54113 
a 

.5479
a 

.4749
a 

.5554
a 

.8393
a 

.6921
a 

.6591
a 

, . 

Coefficients denote the derivatives of the probability of full-time 
employment in month t with respect to months pre-prison work experience, 
secondary labor market job status, and status of full-time employment 
the previous month. Estimates w~re obtained from a linear regression 
model wherein other independent variables were: job arranged, race, 
other income, experimental group membership, living with family, age, 
and parole status. 

.... .5 8,.,. 

/1 

, 
~ , 

o 

insignificant with unstable signs, although in the fourth rronth (wh'en 

the financial assistance was e~pausted) the effect is negative and 

significant. Only previous rr.onth's experience (being employed full

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

probability of being employed full-time in month t is positi~ely ind 

significantly affected by the probability of having been employed 

full-t.ime in month t-l. Al though these resul ts should be qualified 

in light of the linear regression estimation techniques employed, 

even the most cautious conclusion would appear to be that preprison 

effects are les97significant than postprison effects • 

An irrportant observation should be rrade about arrest history • 

Although this has been found to be hig~iy important in de~erminins 

annual unemploym,2nt, cr iminal arrest has only a ,minor impact on 

monthly unemployment. The measure of arrest history in the a~nual 

case, however,i~ the frequency of arrests subsequent to rele.ase from 

prison, while ~r\ the rronthly case, it is the frequency of arrests 
_.- .. ' 

prior to prison release. We do not report results of ~onthly 

unemployment using frequency of arrests subsequent to release from 

prison as a separate independent variable. Instead,}n Table 2.8, 

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

previous month on the current ITonth's unemployment. Similar, 

inconsistent, .and insignificant effects are found. It may well be 

that different lag structures or nonlinear estimation would alter 

those conclusions in support of the general~disBdvantage view. But 
1/ 

® the rronthly unemployment results, at odds with the annual 
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lace 

Jal .... d OQ raro1. 

S.condary Labor 
Karlr.et 

Conatant 

12 

P(8/4ll) 

.0004 
(2.1979) 

-.0354 
(8.6300) 

.0009 
( .0114) 

.0083 
(1.0d05) 

-.0268 
(7.1622) 

-.0007 
(.0077) 

-.0030 
(3.2543) 

.1616 
(5.5123) 

.0269 
(.2311) 

.0440 
( .9601) 

-.1268 
(4.9658) 

.0081 
( .0296) 

-.0114 -.1195 
(1.117211) U. 718~) 

-.000) -.0034 
{.1790) (.6937) 

.0612 .4794 
(7.7880) (14.6638) 

.0522 

2.9121 

.0069 

.0903 

4.6546 

.354] 

-,,-

.0008 
(.3408) 

-.0192 
( .1145) 

-.0189 
(.1664) 

.0691 
(3.4181) 

-.0288 
(.3730) 

.0051 
(.0210) 

-.0005 
(.1470) 

.0004 
(.0000) 

-.0175 
(.1314) 

.0376 
(1.2009) 

-.0000 
(.0000) 

.0615 
(.2110) 

.0659 -.1330 
(.2583) (J.D488) 

.4183 
(108.5522) 

-.0159 
(.147~) 

-.00'2 
(2.1126,~ 

.2210 
('.4214) 

.2403 

ll.3176 

.noo 

.3812 
(1I9.M56) 

-.0800 
(4.4607) 

-.0026 
( .6956) 

.1977 
(4.3052) 

.2247 

12.2031 

.1921 

-.0025 
(4.52115) 

.0950 
(J.6S8n 

.0961 
(3.9258) 

-.0599 
(3.3396) 

.0515 
(1.5517) 

.4166 
(1.4784) 

.0360 
(.2245) 

-~ -------~----~-------------

-.OOlS 
(1.7567) 

.0307 
( .10417) 

.0039 
(.0010) 

;0138 
(.2081) 

.0071 
(.0340) 

-.0397 
(1.5600) 

.0321 
(.1935) 

.0005 
(.2461) 

.0699 
(2.5945) 

.0058 
(.0152) 

.0105 
(.1340) 

.0158 
(.1938) 

.0488 
(2.6671) 

<".0009 
(.7035) 

.0955 
(4.4185) 

.0244 
(.2268) 

.0186 
(.ll19) 

.0138 
(.1368} 

-.0021 
( .0072) 

-.0675 -.0835 
(.9042) (1.9735) 

.0012 -.002' 
(1.109111)' (S.7407) 

-.0232 
(.3102) 

.0082 
(.0344) 

-.0067 
(.0620) 

.0256 
( .5599) 

.0463 
(2.6539). 

.0124 
(2.6193) 

.0647 
(1.4270) 

.0333 
(1.3635) 

-.0211 
(.5932) 

-.0741 
(6.1183) 

-.0003 
(.0563) 

-.0214 
(.2274) 

.0639 
(1.1466) 

.0349 
(1.3913) 

-.0190 
(.2614) 

-.0313 
(1.0239) 

.0569 .0919 -.0953 
(.5982) (1.4153) (2.0681) 

-.0011 
(1.48))) 

.0842 
(5.5165) 

-.0002 
(.11339) 

.0053 
(.Cl96) 

-.0614 .1904 
(1.4916) (12.9140) 

-.0312 
(1.7304) 

.0493 
(2.7603) 

-.0627 
(6.2983) 

-.0145 
(.3338) 

-.0151 
(.2293) 

-.0138 
( .2689) 

~0541. .1027 
(.8251) (2.3779) 

.4187 .5333 .4996 .4965 .4846 .5656 .4828 .5986 .3882 
(98.5603) (171o.4&Z~) (167.2716) (ll3.1059) (157.0995) (166.1925) (129.)634) (309.1886) (97.1432) 

-.0275 .0128 -.0559 -.1059 -.0489 .0841 
(.seSl) (4.1333) (J.1209) (10.0776) (2.5589) (6.1819) 

-.0378 -.082b -.03790 
(1.3294) (10.1266) (1.e471) 

.0051 -.00'3 
(2.8686) (l.7414) 

-.1005 .2582 
(1.2)57) (9.1599) 

.2346 

U.9067 

.11361 

.3358 

21.2835 

.1713 

.0012 
(.2209) 

-.001) -.00'4 
(.2422) (4.7876) 

~.0512a .0989 .1695 
(.4188) (1.4537) (5.1156) 

.3188 

19.7040 

.143S 

.3046 

111.4437 

.1551 

.3189 

19.7173 

.1273 

.0019 
(.5388) 

-.0021 
(.6P5) 

-.0065 .1825 
(.0068) (S.0099) 

.3018 

111.7238 

.1412 

.2544 

35.9059 

.1389 

-.0011 -.0000 
(.2540) 

.0)13 .0798 
(.3282) (1.361') 

.4603 .2529 

14.2507 J.4.2507 

.12010 .0949 
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rAsul ts, do not suggest th-at frequency of ar rests" either before 

prison or after prison, significantly affect post-prison 

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

rAcord on unemployment among exoffenders is not a finding of an 
, --

absence of discrimination against exoffenders as exoffendersa 

To summarize, previous employment experience does affect 

J postprison employment but pre-prison experience eXhibits a weaker 

p.ffect than the experiences had after prison. Similarly, criminal 

history has a weak effect on postprison performance, particularly if 

• one concentrates on the criminal history pribr to release for the 

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

partial changes in the monthly unemployment odds ratios due to 

prp.vious month's unemployment, preprison employment and preprison 

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

unemployment experience consist.ently leads to higher jOblessness 

after prison. 

j, 
./ 

A more straightforward manner of inve~tigating tne effects of 

employment experience and criminal history on postprison performance 

is to examine closely the determinants of postprison hours worked. 

We can test dir~ctly the explanatory power of each of tne 

hypothesized determinants by ~onstructing an P-statistic from pairs 
'-

of R-squares obtained from regressions based on t;~e following moaels • 
\,," 

;1:: 
, 1 

~"'-(;r' I 
> ~, 't .'. 

!!' 
l' 
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TABLE 2 ~ 9· 

Work Experience, Criminal HistorY,and Post-Prison a Un~mplo~ent 

:: 

Partial. Change Partial Change Part:i,al Change in. Odds due to in: Odds due to in Odds due to P,revious Months' Each Additional Eacll'Additiona], 
Unemploy.men t Month's Pre-Prison 

De2endent Variable E:l!:p.erience 

Unemp~oy~d_inMonth l' 0:, -.·012. 

Unemp.1i:>y.ed. :i;u. Month:, 2 .. ' 3~B6:· 00 

Unemp.1oy.ed in"Month 3. 3~21: 00 

UnemP.1oy.ed in Mt:)nth l, 3:~ 65~ 
1 

-rOIl.-

Unemp.loY"ed in Month 5,,· 5.".35:' -.019: 

Unemployed in Month 6 4 .• ?6. O( 

Unemployed in Month 7 3: • .75.- -.·01&:-
j: 

Unemployel~ in ~lonth 8 23 .• 31 .787 " "\ )1: 

Unemployellin!Mon th 9 4.82 -.·014·T 

Unemployed in Month 10 3..91 Or , 

Unemployed in Month 11: 6:.43 0-

Unemp.1oY"ed" in. Mon th 12" 60·. ]4.. O,j 

The p'artHll cl)ang"e 

c)"(_JL) . r-p 

in the odds' rati~ is, found by~~ 

a 

dX. 
J.j 

13." =. 0 
J' 

Insignificant coefficients set equal to zero (107. level) 

be . b omputat10ns ased on results of table 2.5 

-----------'" 

Pr~~iQus Arrest· . . - -' .. 

o ~J 

Oc; 

0':1 

0(. 

.Q54 

0\ 

0" 

.1,96 

0 

-.Q28 

0: 

1 i.l,~Q 
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(1 ) ht = f (X) -
(2 ) ht = f (X, Y) 

cc'( 3 ) h t = f (X, ~l' ~2) 

('4 ) ht - f (X; ~2) 

(5 ) ht - f (X, Y, ~l) 

t6) h t = f (X, Y, ~li ~2) 

W~ ~enote hours wo~ked--~pecificaii~ average weeki~ hb~rs 

workeB for the tweive months after release from prison-~by ht~ 

General background characteristics can be described by the vector x; 
It inclu~es age; race; whether ~ famiiy ~ewber ever was in pri~on, 

and ~heth~r the ~ubject re~e{v~d un~roploY~ent insurance (~reatment). 
-, 

The preprlson experience vector is denoted by Y. It includes 

pteprison employment experience (long~st job heid, discounted for 

time since that job), whether the last job held was a white-collar 

job, ind the highest s6hool grade completed. There are two crime 

vectors. Criminal history--which includes total times arrested, age 

at first arrest, and type of offense~-is denoted by ~l. Prison . 

outcome denoted by ~2' includes whether a job was arranged while 

i~prisoned, whether rei~ase wa~ by paroiei ~rid ti~e actually serv~J 

lipOh rei.ease. 

dtdi~aty 1east-sguares estimates for both the log of hours woried 

arid hours worked specifications of equations (1) - (6) are displayed in 

tables 2.11-2.16. In addition to presenting the results obtained 

using the entire sample, we include es-timates' for blacks and whi tes. 
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Indepenuent 
Variahlcs 

Gencra 1 hackgrounu 

Treatment 

Race 

Age 

Family member ever in 
,prison 

Constant 

F-statistic 
5i gnificance level 

Mu2tiple R 

R 2 
Adjusted R 

-----~--~--~-~--

• • 

TAllI.n 2, 11 

OIUHNA\tV' J.UAS'r SQUARUS ESTl~'flTt:S OF I'OST·I'IUSON I!MI'I.O~n:NT; ~IOIl\l\, 1 

(t-statistics in parentheses) 

Tot a 1 

/-~\ 

-1.591 ) 
(-1.1l46~j 

-1. 727 
(.1,379) 

.243 
(3,423) 

-.763 
(-.862) 

21.777 
(9.74.0) 

4.565 
(. tlO~) 

.202 
'.041 
• .032 

\IoJUItS '~Oltl\E1I 

IHaeks 

-1. .oU) 
(.1 • .o84) 

.26.0 
(3.337) 

- .415 
(-.431) 

19.189 
(9.135) 

4.189 
(. .006) 

.lS0 

.032 

.,024 

Wh i tcs 

.6,390 
(-3,286) 

.06Q 
(432) 

-4.,4()5 
(-2:243) 

" 
29.nO 
(C,.796) 

4.841 
(.00:;) 

,~78 
,228 
,181 

Totul 

-.,J81 
C.l,379 ) 

··P!! 
r=l,55), 

.0.09 
0; 961) , 

- • .032 
,( - :542) 

3 • .045 
.0 9 '. 865) 

2.2.04 
(. .o6~) 

.142 
' • .020 
.,.021 

J.N(lIOUItS \'I()I!KliII) 

Blacks \'Ihites 

- • .053 -.319 
h815) (-3.359) 

.DIP • .000 
(1. 9U4~ ( • .046) 

:.,.012 -.252 
(:; ~.8~) ,(:-2:480) 

2.862 3.459 
p9.468) (19:167) 

1.427 5.072 
(.234) (.004) 

.1.06 .486 
,.011 .236 
,.003 ,19.0 

SOURCE: Baltimor,e ,Life \,nsurance fO,r the 'Ex-P,risoner Expcriment 
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TABLE 2.12 

ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTHIATES OF POST-PRISON EHPLOYHE~T: mDEL 2 

(t-statistics in parcnt;heses) 

" .- .~ r , 

.... --
(·it.i;·~i:':':7-j. 

HOURS l'iORKED 
. ~~.~., lS (HOURS l'iORKED) 

1 ... ~.'Acnt Variable 
Total Sample Blacks II'hi tes Total Blacks "''hi tes 

'-<~~~~ 

.... ul eackground 

I; _1.598 -1.016 -5.875 _.082 _.053 •• 297 

.•• I·.cnt (_1.883) (-1. 098) (3. OO~ 1) (-1.399) ( •• 81.1) (-3.066) 

.... -1.672 
-.136 

(-1. :.97) 
(-1.532) 

.", 
.120 .130 -.116 .002 .002 .,00i 

(1.539) (1. 522) (-.656) (.474) (.~S:!) (_.839) 

.. .Ii member ever in -.873 _.638 -·L043 -.038 -.0:!3 .~-_. __ .:J 

~f, 10n 
(- .998) (_.670) (-1. 950) (-.637) (_.354) (-2.192) 

• Irllon Experience 

.',ftstnCe .097. .10Q - .140 .005 • 00f .005 . 

(3.207) (3.037) (1.818) (:!.705) (:.572) (1.561) 

... \. collar -2.20& -2.696 3.699 -.102 -.1~5 .150 

(-1. i62) (2.006) (1.044) (_1.1S5) (-1.319) (.857) , ../,.t!.tion .398 .318 .417 .01S .010' .019 

(1. i65) (1.289) (.7i9) (.993) (.6:!5) (.716) 

.. ,!tnt 19.5~S 18.158 2i.300 :: .. 993 :.Sb6 3.345 

(6.656) (5.989) (4.098) (14.5:5) (13.;;::) (10.125) 

. "HlStlc 5.153 4.690 3.368 :!.7:!6 :.:01 3.~01 

• fllticance level (.000) (.000) (.005) (.009) ( .(42) (.010) 

J' " ·,>le.,R .Z80 .265 .552 ~~O7 .185 .54:: 

, .078 .0iO .305 .oH .03" .294 

• ,tied R' .063 .055 .214 .0:; .01S .~O~ 

---------------------------".~-------------------------------------------------------\1 
Baltimore Life Insurance for the Ex.J,,lrisoner Experiment l' '~I: 

t 
, 

0 

-65-

: 

It 
( 

.i 
I , 

~ 

.~I 
.~ 

Independent Variable 

~:1 
Gfnerai background 

Treatment , , 
1 
.' 

Race 

~ge 

rCl! 11' member ever in 
prison 

Cri",inal history 

" Total times arrested 

~£e at first arrest 

J 

Robbery. burglary. larceny. 
Juto theft 

Constant 

f Hatistic: 
li£nificance level 

'1Jltiple R 
R: 

IJjusted R2 

Sct;RCE: Baltimore Life Insurance 

,. 

TABLE 2.13 

ORDINARY/LEAST SQUARES ESTHIATES OF POST -PRISOS EMPLOnlE.\T: ~fODEL 3 

(t-statistic in parentheses) 

HOURS WORKED LX (HOURS II'OR~ED) 
Total Blacl:s Whites Total Blacks 

-1.558 -.963 -6.615 
(-1.797) (.1.01) (_3.294) 

-.079 -.050 
(-1.343) -.765) 

-2.169 
(-1.612) 

-.167 
(-1.811) 

·.211 .218 .051 
(.076) (2.571) (.326) 

.008 .008 
(1.612) (1.~9") 

-.749 -.3"9 -5.395 
(-.844) (-.362) 

-.032 -.008 
(-2.393) (- .541) ( ... 1:5} 

-.028 -.028 -.127 
(.071) (-.355) (-.921) 

-.00.' -.OO~ 
(-.7S0) (-.761) 

.159 •. 179 _ .026 
(1. 307) (1.355) (-.072) 

.006 -.007 
(.8:!0) (- .SSI) 

-.000 .OO~ 
(.000) 

.. 1. 224 .010 
(.009) (-.562) 

.011 
( .165) (.16~) 

20.625 17.497 33.112 
(7.093) (6.059) (4.574) 

3.Il! 1 ~.SOO 
(15.092) (13.8~~) 

2.969 2.542 2.506 
(.005) (.020) (.035) 

1.540 1.04~ 
(.152) (.3%) 

.216 .198 .~96 

.046 .039 
.157 .1:5 

.030 
.246 .024 

.023 .148 
.016 

.OOS .0007 

for the EX-Prisoner Experiment 

-66-

lI'hites 

-.333 
(-3.~00} 

-.oq'o, 
(-.052) 

-.2!l,J 
(-::.6iji) 

;'; 
-.00": 

(-1.061,) 

.000:, 
(. 015~ 

.064 . 
(-.602) 

3 .. 622 
(10.2::7) 

1.685 
(.0:6) 

.509 

.:59 

.lb2 

"-,r 
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TABLE 2.14 

ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTHIATES OF POST-PRISON E~IPLO)').f1l.\7: mDEL 4 

(t-statistic in parentheses) 

---------------------------------------------------------HOURS II'ORKED 

Blacks ... ~~nJfnt Variable 

\1 
.... 'ui Background J' 

:/ 

I .... 

'i' 

.... :. celllber ever in 
lI\lC~ 

" W~ Outcome 

.• ~ Hunged 

• -i' len'cd 

.... lInt 

• "lIlstlc 
'1" f1c~nce level 

.~ 'IItd R2 

Total 

.1. 87S 
(-2.22) 

-1. 635 
(.1. 279) 

.203 
(2. n7) 

•• 3i5 
(-..131) 

4.:!73 
(4.61S) 

.231 
(.215) 

·.149 
( •• 755) 

6.310 
(.000) 

.307 

.094 

.079 

.1.307 
(.1.433) 

.229 
(:!. S46) 

-.131 
(-.140) 

4.i88 
(4.873) 

.712 
(.617) 

-.191 
(-.920) 

17.510 
(8.0U) 

7.061 
( .000) 

.319 

.102 

,087 

IInites 

.6.354 
(-3.045) 

.097 
(.569) 

-4.957 
(-2.208) 

-.":45 
(-.160) 

-1.762 
(-.625) 

-.000. 
(.000) 

30.623 
(6.413) 

2.445 
(.039) 

.491 

• :!41 

.142 

Baltimore Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment 

'-67-

Total 

-.098 
( -1.703) 

-.132 
(-1.506) 

.007 
(1.453) 

•• 007 
(-.123) 

.0(111 
( .I1S) 

-.012 
(-.913) 

2.981 
(18.966) 

4.:!86 
( .000) 

.066 

.0506 

L>; (I,'OURS II'ORKED) 

Bl:u:ks 

-.OiO 
( -1.099) 

.OOS· 
(I. 539) 

.006 
(.09S4) 

.383 
(4.375) 

.031 
( 390) 

-.014· 
(- .980) 

:!.767 
(18. O~:» 

4.557 
(.000) 

.:61 
.068 

.053 

-F 

~nites 

-.319 
(-3.131) 

.002 
(.34S) 

-.2i5 
(-2.514) 

-.063 
(- .466) 

-.049, 
(-.360) 

-.005 
(-.li1) 

3.502 
(15.087) 

~.590 
( .030) 

.502 

.155 

i 
4 
i 
" 

'1 , 

I 

~"-"-.. ~J;.,:~;-;J.a:&.~;;;;;;r ........... ='CJ" '~J,.o..-:-.. ~..;;...~~= 
J • 

) 

I 

TABLE 2.16. 

ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTHIATES OF POST·PRISON EMpLOnIE~7: MODEL 6 

(t-statistics in parentheses) 

.J . ,j; -------------------------------~----: 

,
> ~ - HOllP.S WORKED L.~.cIIOURS IIORKED) 

f_'f.'_' Independent Variables To.t.al : BI:acks: lI'hites Total' !llac,h "'nites 

; If ------------------------------------~----~--------==-----==--~------~~---
1'. j't. Ctne

rol 
Background 

:" e I Treatment 

, I. hc,', " ~ r. 
,", " , 1 
. I ; I 
I , I 

hlllily .memberever in 
prison 

rre-Piison 'Experience 

bperitmce 

Education 

Crt=inal History 

Total times arrested 

'ie at first arrest· 

:~cncerated for:. 

lobbery. burglary. larceny., 
luto theft 

~:nsunt : 

"I!atistic significance 
In.1 

·.~tii'le R 
I' 

"lJuHed R2• 

-1...8S0 
(-2-.238). 

-1· • .813 . 
(-V3.S9) 

0.657,' 
(.138)-

-.S86 
(-.~675): 

.076 
(2.309) 

-1 .. 90:1 
(_1.:543) 

.450 ' 
(1.985) 

.003, 
(.498) 

.03S 
(_I.B~I) 

.08S, 
(.092' 

19,800 
(5;;26) 

3;617-
(.000) 

.2S1 

.079 

.051' 

-1,,:344 
(-1.:4;.4) 

.OS4. " 
(.861); 

- • .407 • 
- • .434) 

• 074 
(2. OS',) 

-2~24S 
(-1..702) 

.393 
(1 :583) 

.016 
(-.212) 

.058, 
(.425) 

-.022' 
(-.01~: 

IS.051 
(5.067) 

3; 157' 
(.0(11) 

.:67 
.071 
.048 

-4..71'5: : 
(-2 • .1 80). 

-.24_7.': 
(-1.:16Ql 

-S.:5~<\' 
(-2.:s:m 

.249 • 
(2 •. 439) 

5;164 
(l.}~U 

.475 
(.802) 

- .091' 
(-.715) 

_ .063, 
(-.180) 

-_579 
(- .24~) 

30.711 
(3;273) 

2.190 
(: 042) 

.560 

.314 

.170 

Baltimore Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment 

-69-

o 

L 

-.Dll9 
(-I~:709) 

.I~:'; : 
(-L~96) • 

.001- . 
(.175)" 

- .. OI,B .• 
(- • ..31:2): 

.0,04 , 
(1 •. S07) 

- .084:. 
(- .. 986) 

.017, ' 
(1.108) 

-,OO~ . 
(-.438) 

.000 
(.11468) 

.017 
(.n4) 

3;023 
(l:!.~55) 

1.!li3 
(.035) 

o 

.~11 

.(144 

.022 

-.J27, 
H.12:2.l. 

.OO:! . 
(.300) 

-.DC!7,· 
(.106) 

.004',' 
(1 •. 688) 

- •. 098 
( -1.04.1) 

.014 ' 
(.797) 

- .. 001 
(_.;;~i) 

.000 
( .0790) 

.013 
1:.18i} 

~.89~ . 
(11.511) 

}.546 
(.130.) 

.1!l0 

.036 

.Ol:! 

- .2,5.0 •. 
(-2.:32:7;)' 

- •. 0,12; : 
(-1..13.91' , 

-.308 , 
(-2.;655f 

.010: .
(2.) 86'} 

.:!Q9 
(I.,081) 

.O2l' 
(.717.l' 

-.005 . 
(-.834) 

•• 001 
(-.0733) 

-.,037 . 
(-.321) 

3.-524 • 
(:'.595) 

:.,125 • 
(.048) 

.554 
.307 
.1/13 ' 

, "~, r ! 
I 

I 

1/ 

I 

I 
!I 

I 
'II" 

11 

tl 
II 
It 
II 
!ll :\ 

f 
~ 
I 

t 

j 
'1 
1 
I 
H~' 

1 
J 

',j 
l ,i 
11 j 
!~ 



--- ---,--~ 
,II/.l ..... ~~. ~;r;;.r.A"It!" ... 'W!ei\;g,.Ibt4,."~" ...... 'i! ... !~'~"""'.,.,!' ... 'im.-""""'~~'_. ----

., 

I 

!o ' 

. , 
I 

, 
, I 
, i 

; i 
, \ 

t: 

-,,-

The results can be conveniently summarized. Background 

characteristics tend to be more strongly related to hours worked than 

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

variables. In the total sample, the unemployment insurance lowers 

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

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

workers generally work more hours). with the exception of employment 

experience and job arranged while imprisoned, there is no 

statistically significant pattern seen in the other vectors of 

variables. 

Although there are some differences between the log-linear and 

linear models, the most striking differences in results arise when 

the black and It/hite samples are considered. unemployment insurance 

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

total sample, it is found that being in the t~eatment group and 

receiving a cash subsidy upon release from pris'on tends to reduce the 

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

employment disincentive effect discovered in numerous other studies. 

However, for blacks in the sample the work disincentive appears 

inoperative. The estimated coefficient for receipt of unemployment 

insurance (treatment) is significant at the weak 10 percent 

statistical level in only two of twelve separate equations. 

Another revealing difference between the black and White samples 

is evidenced. Whereas having a family member who was ever in prison 

- -70-
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~,.,B no appreciable effect on the hours ,worked by blacks, tn:is general 

b3CI(ground character istic cons istently lower s'~'\ hours wor ked by 

.,rdtP..'s;,. :1n addition, having a job arranged increases t.he hours 

t(l)rk ed b,yblacks, .but has no effect on white workers. And, to 

further ~ighlight apparent blapk-white differences in ,hours worked, 

lhP. :prepr lson eXJ?er ience yar .i.able, .w,tli,p.h increases employment for 

both wl)ites and:"blacks, generally has a sm 11 ff" . _ " a er coe lClen,tfor 

blacks t,haT'l,for w,hi t,es ,. Wh t th' .. a. ,lS means is that an exbr,a month of' 

pr~prison employment assure~ ~ore work for whites ~han fo; blacks. 

:itt :ip 91ef1r f,:,om j.nspection that: :Jeneral back:ground 

are more consistently characteristics, as we have measured tnem, 

r~lated to postprison perfo~mance thao are preprison experiences, 

~r.iminal history, or prison outcomes. '~ut in light of the 

s~nificance of the e~ployment experience variable and the jOb-

arranged variable, we might inquire how much do factors other than 

general background characteristics contribute to exnlain s;- the 

y,riation in hours worked? Collectively, do criminal history 

·Y.aripbles, or pre]?r ison exper ienc~ var' l.ables, or pr ison outcome 

v~r~ables si~nificantly improve the equations' eX91~g~t9ry power 

.9~yond that provided by b _ ackground characteristics alone? 

One technique for addressing these questions has been described 

by both Goldber~er (1964) and Kmenta (1971). Model 1, for example, 

states that hours k d d wor Po epends only on general backgrouna 

characteristics. Model 2, on the other nand, asserts that hours 
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workijd dApAnds on both general background characteristics and 

I previous experiAnc~. We can rewrite those competing models as 

(I)' h t = S' X +(Ei 

(2)' ht = S' X + y' Y + Ei 

t Where B is a Kxl ve~tor of parameters to be estimated and Y is a 

(Q-K) xl vActor- and £i is the er ror, ter.m. A test of model 2-

whether the Q-K additional explanatory variables are significant--

I suggests that' the null hypothesis, 

be tested against the alternative hypothesis 

The appropriate test statistic is 

F = 

-72--
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"rj .• l 

n - Q 
Q - K 
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"here the F2 1 S are unad justed/ ai~;:~; the Q subscr ipt denoti£.,l:; 
~, _.r-.~_r 

I!!odel ,2, in which there are 0 independent var iables, ansl,K 
\t;/' 

corresponds to modell, in which there are K independent variables. 

From table 2.11, we see that for background characteristics alone the 

R-squared value is .04l~ This vaiue rises to .078 when preprison 

()xper ience var iables(yre added, as seen in tabie 2:. i3 .. Tne p .. 

statistic is 5.685, which ia bignificant at ~he 1 p~rc~nt le~eii 

[r:j()ct:, therefore, the hypothesis that the coefficients of the 
\ /' 

), 

additional variables capturing preprison experiences are zero. 
<J. 

tn 

other words, ~odel 2 is correct. Houts worked aepends not only on 

general characteristics but also previous expetiences. 

The identical F-test can be perforroed for different cOIT.binations 

by models 1 through 6. The F-statistics are computed and displayed 

in table 2.23. The results can be conveniently summarized. 

addition of criminal-history variables adds little to the explana~ory 

power of the hours-worked equatior{_~). Even when cOITbined with 

employment experience the added contribution of infor~ation on 
\.\ 

On the other hand, prison q_l,ltcornes"--criminal history is minor. 

capturing information on methocl of release from prison, time~erved, 

and whether a job was arranged--significantly a~d to the explanatory 

power of the hours worked equation. This is true whether the 

equation includes background characteristics alone or background 
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J I I! ~h~rccterigtics combined with preprison experience and criminal 

!, i ~ f ... a 1 G tory. ;However, this finding is only true for blacks and the total 
~' ,J) 

J 
~There 'is 'no stat'i'stically significant change in the'R-

f ,quarea 'value for white hours workea regardless of which new 

I" '. "pI a na tor y v adoole s are 'added. 

11 t ' The'se :r:esults ,suggest further that 'the dominating fact'or 

11 , :t; explain'ing ::p:ost-pris'onhours wor'kea ,fo'r 'tilacksat 'l'east, is <an 
j 
1 outcOI'[1.e :r:-.:e'\l'at'ed more ,to :rec'ent :eIl!ploYIPent,--spec'i'ficaTly whether a ':rob 

was 'arn:in"geCl. 'The ,other elements ~df~thepr ison-outcom'e 'vect'or--

1,' 1 J whether :.parclea and 'time 'served--have ',very 'low t-statistics 

Ii 
II 

associca::teCi with the.i.r estimated coefficients. 

1 i preprison employment certainJ,yare 'noto's 'stron9 explanatory, 

I",jl varicibles as is the ,job-arranged vari~ble. ~he 'pre~ious experience pJ: 
Ii 
l ,) 
r'l 
! I 
1 i 
H fO" 

factors 'are extreIrely sensi tive ·to choice of the functional form for 

the hours 'workeCi equation. Theptison-outcome vector, which incluaes 

fi !\ lJ the job-a-rrange-a variable, is robust with respect to functional form 
q 
j i in :ou:r :F--!.t"ests .. 
lJ 
II 
l~ I ,~ 
11 

'.Thlsconclusion suggest's that 'Il'lOre .recent,perhaps 'even 

postprison experiences are roore r~levant in ex~laining postprison 
.' I 

,-If 
j I 

em~loyroent of exoffenders than previous experiences. In tables 2.1'7'-

II 
l!~ 

If 
I! 
il HI) 
Jf 
t'l 

IJ p ) 

2.21, we explicifly test the hypothesis that postprison experiences 

explain postprison employment. First, we consider the fdllowing 

model': 

-
(7) ht =.f (~, ht-l). 
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Independent Variable 

General Background 
Treatment 

Race 

Age 

Family Member 
Ever in Prison 

Postprison Outcome 
Hour's Worked First 
Six Months Out 

Constant 

F-statistic 
Significance Level 

Multiple R 

R2 

2 
Adjusted R 

-; 

Hours Worked Second Six Months 

Total 

-.529 
(-.587) 

-.781 
(-.572) 

.046 
( .625) 

-,404 
( ... 437) 

.447 
(10: 489)' 

16.661 
(6.776) 

24.184 
(.OOO) 

,470 

,221 

,211 

Blacks 

-.480 
(-.501) 

,075 
(.941) 

-.102 
(-,104) 

.468 
(10,451) 

14.539 
(6.435) 

29.477 
(.000) 

.481 

,239 

.231 

Whites 

-3.318 
(-1.173) 

-.165 
(-.801) 

... 4.620 
( •. 1,643) 

.178 
(1.211) 

31.514 
(4,671) 

1.962 
(; 132) 

,366 

:134 

.062 

SOURCE: Baltimore Life Ir).surance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment. 

, '1 

\) 

LN(Hours Worked Second Six 11onths) 

Total 

-.005 
(-.080 ) 

-.056 
(-,555) 

,001 
( .195) 

.011 
(: 173) 

.029 
(9.3?6) 

2.465 
(13;455) 

18.502 
(; 000) 

,422 

,178 

.168 

Blacks 

-.007 
(-.108) 

,002 
(,427) 

.035 
( ,488) 

.031 
(9;403) 

2.323 
(;1.3; 719) 

23.208 
(,000) 

.445 

.198 

.190 

Whites 

-.187 
(-.929) 

.,.-

",.010 
(-.700) 

-.303 
(-1!518) 

.006 
(.647) 

3.521 
(7,329) 

1. (Jl2 
( .380) 

.286 

.082 

.005 

... 
~; 

'I /. 

" --:) 

1 

-

o 
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TABLE 2.18 

• 
'\, 
ORDINARY LEAST SQ11ARES ESTIMATES OF POSTPRISON El>IPLOYMENT: MODEL 8 

(!-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES) 

~:============================~==============~~==~~====~ 

Independent Variable 

General Backgroound 
Treatment 

Race 

Agc 

fo'ulIJJ.ly r'll:nJl~/::' EV01' 
1.n PJ'}:;O!l 

Post:ol'ison Outcome 
Al'rcs ted Fi ['s t Six 
Months Out 

Cons'tant 

F-statistic 
Significance Level 

Multiple R 

R2 

Adjusted n2 

HouI's Worked Second Six Months 

Total 

"1.264 
(-1.258) 

(-1. 762) 
(-1.154) 

.185 
(2.246) 

-.190 
( - • '/(J(j ) 

1.027 
(1. 634) 

24.506 
(9.358) 

2.276 
(.046 ) 

.161 

.026 

.014 

Blacks 

-.830 
(-.764) 

.217 
(2.423) 

-. ;15.:i 
(-.:311]) 

2.060 
(1.722) 

21.484 
(8.762) 

2.434 
(. 047) 

.159 

.025 

.014 

Whites 

-4.687 
(-1.605) 

-.121 
(-.5tl2) 

-5.3()!1 
(':1,O[)I-1) 

.001 
(.0465) 

35.664 
(5.898) 

1,459 
( .229) 

.329 

.l()1J 

.004 

SOURCE: Baltimol'e Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisonel' Exp<:rimcnt. 

/', 
U 

LN(Hours Worked Second Six Months) 

Total 

-.055 
(,~.757) 

-.118 
(-1. 066) 

• OlD 
(1.696) 

-,013 
(-.173) 

,090 
(1.107) 

2.993 
(15.653) 

1.165 
(.326 ) 

.116 

.0134 

.00191 

Blacks 

-.034 
(- .428) 

Whites 

-.249 
(-1.335) 

[1 
._ .. ___ . _ .... ___ ._._. _____ . ____ l! 

l 
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TABLE 2.19 

ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES ESTIMATES OF POST PRISON EMPLOYMENT: MODEL 9 

(~-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES) 

Hours Worked Second Six Months LN (Hours Worke,d Second Six Month~) 
Independent Variable 

Total 

General Background 
Treatment -1.167 

(-1.199) 

Race -1.699 
'( -1.150) 

Age .,073 
,:(,888) 

Family Member Ever -.671 
in Prison 1(-.. 671) 

Postprison Outcome 
Average Salary ,.'058 
First Six Months :(5,.512) 

Constant '24..149 
.(9.557) 

F-statistic 7.932 
Significance Level ( .000) 

Multiple R .. 291 

R2 .085 

Adjusted R2 ,.074 

Blacks 

-1.126 
(-1.078) 

--

4094 
(1.053) 

-.323 
,,(-.302) 

.064 
(5.607) 

21.395 
(9.147) 

'9.681 
!(.OOO) 

,.306 

.093 

.084 

Whites 

-4.829 
(-1. 822) 

- .. 114 
i( -.549) 

-5.396 
(-l,. 917,) 

.556 
.( .172) 

35.536 
1(5.950) 

1.451 
(.232) 

.. 328 

.107 

.033 

SOURCE: Baltimore'Li1e'Insurance for ·the Ex-Prisoner Experimen~. 

o 
, ' 

Total 

-.045 
(-.660) 

-.117 
i( -1. 089) 

.002 
iL· 395) 

-.005 
'(-'.075) 

.004 
i(5:.313i) 

2.958 
((16,.021) 

6.623 
{.OOO) 

,.268 

,.0721 

.0612 

:Blacks 

-.051 
(-.675) 

.003 
,(.516 ) 

.020 
( .266) 

,,004 
1(5.407\ 

• I 

2.779 
1(16:.184 ) 

8.270 
(,.,000) 

.285 

.081 

•. 071 

Whites 

-.229 
(-1.117) 

-.008 
I ~04) ;\-"".0 

-.326 
(-1.630) 

,.000 
{.128) 

3.669 
~(8.613) 

:,'963 
(.436 ) 

.272 

.074 

-.002 

l 
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TABLE 2.20 

OllDII1ARY LEAST S~UAP.ES ESTIMATES OF POSTPRISOII Et,PLOYHENT: ~:ODEL 10 

(l~STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES) 

~·'-"~-=~~~-=""'~====Ho~u~r:s=\=!O-r=ke=d=s=cc-o=n=d=S=l=X=M~.o=n=t=h=S===~LN=·~("'HO=U=l'=s~.~·o=:r~('<l S~eonJ SIx ~::nths) 

Independent Varlable 

Otneral Eackground 
Treatll1ent 

!lace 

FamUy I'!.",ber 
Ever In Prison 

Prepr\son Experience 
EXperience 

Whlte Collar 

Education 

CrL~!r.a1 Hlstory 
Total T1:e Arrested 

Age at Flrst Arrest 

Incarcel'a~e; fol': 
noocer::, =~.a·61ary, Larceny 
Auto The!: 

Prison Outco,::es 
Job "rranbed 

Paroled 

?cstprisen C~tccme 
Hoers ~cl'ked First 
Six :·:or.:hs Out 

:cn::f,ant 

F-statls:lc 
51£n!!!eance Lp.vel 

:':l1t~pl(! 1I 

?2 

Total 

.,.6Cfl 
(-.6~9) 

•• 732 
( •• :21) 

.070 
( •• 731) 

_.500 
(-,631) 

.021 
(.594) 

'7~.029 
(-??81) 

.227 
(.922) 

.C'.:99 
(.SOO) 

.080 
(.603) 

!.225 
(~.292) 

-1.e90 
(-1.631) 

.::4~ 
(1.5i2) 

9.~23 
(.000) 

.~92 

.242 

.216 

Blacks 

~.616 
(-.Mi) 

~. 039 
(~.376) 

~.364 
(-.267) 

.009 
(.243) 

-3.:45 
(~2.397) 

.195 
(.744) 

.036 
(1, Q3!1) 

.083 
(. ::36) 

!.'176 
(1.651) 

-1.417 
(-1.1=4) 

.:n4 
(1.::26) 

.453 
(9.60) 

1::.414 
(::.476) 

10.07.4 
(.OOJ) 

.513 

.264 

.237 

.hites 

,1.191 
(-.4OB) 

-.585 
(-2.2<;04) 

~6.7al 
(~2.277) 

.265 
(?615) 
7.419 

(1.516) 

.515 
(.691) 

-.10'5 
(-.51::) 

.204 
(.~::7) 

-.505 
(-.170) 

-7.099 
(-1.=15) 

-5.295 
(-1. 465) 

2.003 
(2.921 ) 

20.::01 
(2.::51) 

1.~05 
(. (.07) 

.t12 

.::75 

.157 

Total 

-.015 
(~.224) 

~. if-O 
(~.4e41 

~.004 
(-.~Bl) 

.007 
( .1!?9) 

~. OC-O 
(_.246) 

-.190 
(-1.929) 

.004 
(.242) 

.004 
(.7<;7) 

.0OS 
(.&49) 

• CO2 
(.c:;7) 

.159 
(2.007) 

-.152 
(-1.751) 

.013 
(.777) 

• (;2S 
(S.c:'7) 

2.410 
(5. =!?) 

7.4::9 
(.COO) 

• ~47 

.200 

.173 

:lacks 

-.019 
(;.266) 

-.001 
(:.?2C;) 

.020 
(.::~~) 

-.001 
(~ .t571 

~. 2crT 
(~.9=:') 

• c,.cc 
(.e05) 

.CC:5 
(.c;,c::) 

.GC9 
( .919) 

.C14 
(.1 i9) 

.17:: 
(2.1~~) 

-.11: 
(-1.2C;.!) 

.009 
(. ~4E) 

.C::O 
(t'.6!:=) 

2.2:1 
(7.::::2) 

.22:: 

.19-; 

-.:3:~4 
(-LsC2) 

.~!.o 
(1."21) 

0::4 
(:~21) 

-.~ 
(.::72) 

.C10 
(.2(;2) 

.05a 
(-.27C) 

~.~::: 
(-1. ';:2) 

.1::9 
(1.==:) 

.CC2 
( .216) 

1. 2~(, 
( .2,7) 

.295 

.ct.l Ad.lusted R2 
=.~~~======================~====.-== 

,SCURC=:: !:.al:!::".or~ Ll!e Insurance for -:h(: ::x":'rr1s'jner Exper1mf:nt~ 
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TABLE 2.21 

CEDIl:AP.Y LEAST S~UAP.ES ESTL'lATES OF POS:'PRISOn S-:PLOY:{ENT: 110DEL 11 

-
Independent Varia ble 

"onoral Eackground 
Treatment 

!lace 

Age 

.Par.!iY,Y: >l~n:ber 
Ever in Prison 

r".~rlson Exp~rience 
ExOle!'ience 

_hi te Coll'll' 

Education 

Cr1r.~r.a1 nistory 
:otal ~~e Arr~s:ed 

"ie at First Arrest 

EOD~ery, ~~rg1arJ' LbrC~~7 
Auto rt.e!= 

In P:!son 
: ob "rranged 

Paroled 

":l:e Served 

P:S:;l!'lscn Outc~es 
Arr~s:ed F1rs: Six 
:·:or.ths Cut 

Hours ":ork!:d F~rs: 
Six ::cr.~hs Cut 

Cens:an~ 

F-s:a:~ s:ic 
Sl~~!!icance Level 

::t;1 ~!ple R 

R2 

'·'Ad:-.:sted R2 

(,l;.-STATISTICS IN P"P.!lITH~ES) 

Heurs ~orked Seccnd Slx Mon~hs 

Tuta1 

-.9l!6 
(-.663) 

-.066 
(-.694). 

-.636 
(-.687) 

.029 
(.:1=2) 

-2.990 
(-2.265) 

.194 
(.60?) 

.041 
(.552) 

.050 
(.::S2) 

1.292 
(1.258) 

-1.7t1 
(-1. :2El) 

.::17 
(!.::95) 

2.549 
(2.528) 

.443 
(9.976) 

15. 4 88 
(,:.098) 

9.~::0 
(.COO) 

.503 

.253 

.226 

Blacks 

-.375 
(- •. ::90) 

-.039 
(-.::65) 
-.281 

(-.::59). 

.C21 
(.571) 

-:: .. ::70 
(-2.428) 

•. 124 
( .475) 

.056 
(.676 ) 

.~? 
( • ".:.:» 

1.720 
(1.613) 

-1.259 
(-1. C::4) 

.271 
(1.154) 

::.024 
{2.523) 

.. ~ :.37 
i~: =40) 

10.103 
(.000) 

.=29 

.279 

.252 

~h1tes 

-1.3::6 
(-.450) 

-.573 
(-2.111) 

-6.928 
(3.036) 

.268 
(V;02) 

7.471 
(1.'!09) 

.576 
(.746) 

- .103 
(-.597) 

.188 
.' (.:=97) 

1.202 
(.:=75) 

-7.244 
(-1.222) 

-5.290 
(-1.444) 

2.061 
(2.O21) 

1.202 
( .:;75) 

.105 
(.720) 

29. ::37 
(2.239) 

1.549 
(.110) 

.614 

.379 

.148 

W (HOUI'S 'c!'~~a S-ccnd Six Months) 

Total 

- •. 009 
(-.1~2) 

- •. 050 
(_.5<:2) 

-.003 
(-.552) 

.005 
(. t.72 ) 

-.000 
(-.079) 

-.18e 
(-1.912) 

• CO2 
(.1~) 

.003 
(.(;21) 

.000 
(.(:92) 

• CiC4 
(.rea) 

.157 
(2.070) 

-.145 
(-1.6==) 

.0117 
(.690) 

.1:::: 
(1.77~) 

.029 
(=.774) 

2.406 
(5.511) 

7.2C7 
(. C('O) 

.4~4 

.200 

.177 

Elacks 

-.001 
(-.2~2) 

.025 
( .::43) 

-. COl 
(_.':25) 

-.20= 
(-2.CGq 

-. CC:: 
(-.;.;:;) 

.C04 
( .(:45) 

. em 
(.nr;;) 

.01.! 
( .1e~) 

.170 
(2.12:) 

-.HO 
(-!.2CC) 

.C07 
(.422) 

.031 
(S.cl'!) 

2.257 
(i.e77) 

7. ~~2 
(.000) 

.4El 

.2::2 

.2C2 

~hIte. 

-.067 
(.::10) 

~.040 
(-2.C47) 

~.407 
(-1.f;28) 

.024 
(2.55::) 

.~15 
(1.~i9) 

.039 
!.b97) 

-.OU<: 
(-.::..:7) 

.G08 
(.247) 

-.043 
(-.195) 

-.~1:: 
(-1.075) 

.,,427 
(-l.c::o) 

.141 
(1.c;95) 

.1eB 
(.~1) 

.001 
(.1?::) 
::.444 

(::. =53) 
1. ~(:l 
(.::42) 

.~47 

.21:9 

.041 

" I 

~ 

. Iii , ! 
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/Iere hours worked in Cl given period depends both on background 

characteristics and hours worked in the previo''') period. Let us 

relate h t to the second six months out to prison~ the ht-l is the 

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

dis.cussion, we concentrate on the log-linear form of the black ho.urs 

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

rr.onths' hour:s worked, we obtained an R-squared' value of, .. 0.1. Thi:s 

jurrps' to .20. in, table 2 .. 17 where h't-I. has been added as an 

explanatory var iable. The F-s,tat.istic for this change in R-squar:,es 

is 101..41 and is si.gnificant at tIie 1 percent level.. 

There are other postprison outcomes that could potentially 

affect employment. Although previous criminal record was found not 

to matter much in determining postprison employment, what about 

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

first six months out of prison by At-I. Then an alternative 

to rrodel 1 is 

(8') ht.= f (X, At-I)" 
'" 

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

fonT1) is .0.1. From table 2.18,. we compute an R-squared of .012~· 

-80.-
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this" it is p.asily seen, is not a statistically significant Change., 

Anothp.r altp.rnative is the following model: : 

(9) h t = f (X, Wt_l~. 

where Wt-l', is the aver:ag~ weekly, salar y in the first six mon~hs. 

The R~·sql:lared~ valup. rises to~ .• O!3" not q~ite. a~imuch as the ris~. when 

ihcTuding. ht:-l'~' 

F:ur:ther p.x.p.p.r imentation yields similar results. The followi!19 

moders capture the added influence of P?stp,rison outcomes on nours 

worked' the second six months. 

(1:0) ht = f (X, Y, ~l' Z" ; fit_I) 
-'" 

(11) ht = f (X, Y, ~1' ~2,i At-I' h
t

_
1

) 

(1.2 ) h t = f' (~, Y, ~t·, ~2; At-I' fit-I, Wt :- l )· 

These models are fully loaded in t~e sense that tney include general 

background, preprison experience, criminal history, and prison-

outcome charactp.r ist·ics. The resul ts are displayed in tables 2.20-

2.22. To fully appreciat.e what th~ highly significant coefficients 

on postprison outcomes really mean, it is useful to consult 

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

displayed. In every case in which the postprison outcome variaoles 

-81-
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TABLE 2.22 

ORDINARY LEAST 'S,'JAR~ ESrn:Al'ES 0 F POSTPRISON EYoPLOYMElIT: r.ODEL 12 

'Ct-STATISTICS IN PJ.P.El:THES~) 

Hours \lorked Second Six }lonthS L1i(Hours .ork~d Second Silt ~:onthS)' 

IndepcnQe~t Var1able, 

vtneral Sack.;round 
TreatJ:lent 

Raee 

Family Me:::ber 
Ever-in Prison 

prep~f.on 'Experience 
EXper1ence 

WhHe Collar 

,::ducat1'on 

Crin1nal 'His:ory 
Total T~e Arrested 

Ineareera:ed for: 
r.~l:b'ery. :Jre;lary. 'Larceny 
Auto Theft 

In Pr1~on 
Jo\> Arrar.;;ed 

Paroled 

1'1::le Served 

Pos:pr1scn C":cooc 
Arrested F1rs~ Silt 
:·:cnths Out 

Hours .orked :1rs: 
Si~ :·!ontr.s Ou: 

Average ~ala~j First 
Six :-:ono;r.s Ou: 

F-s:a~15~!c . 
Sl~~irlcar:ee Levp.l 

::ul:iple R 

n2 

Ad~~sted R2 

Total 

. -:477 
-(~ ~ 526) 

"-.691 
{;..5l!6) 

. -:052 
(-.657) 

-';:527 
(-.676) 

, :,~O 
'(.664) 

'.;'3.000 
('~2.270) 

';203 
(.831) 

.041 
(.551) 

.:v\6 
(.364) 

:'.362 
r·· 371) 

1.336 
(1,303) 

:'1. 731 
(~1.496) 

.321 
(1.~09) 

2.424 
(2.295) 

.457 
(6.150) 

.:.oc:~
(:.399) 

1~.296 
(~_012) 

3.632 
( .C-oo) 

.5<:2 

.254 

.225 

'Blacks 

: -.357 
(-.372) 

-.034 
(-.335) 

:-.372 
(-.379) 

.:~3 
( .(06) 

·~3.394 
( -2.450) 

~'130 
(.496) 

.055 
(.557) 

.045 
(.323) 

'-.355 
(-.:371) 

1.771 
. (l:_548) 

-1. 216 
(-.995) 

.272 
(1.155) 

2.856 
(2.525) 

.479 
(7.692) 

~.006 
(-.415) 

13.359 
(3.456) 

9.420 
(.000) 

.529 

.260 

.250 

SO~P,C£: =alt!=or~ Lite Insurance fo~ th~ Ex-Prisoner Experi~~nt. 

-82~ 

,-2.147 
(-.694 ) 

~ :.563 
(-2.145) 

~ -7: 123 
(~2.336) 

.3:32 
(2.657) 

6.439 
(1.5:;9) 

.563 
(.675) 

.054 
(.111) 

:~. 791 
(-.259) 

-5.951 
(-1. 745) 

-5.558 
(-1.515) 

2.238 
(2.156) 

1.525 
( .473 ) 

,149 
( .9?9) 

- • .031 
(-.953) 

31.024 
(2.334) 

.527 

.393 

.147 

• ___ Total 

. -',000 
(-.132) 

. -.051 
(-.564) 

--.003 
(-.5::5) .. 

, .0G4 
(.714) 

,-.000 
(-.054 ) 

-.1106 
(-1.900) 

.002 
(.141) 

.003 
(.620) 

.006 
(.693) 

.005 
(. em ) 

.157 
(2. C4S) 

'-.145 
(-l.ce:;) 

.011 
(.6S7) 

.135 
(1.709) 

.029 
(6.929) 

, • Cl<XJ 
( .0:;5) 

2.400 
(6.441) 

5.741 
(.000) 

.200 

.175 

lUCiCks 

-.000 
(-.065) 

-.C01 
[-.(26) 

.025 
. (.::43) 

--.001 
(-.419) 

-.2ee 
(-2.CC2) 

.-.0C3 
(-.1:::;) 

.C04 
(.:.:.-.) 

-.001 
(-.225) 

.014 
(.H:2) 

.170 
(2.113) 

-.110 
(-1.19,,) 

• OC7 
(,~211 

.1~9 
(1.:50) 

.an 
(5.~33) 

.CQC 
(-.0::8 ) 

2.2~5 
(7.(;13) 

7:::17 
(. (..:;0) 

.~61 

.232 

.200 

" 0'.121 
(_.~4) 

: ·.041 
(-2.074 ) 

, -.":20 
(-1."76) 

,.' 

.025 
(2.624) 

"~O 

(1:~59) 

.C46 
(.cI2) 

~.CC3 

(-.:::"") 

-.ceo 
(-.OC7 ) 

-.073 
(-.::25) 

-.294 
(-l,CC::) 

.... ~5= 
(-1.::':6) 

,,, .. 
(2:ci~) 

.129 
(.545) 

• Q(j4 
( .::=2) 

-.C02 
(-.:71) 

": 54": 
6:~24) 

Llr.7 
( .::::7) 

.560 

.::13 

.C35 

~ , 
I 

I 
1 

I 
1 

I 
1 
I 
1 , 

I 

TABLE 2.23 

F-TES'l'S::OF COMPETING MODELS OF HOURS WORKED 

Hour.s ,Worked LN(Hol.?-;t's Worked 

Added Variable Set -
'l'.:',t,a1.: Bla'cks wnites Total' B1.acks \'Thltes 

Pre-Prison 
Experience 

Criminal' 
History 

Prison 
outcome 

Pre-Prison EXperience, 
Prison Outcome and 
Cl'imina1 History 

Pre-Prison Experience 
and Criminal History 

5~685c . 
F("3.415 } 

.71\-2 
F{3,425} 

8.287c 

F(:3.425) 

4.294
c 

F(9A10) 

2.901
c 

F( 6,423) 

5.347 
F(3.323} 

1:164 
F("3,323 ) 

9,968c 

F(3,323) 

4.634
c 

F( 9,370) 

2.721
b 

F(6,373} 

l,9{S1 
F(3,47} 

,373 
F(3,4-7 ) 

.268 
F(3,47) 

1.015 
F(9,44) 

.919 
F(6,47) 

3.700
b 

F(3,425) 

.508 
F(3.425 ) 

6.977
c 

F(3,425) 

3,090c 

F(9,410) 

1.765 
F( 6,423) 

SOURCS: Baltimor,e Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment. 

a ., significant at 10 percent level 
b ,significant at 5 percent level 
c ,significant at 1 percent level, 
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2.762
b 

F(3,323) 
1.287 

F(:3,47) 

.631· .486, 
F(3,323) F(3,47} 

7 ~604c 
F(3,323 ) 

3.153
c 

F(9.370) 

1,599 
F( 6,373} 

.335 
F{3,47} 

.933 
F(9,44) 

1.599 
F( 6,47) 

- ---~ -~ ~--:----- ~, 

J 
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TABLE 2,.24 

F-TESTS FOR COMPETING Io10DELS OF HOURS WORKED: POST-PRISON OUTCOMES 

Added Variables 

Hours rforked 
First Six r.1onths 

Hours Worked 
First Six Months 
and Arrested 
First Six Nontl-)s 

Hours Worked 
First Six Months, 
Arrest First Six 
Months, Average 
Salary Fi~st Six . 
r.1onths 

Arres ted First 
Six Months 

Average Salary 
First Six Io1onths 

Hours \.,rorked 
S§~6nd Six Months 

Total Blacks rlh:Ltes 
.- ----

95,952c 68,.rJ76C ,640 
F( 1,417) F(1,365) F( 1,39) 

51.636c 50.877c .4rJ7 
F(2,416) F(2,364) F(2,38 ) 

35.404
c 

34.040c 
.584 

F(3,415) F(3,363 ) F(3,37) 

3.rJ74c 3.rJ75c 0 
F(l,427) F(l,375) F( 1,49) 

31.256
c 

35.550
c 

.049 
F( 1,427) F(l,375) F( 1,49) 

LN( Hours "forked 
Sec.o~d Six r~onths) 

Total Blacks \>lhi tes' 

75.240c 74,895c 4,539 
F( 1,417) F( 1,365) F( 1,38) 

39.389c 39.222c .111 
F(2,416) F(2,364) F( 2,38) 

26.826° 26.542
c 

,645 
F(3,415 ) F(3,363 ) F(3,37) 

1.281 ::'.162 0 
F(l,427) F(1,375) F( 1,49) 

28.523
c 

29.362
c 

0 
F(1,427) F( 1,375) F(1,49) 

SOURCE: Baltimore Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoner Experiment. 

a. Significant at 10 percent level 
b. significant at 5 percent level 
c. significant at 1 percent level 
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df C added to the fully loaded model, there is a statistically 

~i9nificant change in the R-square value . The implication is 

ntraightforward. There is a substantial contribu.tion to the 

explanation of differing hours ~orked a~ong exoLfenders by their 

varying exp.e.r;iences .inlIrecliately following release froTr pr ison. 

contribution is above and beyond that found by differences in 

background characteri~tics, ~riminalhlstoriea, preprison 

This 

experiences,or recent prison-outcomes. -InCleed, .'for bhlcks 'at -least, 

these other .factors explain very 'ILttle 'of ,their postprison 

c~ployment ,prospects. This ~s not true for whites, however. A fully 

loaded model like model 6-'\oes we-'ll in explaining differences in 

wh i tehou r s W.o.r k ed . :It .does so 'weTI, ~in fnct, that when it is 

reestimated for the second six 'months, postprison outcomes, including 

the hours worked the first six months, contribute virtually nothing 

to the explanatory power of the rr.odel. This suggests that while 

postrelease intervention strategies can be very powerful in assisting 

minor,i ties in -improving their employment prospects, for whites the 

die is .cast. 'Theirpast has ca.st their employment profiles in a lrold 

that is ~ifficUltto ~lter. 

E. :SUMMARY 

We have investigated the determinants of postprison employment. 

When looking at both hours worked and uneEploym~nt, the following 

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

postprison employment. Preprison err.ployment experience, while 

decidedly associated with both hours wprked and unemployment, 

-85-
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, [mance than more 
, in emplo,Y,m.,ent petLO " '.! 1 f the va~lance 

~~plains ess 0 rticularly strong 
. ble stands out as a pa One varla -, .,,: ~ 

This is whether a jOb,~aS 
rpcp-nt outcomes. 

I ent performance. orad ictor ,ofemp oym-

~ when released from prison. 
llrrang ed 

unemployed, we adopted a 
at the probabilitY,.of ,being", " ,':.:. _., __ 

Because of the 
Wn~n )ooking 

heterogenity perspective. 
state dependence-- -, , . - ' 

-, ", hing between heterogeneity and st~t~ 
difJicu.1 t y.of dlstlngulS ,-, ' - -,,'" 

, - l'S difficult to kno~ whether th~ , 
h data ,set, it _ 

dep~ndenc~ in t e '. - . th 
. nces of exoffenders ~n e 

l oyment exper l,e -' .. . _ dismal -postP~ison emp ,_ ' ' 

Baltimore L~~E~experiment are 
d~e ~o being di~advant~ged worker~, 

O r exoffender s sp~_,ci f ic~~IY: . gp-nerally . 

- a variety of ould have emerged under 
TO~s inconclusive result c .-

First, and highly likely, is the possibility that both 
scenarios. intimately 

d general aisadvantag e are s~ 
sp,ec ifl' c disadvantage an f 

- weaken tests 0 to isolate one or the other 
l'n\:8.rtwined that attempts . 

'"' h being in the-" 

the i,n,dependent effects 0 
f either. To examine whet er 

s~cpndary labor market, 

bei.ng. black, gener al·ly" 

. 1 education, or 
having poor ski~ls! haVl~g ow,. 

,. I 

. crime specifically, 
leads to a career In __ , -! " ' :' __ ' 

bo.th offende, __ r s and. nonoffe~der s • . t that inc~udes 
[f~quires a data se " . dl'sadvantag e on 

co uld look at the effe~t of meaSure One 
s of general 

the rearrest rate 
d this in the next 

of exoffenders, and we ~ 

However, in all of the <?hapter. 
Its t here is a significant resu, , -

and general measures of specific 
amount of covariance between 

of the separate effects . the isolation disadvantage maklng _ -

particularl¥ formidable. 
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Second, ,and no less likely, is the possibility that there is not 
i " , -. 

a sufficient amount of vai: iation of disadvantage in the sample to 

adequately distinguish between specific and general disadvantage, let 

alone to detail how one affects the other. Although some of the 

exoffenders had extremely long criminal records, while others had 
r- . ." .:n.,-: . 

only a few previous convictions, there are no fir~t offenae~s in tne 
. ..~ 

group. 
': r\L. 

In. additio,n, there is virtually n'~ representation of 'nighly' 
't". • " • • .. 

educated, well-trained, $uccessful criminals • 
..J: .' ~~ ' .• (.1: " .. ~ .! ~ ..".. • .. 

. : ' ... 

.. l ,-

Third, and questionable, is the possibility that disadvantage, 
:, : I : ,- -' f ." n( ' .. ' ." - ....:.',!!, _ ,'.._ • " • 

whether specific or general, i~ not directly a cause of the failUre 
, - ' 

in the l~bor market by exoffenders at all. Th~ so~e~imes ~eai and 

of~~n in?onsistent effects of prepri~on work e~perienc~, seconaary~ 
~ .. .. . . 

labor market status, and criminal history all ma~ come about because 

none of these factors is really a determinant of ~o~tprison la60r 

market performance. The puzzle, then, is why are the effects of 
. . 

previous month's performance so strong, consistent, and robust? 
- , 

P~r~aps because the l~gged variable is capturing unmeasured aspects 
~- ... I.. ' •• ~:, :. ,", 

of disadvantage or unobserved correlates ~f the'measured 
", : . ~. :.: • ' .• t-: 

... 

disadvantage? This is the central unresolved issue. 

More conclusive are the answers to the three SUbsidiary questions 

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

-87-
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When performance is measurea 
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by the probability of being unemployed one entire month for at least 

one month during the y~ar after release from prison, experience is 

found to be inversely related to postprison employment fai'lure. 

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

1 t dd r t 40 Mhen performance is measurea 
change. in the lln8mp oymen -0 sa.... n 

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

WhAn monthly unemployment is chosen as the performance measure, the 

inverse relationship between preprison employment experience and 

postprison unemployment ±s found to be statistically significant ih 

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

Does it matter whether "previous" experience is before or after 

-',--- -

~Iowever performance is measured, when both the effects 
prison? Yes. ~. 

of measures of preprison employment and postprison employment dre 

viewed together, the relative magnitude of the postprison employment 

effects on performance is larger. 

Are exoffenders with more extensive cr iminal histor ie-~, less 

successiul in the labor market? Those with more postpris;on arr.ests 

are more likely to be unemployed at least one month during the year 

following release and are less likely to be employed full-time 

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

is post-prison experiences that matter. Monthly unemployment 

performance, in contrast, is only weakly related to criminal 

history. The number of preprison arrests is positively and 

significantly related to unemployment in just three months out of 
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Thus, while criminal history may matter, the more recent 

hlfitory is probably the more damaging for employability. 

To summarize, previous employment experience does affect post-

prison employment but preprison experience exhibits a weaker effect 

than the experiences had after prison. Similarly, criminal nistory 

has a weak effect on postprison performance particularly if one 

concentrates on the criminal history prior to release for tne current 

offense. An important qualification to these findings, however, is 

that when employment, measured by hours worked, is examined 

separately for blacks and whites, it is understOOd that the 

postprison outcomes have minimal effects on wnite workers. For 

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

the events occurring immediately after release from prison. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Economic models of crime explore the effects of incentives, liKe 

improved employment opportunities, and disincentives, liKe increased 

thrAat of punishment, on the propensity to engage in illicit 

activities. In even the simplest of models, the effects of tnese 

incentives and disincAntives are often ambiguous. 

Following the publication of Gary Becker's (1968) seminal worK on 

crimA and punishment, more than a decade was spent by researchers in 

attempts to verify or refute his--and classical criminologists'--

central proposition: Increasing the certainty and severity of 

punishment will tend to reduce cr ime. 'Jlhe avalanche of empir ica] 

support for this proposition has been carefully scrutinized and tne 

conclusion is that the case in fuvor of deterrence is quite weaK. 

Early evidence in support of the hypothesis that the certainty 

and severity of puniBhment deter crime was seriously challenged oy a . 

recent panel established by the National Academy of Sciences. In 

their summary of the panel's report, Blumstein and his colleagues 

(1978, p. 6) reported that although most available evidence reveals a 

negative association between aggregate crime rates and punishment, 

"Any conclusion that these negative associations reflect a deterrent 

effect ••• is limited principally by the inability to eliminate 

other factors that could account for the observed relationsnips, even 
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~ the absence of a deterrent effect." In a careful evaluation of 
, I 

drtually all of the published econometr ic tests of the deter rence 

~pothAsis, statisticians Brier and Fienberg (1980, p. 151) concluaed 

that the aggregate cr ime and impr isonment data used empir ically to 

#tamine the conventional model of crime are "so untrustworthy as to 

(tinder any ser fous analysis meaningless.1I 

This is not surprising because careful extensions of tne 

lhAoreticar model of crime developed by Becker and ext~nded by 

Isaac Ehrlich (1973) have shown that the eff.ects of punishment are 

g~neraITy ambi9uous .. Block and Heineke (1975) introauced into a 

choice-theoretic model of crime (1) arbitrary arrest distributions--

Bpcker and Ehrlich had assumed these distributions to be binomial--

clnd (2.) thec·disU'.tilit.y of work:. They found that no straigntforwara 

g~neralizations based solely on attitudes toward risk (i.e., signing 

of th'2 second derivations) could be made concerning the effects of 

punishment on cr ime •. In a similar exercise Myers (1976) der ived the 

familiar case of a backward-bending supply curve for illegal 

activity. Here, it was shown that. increasing certainty or sever ity 

of punishment can ins.E.~~~ participation in crime even for 

risk-averse individuals. 

Until now, the case in favor of alternatives to traditional 

crime-control methods has been even weaker. For example, in his 

review of rehabil i tat ion pr.ogr ams designed to reduce cr iminal 

recidivism, Robert Martitl:son (1974) concluded that "nothing worKs." 
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summarizing the results of'many years of research on the effective-

ness of numerous correctional progr.ams, Martinson could find little 

support for the belief that training, educational, or vocational 

programs for inmates would significantly reduce postprison 

recidivism. 

Many of these programs were conceived at least partly within tne 

context of a model where better legitimate income opportunities tena 

to reduce crime.. Historians of thoughc will debate whether credit, 

for this model should go to Bonger (1969); Cloward and Ohlin (1960); 

Eleisher (1960); Merton (1967); Phillips, Maxwell, and Votey (1972), 

or any other of the scores of sociologists and economists who have 

attributed crim~ to poverty and low incomes. This model motivated 

virtually hundreds of tests of hypotheses concerning toe effects of 

(1) unemployment, (2) income, (3) labor-force participation, and 

(4) income disperson on crime. Gillipsie (1978) reviewed most of 

these tests and could not confirm the case for this apparently 

Wal ternati veil economic, model:; Unemployment, low income, labor-force 

participation, and income dispersion do not exhibit consistent and 

unambiguous effects on crime across the many econometric stUdies. 

Gillipsie and more rec~ntly Anne witte (1979) recognized that 

failure to confirm the alternative economic model in previous 

studies could be due to the aggregate nature of the data. Higher 

incom~s in urban areas could mean botn better legitimate 

opportunities for potential criminals and higher illegal gains due to 
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, particular, has called for careful 
wealthier targets. witte, 1n 

th
e economic model using disaggregated data. Whether 

tests of 
in lower crime is an open empirical 

policres to increase wages result 

But 
first, let us explore the theoretical question. 

question. 

Crime and the arternative economic 
The Becker-Ehrlich model of 

, indeed an alternative 
model of crime are really the same. There 1S 

, . d l--it's actually a sociological, 
alternat~ve econom1C mo e ' I 

, b M (1978) as the segmented 
instrtutional model--descr1bed y yers ,-

And, t hen, there is the "malevolent 
Labor market model. 

, econom~!c' model of cr ime formulated by 
interdependence' ~ 

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

1
'n m1'j,d extensions and elaborations upon the following 

on ar ime have 

simple model. 

income-earning activities, 
Suppose that there are exactly two 

wor.k and crime. ffi1'ght assume that worK is a riskless 
Ini tialljT, we 

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

at a r.ate of -L if not. 
The pr.obability of success is given by 

( 1-0: r .. 
, it is easi 

as the random rate of return to crLme, 
Denoting r -

to see that the expected rate of return to crime is 

E(r) = (1-0:) G-o:L. 

Income y is given by the sum of ill~gal and legal earnings. 

th
e fraction of time allocated to crime and (l-t) the 

Let t be 

fraction of time allocated to work. 
Then expected income is found to 

be: 

E(Y) = t[(l-o:) G-o:Ll + (l-t)w 
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w is the wage rate. ·~If the rational, self-interested, 
-"'-.::::.::-:-,:,::::::::...":..::;:.~~---~- ,. , /~; 

p..,t~ntial cr iminal actp.d as if he-mCi·;?lmized his expected income, then 

thp. optimal allocation of time to cr ime, t.*, would satisfy· t~e 

Collowing. rules.s:: 

> t.;': -- 1,; 

> t:~ -' 0 if:' ~ < '.:' '== . w .., 

and 

==.:;=; .• > 0<. t *. < 1 ..•. 

In other words, all time would be allocatea to that activity wit~ 

the hi~hest rate of return. Increases in the expected return to 

crime increase the propensity to engase in crime. Increases ~n tne 

return. t.o work rp.duce the participaticm in Q)': ime.. If the· ... loss , L.' 

depends positively upon the severity of punis~ment, and ~iven tnat 

the expected return to crime falls fpr more certain punishment 

(increases in ct.), it is trivial to'1 show: that increases in. the 

certainty and severity of punishment tend to reduce participation in 

crime. 

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

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

might suppose that it takes on the value ; if One is employed witn 

\ 
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probability (l-u), where d is the probabilJty of umemployment,ana it 

in equal to a otherwise. In this qase, the optimality conaitions are 

p.5sentially the same: 

and 

E:(-r) 
(l-u)w 

E (r) 
(ll-u) iii 

> 

< 

1 

1 

__ E-:.::(:...;:..r~) _ = 1 
CI .... u)w 

> t* = 1: 
Ii 
\\ 

--> t:* - 0 

===> 0 < t* < I •. 

This is the simplest economic representation of the often 

;~ : 

repeated claim "unemployment ca~ses crime." As u rises, the expected 

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

the relative attractiveness of crime to work increases, and the Q 

allocation of time to crime will rise if initially one were 

';0 

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

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

expected wage" and, therefore, the relative attractiveness of 

participating in crime diminishes: Better wages reduce crime rates •. 

These straightforward results can be destroyed in innumerable. 

ways. We could drop the assumption of risk neutrality (i.e., 

expected income maximization) and assume a more general utility 

index. Then, the results depend upon the attitudes toward riSK. we 

could assume that there are more than two income activities. 'rhen 
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~. results will depend on the,various substitutabilities and 

~mp1ementarities among legal and illegal a2tivities. 
We could 

Then the results generally 
«aA9ume that work and crime are irksome. 

But in ma-oy extensions or elaborations upon tl~fs 
,,111 be ambiguous. 
model the specification for empirical purposes could be given as 

supply of crime ==f" (nxpected retuins to crime, 
expected returns to work, 
other exogenOUS variables 
reflecting; in p~r t, taf:3.tes). 

The exp~ctp.d returns to crime should depend upon gains and losses 

of p.artiCip.ation in crime as well as the certainty and severity of 

The expectp.d returns to work should depend upon wages 
puntshment. 

Because a general theory leaves the effect~of 
and unemploymcnt~ 
these var iables" on cr ime in doubt, it is the task of empir ical 

analysis to establish any relationships that may dominate. 

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

There are some samples, however, liKe those of 
ihd.ividu,als engage'. 

From the FBI's computerized criminal 

pris.on releas"S, where one measure of criminal activity--r~arrest--

is nationally compiled. 
history system, researchers for law-enforcement agencies can Obtain 

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

offender~s FBI number. 
Thus it is useful to measure the supply ot 

cti~e by the rearrest rate when examining expriso
ner 

samples. 

However, in exprisoner samples, there is onlY,meager information on 

To the extent that preprison employment, 
employment opportunities. 
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cr~ining, or education are related to ewployment opporttinities, 

~hCSC measures wight capture features of the desired variables. 

In the analysis that follows;, we study two sa~ples having better 

than average attributes for examining ewployment and recidivism. 

(ederal prison data, to be detailed below, is superior in that it 

refers, to a:large natiQnal sarep~ei The Baltimore LIFE data 
" .~., " , 

e. TH,E, ~ASE ?~ FEP-ER~L RE;l:.EASED PRISONERS 
,- .- .. ~- ... ;.~ - -- . 

'I'he 

A' r,andom sample of all persons rele.ased from federal pr isons by 

parole, mandatory release, or expiration of sent~nce during 1972 was 

drawn. The sample, consisting of 2,495 observations~ was restricted 

to federal prisoners with maximum sentences of wore'than one year and 

one day who were released'to the community. For each sample case, 

information on personal ch t" arac erlstlcs, previous employwent, 
, . . 

criwinal~j.ustice-systero character.L~~+l'CS, " 1 h' _ __ crlmlna ' lstory~ and 
_.. .. . .. 

._ ,_, was cowplled by r~seQrchers at the u.S. Board offens::e: characteristics ' 

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

release from prison on, whether the individual· had been rearrested or 

or ma~ atory release violation had been whether a warrant for parole d 

issued. Nearly one-third of the subjects failed in the first year to 

remain free of arrest or parol~ violation. This percentage 

per ormance of a similar data corresponds roughly to the first· year's f 

set reported by HoffITan and Meierhoefer (1979). Although in 
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subSequent years additional subjects f~il, the at-risk population for 

cowputing the first-fa.ilure rate is. declining. 
Hence, so Hoffman and 

Heierhoefer have found, the recidivisro rate declines asyrrptotically 

After six years, however, 
when calculated for at-risk populations. 

0', 

What this the rates for different risk groups tend to converge. 

r.eans, of course, is that any significant differences in recidivisro 

observed for differing groups of exoffenders one year after release 

way appear less significant in later years. 

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

s u mm a r i zed ~. The federal exoffenders are soroewhat older th~n ITany 

recently released prisoners. Both whites and blacks are about thirty 

years old. The one quarter representation of blacks in the sample is 

decidedly lower than the even more disproportionately black prison 

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

slightly higher than inmates generally, but still lower than the 

national average. Blacks, though
j 

had a mean school coropletion rate 

closer to the average for inmates in state correctional institutions. 

Employroent characteristics are measured in a number of wayS. 

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

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

"Longest job" equals the length, in years, of the longest job held if 

and only if the longest job lasted less than f~ur years. "Last 

civilian experience" denotes whether the subject was employed roore 

than 25 percent of the time in the last two' years of civilian life. 
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TABLE 3.1 

DESCRIPTIOII OF TIlE FEDERAL PRISON SI\:'\PLE 

__ ---=---=~~=T~-==========~==~-======~====~~ 
All ,Ilaccsa All Racesb 

( 1:=2121) 

Me 1 n :,!on ths 
Age 1n '{ears 
BUcle 
Fer_'lc 
Or31e Clail:1(!d 
M.1rrled 
AleoMUe , 
:10 :;lrUg Usc 
:lcntal Hosp1 tal 
IQ 
110 DrUg .or Drink-

~: 

E::TR loyed More T"n:ln 4 Years ... 
Lone;es t Job .' 
Last Civilian 5x;>er!ence·· . 
On-the-Job ~ainln~ 

!Iew Co".':\!. t!':Cnt ",: 
rarc leVl0 1a t o!' 
P.e,)'na!' ;':lu1 t 
I:::-..edlate ?:!:oole 
YeA Indetcr:inates 
?JDA :U::o!'i t:r 
:~3x1:u.~ ellS to:1,
~10se C'.lsto:l:r 
.. ediu::! CUs to:l7 
:-Ilni::ll.'!I Cus ~o,:ly 
·"ork P~e lease 
Paro le :learings 
Release on !'aro1e 

Pr~e L!3S Than 6 :,~onths 

36l.8~0 

.254 
.049 ' 

9.5~3 
.2~7o'· 
.31:!7 
.000 . 

l~:g(~': 

1.3_1~~~ 
.71l9 
.3l,1?: 

.822 

.1Z~. 
.52,4:, 
.232 _" 
.1~l, -.: 
.01;0., 
.001-.: 
.105 '. 
.114 -
.323 ' 
.195' 

1. "p'3 

.352 
?ree :,:ore Than 6 :'!onths, u.ss Than 36 :·bnths , 
Prior Coo::-.!. t:::.~nt 

.355 

.902 
?rlor Incarce!'atlon 
Paro 1e Revoked 
Incarcerations/Convictions 
Age of ?lrst :o~~t~nt 
~~ Served 
Convlc tions 
,;sca:led 
Prison ?unlsr.7.ent 
Co~~t~nt/Convic~ions 
PiI:"S t Offender 

()r~=nse (:r=2497) 

~obber:r .. Theft. ~r;1ar:r 
""ex crr~nses 
Other 'liolent 
Alcoho 1 and :>:'Ug 
Less Than 3500 
3500 to ;::5000 
Over 35000 
:.-nite Co llar 

:C:JRCE: ·If.s. Eo::!!':! of Parole Research Unit. 

2.5~0 
.4([7 
.368· 

22.~qO 

5.836 
.200 
.286 

.503 
• 000 
.019 
.217 
.237 
.lQ1 
.059 

a,. List'Jlse deletion of misslng values 

lIhltcs 
( N=151;l1 

- -,. 

30.541 30.915. --30.4~2 , 

.051 .006 .03~ 
9.452 9.036 9.5ge 

.2q4 .214 .29] ------.l~{ --

.09:1, .~6 

.8~8 ,- .855 .8~5 

.l~l:- .l<;>b· .1L· --.. 
. ",.I:- --.. .... -~~. ~ .. _- .. 

----

--.---. , --.... ---. --.. --. - --. -
--- ----

1.762 
.464-

1.529 1.84 ' 
.3?8 .50 

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

22.136 21.75i 22.2f 
23.992 24.696 23.74 
5.971 6.624 5.74 

.2'TJ .285 .3C 

.1~Q .141 .l~. 

.192 .075 .1.1. 

.514- .~3 .5.' . 

.- --

.061 .027' 

.228 .258 

b. Exclu,:les selective service and i- f:~ • 
lates. .Uso excludes races o'he~~h- atb~n kand naturalization service vio 
misslng valUes. • an ac or white. Listwise deletlon 
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)D can be seen from the table, only a minority of the releases had 

<vcr worked for more than four years at a stretch. The average 

t¢ployment for the rest has only about sixteen months. Almost a 

~u8rterof the sample had not worked more than 25 percent of the time 

1n the two years preceding imprisonment. These employment ITea~ures 

.H'C ell extremely cot;:xelated. We concentrate on the "employment 

qr~ater than four years" variable in our analysis. 

The criminal justice s¥stem, offense characteristics, and 

criwinal history variables displayed in the first column of Table 3.1 

refer to the entire sample of nearly 2,500 cases, In much of the 

~nalysis that follows the sample is restricted to about 2,100 cases 
£ 

of blacks and whites who were not violators of either the 

ficlective-service or the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) 

~laW5. Moreover, few of the many criminal-justice variables had 

strong independent influences on recidivism. We highlight here, 

therefore, only those variables included in ~ubseguent analysis. 

The average nu~ber of parole hearings was nearly one and three 

quarters, although it was lower than that for blacks. While half Of 

the white sample was released on parole, only a little more than a 
I 
third of blacks were. Receiving fewer parole hearings and being less 

.; 

likely to be released on parole would be understandable for blacks if 

tiey served shorter sentences. Yet time served, a measure of the 

~everity of punishment, was on average a month longer for blacks than 

[or whites. In addition, blacks are younger at their first 
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rtsbnment, are less likely to be first. offenders, and are less 

1y to have received pun~shment while incarcerated than are 

The average number of previous convictions is nearly six. This 

is slightly larger for blacks as is the ratio of prison 

itments to convictions, a measure of the certainty of 

ishment. The type of offense committed differs for whites and 

In the entire sample, about half of the cases relate to 

d or unarmed robbery, burglary, larceny, and auto th~ft. By 

" "" . tl"on violations, this eliminating selective-servlce or lmml.gra 

fraction ris~s. Yet, blacks are less likely to have been committed 

" II f of theft than whites. Indeed, the for these "serlous orms 

d of the White-collar crimes of forgery, proportion of blacks accuse 

counterfeiting, and fraud (which includes income tax evasion) is 

higher than that for whites. Nonetheless, the haul was usually 

BlaCKS were less likely to have netted over $5,000 in the 

alleged crime than whites. 

In summary, then the federal prison-release sample differs 

markedly, by inspection, from the typical state-prison population. 

Moreover, there are distinct differences between the blaCK and tne 

" b k d characteristics and in treatment white exoffenders both In ac groun 

" t The task at hand is to identify wi thin the cr iminal j ust1.ce sys em •. 

the economic and noneconomic determinants of recidivism. In a 

later chapter, we explore more carefully the racial differences 

in r.ecidivism. 
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,The probability ot recidivism (p)--measuied by rearrest or 

iIM01P. violation duro ing the y,;ar after relp.as~ from pr ison--is 

t .onumed to depend on employment characteristics, personal backgrouna 

CharactAristics, criminal history and offense characteristics, ana 

~Driables relating to the criminal justice system. This is one 

t ~mpir.ical counterpart to th~ theoretic~l supply-of-crime d 1 ,mo e • 

Employment characteristiCs capture the returns to work; offense, 

criminal history, 'and CJS variables denote the t 0 - - re urns to cr~me; ana 

t p~r sonal bac kg round character istics cor relate with' tastes. Let Xl' 

X2' X3··· Xm be thA list of these m explanatory var iables. Tnen 

p = f (X I' X 2 ' • • • Xm ; a l' a 2 " ••• am) 

where the~ SiS are unknown parameters: They measure the effects of 

.the m independent variables -on p. Fo t' 1 ' 
~ r compu atlona s~mplicity, we 

assume that the function~l form of f(·) is logistic. Specifically 

we assume that 

p = 1/(I+(exp-(rSi Xi»). 
, ' 

The method of maximum lik~lihood can be employea to yiela 

!nbiased and consist~nt est~mates of the ~ parameters, S. Since p is 

nonlineRx.in the D'S, it is usefu.l to .1 I ft~ ~ - ca, cu ate the derivatives of 

the predicted recidivism rate, p, and to evaluate them at the means 

~f the indApendent var iables. 
" 
" 

This procedure permits examination of 
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. I effects of increases in given ihdependent variables on 
10' marg 1na - -, . 

bl 3 2 3 3 nd 3.4 Provid~,\ parameter estimates ana Ta AS ., ." a 

. f ts of ·explanatory variables entered into the V r iva'tlves or se 

,,,don separately. 
~'4"" 

In table 3.5 combinations of 8xplanator y 

I~ri:ables are explored, while in table :3.6 a complete mod-Bl with 

';~9hlY coIl inear var iables deleted is displayed. 

h ge neral findings can be conveniently summarized. T e 
Older 

)', ~lCoffen'der's, females, and married persons are less likely to 

Blacks, thnse with fewer years of schooling, and those , ~I!cidivate. 

~ho have been confined to mental hospitals are more liKely to be 

:r>arxested or to violate parole. A more stable preprison employment 

history is generally associated with a lower postprison failure 

I
II j! ff ' d ~s as. sociated with high failure ) i ra\:ei while alcohol or rug use ~ 

, b t 0 criminal records and less time between 

1

'1 If-: rates. More ex ens~ve 

t . ~ncarcerations are positively related to recidivism. There is little 

11 .. 0 °d 0 0 All 
1,1) ,.~ variation in the effects of type of crlme on re~~ ~v~sm. . 

, . h h~gher re'c~d~v~sm r'ates relative to the omitted '11 categor ~es ave ~ ~ ~ ~ 

, I I I ~ cab~gor y "othAr offense$ .. n 

1 i ~ 

However, exoffenders who net over 

Either they ar~ adept in avoiding 
.~.' I .1: ) i 
'J; 
.\Yii 

I ~ 
\1 ~ 
! I,: 
1 • 
r~ 

T 
ott 
I 
'li 

fl 
\ I 
\1 

$5,000 are less likely to fail: 

rearrest or they turn to more legitimate activities. On the otner 

hand, those punished while in prison, or who appeared ~ore frequently 

beforA the parole boards were more likely to fail. Finally, aespite 

claims that paroled offenders represent a biased sample of prison 

1 h contro.lling for other factors, release on parole has re eases, w en 

no significant effect on recidivism. 
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TABLR 3,2 

\. / 
~ , 

DETE!l:.u:I;':i'l'S OF nil': i'ilODfJlILIT'l OF RE;'RREST: E:,lPLOY:'.E!i'l' A:/O PERSO:IAL CHAlIACTERISTICS 

(,J:-STATISTICS I:: PARE::';'HESES) 

tn1~pendent 
Varlabl'.!~ 

Black 

Female 

Orade Clai::>ed 

Alcoholic 

110 Drug Use 

Race an.1 Sex 
Interaction 

IQ 

E:::p10yed le •• 
than 4 "fcars 

Longest Job 

La.t Civil1an 
Experience 

On the Job 
Traininc; 

Work Re lea.e 

constant 

lIeighted :·:ean 

)
\ ot: Dependent 
) Variable 

Predic ted ?roba-
bili t:r or 
'oe i gn ted :·:e an. 
or Intjepen1ent 
Variable. 

Chi-Square 

(1) (2) 

3 O~/O.d 

-,COl -,000 
(-4,379) 

,216 
(2,687) 

-,551 
(-2,276) 

-,~8 
(-2,796) 

-.531 
( -4,640) 

,':'35 
(4,:327) 

-13,200 
( -13,260) 

,~97 
(4,4e9) 

.000 
(,~) 

.239 
( .576) 

109.903 

.067 

-.117 

-.012 

-.112 

.092 

-2,814 

.147 

,001 

-,002 -.000 
(-4.823 ) 

.263 
(2.162) 

-.662 
( -1.994) 

-.040 
( -1.921) 

_.493 
( -4.270) 

.373 
(3.707) 

-13,260 
(-13.260) 

.639 
(4.101) 

,089 
( ,019) 

-.001 
( _.451) 

.456 
( 1.092) 

.328 

.318 

99.521 

.0'57 

-.143 

-.000 

-.107 

,OB1 

-2.878 

.138 

.000 

-104-

1.497 
(6.284) 

-.204 
( -2.847) 

-.410 
( -2,.978) 

.231 
( 1.866) 

-1.744 
(-7.528) 

.277 

.262 

81.396 

.290 1.632 
(6.789) 

-,039 - .211 
( -2.898) 

-.079 - .286 
(-2.064) 

.044 

(i 
,I 

.139 
( 1.096) 

-.127 
( -.954) 

-1,903 
( -7.747) 

.294 

.279 

80,262 

(a) 

O~/Od 

,328 

-.001 
(-1.715) 

;".3'26 
.(2.519) 

-.653 
(-2.043) 

-.078 
(-2.MB ) 

-.561 
(-3.622) 

.496 
(3.663) 

13.260 
(13.047) 

.564 
(2.681) 

-.002 
( -.420) 

.984 
(3.243) 

-.042 -.115 
(-1,319) 

- ,0'57 - .394 

.028 

-.025 

(-2,581 ) 

,109 
( ,795) 

-,076 
(- ,111) 

.283 

,256 

129,674 

-.002 

,075 

-.124 

.014 

-.107 

,094 

-2,526 

.107 

-.000 

.187 

-.022 

-.a75 

.020 

'.'l'-

-". 

I 
I 
I 

J 
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TABLE 3,3 

DETERl':UIA!i'l'S O? THE ~ROBABILIT'l OF REARREST: CI\Il·:m/,L HISTOR'l AltO OF?'E!:SE CHI.?ACTERISTICS 

t.~.-STATISTICS III PARZl:TilESES) 
-=~===~~~~~,======~~========~~~~ h) (2) (3) (4) (5) . (6) 

Independent Variables 

Free Less than 6 Honths 

Free ~:ore than 6 :':onths, 
Less than 36 :·:onths 

Prior Commitments 

Prior Incarcerations 

Parole R@Voked 

Incarcerations/Convictions 

Age at First Co~~tment 

Con..-icticn: 

Escaped 

Prison Punishment 

Robbery, Theft, Burglary 

Sex Offenses 

Other Violent 

Alcoh!ll and :lr'.Ig 

Less than $500 

" B 

,344 
(2,302) 

.696 
(6.106) 

,071 
(1.821) 

.017 
( ,424) 

,363 
(3.563) 

,173 
( ,820) 

- ,035 
(-4,753) 

.021. 
( 1.317) 

,104 
( ,ee6) 

,409 

,071 

,143 

.014 

.003 

,074 

,035 

-,007 

.021 

.084 

a 

,611 
( 6,710) 

.144 
( ,276) 

.735{ 
( 2,2671 

,007' 
( .050) 

,575 
( 5.013) 

op/Od 

,no 

.03Q 

,154 

.001 

,120 

,343 
(2,267) 

.655 
(5,('55) 

.004 
(2.138) 

,027 
( ,(45) 

,326 
(3,210) 

,117 
( ,!;57) 

- .'J27 
( -3.628) 

,012 
( .7e5) 

,095 
( ,791) 

,3;6 
( 3,;26) 

,554 
( ':',221) 

.296 
( ,~l 

.f55 
: 1.933) 

.076 
( .508) 

.539 
(4,431) 

OPIoXi 

,070 

,133 

,017 

,005 

.066 

,024 

-,005 

,002 

.019 

.081 

,112 

,050 

.123 

.015 

,109 

3500 to $5000 
.073 

( ,450) 
.C15 .179 

( 1.(06) 
.036//, 

Over 35000 

Constant 

:Aeishted r·:eans of !>2~endent 
:"'" '1.':ariab le 

l'l'edlctetj i'robabil1ty at 
:':ei:-hted ;·:eans or 
Independent iar1ables 

Chi-Square 

SOUF,CE: U.S. Eoa:-cI of Parole. 

-1,066 
(-4,710) 

.300 

.290 

235,900 

-105-

-.655 
( -3.2(7) 

-1,368 
: -11,7(72) 

\\ 
,309 

.299 

107 .130 

-.179 - .438 
( -1.559) 

-1.619 
i _6.152) 

.306 

.254 

275,5::3 

!/ 
-.069 

t 
} 
f 
+ 

~' , 
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TABLE 3.4 

DETERHINAWI'S OF THEPH013A13ILITY OF REARREST: 

CnHIINAL J'USTICE SYSTEl1 VMlIA!3rJES 

C~-S'l'ATISTICS IN PARENTHESES) 

Independent 
Variables 

New _ ComJ1!.i tment 

Regular Adult 

Immediate Parole 

YCA Indeter 

FJ!)A 11inori ty 

l>1axim~~ Custody 

Close Cu:;;tody 

Medium ~ustody 

t>iinimum CUs tody 

parole Hearings 

Prison Punishment 

constant 

Chi-Square 

'. 

Weighted Mean of 
Dependent Variable 

Predicted Probability 
at Weighted t-Ieans 
of Independent 
Variables 

.945 
(-4.921) . 

-.650 
( ~2 .• ~98) 

-.723 
(-3.352 ) . , 

-.632 
(-2.837) .. 

- .310 _ 
( -1.~50) 

-.491 
(-1.678) 

c:-' - .0Q4. 
(- .~~). 

.466 
(2 ,848) 

,191 
( 1.317) 

-.060 
(- .~~?) 

.,.070 
( .489) 

.074-
(1.692 ) 

.517 
(5.184) 

.263 
( .887) 

116.707 

,309 

.301 

SOURCE: U,S. Board of Pax'ole. 
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-.199 

- .136 

-,152 

-,133 

-.065. 

-.103 

-.001 

,098 

,040 

-,012 

,014 

,015, 

,109 
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TABLE 3.5 

!~AXI:~W. LII(£Lt~O()D ESTL';ATES OP TliE PROf ..... !:ILIT'i 01' i'OSi'PRISOtl Ra:ARRESl' FROI·: 

Independent Variable 

Ago 

Female 

Orade Claimed 

No Drug or Drink 

~lental Hospi tal 

Parole Heari~ll 
-_, ~ 0 

Prison Puni~hment 

Release on Parole 

Robbery. Theft, ~~rglary 

''hi te Co 11ar 

Greater than $5000 

E.~loyed ~~re than 4 Year~ 

Longe~t Job 

La~t Civilian Job 

On the Job Train1ng 

Free Less than 31; r.onth5 

Title ~rved 

Age ot P1r~t Comr~t~ents 

Com-~t~~nts/Convlct1ons 

Convictions 

Pirst Offender 

Constant 

'.el.ghted ~!ean of Deoer.dent 
Variable . 

Predicted Probability at 
i:el.ghted ~:eans of 
Independent Va~iable~ 

Chi-Square 

SOURCE: U.S. &cald ot Parole. 

AL'l'ERIIA'!'IVE KODELS OP RECIOIVISM 

(i-STATISTICS III PARElI'I'!lESES j 

Model 1. 

.217 
(1.959) 

.;605 
(-2,442) 

-,040 
(-2.130) 

-.359 
H.(54) 

-.388 
(-3.108) 

/' .417 
/(2.627) 

II 
.07)~ 

(1.64\_\) 
I,. 

.392 
(3,626) 

-.132 
(-1.174) 

.42~ 
(3,463) 

,410 
( 2,684) 

-,840 
t-2 ,964) 

-,765 
(-3,715) 

-.068 
(-1.332) 

-.183 
{-l,366) 

-,174 
~1.174) 

,087 
( ,258) 

,328 

,311 

1613.112 

-.001 

.046 

-,129 

-.008 

-.ern 

-,083 

.089 

,016 

,084 

-.02.8 

,092 

,086 

-.160 

-,164 

-,014 

-,034 

-,028 

-107-

~:Odel 2 

-,034 
(-3.696) 

,213 
(1,884) 

-.418 
( -1,(75) 

-.02:, 
(-1.180'J 

-,346 
(-2.901) 

-,373 
(-2.949) 

.517 
( 3,194) 

,107 
(2,157) 

.391 
(3.490) 

.015 
(.:127) 

.271 
(2.104) 

.257 
(1.,630) 

-,636 
{-2,190) 

,016 
( .136) 

-.004 
(-1.628) 

-.003 
(-,305) 

(5,297) 

,060 
(4.612) 

-,371 
( -1,716) 

-.079 
(-.230) 

.328 

,305 

218.101 

-,';xn 

,045 

-,004 

-,073 

-,079-

,109 

,082 

.003 

.057 

.0"...4 

-.135 

.003 

-.001 

-.007 

,012 

-,078 

l1odel' 3 

.232 
(2,676) 

_,451 
(-1.614 ) 

-.027 
(-1.4 ,,0) 

.364 
(-3.078) 

-.360 
(-3.016 ) 

,512 
(3.200) 

.107 
(2 •. 162) 

,395 
(3.561) 

-,070 
(-.612 ) 

.208 
(1.!O86) 

,093 
( ~527) 

-,~1 
(-2.236) 

.021 
~le5) 

-.005 
~1.767) 

-,020 
~2.101) 

(':'.4:2) 

-,580 
~Z .751) 

,320 
( .951) 

.326 

.307 

192.644 

,.J 

o 

<0 

,003 

.049· 

-,096 

-,605 

-.ern 

-,081 

.109 

.022 

,084 

-.015 

.044: 

.017 

-.136 

-.001 

-,004 

-.123 
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_Table 3.6 provides a comparison of the effects of the (a) 

irtainty and severity of puniShment and (b) employment on crime. 

!ta that those who were employed for more tnan four years before 

l'rjisonment have lower crime rates. Although the marginal effect ot 

evious employment is larger for blacks than for whites, for neitner 
r 

oup is the effect significantly different from zero. If we wisnea 
" , 

$ssert that im~roved employment before prison is perfectly 

rre·l:a.:ted wi th better employment prospects after pr ison, trlen we 

uld argue that.employment opportunities are only weakly related to 

stprison illegal activities. In fact, to test the hypothesis tnat 

ployment opportunities have any additional explanatory power in our 

cidivism equation, a likelihood-ratio test can be performed: Tne 

)a;square statistics for this test for the total, whi~~s, and 

:acks are 3.05, 1.26, and 1.52 respectively. For these low values, 

significance level of 1 percent, and one degree of freedom, we 

I j~ct the hypothesis that previous employment improves tne 
! !planatory power of the model. This does not mean that better JObS 
, ' 

J ~ I higher wages will not deter crime. We discovered in our analysis 
( 

! ~he Baltimore LIFE data that preprison employment ~xperience is , ~ 

~ I I)Y weakly correlated with postprison employment. Thus it may De 
t r 
IIPoor proxy for the returns to postpr ison leg it imate activ i ties, 

-"-' 
1 :ecttherefore may provide an imperfect test of the view that 
I· 

! . 
I~loyment opportunities are related to recidivism. 
1: 

'! 
L®The effects of the certainty and severity of punishment are 
{: 
! ; I~onger. Longer prison sentences reduce recidivism. More certain 
~ >-7 

~rishment, measured by the probability of going to prison given 

lIe 
H -108-
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MAXIMUM LlK~LIIIOOD ESTIMATES OF I'IIODADILITY OF roST-PRISOII It£AIUI~:~T 

(!.-S'j'ATI!l'rrCn IN l'AItF.lI'rIlES~3) 

-------------~-~~---...~-~~'.-~~~.~~~~~~~----:---:-~-~~~ ....... ~~~~~-
Wilholtt cmpluyment W1lhout Cert.a1nty dod Sevcrity ot Punl:':ll.Il.:!nt 

Indopendent 
Varl.bleD 

Pomal. 

Draa. Clal..,~ 

Harried 

Ho Drug or DrInk 

Kental 
lIo.paola 

p,.l:son 
Punishment 

Release on ;'aro10 

Robbery, Thett, 
a:rglary 

Whlto Collar 

Greater nUln 
$5000 

Firat· Offender 

Age aL First 
Comndt,ment 

Employed More 
than 4 YL1a.ra 

Timo Servod 

Total , \rIhl Loa 

-.OJJ 
(-3 .OW) 

-.om _.Qt.17 

- .elOl 
(-2,I<H) 

-.3bO 
(-1.(}l.I ) 

-.00'; 

- .(T/4 

Dlncks 

-.t)()j 
(-1.361) 

'rotal 

-.013 -.W ... 
(-4.300) 

-.111 -.J73 
( -I.~OO) 

Whllcs 

-.001 -.U~Y 

-.001 

I -2 .IJ"~) 

-.3~:! 
(-1.0;-0) 

- .000 - .00J 
(-3 ,~7o) 

-.an -.4fl~ 
(-1.3e» ) 

-.100 

1'olal 

,OllO"J 
( .0'"2) 

-.449 
( -I,UJO) 

_.4UO 
(-1.40'" ) 

.001 

Dl.lck:: 

-.0::'.1 
(-2.104 ) 

-,100 -,to07 
(-1.~I>J ) 

-.000 

-.lJ4 

- .G:b - .001 _ .on • _ .001 - .OJU, -.000 _ .ll,'1 - .00' - .0;'1 - ,001 - .O:IV -.000 - .O.to - .00.) - .027 - .00'" - .011 - ,0CJ7 
(-1,130) (_.'I',f,) ~ (-.%.:} (-1.10"/) (-.'JJ~) 1-.lI7b) (-1..I!.oU) (-I.U~) (-.UlJ) 

- .J~lO 
(-~"U3) 

- .31b 
(-2.6-I1l) 

.493 
13.(02) 

(2:~~) 
.398 

(3.559) 

(:~g) 
.1<18 

( 1.120) 

.00B 
( .117) 

-.1)15 
(-2.I·H) 

-.312 
( -1.260) 

.001 
( ,133) 

-.356 
(-1.728) 

- .eo:; 
(-1.814) 

-.07" • -,31-\ 
(-2.7~~) 

-.071 

.1e» 

.023 

,004 

.002 

.031 

.004 

- .:175 
(-2.5W) 

.4UO 
(2.772) 

.106 
(1.050) 

.437 
(3.3lJ') 

-.016 
(-.llB) 

.IOS 
( .673) 

-.096 
( -.491) 

- .130 - .008 

.0003 

-.075 

-.001 

(-2.071) 

-.317 
(1.~60) 

.Oll 
( .96~) 

_.2b.t 
( -1.10'0) 

-.004 
( -1.279) 

-.1179 ... ;:!·ltI 
(-I.OOJ) 

~ .077 4"4 
l-i:~;3) 

.O<J9 

.022 

.090 

.021 

~.020 

-.142 

-.Ob5 

.002 

1.1£02 
(l.371) 

.127 
(1.18~) 

.293 
(1.324 ) 

.170 
1,716) 

.002 
( .309) 

,049 
( .163) 

- .367 
(- .592) 

-.17v 
(~.386) 

- .043 
(-1.910 ) 

-.054 -.544 
(-i .217) 

-.0009 -.000 
( -1.423) 

-.0'.12 

.253 

.On 

.064 

.037 

.016 

.010 

- .:lbJ 
(-3,e»0) 

_.340 
(-2.bII0) 

.497 
(3.104) 

.109 
(2.213 ) 

.396 
(3.546) 

.007 
( .(06) 

.149 
(1.132) 

.016 
( .103) 

-.064 - .61:> 
(-2 .13~) 

-.037 -.330 

-,009 

-.187 

( 01.5D2) 

-.001 
(-.ll6) 

- .001 -.005 
( -1.7('~) 

-.077 

-.ern 

.10b 

.023 

.004 

.001 

.031 

.003 

-.:lOU 
(-i.Un) 

-.376 
( .. i! .!>7~) 

- .002 

- .(Tl8 

.4UoI .100 
(2.792) 

.106 .022 
(1.844 ) 

.436 .090 
(3.309) 

-.010 -,003 
(- .n8) 

.IO'J .022 
( .676) 

-.098 .. '020 
(- .~O~.) 

-.130 - ,bn, -.143 
(-2.00!;) 

• ,f)70. - .331 
{,I.-nul 

- .0002 .009 
( .V06) 

.COI 

- .~.19 
(-l.O~2 ) 

-.4J9 
(-1.602 ) 

1.170 
(2.374 ) 

.12U 
(1.19U) 

.291 
(1.309) 

.160 
( .675) 

.090 
( .339) 

.001 
( .170) 

-.350 
( -.532) 

_.193 
(-,445) 

-.046 
(-2.077) 

- .OOl - .004 -.0009 -.000 
(-1.?34 ) (-1.400) 

-.O'A -.37~ 

-,096 

,02~ 

.063 

.035 

.010 

.011 

(-J .1'J2) 

-.3J9 
(-2.707) 

.4:;3 
(2.742) 

.0~2 
(1.J~3 ) 

.3M 
(3.3~) 

-.092 
(-.61~) 

.ne 
(2.104) 

.179 
11.160) 

-.076 -.674 
(-2,3bG) 

-.0.:'< -.~~ 
(-2.£063 ) 

- .010 - .026 
(-3.063) 

-,001 

-.07') ,.414 

-.072 

.092 

,013 

.077 

-.0111 

.0'07 

.036 

-.143 

(oJ .OJ9) 

-.413 
(2.007) 

.390 
(2.337) 

(I:f~g) 
.4?0 

(3.319) 

-.128 
(-.901) 

.227 
(1.!;i13 ) 

,071 
( .377) 

-.7~1 
(-2.401) 

-.I1B - .~09 
(-2.!m) 

-.005 - .014 
( -1.9{l6) 

-.110 - .439 
(-1.914 ) 

-.000 

-.001> 

.002 

.012 

.an 

-.020 

.047 

.014 

- ,163 

-.127 

-.004 

-.~tol 
(-I .000U) 

,~to9 
( -l.OW) 

1.070 
(2 ,lU~) 

.00b 
( .030), 

.WO 
( .04C.) 

.QUO 
( .300) 

.202 
( .800) 

,ItO 
( ,O~O) 

-.233 
(- .309) 

-.354 
( .~35) 

-.0b4 
1-3.310) 

-.091 -.7B5 
(-1.813) 

- .0'"7 

-.0,.,9 

.236 

.0111 

.039 

.015 

.014 

,041 

-.OSl 

-.078 

-.014 

-.173 

;'J 
" Comml t ... nt/ 

Convictions 

Convictions 

1.844 
15.b(17) 

(4:~~) 
Constant - ,045 

1I.lghlod H<i'n of .328 
Depondent Variablo 

Predl c tea P,l'Qba- .301 
bUlly at, Wolght.a 
M,!a.n:s or .tndcpGn .. 
dant. Va.rUlbloa 

.390 1.~b 
(3.949) 

.oob 
(5.242) 

,535 

.318 

.320 

.01B 

2.615 
(4.129) 

.01:> 
( .633) 

2,219 

.357 

,321 

.570 

.003 

1.097 
(:>.793) 

(4 :gg:;) 
.015 

( .135) 

.326 

.31Y.> 

.402 

.013 

1.581 
(4.OC,~) 

.CXl9 
(5.412) 

.475 
( -1.2:>5) 

.316 

.294 

.328 

.018 

2.700 
(4.271) 

.017 
( .b90) 

2.363 
(2.944) 

,324 

.593 

.003 

.162 
(.:'70) 

.328 

,307 

-,136 
(-.301) 

.31B 

.206 

1.926 
.(2,58b) 

,3:10 

,320 

.'". .(-::quaro 711il~1 171.011lt, 06.2B5 QY-- 215.007 ~~ Ib\j.7~0 --- ft!4 .762 174\'1'?0 .\34.0Coq"" W.!:i71l .. -- 41; 
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~onviction, is expected to be a deterrent to crime too. But the 

~~nominator in this measure, number of convictions, also measures 
J', ~riminal record and labelling effects. Thus, to fully capture tne 

c~rtainty of pu'nishment effects, convictions must be controlled for. 

When this ~s done, rather than obtaining a conventional deterrent 
f; 
effect, we observe just the opposite. Those more likely to have been 

impr isoned after conviction and those with 10nge!;I' conviction records 

are more likely to be rearrested. This finding could be Gonsistent 
t; 
with the Block-Heineke version of the economic model of crime if we 

argue that the risk preference of off~nders leads them to be 

undeterred by more certain punishment. But the finding appears more 
I~ 
consistent with a labelling or discrimination theory of postprison 

behavior. Exoffenders do not choose to get rearrested. Althougn 

i heir participation in crime mayor may not have diminished for 

greater perceived risks of punishment, they nonetheless end up oeing 

caught again because of their extensive criminal records. Other 

iesearchers' findings that the certainty of punishment does indeed 

deter crime may be accounted for' by their omission of relevant 

criminal-history variables. witte's (1980) findings appear to De 

,subject to this bias. 

Whether one regards our measures of punishment as proxies for the 

.certainty and severity of punishment or as indicators of previous 

criminal history, which serves as a negative signal to potential 
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employers and dutiful law-enforcement personnel, it 

inquire how much punishment adds to the explanatory 

is legitimate to 

power of the 

t recidivism equation. The chi-square values are 43.43, 36.14, and r 
! ' 
!' i 

likelihood-ratio test for the exclusion of the punishment variaoles. 

i : 
1 ; I! 17.71 for the total, white, and black samples respectively in the 

1. ' 
1 i 

j.! II We cannot reject the hypothesis that punishment significantly 
Ii 
1 : l' increases the explained variance in recidivism rates. 

I) ! 
In summary, then, we have found in a sample of federal prison 1 ! 

I; releases that a wide variety of personal background characteristics--

variables--are significant determinants of recidivism. !, II taste" 
I t I: Holding these and other variables constant, we find that favorable 

II 
1 ! 

preprison employment experiences add little to the explanatory power 

In addition, we find that puniShment plays a strong 

!,) h' t of the model, although generally better employment opportunities 

I reduce crime. 

I and significant role in affecting recidivism but the effects are not 

L ) , consistent with other research fin.dl'ngs.o h I,: 'I' e sever ity of puniShment 

I! ,t !, is a deterrent to crime, but increased certainty of puniShment is 

! ' positively related to rearrest rates. 
), 
, I 

1° ~ 
Caution should be exercised in generalizing these results beyond h J 

Ii 

federal exprisoners. The sample differs from other state and local 

In the analysis that follows, we concentrate on a 

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

I ki t samples of felons • 
I. 
t ,; 

I 
1 
I 
d 
f~ 
IJ 

limited geographical area. 
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c. THE BALTIMORE L I F E CASE --------------------------f, 

We ha~e previously examined this sample~ Because the data was 

obtained in conjunction with an income-supplemerit experiment, it is 

~seful to examine that program explicitly. The logic of tne program 

w~s straightforward. If a cash cushion were provided for releasea 

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

fupon release {rom pr isori would be diminished., After some pe'r iod of 

job search, individuals would find better, higher-paying jobs ana in 

the long run would adjust better an~ be less liK~ly to turn to crime 

~thari' offenders iacking this spec"iai firilanciai: assistance. 

A ciucial point here is that the ptogram was politically 

~feasible. No major legislative labyrinth impeded the extension of 

normal unemployment benefit coverage to released prisoners. Nor 

could critics argue that exoffenders would be receiving special 

~ treatment when tens of tho~sands of other disadvanta·1ed 'j_ workers went 

withoriE similar government subsidized support. 

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

Evaluations of the carefully des~gned expeiiment revealea that tne 

financial al.·d rpdlGe~ r ·d· . _ .~ • _.0 ecl. l.Vl.sm. Twenty fewer arrests could be 

, attributed to treatment effects. The program was expanded and testea 

in Texas and Georgl.· _ a. But success was not forthcoming tnere. Unable 

to r~plicate the Baltimore results, researchers Rossi, Berk, ana 

) Lenihan (1980) have sought to explain the subsequent failure. 'l'hey 

have four basic explanatl.· ons. Fl.· rst th G . d I e eorg1a an Texas 
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experiments were administered differently. Whereas in Baltimore tue 

correctional personnel or state employment agency officials were 

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

the effebtive tax rate on the unemployment insurance benefit was 

approximately zero in the Baltimore case (Lenihan, 1976). The Texas 

rates varying to 75 percent. Third, the sample's size and 

composition were enlarged in the later experiments. The Baltimore 

test included only male repeat offenders with no drug history, but 

the Georgia and Texas samples includ~d females and first offenaers. 

Finally, there existed strong worK disincentives in botn sets of 

experiments. It could be argued that the zero effective tax rate in 

the Baltimore test merely masked some of this work reduction effect, 

which, as the retests discovered, overshadows the reduction in 

recidivism. 

Each of these explanations for the inability to replicate tne 

Baltimore experiment is equally plausible. Yet, the last one is 

bothersome for analysts concerned with the reliability of tne 

original program evaluation. If, indeed, there were work 

disincentive effects in the Baltimore experiment, what exclusion,' 

omission, or oversight led the analysts to inadvertently overlOOK 

them? In the course of estimating the effect of employment 

opportunities on crime, we will discover that previous analysts 
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"grossly overestimated the effectiveness of unemployment insurance 

benefits in r.educing recidivism. A fir.st step is to sketch out the 

rationale for using unemployment insurance to reduce recidivism. 

\\ 
The Case for unemployment insurance can be seen clearly in the 

context of our earlier model. Rewrite the expected wage, B(w), as 

E(w) = (l-u)w + u·I. 

The expected wage is equal to the wage if employed, plus the 

unemployment benefit, I, if unemployed. Clearly, the unemployment 

benefit raises expected wages and thereby lowers the relative 

attractiveness of cr.ime. Also, when we introduce unemployment 
, 

insurance, the effect of unemployment on crime is no longer 

unambiguous. At least in the context of this simple model, as 

benefits grow relative to the wage, if employed, cr~me may fall as 

people opt for. unemployment rather than worlc or cr ime r 

This model is highly simplified. It does not detail the dynamics 

of job search in the real world, or even tne demand-side effects of 

employers' hiring criteria. But even in this hignly simplified 

model, it is a trivial matter to contrive an explanation for tne fact 

that unemployment insurance may not reduce recidivism. 

Suppose that the probability of being unemployed is functionally 

dependent upon the level of unemployment benefits. This could be tne 

single-period analog of the multi-period phenomenon oy which the 

duration of unemployment is a function of the "cost" of further 
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search. Unerrployment insurance, of course, reduces this cost and 

) thus leads to longer job search. We could write the expe~ted wage 

then as 

,) 

) . 

E(w) = [(I-u(I»]w + u(I)I. 

A little coroputation reveals now that increasea unemployrrent 

insurance does not unarrbiguously increase expected wages and thereby 

r~duce the relative 8ttractiv~ness ot erifte. Specific~~ly, we 

differentiate E(w) with respect to t to obtain 

,} E (w) 
;r-y---'"" = .-.u I W + u + u 'I,' 

which is of arrbiguous sign. 

In fact, to the extent that increased unemployrrent benefits ITay 

increase unemployrrent, and increasea unerrployment rray lower expected 

wages, it is possible for higher unerrployment benefits to result in 

higher crirre r.::tes. It all depends on the extent to which 
J; 

unemployment rates are raised by the benefits and upon the wage rate 

and the probability of unerrployrrent. Paradoxically, the 

work-distinctive effect would be srrallest in this simple ~odel when 
,lD 

the wage rates are very low or the unerrployrrent rate is very high. 

To see this note that 

8 E (w) > 
a'I "< 

u + utI > _ o as -< w. u' 

Clearly, the larger w or the srraller u, the less likely it will be 

that 8E(w)/8I>O, the necessary condition for unerrployment insurance 
,~ 

to reduce participation in crirre. The rrore disadvantaged the 
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population, the better this intervention strategy can be in reducing 

recidivism. 

In order to estimate an economic rrodel of crime incorporating 

unemployment insurance, a nurrber of proxies for desired variables 

were constructed. The certainty of punishment is weasured by the 

ratio of previous convictions to previous arrests. This could be 

regarded as the individual s subjective probability o~'being 

punished again. The severity of punishwent is measured by time 

served on the last offense; it is the difference between the year of 

arrest for the current conviction and the year of release--an 

adwittedly crude proxy, but the best available weasure given the 

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

gains to criwe, variables like age and race could be correlated with 

criminal returns. 

Legitimate opportunities are captured in a variety 

First, education can be viewed as a forrr of investment 
• 

of ways. 

in future 

earnings. 

exper i ence . 

Second, higher earnings ~ay be associated with greater 

P rreasure of experience is cOffputed te the length oi 

iwe on the longest job held prior to incarceration, 
appropriately 

scounted by the length of time since that job was held. Third, 

, pected wages are computed as the average weekly wage for each 

Annually, this rreasure takes t f 1 accoun 0 tle weeks unerrployed 
during the year. On thl b . a mon y aS1S, this measure incorporates the 

weeks unerrployed during the entire rronth. R . ecelpt of unemployment 
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insurance is entered as a separate variable rather than appended to 

the expected wage variable as is dQne in the expected wage equation 

in the p~evious section. This is done both because the actual 

amounts received are not available in this version of the Baltimore 

LIFE tape and because of a desire to estiwate the separate effects of 

~ the unemployment benefit. Each of these measures of legitimate 

opportunities is expected to be inversely related to recidivism. 

Because unewployrrent probabilities are significantly affected for 

exoffenders by the job arrangements prior to release from prison, the 

variable job arrangement was included. To ward Qff the possible bias 

~ associated with selective screening by correctional personnel, a last 

t; 

control for type of prison release was mnde. 

The results of rraximum likelihood estimates of logistic functions 

fot the probability of being rearrested in the tth month are 

present.dd in table 3. 7 •. In the first column are the results of 

estimates of the probability of being rearrested during the year. 

Note that the dependent variable takes on the value of 0 if 

"successful," but only becomes I, denoting rearrest, in at most one 
. I t ~ 
'J!I; 
,ill 1 

.tdle, 11> 
';\i \' ';V 

l~.~! .. 1 IT'ontt Thus the sum of the monthly probabilities equals the annual 
"!jll l q 

;:',' i " <=1 

1 ! 
III , 
le!-

. ~ ! 

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

works best to reduce crimes among those who would have committed only 
I ( if; 
!I one crime during the year, then the estimated treatment effect using 

this dichotowous measure would seriously overstate the crime tq 
I' \11> reduction benefits. 

\1 
. Jl1

0 
J 

j"~'" '--!'~~J;l;;a; • .3'.!':.'-'~~~,~::~::'" .... , .. ,~,~_.",~., ., ._~",;;:t~ •• x"e~·'-~ -~ ... ----,. • ...,. .,..-, 

~ll7-

\,' 

, 

". 
:' , 
~ 

le, 

~: ,. 

i 

:. 

, 

I 

t 
; 
I 

t 
I 
~ 
I. 
I 

j: 
1 , 
C 

if 

" I r 
r r 
fj 
1; 
j. 
n 
[; 
!l 

it 
II 
" II 



T ---~-- - ~~ 

r 

L 

t Nonetheless, the results are reveeling. In the ennual egu~tion, 

increases in the average weekly wage have a strong negative effect on 

the rearrest rate. While receiving unemployment insurance reduces 

t recidivism, the estirrated coefficient is only significant at the 10 

percent level. This one-tailed statistical test is notably weaker 

than the 1 percent level rret by the wage variable. The only other 

~ • variables significant even at the 10 percent level are race and age. 

Turning to the ITonthly equations, the results are even rrorE 

I, ) striking. Whereas in the first four months average weekly wages are 

strongly related to lower recidivism, the effects of the financial 

aid ere mixed. In only the first, sixth, and ninth rronths are the 

i estimated coefficients of the treat~ent effect significant at the 5 

percent level. Then, in the ninth rronth, the effect is 12o~.i~i~~. 

Part of this arises because of the odd way of measuring monthly 

,~ rearrest rates, a point that can easily be addressed by redefining 

success. 

An alternative specification, detailed in table 3.8, is estirrated 

to capture a rrore intuitive notion of postprison success. Here, the 

dependent variable is defined as the probability that the individual 

1 was not rearrested in month t, given that up until that point he was 

not rearrested. In essence, this conditional probability denotes the 

survival rate. The independent variables are the sarre and the 

results are no less surprising. In every rronth, save the first, the 
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Independent Variable 

CODotant 

Treatment Group 

NODwhite 

Paroled 

Job Arranged 

Experience 

CODviction8/Arreate 

Age 

Time Served 

Education 

Average Weekly Wage in 
in Month t 
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TABLE 3. 8 
.~\ 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates of Coefficients in Logistic Model of Mont~~y Survival Probabilities 
(t-statistics in parentheses) U 

Month I Month 2 Month 3 Month 4 Month 5 Month 6 Month 7 Month 8 . Month 9 Month 10 Month 11 Month 12 

4.849 1.826 2.906 2.619 2.555 J .. 480 1.041 0.431 -0.421 -1.398 -1.702 -2.541 
(2.012) (1.356) (2.640) (2.608) 0.796) 0.801) (1.289) (0.551) (-0.562) (-1.924) (2.25-9) (-3.350) 

1.297 0.576 0.358 -0.009 -0.071 0.256 0.255 0.250 0.02~' 0.184 0.194 0.250 
{l.572) 0.482) (1.163) (-0.032,) (-0.280) (1.144) (1.151) (l.153) (0.116') (0.887) (0.933) (1.214) 

-.100 -0.085 -0.353 -0.36i' -0.561 -0.508 -0.509 -0.680 -0.350 -0.210 -0.444 -0.410 
(-.092) (-0.150) (-0.688) (-0.78&> (-1.325) (-1.370) (-1.431) (-1.954) (-1.077) (-0.662) (-1.3898) (-1.300) 

-.207 0.010 0.137 0.752 0.506 0.291 0.388 0.297 0.044 0.091 -0.049 0.024 
(-.262) (0.022) (0.368) (2.272) (-1.675) (1.040) (1.410) {1.10l) (0.167) (0.351> (-0.187) (0.091) 

.684 0.533 -0.264 -0.~88 -0.147 -0.148 -0.178 -0.102 0.362 0.301 0.284 0.332 
(.855) (1.272) (-0.769) (-1.267) (-0.532) (-0.586) (-0.726) (-0.428) (1.579) (1.343) (1.242) (1.452) 

.026 0.004 0.008 0.013 0.022 0.015 0.011 0.014 0.009 0.0000004 0.009 0.005 
(.893) (0.026) (0.700) (1.119) (2.110) 0.695) (1.304) (l.608) (1.121) (0.998) 0.082) (0.626) 

~1 : 

-.197 0.234 O.133~~O.028 0.204 0.817 0.449 0.368 -0.077 0.060 -0.204 -0.116 
(-.155) (0.344) (0.237) (-0.055) (0.450) (1.983) (1.126) (0.943) (-0.204) (0.162) (-0.553) (-0.315) 

-.786 -0.016 -0.040 -0.029 -U~036 -0.031 -0.018 0.0004 0.012 0.033 0.030 0.043 
(-1.356) (-0.414) (-1.326) (-0.977) (-1.364) (-1.314) (-0.792) (0.019) (0.569) (1.710) (1.382) (2.023) 

.146 0.002 0.022 I -0.046 -0.025 -0.032 -0.023 -0.032 -0'.006 0.010 0.071 0.060 
(.663) (0.022) (0.304) (-0.700) (-0.421) (-0.577) (-0.429) (-0.596) (-0.106) (0.204) (1.288) (1.082) 

-.089 0.004 -0.082 -0.122 -0.121 .-0.077 -0.066 -0.040 -0.003 0.004 0.042 0.082 
(-.518) (0.046) (-1.074) (-1.712) (-1.898) (-1 ~~4) (-1.183) (-0.745) (-0.057) (0.085) (0.786) (1.582) 

.012 0.010 0.016 0.019 0.013 0.010 0.011 0.011 0.010 0.010 0.009 0.007 
(1.282) (2.444) (4.519) (5.927) (5.170) (4.814) (5.584) (5.571) (5.707) (5.848) (5.337) (4.337) 

[Mean Weekly Wage in Month tl [$49.75J [$57.09) [$60.19) [$65.70) ($63.71) [$63.34) ($62.24) [$61.24'] ($59.00J [$60.08J ($58.56) [$51.26) 

Hean Survival Rate 97.92% 92.59% 87.73% 83.33% 78.94% 72.22% 68.75% 65.71% 60.19% 55.32% 51.62% 46.76% 

9.515 13.388 29.848 61.946 49.716 40.784 50.284 51.734 52.822 53.914 58.224 50.S24 
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average weekly wage is positively related to success and significant 

et the I percent level. In the first wonth, the level of 

r, significance drops to 10 percent, but the effect is still positive. 

The effects of the financial aid on survival, though, are less 

clear-cut. In the first wonth, there is a large effect on 

~ postprison survival, although it is not strongly significant, not 

quite reaching the 5 percent level. In the secon~ month, there is a 
,\ 

slight positive effect~ In no other month can we (;a;~certain an effect 

~ significantly different from zero. Note that in-the first and 

second months where the treatwent efforts appear operative, the 

overall explanatory power of the estimated equations is low. 

~ Performing a likelihood-ratio test suggests that one should reject 

,:<;,)the hypothesis, on the basis of the low chi-squared value, that the 

logistic function with its included independent variables would 

-~ predict survival rates better than the mean survival rate for the 

sarople. 

Until now, we have argued that exclusion of other variables like 

expected wages biases upwards the coefficienl of the financial-aid 

variable. A further complaJnt arises when we include expected 

wages--and their implied component of unerrployment--without taking 

into account the inherent simultaneity of participation in criroe with 

participation in work. !I A third specification is implied here. 

i:/ 

Recidivism depends upon expected wage. The expected wage, 

though, depends upon hours worked (i.e., unemployment). The greater 
,r 
)';, 

I( , 

1/ This complaint does not arise in our enalysis of hours worked in 
chapter 2 because vIe estimated a reol~ced form relationship. 
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I 
Ii' 
l! 
j i, r I: the average weekly hours worked, the higher will be the average 

.l i 
l~' J; weekly wage earnings. 

Ii crl'me. To the extent that people combine work and crime, this is no 

Put hours worked depend upon time spent in 

If 0 

l~ constraint. Eut what about the people who get caught and go to 
11 

11,' t jail? 
thus, ceteris paribus, lowers the expected wage. 

1~1 

Eeing incarcerated reduces the hours available to work and 

To complete 

this model a final equation is needed to determine days spent in 
II 
H jail per week. 

\,1 t 

Those who get rearrested are more like~y to spend 

f 1 

Ill,. ,J 

\ 
I 
LO) 
t') 
jl 
I l 
I ; 

1 ! 
ki 

<) 
JI 
1..1 

VI 
U 
'F'1 
t I 

days in jail than the survivors. Thus there is a siroultaneous 

equation system from which it is possible to estimate separately the 

xeciaivism and work-disincentive effects. These results are 

displayed in table 3.9. 

As we hypothesized, higher wages reduce rearrest; longer hours 

worked increase weekly wages; days in jail restrict hours worked; and 

higher rearrest rates increase days in jail. The separate effects of 

the financial assistance are everywhere of the same sign as the right-

h-ane-side endogenous var iable. ~hus the unewployment insurance 

, reo"uces hours worked, and incre~~es lowers reareest, raIses wages, 

1 I 

I() day'S in j ai 1. 

l 1 1 ! 

bl t ' I -because t'ne net effect of the This is pro ema lca 

And here is where the 

r[ 

I" 
1 j 
If, .) 
{'1 

i-1 

11 
ie, I 
~f 

trea-tment is no longer unambiguous. 

work-disincentive effect is seen wost clearly. One would need to 

work more hours to raise wages and thereby reduce recidivism. But 

the unemploywent insurance tends to reduce hours worked. To assure 

that the insurance benefit actually results in reduced crime, we 

must show that on balance the positive wage effects offset the 

negative work reduction effects. 
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ID~epEDd'Dt Variable 

coa.treiat 

Wage 

Hour. Worked 

Days ia Jan 

lIearreat 

Educatioa -.014 
(-1.168) 

Coavictioaa/Arre.ta .018 
.227) 

Time Served -.010 
( -.877) 

?lroled .020 
.1.34) 

-.021 
( -.361l 

Job Arraaced 

Age -.005 
(-1.184) 

Race .113 
( 1.540) 

Experience .001 
( ~ .679) 

Skilled Blue Collar 

' .. iving with F_il" 

l o 

(! 

-. 

Table 3. 9 
-/;(...3 -

Instrument Variable Estimate. of Postprieon Outcomes 
(t-otatiotic. in parentheses) 

.132 .382 

.110) 1.736) 

2.653 -2.699 
( .358) (-1.649) 

.572 .124 

.542 ) .592) 

6.299 -.1122 
( .117) -.743) 

-.123 4.048 
(-.017 ) ( 4.275) 

.564 .037 
(1.313) .425) 

9.625 -.582 
(1.491) ( -.423) 

.339 .471 .036 
0.809) (2.922) 1.002 ) 

9.479 
(1.168) 

-1.390 
(-1.563) 

.366 
1.700) 

-3.250 
(-2.145) 

3.658 
( 4.151) 

1.114 
1.723 ) 

-.001 
( -.030) 

-.456 
(-1.933) 

.0Il 

.336) 

-.221 
(-1.302) 

.087 
( .533) 

-.007 
( -.488) 

.298 
1.455 ) 

-.008 
(-1.728) 

o 

1.354 
2.991 ) 

-.395 
(-1.728) 

-.009 
(-2.079) 
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with a little effort one c~n solve the odd-numbered equations in 

t~ble 3.9 siwult2ne~uslY for the rearrest rate and then differentiate 

the resulting value with respect to the treatwent variable. One 

discovers then that 

Cl.t* 
"Cl,I 

,wher.e t* .i.s the rearres·t rate, 'I is the unemployment insurance 

.y.ar iable, and 

J 

0'.1 unemployroent (treatrr.ent) coefficient 
rearrest equation 

0:.2 = unemploYlT'ent (treatroent) coeff.icient 
wage equatio!) 

0'.3 = uneroploywent (treatwent) coefficient 
h9 urs equation 

0'.4 = unewployment (treatroent) coefficient 
jail equation 

Y;L = wage coefficient ir: rearrest equation 

r~,~ hpprs coefficient in wage equation 

Y = jail coefficient in hours equation 
3 

in 

in 

in 

in 

Y4 = rearrest coefficient in jail equation. 

A IJttle ar~t~ITetic reveals that the treatJT'ent effect is about -0.06 

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

displayed in column 1 of table 3.9. 
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so 

Cl t* ar- = 

Y1 = -0.005 

Y2 - 3.680 

Y3 = -2.890 

Y4 = 1.110 

1 ~ 
1-(-.005) (3.68) (-2.89) (1:11) 

(-.057) + (6.40) (-.005) + (-1.79) (3.68) (-.005) 

+ ~.007) (-.005) (3.6B) (-2:B~ = -.05B1. 

Imwediately we realize that JT'any of the coefficients used to 

arrive at this figure are insignificant. In particular, the 

coefficient of the treatroent effect in the rearrest equation is 

insignificant at the 5 percent level. The ITodel, ther~fore, was 

reestimated omitting all variables with coefficients insignificant 

the 5 percent level. The same corrputation was performed to arrive 

the net-treatrrent effect. Now the effect of unewployment insurance 

is to increase rearrest rates. 

Dropping the zero coefficient yields, froro the even-numbered 

colurons of table ":l Q. 
-' ...... 
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a t* l- 1 ~ rr = '~-(-:006) (3.79) (-4.22) (1.35~J x 

C~l. 87} c-. 006) (3. 79 J. 

= .0489. 

There is an intuitive way to see this. The even-nurrbered columns of 

table 3.9 show that the only direct eff€ct of the treatrrent is on 

hours worked. Here, unemployment'reduces the average weekly hours. 

Ey lowering hours worked, we depress the wage, which in turn 

increases rearrest, thereby ~aising ~ays in jail ~nd fUrther reducing 

hours worked. A ~ultiplier effect is operative here, with 

insufficient offsetting effect to keep from increasing crirre. This 

is clearly the ~ost extreme case of work disincentive Briefly we 

inspect the total reduction in arrests in the previous cases and this 

one. 

It is convenient to know not only the direction of the treatment 

effect but also its magnitude., In following the analysis of Mallar 

"and lhornton (1977), it is possible to derive the change in rearrests 

attributable to the financial-aid experi~ents by wultiplying the 

change in the pro(;:abi 1 i ty of rea r res t due to the exper irrent by tne 

nurrber of subjects receivi,ng the cash sutsidy, in this case 216. F'or 

nonlinear models, the probability change in question, or the partial 

derivative, is not a constant. I have chosen, for computational 

convenience, to evaluate the derivetives at the rrean Qf the dependent 

variable, a procedure equivalent to evalueJing the derivatives at the 

weans of the independent variables when the estirrated error 
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In linear models, of COurse, this evaluation 

f procedure. is not necessary. 
1\ 
J 

t " 

Table 3.10 sumwarizes the rearrest computations for each of the r 
1\ ') three specific-ations suggested in the previous section. In 
I) 
Ii 

column 1 the benchmark value derived by M2l1ar and Thornton ! I 
11 
II .' M.Qre than twenty rearrests al;'e diverted by the 

I
' is glVe.r.r;., , 

'~;t experiment, accordinS! to theit;' calculations. 
t j 

I r 
IJ 
d:f; 
i 
I 

Ii 

In cQluron 2~ the rearrest redQctions computed fro~ table 3.7--

the ~onthly and annual specifications of the convell.~ional econorr.ic 
, 

rrodel of crime--are displ~yed. Noting that in so~e months, the 

treatment effect is positive and in other rronths it is negative, we 
jJw f obtain the sum for the year. 
,! h 

lhis total, denoting a reduction in 

II rearre~}s by 14.5, is contrasted~ith the reduction computed from t e 

f I! t for the year are 

II e 

; I 
d 

I 

ltfj 
i 
I 

II .- , 
Ii ~ 
j 

j 
, I 

I 

Ii e 

t 

1® 

annual equation. When the average rearres s 

esti~ated, the reduction in rearrests due to the experi~ent is 

calculated to be 15.6. Thus the annual derivation overestimates the 

total of the wonthly tallies by more than one rearrest 2wong 216 

participants. 

In colu~n 3, the increased nurrber of survivors for each ~onth is 

displcyed. The nurrbers are pre~ultiplied by -1 to reflect the fact 

that an ~oded survivor is really a diverted rearrestee. lhe value 

computed fo~ the twelfth wonth is essentially the annual estimated 

reduction. It is lower than the Mallar and Thornton value and both 
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Honth 1 

Month 2 

Month 3 

Month 4 

Month 5 

Month 6 

Month 7 

Month 8 

Month 9 

Month 10 

Month 11 

Month 12 

Total 

Annual 

Notes: a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. • 

---~--------~---~-------
-[ 

Table 3.10 

Mallar & 
Thornton 

Model 
(1) 

-20.5 

Estimated 

Conventional 
Economic 

Model 
(2) 

-6.2 

-3.5 

1.15 

7.1 

1.0 

-~2.3 

-2.8 

0.6 

12.5 

-8.4 

-0.7 

-3.3 

-14.5 

-15.6 

Reductions 

Survival 
Model 

(3) 

-5.71 

-8.54 

-8.32 

0.03 

2.55 

-1l.09 

-11.83 

-12.17 

-1.24 

-9.82 

-10.47 

-13.44 

-13.44 

in Rearrests 

Change Simultaneous 
in Equation 

Survivals Hodel 
(4) (5) 

-2.83 

0.22 

8.35 

2.52 

-13.64 

-0.74 

-0.34 

10.93 

-8.58 

-0.65 

-2.97 

-7.73 

-12.55 

From. Hallar and Thornton. "Transitional Aid for Released Prisoners." Table 5. 
From Table 1. 
From Table 2. 
From Table 3, all variables in. 
'From Table 4. only .eiz,nifioant variableli in. 

• ~ ff 

l {) 

{J 

,:, 

1\ 

Simultaneous 
Equation 

Model 
(6) 

+10.56 
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the total ~onthly and annual reductions obtained in the conventional 

econo~ic rrodel. 

To cowpute tQe total wonthly reductions in the survival rrodel, it 

is necessary to find the change in survivels froIr rronth to rronth. 

This is done in colu~n 4. The SUF of these changes, -7.73, 

represents the swaller nurrber of rearrests arrong those 

exoffenders receiving financial aid. This value, it is easily seen, 

is wore than 60 percent lower than the value estiroated originally by 

Mallar and Thornton. 

From table 3.10, the instru~ental variable estiwates of the 

siwultaneous equation rrodel of rearrest, there are two corrputations 

of the effect of financial aid. In aolurnn 5, the net reduction in 

arrests attributable to the experiment when all of the variables in 

the model are included ia shown to be -12.55. In colurrn 6, in 

contrast, rather than displaying a reduction in rearrests, there is 

shown a net increase in rearrests of 10.56 due to the experirrent. 

This value corres about as a result of dropping the insignificant co-

efficients and reestirration of the simUltaneous equation ITodel 

detailed in bable 3.10. Because the direct effects of the treatment 

are elirrinated in all of the equations except the hours worked 

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

estimated net increase in rearrests. 

If one were to crudely average these alternative calculations 

the effect of the experiment on'rearrest, one would find that the 

actual reduction is rrore than one half that reported by earlier 
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Given that our estiIrates of the experimental effects range 

from a high of -J5.6 to a low of +10.56, the evidence is clear that a 

mere respecification leads to significant reductions in the 

) an~i~~pa~ed recidivism changes that can be attributed to the 

firiari~i~l-aid experiwent. 

. ' '. 
Th'e' for'egoing discussion has provided a convenient vehicle for 

ass'~~s:ing the effects of e~ploYIrent opportuni ties on cr iIre. Cn 

~h~ore~ical grounds alone it is not possible to conclude, for 

unemployment, higher incoroes, increased labor-force participation or 

di~inished income inequality reduce crime only in special theoretical 

(~ca~es. While these special theoretical ceses are both irrportant and 

M 
11 
."'/ 

I 

I 
il B,) does. 
I 

relevant in a perfectly general econoIric model irrproved economic 

opportunities have just as arrbjguous effects as increased punishFent 

I 

j 
~~ reduce crime and (b) the consequent reduction is larger vis-a-vis 

~ changes due to increased certainty and severity of punishrrcnt is an 

}! open eIrpirical question. Until now the question could not be 

t z adequately addressed because aggregate data sets do not provide 

t 

h .;. 

Th~s the question whether (a) high~r incorres or better jobs 

sufficient distinctions between increases of incorre to crimina~s and 

to legitimate labor rrarket participants. ~nd rricro data sets like 
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the Bureau of Prison's lack adequate employment information. Using a 

rich micro data source from a experiment designed to reduce 

recidivism among a group of exprisoners in Ealtimore, we can test the 

deterrence hypothesis against the "better wages reduce crime" view. 

We find strong and consistent support for the contention that better 

wages reduce crime. In our specification increased certainty and 

severity of punishment also reduce crime but the effect is so weak as 

to lead us to reject the hypothesis that the impact of ~unishment on 

recidivism is significantly different from zero. Although these 

findlngs are based on a specialized sarrple in a limited geographical 

area, they provide telling evidence that the case in favor of the 

improved employment opportunities hypothesis was not so weak after 

all. 

D. SUMMARY 

One standard economic rrodel suggests that improved employment 

opportunities can affect participation in crime. In a very siIPple 

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

unemployrrent lead to a lower optimal allocation of effort to illicit 

activity. Yet, in general, the precise effects of eIPployment on 

crirr.e are a~biguous. 

We examined two very different data sets on postprison 

recidivism. One, a sample of releases from the U.S. Federal Prison 
r:-;< 

§ystem reflects an older, predowinantly white, hardened criminal 

, pop~18tion. The other, from the previously described Baltimore LIFE 

-131-

, 
o 
f 

" 

t 

I; " 

i,,) 

experiwent, is composed of a ~bpulation perhaps rrore typicbl of' 

repeat offenders released from state institutions: They are 

disproportionately black and young and have dismal previous 

ereployrrent experiences. 

~:::. 

The image of iederal prisoners as being highl~ educated, big-ti~e 

bUSinessmen convicted for such glamorous crimes as income tax evasiori 

and security cind: Exchange Comrr:ission viel'ations is ina:ccurate.' The 

fEfcferal relec'-sees have lower than' average educational attainment, are' 

typic~lly guilty of robbery, burglary and other forrrs ofrtheft-where 

the value i's: iess than $'500, and-have had relatively poor pre-

prison emploYIPen~ experiences. In comparison~to the E~ltiwore LIFE 

s~rnple, though, the federal releasees are arg~abl~ less disadvantaged 

and rrore criminal. The label of the federal prisoner as the upper

crust of the criminal eC~1elon undoubtedly derives fron: this inter-

group cowparison. 

We have est'imated the effects of ewpleYIPent experiences on 

recidivisIP in ou~ federal sample. More stable preprison errployment 

is associated w~th lower postprison recidivisrr. 1he marginal effect 

of having worked wore than four straight years before imprisonment is 

greater on black than white recidivism. However, in neither cas~ is 

thjs effect very strong. Moreover, the added explanatory power of 

prepris6n employment is weak~ Other background variables and 

measures of the certainty ~nd severity of punishment explain the 

variance in recidivisIr just as we]l,.> Note th~t while the punishrr.ent 
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vDriabJ"es are important in E;xplaining rearrest on parole violation, 
~ 

they do not have the traditional Ifdeterrentlf effects. Increased 

certainty of punishment incre2ses recidivism rather than lowers it. 

This, it is argued, is due either to a labelling or discrimination 

impact, or to divergent attitudes toward risk. 

We also estimate the effects of e~ployment on recidivism in the 

Baltimore LIFE sample. Here preprison e~PloYITert experiences again 

. 1 ~ .. f . I postpr1son emp oym~Qt slgn1 1cant y have weak effects. However, 

affects postprison rearrest: Higher wages and rrorehours worked 

(and therefore lower unemployment) are strongly associated with lower 

recidivism. ~lthough unemploy~ent insurance also reduces recidivism, 

we show that the effect is inflaied by failure to appropriately 

take into account tte work disincentive pffect that unemployment 

.0' insurance tends to reduce hours worked. Nonetheless, the evidence is 
. 

convincing that improved employment can recuce crime. 

Taken together, the conclusions from the two sarrples suggest that . \ 

the disrral preprison employment experiences do not in and of 

themselves account for much of the variations in the postprison 

recidivisrr. experience arrong exoffenders. This aoes not arise because 

of the homogeneity of the exoffender populations. Indeed, there is 

significant variation in preprison employment in both sarrples. 

Instead, it seerrs to arise because it is what happens in the labor 

market after release from prison that ~atters in determining return 

to crirr.e, not what happened years ago. Of course, if preprison 
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cll'ployment ~~~r i~~£~~ detEi.,rmine postpr i sone~ployment 
\ 

£E12££!:uni~ies, then the wea~< i(effect observed for the former arises 
j' 

because of the collihearity\of the two . It is not necessary to make 

this assurrption, though, in 'prder to rea] ize that postpr ison 
1 

outcomes depend vitally on o~her postprison outcomes. 'Ihis is 

what we found in chapter two\in analyzing postprison employment. 

adclition, the preprison eroPlo\~yrrent experience variable failed the 
\ 

statistical test in the feder~l sample. This could rr~an that 

preprison employment experien~es are poor predictors of postprison 

employment opportunities, whi~h challenges the view that the poor 

In 

showing of the preprison expet1ence va~lable in the Ealtirrore sample 

CODes about because of its collinearity with the postprison 

employment variable. 

't 
·1 
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CHAP'fBR IV. ~2.!§'~L~~!2_'!:!i~~<2~!!:,!INAL JUS'fICE SYS'l'EM -. .... -------------------

IN'fRODUCTION ------------
() 

There is intriguing documentation of a historical liqk between 

labo~ markets and the criminal justice system. Thorsten Se~lin 

(1976) argup.s that the demands of t~~ labor mar~ets have tradi-

tionally shaped the penal system and that changes in that system 

t~rough ti~~ are more closely relate~ to ch?nging labor market 

-" 

• f:" '.' \ stru~tures than to evolving theor ies of punishment. For example, the 
:"\ .. <1_, 

ROm?ns, who per6aps held the largest number of slaves in antiquity, 

used pr~~oners to wo~k on public ~ro~~cts~ ~here was l~ttl~ need for 

C ' prlsons as we know them today because of the dontinuous construction 

of buildings and roads under the Ro~?n rulers~ 

: t In the ~id-seventeenth century, French prisoners manned the oars 

of the galleys. originally, lifetime slavery at the oars had been a 

form of commutation of death sentences, but a~ the demand for 
t; !.I 

rowers increased even petty c~iminals were sent to the ~alleys. The 

t. 

l 

) 

enlarged supply of galley convicts swelled, creating a major 

maintenance expense. At first older and infirm convicts were sent 

, th.e to Louisian? ~nd the French west Indies, but they could not match 

productivity of "black slaves. Hence, in later years, alterations in 

the penal system were sought to deal with this large~y economic 

problem. Sellin suggests that the development of the French 

in9ustrial prisons was the solution. 
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11 In the united states, the crucial link between labor markets and 
I 
i "j,l",,~he penal system appears to be race_. The fal'lures l' n the 1 b r " w ' -, . . - a 0 

\ 
mar~et--the potir, black, disadvantaged workers--are also the 

Blacks have lower wages, higher II failures of the system of justice. 
I' It ~unemployment, and fewer marketable skills i they are more often 

1 I arrested, more likely to be convidted, and theri go to prison for 
! Ij longer periods than whites: They are clearly disproportionately 

n represented in pr isons and jails. Selli~ contefids that thi~ is no 
tZ 
1 accident. It is a legacy of racism and ~lavery. 

I 
j The story goes ~omething like thi~ (Sellin, 1976). In 
It 

! 1 II the early years of the nation, penitentiaries were designed to house 

H cTiminals from t.he master class. Slaves were puniShed through 

~
J beatings or execution. Free blacks were sold as ~lave~ oi deported. 

b 
') I There was a significant push to make the penitentiaries occupied by 
II 

1

'1 the master-class criminals self-supporting, however. The costs of 

I,ll •. impr: isonment represp_nted a . v heavy burden on taxpayers. Why not make 

'1 'I'll the prison turn a profit? In Kentucky this was tried in the early 

nineteenth cAntury and the convict-l~ase system was born. Iri t~is 

II t f' ~" \) sys em, a pro 1 t was made by hir ing out the convicts". Attempting to 

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

I-I fi'ght the high pricAs of north~,--=:~. manufacturers and to train macnine 

,-,1 II operators, other states Louisiana and invited private firms to set u~ 

t !~" sh'op in the pr ison. Following the Civil War, tho ugh, poth pr ison 

f"j \) 
" f I II Soutn. 
~!j~ 

~ ,. ~" Ii' 

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

Would these systems apply to the newly emancipated blacks? 

Would the master class and the former slaves be forced to work siae 
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'd ? by 51 e. Th~answer was simple. Since the economy. was shattered and 
.1 

there was a ra~id outflow of labor from the agricultural secto~-

·where blacks allegedly held a comparative advantage--prisons ~ould 

be used effectively as a means of continuing slavery. With a system 

by penal servitudet. private slavery would be replaced witn public 

• slav~ry., In part, the Thirt~en~h Amendment to ·the U.S~ .Cons.ti~ution 
explicitly authorized "slavery" or "involuntary servitude" as , . 

pu~~shment for illegal activities. SQuthern legislatures rushea to 

tenast legislati~n and to rey~se th~ir penal codes to facili~ate an 

almost unbelievable result: Within ~decade after the Civil War, 
. • l. 

prison p?pulati~ns in .th~ Sou~h sh~fted from being virtually all 

~whit~ .to being disproportionately black~. And, so the story goes, 

this is how prisons have become what. they are today in.America. 

The.Federal Prison System serves a somewhat differeq~ 

consti tuency than state penitentiar ~es. Impr isonment .is, a sanct ion 

in numerous sections of U.S. Codes, including .those relating to 

~, 'l'" 1 t' d . t f c l~c~me tax evaSlon, se eC~l~e-servl~e V10 a lons an 1n er eren e 

with fed~rally.protected a~tivities ~e.g., civil rights violations} •. 

with th~~exception of punishmen~ of ~~sidents of the District of 

£columbia,Indian reservations, and U.S~ territories, the arm of the 

federal criminal law rarely ~xtends to many common street cri~~s. 

Most~forms of robbery, burglary, larcenyi auto th~ft, assault, rape, 
~ 

and homicid~ are pros~cuted at the state or local level. 

" j 

., an_additjon, the Federal Prison Syst~m ha,s its origins 
{ 

,f: 
• I. 

1 I 

I (..,...,...,. .=====,------.~"'.' 'L.... '-~--~-
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principally in the North, the capitalist mecca t~~t the southern 

states were fighting when they devised the convict-lease system and 

, , 'd trl' s' In some respects, then, it is less obvious thelr pr lson ln us e .• 

as to how the racial disparities in the federal criminal justice 

system are rooted in the same legacy of slavery and racism detailed 

In by Sellin. We can easily identify the disparities, of course. 

chapter III, tables 3.1 and 3.6 revealed that while background 

characteristics of blacks and whites differ, there are sig~ificant 

differences in how they' are treated within the federal prison 

The.L~e are a.lso noticeable differences in postprison system. 

outcomes • 

The important question for public policy is how are these 

disparities linked? Can the differences between black and white 

rearrest rates be accounted for by diverging personal 

characteristics, criminal history, type of offense committed or other 

background variables? Or is th~ black-white recidivism gap due to 

nonracially neutral differences in treatment? These questions 

require an ~xplicit examination of the sources of the racial gap in 

crime. 

B. BLACK-WHITE DIFFERENCES IN RECIDIVISM -------------------------------------

That there is a considerable racial gap in arrest rates for first 

offenders and in rearrest rates for repeat offenders is wellknown. 

Federal prison data re~eals differences in the postprison failure 

rates for black and white exfelons. From table 3.6 (third row from 
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the bottom), we estinfate that blacks are more likely to recidivate 
/'"; " ...... \.) -

') '\ 
than whi teB. We note thatL,~:.-6. 7 percent of blacks fail after release 

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

one controls for any number of se8mingly exogenous factors, the 

percentages become 32.1 and 29.3 for blacks and whites respectively 

(table 3.6, s8cond row from bottom). This, of course, represents a 

small narrowing of the gap in recidivism, but not one of a magnituae 

to justify further exclusion of racism or racial discrimination as a 

cause of the gap. But if the cause is racism then what racism? 

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

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

place? 

To illustrate one method of addressing these questions, let us 

examine racial differences in the severity of punishment. When 

released from prison, blacks serve longer sentences than whites. In 

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

'might be contended that the differing rearrest rates follow from tne 

differences in punishment. Are the observed differences in time 

served by blacks and whites due to differences in their ages, 

previous criminal records, and the types of crime for which they 

were convict8d? Or can W8 assert that the differences are due to 

some sort of discrimination against blacks in the criminal justice 

~. system? A method has been developed in the econometric literature to 

::,".,;:;:::,;-J;i 

-,,~ i 

compute the residual effect that race has on the outcome being 

investigated. SometimAs called rAsidual discrimination analysis, tne 
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method r8quires a fully specified model of how the outcome is 

generat8d, and it depends on assumptions concerning the 

observability of the independent variables and the l~bk of 

-- ------.-~-- ---..------~-;~----~ ~.: 

correlation between the error or stochastic disturbance term and the 

independent variables. 

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

fype of crime, characteristics of the o'ffense, and prior criminal 

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

served one estimates the equation: 

TS = 
n-l 
~ x·a· + xnan + E. 

. III 
1= 

When al ••• an_lare n-l independent variables measuring type of 

crime, characteristics of the offender and prior criminal history and 

n is a dummy variable that equals one if race is nonwhite and zero 

th ' The "'1' are the coefficents to be estimated and reflect o erWJ .. se. '-" 

the marginal Affect on time served of an increase in anyone of the 

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

l' .. t t ~\pd that the error term is normally lnear 1n 1 s argumen s I, 

iI 
distr ibutea". Under such \,assumpt ions, 0 rd inary least squares is an 

appropriab=~ method of estimating the coefficients a l ••. an' The 

I ~ sample then is partitioned between blacks and whites and the time 

1 served equation is reestimated f~r both races dropping the race 

I variable. Hence, we have two equations for time selfved: 
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t 

and 

n-1 W W W 
TSW = t x,a, + E 

i=l ~ ~ 

B 
TS = 

n-1 
L: xl?al? + EB 

i=l ~ ~ 

6 ' 1 a~e d~fined as before but where superscript B 
~ "~where the varlab es 

h 't The difference between white and denotes black and W denotes w 1 e. 

black time served, TSW - TSB! would ~e attributable to the 

i 'ff ~n the race-specLtic errors (i.e., racial discrimination) 
(11 er.ences ... 

f.W _ EB alone only if blacks and whites were othenlise identical 

to bac!{ground characteristics (type of crime, both'with respect . 

• ~tc.) and wl'th respect to the effects these non-
~riminal history, .:; -

race related characteristics have on time served. Not only do olacKs 

and whites have very different characteristics, but also the effects 
~. 

~h time served of type of crime and criminal history (among otner 

b1 k d whites Suppose, however, that variables) differ between ac s an .• 

blacks and whites were "i:~reated" exactly the same, so that blacKS I 

Jime served could be ':compubld as 
Ii 

c' 
'" 

"'Ware the estimated white coefficients and TSB is the 
"i'l)ere O'.i 

blacks. if blacks and whites only differed predicted time served for 

~ith respect ,to the XiS. H ~ the residual discr,.imination is enc _, 

-141-

re'P"""p;""'~~~"".~""~:""':!lIQ:9'.!'l1~~~.~!'n:~~~~:::;;~.~II'l',1!!1!~.I'!l;'jf,1ttl',~~~.*:m~:_-?*~""'.~"","},1;"·!~'?&X"":-"'~,""'~~:*='-~"""'~~:""~:""'"~'~""~.;,,""~:~~:!1l~_"'''t"l~'''',~'''''.~n .. M~.~'''''.::t: .. -,*,,~t'!'!>h"",~mo.~!A""'''''&~'''l'!)f''''''''''''''''~''''''!''~'''',',;''''U1!'.''''',?F,"''':'~,;M"",.(\!'>l'J:!I."j.,Y1'''''·,,!!J~.~roI.'IlIi'",,,.''''''''''''''''''---

l' 

-.'-

.' 
f 

j. 

". 1" 

'. 
:i 

'. 
'I; 

l" I . 

~'-l) 

f.:.: I II 
t~ I 
tl ...• P , 
{! 
t[~ I , I 
. i 

i l 
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f .I 

t1, ) 
, I 
~ [ Conceptua1l~ ~idding the system of this discrimination suggests 

\Jt 10 replacing in the b;L.qck r.ecidivism eq,uation TSB with TSB .. The 

f i~t t ' th t ' d ' d' 'h h f th r aC.l' a1" gap J que:s lona 1:S answere 1n so ol~ng: 1S ow muc 0 e. I in recidivism can be explained b:( discrimination in sentencing. O_f 
I n. COillrse, the same 1.0g.i.c can be applied to questions of aifferin~. pre-

1 'prison employment, J?,qIole rel~ase, criminal histor~, 'and_ certainty of 

I punishmen t,.~ 

l d tlC •. 

III Tables 4.1-4.4 present the results of tne first-stage 

EMPLOYMENT, TREATMENT IN THE CJS, AND CRIMINAL HISTORY ---- ---.---------~---.".----------------------------

l ~stimations needp.Q to obtain. the raci_a11y biasless me~!sures used to 
i! ~ 
. pre.dict recidiv.is.m .. , 

Ie Separate black and white logistic equations are estimated for tne 

I probability of having been employed for greater than four years prior 

I to incarceration. As can be seen in table 4.1, the effects of age, 
}i 'OQ, and education are about the same for whites and blacks. Being 

female has an insignificant impact on preprison employment for both 
,~ 

races. Being married and not having drj.nking or drug problems raises 

dmployment for both blacks and whites, although at different rates. 
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TABLE 4.1 

MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATES OF THE PROBABILITY OF PREPRISON 
-

EMPLOYMENT GREATER THAN FOUR YEARS 

Ct.-STATISTICS IN PARENTHESES) 

Blacks Whites 
Independent Variables 

Age 

Female 

Grade Claimed 

M9.rried 

No Drug or Drink 

Mental Hospital 

Constant 

Weighted Mean of 
Dependent Variable 

Predicted ProbabilitY;,at 
W!=Jighted Means of' 
Jndependent Variables 

Chi-Square 

" /3 

.107 
(6.511) 

-.006 
(-.512 ) 

-.336 

,',,' 
(-.509 

.124 
(1.812 

.771 
(2.472) 

.917 
(1. 668) 

-.810 
(-.759) 

-7.326 
(-5.455) 

.106 

.068 

64.046 \; 

SOURCE: U.S. Board of Parole. 
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'C\X

i 

A 

f3 

.006 .100 .006 
(13.015) 

-.00,9 -.007 -.000 
(-.959) 

-.021 .254 .017 
(.644) 

.. 008 .122 .008 
(~,. 602) 

.049 1.003 .068 
(6.074) 

.058 .353 .024 
(1. 324) 

-.052 -.675 -.086 
(-2,.048) 

-6.448 
(-7.803) 

.127 

.074 

291. 047 

i , . 
r 

---,-."'--, ,-, -. --~---.------- ------------~---
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TABLE 4~2 

MA"XDrMv1 LIKELIHOOD 'ESTIMJ\Tr~S OF THE PROBABILITY OF RELEASE ON PAROLE, 

(t-STATISTICS IN,. PARENTHESES) r ===========================================_==~.~,v========== 
Blacks Whites 

1\ Independent Variables 
f3 

ctf""" A ~ 
________ ~_X_i ______ /3~ _______ ~i 

Age 

Greater Than 5,-000 

Female 

Grade Claimed 

Married 

No Drug or Drink 

Mental Hospital 

Parole Hearings 

Prison Punishment 

Robbery, Theft} Burglary 

White Collar 

Constant 

Weighted Mean of 
Dependant Variable 

- .061 
(-4.573) 

.295 
(.484) 

.575 
(1. 615) 

.046 
(1. 099) 

.495 
(2.044) 

.950 
(2.948) -. 

-.412 
(-.735) 

.848 
(7.071) 

-.771 
( -3.218) 

-.249 
(-.916) 

.304 
(1. 032). 

-1.253 
( -1.696) 

.360 

Predicted Probability at .322 
Weighted Means of 
Independent Variables 

Chi-Square 131.557 

. SOURCE: U. S. Board of Parole. 
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-.013 

.064 

.125 

.oio 

.108 

.207 

-.090 

.185 

.168 

-.054 

.066 

..• 057 
(-9.166) 

.887 
(3.650) 

.687 
(2.314) 

.109 
(4.957) 

.488 
(3.766) 

.218 
(1.414~ 

-.719 
(-3.727) 

.761 
(11. 976) 

-.823 
(-6.066) 

~.658 

(-4.321) 

-.221 
(-1.219) 

-.342 
(-.910) 

.500 

401.283 

-.014 

.221 

.171 

.027 

•. 122 

.054 

-.180 

.190 

-.205 

'. 
~.164 

(r 

-.055 

II 

Ii 

~ 

'. 
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TABLE 4.3 

MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATES OF THE PROBABILITY OF COMMITMENT 

GIVEN CONVICTION C.~-STATISTICS IN PAREliTHESES) 

Independent Variables 

Age 

I.Q. 

Female 

Grade Claimed 

Married 

No Drug or Drink 

Mental Hospital 

Constant 

Weighted Mean of 
Dependent Variable 

Predicted Probability of 
Weighted Means of 
Independent Variables 

1\ 

f3 

.062 
(3.169) 

.010 
( .599) 

-104.242 
: ( -.062) 

-.062 
(-.715) 

-.615 
(-1. 091) 

-~061 

(-.106) 

-222.771 
( -.577) 

-5.230 
( -3.084) 

.049 

.000 

Chi-Square 23.281 

SOURCE: U.S. Board of Parole. 
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Blacks Whites 

.~. " ~; f3 
. ~ .i 

.000 .0792 • 001 
(7.382) 

.000 .024 .000 
(1.828 ) 

-.000 -14.387 
(-5.533) 

.2~1 

-.000 • 043 -.000 
(-.824) 

-.000 -.942 -.013 
(-2.720) 

-.000 • 296 
(.687 ) 

.001= 

-.000 .240 .003 

-8.198 

(-5.872) 

.039 

.014 

70.738 

._ ... __ .-.. _-_._------.---

.' 

r 

K 

~. 
it 
,~: 

-,' 

I 
I 
J 

(1 

Independent Variables 

TABLE 4.4 

LN (Time Served) 

Whites 
f3 

Blaclts 
f3 

,:;:' 

LN (Convictions) 

Whites Blacks 
f3 f3 -_ ... ---.' .. -

Age 

Sex 

M3.rried 

No Drug or Drink (3 

Grade Claimed 

I.Q. 

Robbery, Theft, Burglary 

Dollar Value Greater. 
than 5,000 

\olhite Collar 

Prison Punishment 

Paroled 

Number of parole 
Hearings 

Constant 

~tiple R 
R 
Adj U&t eli l'{2 

~.0Q8 
(e .. oo) 

.... )~t2~ 
( .. 2 •. q2) 

.,Q:I..1 
(.~4) 

·.Ok7 
(., 7'~) 

"'.010 
( '" l .. 67 ) 

' . 
,QQ2 

(2. QO) 

... 185 
(-5.00) 

-.243 
(-5.40) 

,Q:],,5 
(.26) 

,370 
Cll,21) 

;',331 
(-~0.68) 

,22:1,. 
(17.00) 

2.356 

.534 

.285 ~ 

,280 

SOURCE: U.S. Board of parole. 
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.009 
(3o;Oq) 

-.i14 
(-1~8~) 

-.149 
(~2 .~) 

-.030 
(-2;7~) 

.004 
(2.00) 

-.510 
( -7.61) 

.098 
(. (2) 

-.552 
( -7.56) 

.353 
(5.98) 

.- .186 
(-6.64) 

2.720 

.521 

.271 

.256 

.016 
(16.00) 

:.527 
~~: 55) 

-.169 
~7~~~?) 

7" .195 
(:-4:'~5) 

-.075 
( -~O. 71) 

.004 
(4.00) 

1.477 

.367 

.135 

.132 

.029 
( 9. 67 ) 

:.165 
(2:26) 

.. 
-.097 

(-~;14) 

-.039 
(-3.00) 

";;.001 
( .50) 

1.355 

.418 

.175 

.165 

~, . 
... 

~ 

! I 

" ., 

,of· 

. 
j, 
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Finally, mental hospital confinement has no significant effect on 
j , 

I'blac ks, but mar kedly lower s prepr ison employment for wh i tes. 

It is easy to see that blacks are less likely to have had long, 

:0 .~stable employment before impr ~sonment than whites. while 12.7 

per~ent of whites were employed more than four years, only 10.6 

J.)r:r:cent of blacks were. Yet, when controlling for differences in 

I'i:l.ge, education, sex f and othe.r backg round char acter istics. little of 

the gap remains: The predicted fraction of blacks with preprison 

employment is 6.8 perc~nt while for whit~s it is 7.4 percent. 

When blacks are "treated" just the same as whites, however, tne 

results change dramqtically. If. the p~eprison employment 

~probabi1ity for blacks were determined by the whi'te predictive 

equatidn but appropriately evaluated at the average values of the 

~ black characteristics, then we predict that 11.6 percent of blacKs 

"" t-would have been employed more t.l1jc\,n four ye~~s. This figure not 

only approaches the actual me~n ~o~ whites, but it exceeds the value 

predicted for ~hite exoff~nder~ using the very s~me equation. what 
~l. _ 

~this m~ans is that whil~ much of the employment disparity between 

black~and white exoffenders can be explained by differences in 

background characteristtcs, the low employment predicted for olaCKS 

lis due largely to racial discrimination. 

Blacks are less likely to be released on parole tt~n whites. In 

e table 4.2 estimates of parole-release probabilities are provided 
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jlf I " t J " , 

" 1 

for blacks ~nd whites. The direction of effects of background 1 

-:l 
'I variables on parole-release probabilities is similar for botn races. 
it) 

~,t 

tf 
Better educated, married, drug-free, younger, and female exoffenders 

are more likel,;Y to be released on parole whether they are black or i: I 
rl 
IL white. More frequent parole hearings and less prison punishment 

!ff! result in higher parole release rates for both races. However, in 

t 
I. 
I' 
I 

many instances, these predictors are statistically insignificant for 
" j I 

I ,: blac ks. 
H.ID 

\' 
For example, while having netted over $5,000 in the alleged 

I
r crime will increase a white exoffenders chances of being released by 
I 'f more than 22 percentage points, it has a negligible effect on 

t I 
I" blacks. 
(It 

Taking account of these factors, moreover, merely narrows 

1 

f 
rl 
I! 

P 

the black-white parole release gap from (.360-.500) to (.322-.502). 

However, if we pr(edict the black probability from the white 
'\', Ii 

,\ ,j 
paramp.ters, tlhen/the gap reduces to (.451-.502). Indeed, if blacks 

\' 

1
'1, ID 
J i were treated exactly like whites in p~,Fole decisionmaking, but, of 

fl 
II 

course, their differing background characteristics were appropriately 

t~ accounted for, then blacks and whites would be released at nearly the 

lr~ . 1 same ratp.s. 
i 

j j 

fl it .~ 

d it 
'f 

In tables 4.3 and 4.4 estimates are provided for black and wnite 

measures of the certainty and severity of punishment. The certainty 

of punishment is computed as the ratio of previous prison commitments 

to previous convictions. It is essentially the subjective 

probabilitY'of being punished by imprisonment if convicted. Tnis 

ratio is .049 for blacks and .039 for whites. Although being a wnite 

female means experiencing significantly lower probabilities of 
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u 
the marginal effects of all than being a white male, Punishment . '--, these 

' Hence, when .. _ . t' s -are virtually zero. other charactp.r~s le, ~.. . ., for 
. te~ F~~., the punishment probabll~t~es 'bharacteristics'" are accoun ---~'"' 

wh ites tend to converge. blacks and SimD ar ly, ,when the blac,k 

Pu~ishment probability . the white equation the is predicted us~ng 

~estimated valu7', •. 032, to the actual value for Whites. moves c.loser 

Blacks experience more certain , hment than whites, and a par~ of punls ~ . 

'ff ces in how they ar~ for by racia:l. d,l,~. ,eren, _. th.i·s~ can be a~counted 
•• "" 00 

Puni.s.hment than wh~tes~ . ce more severe Bla~ks a~so exper~en - 7 

time served by blacks is 24. 1 3 1 that the, average i~Rec~1.1 fr.om tab e ., 

serve only 23.7 months. month~ while whites Taking account of 

personal background related to the crime, characteristics and factors _. 

, £the average time serve~ for blacks is predicted to be 19.06 months 

the white parameters. when evaluated at This dramatic reduction is 

involving previous same discriminatory process suggestive of the , 

' the sam~le ~~ve 6.6 prev~ous ,'J: On avera.ge, blacks in " ~criminal re~ords~ 
5 7 However, if black wh ile whites have only ..• convict.ions 

convictions were generate >·<cc:C'· white convictions:=.d by the same process as 

h appropriately taking into "treated" the same--t en, 
were . " uld 

account black background 

total four and one half. 

' t 4 cs blaCk conv1ct~ons wo character~s ~ , . 

, , . black and white federal p dispar~t1es between In summary, there ar - , f 

employment experiences, (b) methOd 0 exoffenders in (a) preprison 
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~.JI I 
f f 
~ I ~ L i 

f
l\ -I (d) criminal histories • 

1 ~ 
f ~ 

I
'J I whites narrows the disparity. 

release fr0l!J~ pri~on, (c) certainty and severity of punishment, and 

In every instance treating blacks lik~ 

I I accounted for ?rincipally by differences 'in backgroUnd 

Iii 
Some of the gap, we have seen, can be 

character.istics~ .. This was tl]e true 0;' prepr ison empioyment. II : 
, ! . 

I', '~,'~ t 

11 
I) 
lJ 

.. • .... I. 
~ . . ... 

But in 
other categoIies,notably release on.parole, the only way to ... . ~ , 

oonstruct. any sign,j.ficant nar~r.pw.ing of the gap is to effect an equal ':'1- t::1 ~ . .. . 1.. ... 

treatment of whi tes and blacks •. 

'~' To ,ext.enq ~. ~he ~ conc~p!:uai exper iment a step fur ther, it becomes 

~m use;~l to replace for blacks the actual values for preprison 

11 employment, certainty and severity of puniShment, criminal nistory, II '.. 
"1 and method of priso~ ~elease with the predi9ted "discrimination-free" 1\ , 

ll·~values. Table 4.5 displays reestimates of the black recidivism 

n functions. The odd-numbered columns list the estimated coefficients I 

j and ,aSSOCiated statistics •. In ths> even-.numbered col umns are tne 

.I\artial derivations ~f the predicted probability of reCidivism. 1 .. , . ", , 

I First in column (1) the black recidivism function from table 3.6 is 1 
I reprodUced. Note that the I " , 
I~he predicted rate is 32.1 p~rcent. I . 

actual failure rate is 35.7 percent ana 

In ColUmn (3), we replace tae .j 

.I actual 
1: time serv8d with the discrimination-free predicted value • 

~Now t~e margina~ effect of an extra month in prison-is larger, but lOS} 

jS1nceblacks serve shorter sentences in this racially neutral 

~cenario the recidivism rate remains the same. In Column (5) we 

~nsert the prRdicted certainty of punishment ValUe. More certain 

l~nishrnRnt lowers recid ivism, but racially neutral certainty of 
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TABLE 4.:5 

f.lA.'(!:1';H LIKELIIIOOO ESTnlATES OF BLAC'K RECIOrVISI1 MID RESIOUAL OISCl1IHIIIATION 

(!-ST.\TISTICS IN PAREIITIIESES) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ,(7) (a) '(9) 

. P Clp/~xi J,. Clp/O.w:1 L ~fihi P Clil/Cld 'p 

- ,-

(lOi (11) 

Clp/OxL -. a 
___ II--------------~----------------------~--------------------------------~-~~---------

riM Servc~ 

rredl,c ted Tioe 
So!r'ved 

Petta),e 

Grade" C1ai::ed 

l'.arrLed 

rlo,:lNg or 
Prink 

~!ental !!05pi tal 

Parole Hearings 

rri son runi.h
cent 

Robber:r. Ther~. 
3~rs1ar:r 

?~lease on 
rarol'! 

rredieted Release 
on rarole 

~ll1te Collar 

Greater than 
~5000 

First Oftender 

AliI! at Pir. t 
Co::::,.! t::,,c n t 

Cotl::lH::-.ents/ 
Convictions 

Predicted 
CO::l.':li toonts/ 
Convictions 

Convic tions 

Predlc ted 
Convic tion. 

Er.lplo:led ~ore 
than 4 Years 

Predicted 
E'::i'lo~f,'.a1nt 
Qr~a ~er o;han 
4 Years 

• ~'.059 • :. .013 
('-3.269 ) 

-.000 -.001 
(-1.423) 

~.500 
(-1.361 ) 

-.039 
(-.952 ) 

-.245 
(-1.003) 

-.424 
( -1.553) 

1.162 
(2.371) 

'.127 
( 1.195) 

.293 
( 1.324) 

.em 
( .309) 

;170 
( .715) 

.049 
( .163) 

-.387 
( -.592) 

-.170 
( -.386) 

-.043 
( -1.919) 

2.615 
(4.129) 

.015 
( .633) 

-,544 
( -1.217) 

-.111 

-.000 

'-.053 

-- .092 

.253 

.027 

.018 

.010 

-.004 

- .037 

-.009 

.570 

:003 

:.119 

Constant 2.219 
(2.7<36) 

Weighted ~ean .3S7 
ot Dep'>ndent 
Variable 

Predicted Proba- .321 
bUi t:l or 
Weighted Xeans 
or Indllpendent 
Variable. 

Chi-Square 86.285 

SOtIRCE: U,S. :oa,'d 'lr parole. 

-.on -.009 
(-1.9!l7 ) 

':'.110 - .024 
(-i .S71) 

, -.766 
( -1.994) 

-;043 
( -1.090) 

,- .220 
(-.900) 

-':,319 
( -1.160) 

'i.l77 
(2.395) 

'.656 
(2.068) 

1':039 
(2':'119) 

~;.237 
(-.607) 

~·.572 
( -1.200) 

-.387 
(- .917) 

-.435 
( -.664) 

-.116 
(-.264) 

-.~ 
(-1.969) 

2.534 
(4.090) 

.tl12 
( .496) 

-.569 
( -1.274) 

3.118 
(3.139) 

.j57 

.321 

87.709 

-.171 

-.009 

-~ :069 

.226 

-.124 

-.004 

-.025 

-.009 

.552 

:002 

. , 
-.124 

-.010 -.002 -.034 -.007 -.029 
( - ,414) ( -1.079) ( - .84·'1) 

-.004 -.001 -.000 -.001 -.009 
(-.665) (-1.494) (-1.556) 

. ~.737 
( -1.690) 

- .036 
(-.963) 

.-.353 
( -1.322) 

~.266 
( -:987) 

'1.142 
(2 .~15) 

.• 110 
( 1~033) 

'.223 
( 1.021) 

.150 
( .572) 

.043 
( .169) 

.137 
( .457) 

-.240 
( -.379) 

-.380 
( -.879) 

-.068 
(-3.348) 

-.162 

-.000 

-.077 

-.058 

.251 

.024 

.049 

.033 

.009 

.030 

-.D52 

-.003 

-.015 

-4.193 -.922 
(-.775) 

- ,013 -.003 
(-.567) 

-.826 
( -1.666) 

1:.851 
(2.175) 

.356 

.326 

70.092 

-.181 

-.811 
( -1.656) 

, . 
-.009 

( :1.370) 

. -.479 
(-1.380) 

, :-.494 
(~1.723) 

1.481 
(2.514) 

'-.203 
( -.532) 

.EMl 
( 1.465) 

.360 
( .. ,917) 

2.385 
( .974) 

.161 
( .499) 

-.747 
(-.999) 

-.164 
( -.374 ) 

-.041 
( -1.656) 

2.576 
(4.101) 

.012 
( ~516) 

-.177 

-.019 

-.10l-

-.107 

.323 

-.~ 

.141 

.003 

.520 

.035 

-.163 

-.035 

-.009 

.561 

.002 

(-d~~)ii - .114 

---('.~. , 

1.256 
( .946) 

.357 

.321 

86.736 

_.444 
( :-1.188) 

-.018 
(-.419) 

. '0l-6 
-',:129) 

, "~.325 
(-1.114 ) 

1.020 
(2.012) 

.126 
(1.197) 

.• 300 
(1 .. 364) 

.095 
(.356) 

.160 
1..756) 

.059 
( .196) 

-.359 
(-.556) 

:.160 
(-.367) 

-.049 
(-2.164 ) 

2 ;566 
(4,035) 

.013 
( .551) 

-3.586 
(-1.115) 

1.449 
(1.278) 

.357 

.318 

66.051 

-151-

-.006 

.-.002 

-.096 

.\110 

.026 

.066 

.020 

.039 

.012 

-.078 

-.034 

-.010 

.561 

.002 

-.776 

• -,051 
(~1.850) 

-.000 
(-1.411) 

-.545 
(-~ .010) 

-.048 
(-.601) 

-.263 
(-;.669) 

, ''::4.49 
( ~ :1,.': 94 ) 

1.191 
(2.,416) 

.127 
(1,le6) 

'.264 
(1 .• 324) 

.097 
( .361) 

.147 
( ,,627) 

.&.'2 
( .237) 

-.402 
( -.6l7) 

- .210 
(-.485) 

-.047 
(-2.241 ) 

2.519 
(4.111) 

:.023 
( -.103) 

- .561 
( -1.24-7) 

2.414 
(1.754) 

.357 

.321 

65.939 

- .Oll 

-.001 

-.119 

-.010 

-.057 

-.098 

.260 

.027 

.064 

.021 

.032 

.015 

-.0i57 

-.0l-6 

-.010 

.549 
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-.122 
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punishment means that blacks now have lower probabilities of being 

punished by imprisonrrent; hence they are more likely to recidivate. 

In column (7) blacks get to be paroled at nearly the same rate as 

whites. But from column (1) we realize that release on parole 

really does not affect recidivism substantially. So equal 
Ii 

opportunity in release from prison (or more accurately, affirmative 

action in release from prison) does not assure lower rearrest 

probabilities. Colurrn (11), details the effects of reducing 

disparities in cri~inal histories. Since the effect of a previous 

conviction record is small, equalizing this factor between 'blacks 

and whites has no effect on recidivism. However, eliminating the 

racial disparity in preprison employment has a decidedly direct 

effect on blacks' postprison failure rates. The predicted 

recidivism probability falls from .321 to .318, as seen in column 

( 9 ) • Although, this reduction is minor, it is seen as the only 

narrowing of the recidivism gap arising from a conceptual policy of 

reducing preprison release racial discrimination. 

D. SUMMARY 

Other writeJs have alluded to the legacy of racisrr in the 

criminal justice systeIr due to slavery and its aftermath. Blacks are 

disproportionately represented in the penal system. They serve 

longer sentences; they are Irore likely to be incarcerated rather than 

put on probation; they are less likely to be paroled; and because 

.they are Irore likely to be rearrested, they are more likely to be 

returned to prison. Indeed, it has been argued, this state of 
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3ffairs is intimately linked to labor markets. After tne Civil riar a 

lOSS of a whole class of workers in Southern agriculture mandatea 
Z) 

.that the prison system--already evolving as a labor-market 

,echani$m--supply public slaves where private involuntary servituae 

had been abandoned. 
~ 

- prison populations have swelled with uns~illed blacks during 

the ~ast two decades. Has the penal system been operating again as a 
~ 
labor market equilibrating device? Do long prison sentences, low 

parole-release rates, and high rearrest rates for blacks act to 

buffer the high under- and unemployment rates among members"of this 
e 
group? Thesp. questions cannot be answered within the context of this 

study. But other kinds of qu~stions can be answered. Are there' 

racial disparities in a system like the Federal prison System tnat is 
I~ 
less b8holden to the slavery past? Are these disparities linked to 

one another? And, if they were eliminated J would crime rates fall? 

We con.elude that in the Federal .Prison System, seen througn tne 

lens of nearly 2,500 ex felons released in 1972, there are significant 

racial disparities in treatment. And there are apparent gaps in post
'11 
prison outcomes. Although there are only minor differences in pre--

prison employment experiencp.r7' equalizing these represents about the 
\ . 

'I \ 

only means of rp.ducing the r~cial gap in recidivism througn 
) 

eliminating other racial disparities. Blacks and whites experience 

differing certainty and severity of punishment. Equal treatment will 

not close the racial group in postprison failure. Blacks and Whites 
) 
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are treated differently in the prisons,· blacks are d ' eCJ..dedly less 
likely to be n:!leased on 1 ;;.-" par.o e. Yet, equal treatment will not close 
the gap in postprison f 'I 1 a1 ure. B. atks and Whites have different 
criminal records. U f 

n ortunately, equalization of previous criminal 
histories does nothing t 1 o c.ose the racial gaps in rearrests. Equal 

treatment in preprison employment, we have - found, will reduce the 
postprison recidivism gap, though by 1 on y a small amount. Thus we 

reach the followi!1g pessimisEic conclusion: 

racial discrimination as it manifests itself 
Eliminating racism or 

in experiences of 

offenders before 'or during imprisonment will have little impact an 

postprison failure. We explore further the implications of this 

conclusion in a-final section. 
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A. INTRODUCTION ----------
f At the ~pril 1978 Hearings on Unemployrrent and Criwe before the 

l~ Subcomrrittee on Crirre (of the Cowmittee on the Subsidiary, 0.5. House 
,II',J 

, I 

:~ 

of Representatives), then Secretary of Labor~BY Marshall testified 

that he had no doubt that unerr-ploywent causes criwe. He stated that 

if the goals of the Hurrphrey-Hawkins Eill were wet crirre would fall. 
'i\ 

Since ~he hearings, unfortunately, there has not even been an 

approach rrade toward meeting the arrbitious errployment goals of 

=. Humphrey-Hawkins, partly due to the Carter ~dministration's anti

infletion objectives. Whether a drop in crirre after a full-fledged 

implerrentation by Huwphrey-Hawkins would have implied that unemploy-

, ment really does cause crirre is a debatable conjecture. At those 

same hearings, Secretary Marshall conceded when pressed by 

Congressman John Conyers, crairman of the subcomrrittee, that .other 

~j employment programs for exoffenders have failed. Further research 

was apparently needed in order to devise errployment programs that rr-et 

the needs of offenders and exoffe-nders. 

The research undertaken in this project was neither intended nor 

designed to yield new or better strategies for reducing recidivism, 

elirrinating unemployment, or eradicating crime. Rather, the 

principal interest was in deterrrining the validity of the view that 

employment opportunities affect participation in ~rime. An 

additional objective was to examine why exoffenders fail in the 
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labor 'market . 

The premise that unerrployrr-ent causes cr irr·e is a gross 

oversiwplication of a complex ir.~eraction of the criminal justice 

system with labor rrarkets. The hypothesis that exoffenders are 

discriminated ageinst in the labor markets is an artifact of casu~l 

,bbservations--supporfed by extensive data--suggesting that 

Because of licensing restrictions and oth~~ barriers ~here are 

numerous jobs exoffenders are prohibited from holding. 11 rigorous 

test 6f the hypothesis is virtuallY impossible without information 

not now readiiy available. 

What we have sought to do ih this research, rather than prove 

nearly unprovable conjectures or propose never-before-proposed 

public policies, was to raise nagging questions that rrust be 

answered before workable policies cen be desi~med. 

The questions raised are largely e~pirical cnes. To address 

thew, two distinctly different data bases were chosen. One, rela.ting 

to individuals released frow the U.S. Federal prison System, has the 

irrage of representing the crearr of the crop cf formerly incarcerated 

offenders. The other, drawn from the Maryland State Penitentiary, is 

a sample of acutely disadvantaged former crirrinals. Nore 

representativeness of these sawples should not be clairred than is 

warranted, however. ~he federal sample is elite only to the extent 

that it includes fewer blacks and has a hahdful of criwinals 
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conificted of "attractive" white-collar brirn~s. The Meryland sample 

is predominantly black, m~ch more so than is true nationwide, but 

certainly as black as other prison samples drawn from states with 

large wetropolitan areas. ~nd, in many respects, the disadvantage of 

blacks in such prison populations is similar to the disadvantage of 

blacks not in the pri~Qn population. 
L/ 

E. SUMMARY OF RESULTS ------------------
: . To explore the deterwinants of err~loyment and unemploYffient awong 

: . 

l 

exoffenders, the Maryland sarople--part of an unemployment insurance 

experiwent in Baltimore--wBs relied upon. The questions posed were 

whether there is a general effect of preprison disadv~ntage and 

specifically an effect of criwinal history or previous errployment 

exper ience on postpr ison employment • Does. I?~.~v ious errploymen t 

experience lower the postprison probability of being unemployed? 

~ Does it watter if the previous experience is before or after 

imprisonw~nt? Does a wore extensive criminal history ffiean that one 

will more likely be unerrployed? 

When postprison employment opportunities are cap~ure6 by 

postprison unemployrrent probabilities, it is found that previous 

employrrent experience does affect ewployrrent outcowes. Although 

preprison work experiences have some effect, postprison errployment 

has the rcally important effect. The higher the unemployment rate at 

release from prison the higher unerrployment will be in subsequent 

months. Criminal history, moreover, has'1:>nly a\veak effect on 
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postprison employment; this is true whether the history is 
. !') 

current or past and whetqer the measure of errployment is the 

probability of unewployment ~r is hours worked. 

Whe~ looking explicitly at hours worked as a measure of 

employment experience, the following results emerge. Background 

variables have sti6ng effects on employment. In particular, race has 

a consistently strong impact on labor-roarket success. Black~ are 

found to work fewer hours than whites. However, farrily background 

variables capturing criminal behavior awong relatives explain little 

of the variation in black hours worked while they are a significant 

deterrrinant of white hours worked. Generally, as we have noted 

before, criminal history has little explanatory power for the 

employment experiences for ,either blacks or whites. Yet, preprison 

e~ployment experience does. Additional months of work experience 

before incarceration raise errployment for both blacks and whites 

after prison, although ~ore so for whites than for blacks. For 

blacks, the dominating factor influencing employment irrrrediately 

following release from prison is whether a job was arranged. 

Relative to what happens aftet release from prison, experiences 

before prison pean practically nothing. Postprison outcorres 

significantly affect black exoffenders' errployment success, even 

above and beyond any possible effect preprison disadvantage may 

have. White exoffenders, ?n the other hand, are rrolded by their 

background. Virtually nothing after prison release seriously alters 

their previously established pattern of err.ployment experience. 
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The findings of the effects of employment on recidivism are 

consistent in both cata sets 2na'lyzed. Petter preprison employment 

exp~riences have a weak and alwost lnsignificant effect on 

postprison rearrest or parole violation. Doesunemploywent or lack 

of employment opportunities or low wages cause crime? In theory, the 

'b' F .. rom a cru~e examination of our results the answer 1S aw 19UOUS. u 

• 't" s nd no The federal sample'suggests Ji" answer 1n prac ,l.ce 1S yeo a . 

that if postprison employment (which is unobserved) is perfectly 

correlated with preprison employment, then better employment does 

Z not reduce crime, as rreasured by recidivism rates. The Baltimore 

sample, on the other hand, suggests that bett~I wages dO reduce 

crime. Moreover, the Ealtiroore satrple reveals that preprison 

.~ employment is at best weakly correlated with postprison e~ployment, 

so the no in the federal sample rright be yes after ~ll. Further, 

in the Ealtimore sample lower bnemployment rreans higher hours worked 

: I leading to increased wages. Thus the "unerrployroent reduces crirre" 

view is indirectly supported. 

'" , (f; 

Using the federal data, we addressed ourselves to the question: 

Are racial differences in recidivism a result of treatrrent 

differentials in the criminal justice systerr? There are, of course, 

found to be significant racial differencei in recidivism rates. 

There are also racial differences in how offenders are treated in the 

federai criminal justice systerr; in some instances, these differences 

I; are substantial. Further , there are specific differ.ences in 
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preprison ·measures as eIT}nJoyrr'ent and 'cr iminalhistory. But when 
(,I.) 

controll ing for di fEer ences in q{it.~:\H;ound cha r act er i stics ifhd 

criminal history, the racial gaJ-ln-)recidivism tends to narrow. 
~'~he n 

one goes even further to conceptually rid the criminal justice systerr 

of r~sidual discriminatioQ, there is no further narrowing of the gap. 

"There is, however, an errployment irrpact. If black-white pre-

then the racial gap 
~n .recidivism wo~ld narrow :an ~~ditional cirrount. Indeed, there would 

be a convergence of the predicted .rec"idhrism for blacks toward the 

.actual value observed for whites. Controlling fo"rthe differences in 

background chara.cter ist'ics bet'ween them, however, still leaves a 

minor difference in black and ~hite re~idivi~m rate~~ 

What do all of these findings rrean? Why is there no effect of 

criminal record on employwent after prison? . , .... ' 

What is the significance 

of the finding that- background chara'"~~~ristics an.a general 

disadvantag:e. mayor fpay- not explain postpr iSOh errployrr.ent depending 

on whether ohe is white or black? Why should postprison eDployrrent 

experi~nces significantly affect employment arro~~ blacks but not 

whites? If~employrnent disadvantage does not explain recidivisrr, then 

what does? ~nd finally, how dpes one explain that only 

~ntiemployrnent discrirrinat~on policies will reduce the racial gap in 

recidivism? We attempt to a~dress these questions individually. 
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1. NO i::FFECT OF CRIMINAL FE'",·CRD ON EMPLOYMEN'I' 

Suppose that we had hypothesized that there l~ discrimination 

against exoffenders. Then, the finding that there is no effect of 

cri~inal record on postprison e~ployment c~~ld be evidence against 

that hypothesis. Eut clearly we have not performed an adequate 

test. Such a test would require information on both crirrinals and 

noncriminals. Those individuals with no criminal records--if 

discriwination were operative--would experience more favorable 

employment outcomes. Awong exoffenders alone, however, the only 

insight that can be learned about discrimination by exarrining 

criminal record is whether discrimination is based on degree or 

seriousness of a record and not whether discrirrination is based on 

the existence of a record. The evidence is moot concerning whether 

having a crirrinal record reduces emplQy:nent prospects. Furthermore, 

there does not seerr to be support for the view that there is 

increased discrirrination ccccrdlng to the degree or seriousness of a 

,record. 

Testing whether there is an effect of criminal record on 

employwent is consistent with tests of other hypotheses, of course. 

Criminal record wight be a proxy for prior participation in cri~e. 

If there is some sort by accumulation of criminal hu~an capitai 

arising trow prior participation in criwe, then through tirre the 

gains t6 crime will be higher for those with wore extensive criminal 

records. Relative to participation in legitirrate activity, 

therefore, crime would be ITore attractive. 'Thus the lower hours 
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worked, if found for rrore extensive criminal historia£, would mean 

that more active crirrinal~ choose ~ot to allocate larger fractions of 

their time ~o legal pursuits. Since we did not fthd that a rrore 
';' 

extensive criminal history lowers hours worked, this may wean 

(a) that those with more extensive crimihal histories do not 

necessarily accuwulate additional criminal huwan capital or (b) that 

the gains to illegitimate e.ctivities through accurrulation of criminal 
-

human capital do not outweigh any losses to legitirrate activity when 

criminal records are lengthened, or (c) that criminal record is not a 

satisfactory proxy for prior participation in crirre, or even (d) that 

the decision to engage in crime is unresponsive to changes in 

relative returns to crime. 

'nother hypothesis is that criminal history is a proxy for time 

out of the labor market. While Irore time engaging in crime may not 

increase criwinal hUID~~'capital, it way result in Irore tiwe in court, 

in tail, or in prison. This Treans time not working. Time out of the 

labor market way represent deterioration of work skills, less 

experience, and therefore rray lower probabilities of having a 
(fJ 
s'tfccessful ewployrr,ent profile in the future, E'y this reasoning, 

our finding that preprisonewploYJrent experiences have a weak iwpact 

on postprison errployrnent is consistent with the finding that 

criminal history does not affect e~~loYITent. 

While policies and prograrr-s designed to eliwinate licensing 

restrictions and other employrrent barriers posed by criminal records 
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Ii " :1 are cowwendable in their own right, there is nothin9 in the findings 

reported here to suggest that these initiatives will affect the 

postprison ewployment prospects of exoffenders. Expungement cf t 
(' 

criminal records, for example, would rrak2 sense in order to red'uce 

the criwinal-Iabeling effect on rearrest, but the evidence does not 

reveal whether such an effort would reduce the unewployment rates of 

offenders. Indeed, if the only significant use of criminal records 

is made by law-enforcement agencies or prosecutors i offices, a 

legitimate complaint dould be raise~ that eliminating access to this 

inforwation on an individual's past rray nbt only reduce criwe-solving 

efficiency but way also reduce the deter~ent effectiveness of 

criminal sanctions. In the absence of a strong finding that criminal 

records diwinish employment prospects, the case for the subst2ntial 

beneficial effects of expunge~ent is weakened. 

2. NO EFFECT OF DISADVANTAGE ON EL~CK EMPLCYMENT 

Varying background characteristics and degrees of preprison 

disadvantage expl2in little of the variation in postprison 

employment experiences of blacks, we discovered. We also note that 

having controlled for these f~ctors--which explain wuch of the 

variation in postprison employment experiences among whites--there 

is awong whites little added explanatory power of such pos~prison 

events as having been ewployed or rearrested during the first 

six months out of jail. One explanation for this result coulci be 

that the process by which blacks are arrested, convicted, or 

I~ incarcerated is a randow one (i.e., without regard to actual 
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participetion in crime), and that the process affecting white 

invoivement in t6e criwinal justice system clearly discriminates 

among crime-prone and noncrime-prone individuals. Since being 

disadvantaged and an exoffender as opposed to being dis2dvantcgea and 

an nonoffender is somewhat a ~atter of chance for a black, luck plays 

~uch wore of a role in determining whether blacks get hired after 

prison than in the case of whites. Those blacks who are lucky enough 

to have a job arranged when tbey le?ve prison or who are lucky enough 

to find a job within a few months after release can expect to have 

r.ore favorable subsequent errploywent experiences than the unlucky 

ones. This has nothing to do with relative disadvantage, criminal 

reCOrd~ or previous employwent experience. It is consistent with the 

view that thdr exoffender status is not strongly predicted by their 

backgr.ounds or experiences. It is also predictive of the view, 

discussed e~rlier, that criminal records, or other measures of 

exoffender status, are poor predictors of employment perforrrance. 

3. POSTPRISGN EXPERIENCES DETERMINE EL~CK, 
BUT-NOT-WHfT~~MPLOYMENT ------------

The explanations ~s to why background variables do not explain 

black postprison errployment can also be marshalled to explain why 

postprison experiences do. Put we can go beyond these explanations 

and look at how preprison errployment experiences affect white 

postprison employment. This examination will suggest why postprison 

experiences do not affect white offenders. R~call that preprison 
~ ~ ( \'! 

errployment exper ience and having had a good job before ib,pr isonrr'ent 
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tend to increase postprison employment for white exoffenders. 

Mo~eover. 2WO~g whites, having a family rrember ever in prison reduces 

cmploywent. Experience and background count arrong whites. Perhaps 

c~ployers, at least for whites, go beyon~ workers' recent pasts. 

perhaps, they look for indications of stability and .~rior successful 

job perf6rrr~nce. Yet,. even if they do not 't_jlhi te workers with 

successful pasts appear more apt ~~ start out succes~~ul upon 

This IT'ea~; that any explanatory p~V?.er, of :postpr i son 
. ':: [" 

var'{'iib'le; in determining exoffenders I employment arises becaus_e of 

the c~c/rela't ion of these var iables wi th prepr ison exper ience and 

backgrou~d charac~~ristics. 

I~~ should be- easy to see that there are both dewand-side and 

supply-side effects of background"'and e..xperience on postprison 

errployment. White exoffenders with more favorable experiences and 

backgrounds may be more willing to work. ~nd their prior success--in 

spite of their current exoffender st2tus--rrakes employers more 

willing to hire them. If previous experiences and background have a 

sufficiently strong effect on exoffender labor-supply decisions 

or if errployers base their exoffender hiring decisions strongly upon 

infor~ation on prior-work history and farrily background, then there 

is little wonder that these variabl~s predict postprison effiployment 

well. Eut generalizing this result beyond the Ealtimore s~ITple~ 

should be avoided because whi~e exoffenders represented a small 

fraction of the participan~s in· the LIFE experiment, and th~y appear 

to be sowewhat rrore disedv&ntaged,~s a group than white exoffenders 
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There ~r~ a number of wore explicit reasons why post-prison 

cwploywent can be so significantly affected by blacks' early post

prison outcomes. The first has to do with affirmative'!action. 

IIssuJr.e that through time there' '1'~', ;." 1S a essen1ng of discrimination 

against blacks as a group that results in general improvement of the 

economic vle11-being' of blicks. Then those blacks who ha've been out 

of the labor J(1~rket because of' . ., Incarcerat10n way enjoy improved 

err~loy~~nt cond~tions rei~t1've' t·o the' " " Ir prepr1son conaitions, even 

£aking i~to accou~t their cu~ren~ exoffender s~~tut. ,This phenowenon 

does not explain Wh~7 their backgrou~d cha-racteristics or preprison 

exper'ienc'es do notexpla~iri ~uch di the v",'r 1'~~:t1' on" l' n 
<. ~ their postprison 

em~loy~en~ experiences in th~ first place. But, it su'ggests why 

the postprison ou~comes waiter for b1~cks but not for whites. 

A second related reason i~ that some fi~ms, engaging in 

. afti rrret i ve act'ion, way seek to' k ilr two bi ras wi th one stone by 

hiring workers who are both e~pffen~ersa~d black. 
, ' \1 
1f implicit subsidies are offered to firms hiring 

This wakes sense 

minorities or 
exoffenders. Enough is not known about the job warket in Ealtimore 

at the time to be any'rrore than suggestive,· but 
nu~erous training 

and job assistance prograrrs for both blacks and exoffenders existed 

side by side in Baltirrore during the 10-0 JI s. Indeod, in one CET~ 

prograrr providing ~ob plccement services for d' 1sadvantaged workers, 

it Was found that exoffenders received higher wages and more job 

i I 
.~ If:L. ~ c;;::t'_-;::;;;:::::-~-=:::::::::::::::::::::.~ ............... ,.. ___ .~...=; ___ _ 

" 

~, . 

I 
I 
J 
~ 

J. 

.r.: .. _" 

offers (Fhill,ips and Myers, 1978). If black exoffenders are 

''"' perce~tved to be wore productive than black nonoffenders ~ho 

, , t ' th CET7\ then it rrakes further sense to hire E~~~~-!E.--~--'~~~9. r a!!:., 

thew. 

A third reason, derived by use of opposing logic, may be that 

black exoffenders are wore likely to quit and thereby would supply a 

continuous f~~w of ~ab9r f9r ~he firm that hires thew but which does 

not wish to invest in their spe9ific hu~an capital. 'Ilhe higher quit 
F 

rates awong blacks ere consistent.with the fewer hours they work, as 
~. ~ _. 

corr:pare~ to "?~~te .~~xof(enders. ,And, the high turnover rates would be 

consistent with the secondary labor warket jobs they hold. Note, 

too, that those blacks who had previously held white-collar jobs are 

less likely ~han other blacks to be errployec and work fewer hours as 

one would expect if this preferential hiring practice applies only to 

jobs in the secondary labor-market. 

. 
" , ..... 

ether reasons why postprison outcomes affect black postprison 

ewployment but not that of whites include: ( 1 ) employers need 

additional evidence of satisfactory perforrrance awpng blacks, and 

this evidence rrust be .recent~ and (2) whit~ criwinals are very, 

different frow whites generally and background characteristics 

adequately mirror these differences~ but black criminals are rr.ore 

like other blacks generally, so their backgrounds tell little about 

:~heir likely perforwance. 

'/ ( 
, c 

~.-.:. 
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Obviously 'I" we have not' ex'hausted all of the possible reasons. 

nut, the finding is sig~ificant for policy because i~ suggests when 

labor-market intervention is liJI:ely to be effective in reducing 

cxoffenders' unewployment and where such policies should be 

targeted. Our findings suggest that policies designed to i~prove the 

employment performance of exoffcnBers should best b.e implewentea 

iw~ediately upon re~ease from prison. They also suggest that the 

people who are most likely to qe r.~sponsive to e.n:'plo~rr.ent 

int:f~rvel')tion strategies are rr'~noritie_s 2l!d those with the lowest 

wages and highest une~ployment~-that is, the most disBdvantaged of 

e~Qf(enders~ ~Q e~ample of this ~ollows from our examination of the 

unemploywent iQsurance experiment. In theory~ we found that the work 

disincentive effect of the unerrployment insurance benefit would be 

lowest when unemployment probabilities were high and wage rates were 

low. Empiricc?lly, this situation corresponds to the plight of the 

blacks in ou~ Paltiwore sample. We found that the insurance benefit 

dtd not reduce hours worked ~or blacks while it did for whites. 

4, RECIDIVISM UNEXPLAINED BY EMPLOYMENT DISADVPNTAGE ____ , _______ ~---,~---_~---------------------7--~~ 

In both the Baltimore and federal samples, we found that 

preprison emp~oyment experience has little impact on postprison .' 

rearrest. Lack of a .stable job or extensive work experience is 
:/ 

indication awong exojfenders of ewploywent disadvant~ge. Numerous 

writers havec?rgued that tilis disadvantage reduces the attractiveness 

of legitimate;employrrent relative to criminal activity ana thereby 

leads to ·intensified.pursuitof crilre. Put our ,findings do not 
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strongly support this view. 
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Instead, in the federal Semple 

criminal-h!story variables are highly,correlated with recidivisw. 

" li! ~ rearrested 1I'0re often. If we ignore criminal history, to be sure, :! 

)

t'I';!1 previous employment experience does matter. The more disadvantaged 'I':}'· ..... ,':, 

Individuals with rrore-extensive criminal records tend to get 

one's preprison employment performance, the wore likely it is that ~ 

; Ii one returns to crime. But is it leg,itimate to ignore criminal 

If history? The standard economic wodel of criwe, woreover, suggests 

tl that the subjective measures on the certainty and severity of 

II 
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punishment rrust be entered into any acceptable specification of the 

crime supply function. Ignoring these factors artificially inflates 

the importance of previous e~ployment experiences. Adrrittedly, 

previous employment and previous criminal c?ctivities are related. By 

similar logic, postprison ernplo~ITent postprison criminal 

activity are related. We observe in the Baltirrore sample just what 

relation there is--higher wages due to increased hours worked tend to 

reduce criITe. Taking account of current employment opportunities, as 

is done with the Baltimore sarqple, reveals that the relative 

importance of criminal history thereby diwinishes. Could it not 

for lack of available 'measures of postprison ewployrrent in the 

federal sample, that the importance of criminal history i~~ 

exaggerated? Eecause there are winor differences in how criminal 

be, 

record and certainty and severity of punishment are measured in the 

two samples, the answer is unclear. Eut frow the policy point of 

view, the conclusion is clear: A dis~al employment record before 

prison does not doom an exoffenaer \< to failure in the labor warket. 
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Instead, the limited evidence irnplies~ labor market intervention 

strategies can be effective in reducing cri~e among exoffenders even 

if their preprison records are seriously blotted. 

5. ELIMINPTING RJ'>.CIPL EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINA'l'ION WI!fL 
REGUCE BLACK-WHITE CRIME DIFFERENTIALS-------. - .... -------------"':'i'"'"--~--------~.-

II 

We performed a number of conceptual experiments of eliminating 

racial discrimination in the criminal justice system and in the labor 

~arket. When performed u9ing the federal data, the exper~ments 

yielded provocative results: Elimination of racism in the c~iminal 

justice system would not appreciably reduce black recidivism rstes 

and therefore would have no na~rowing effect on the black-white gap 

in crime. Conceptuai elimination of racial discrimination in 

preprison employment, however, yielded qualitatively different 

results. Elack emplOYJTlent rises when b1acksh and whites are treated 

egually in the labor mc.[ket. The increase in employment, based on 

our coefficient estimates, lowers recidivism. Thus the black-white 

crime gap in narrowed. While it is certainly true that these results 

come from a ~odel where the significance as preprison employment is 

low, the exercise is useful nonetheless in questioning the likelihoo~ 

that anti-discrimination errployment policies would be effective in 

reducing crime. Essentially, it could be argued, participation in 

crime depends on the relative attractiveness of work. If blacks are 

paid less than whites, work will be less attr?ctive to therr than to 

whites, assuming that the returns to crime are the same for both. 

Thus blacks engage in proportionately more crirre. But eliminating 
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the racial gap in legitimate employment, so the argument goes, 

diminishes the relative price differential between black and white 

edmina1 activity. And, naturally, black crime falls .-This argurrent 

is an extremely oversimplified example of the many ways in which 

labor markets and the criminal justi6e system may interact. The 

interaction in this case is by way of racial disccimination in the 

labor market~ The interaction in Sellin's paradigm is by way of 

racism institutionalized in both the penal system and in the economy. 

D. FINAL COMMENTS 

We began our concluding comments by indicating that this research 

was not intended to supply policy-makers with new ana better 

strategies for fighting crime or for reducing unerrployment. The 

performance by policy-makers on both accounts has been dismal. 

Martinson (1974) has chronicled the failures in crime-reduction 

efforts; t~e dism31~failure of manpower programs is well documented. 

In exploring how crime and employment interact, however~ we have 

stumbled across promising means by which to both improve the 

postprison employment performance of exoffenders and to reduce their 

recidivism. Given the failure of previous attempts to deal 
"', 

simultaneously with crime and unemployment, the insights gained from 

our research findings c;n be useful in addressing future program 

attempts. 

One of our strongest findings concerning recidivism was that 

higher wages, attained by way of increased hours worked, tend to 
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reduce postprison crime. Haveman and ~hristainsen (1978) categorize 

tWO forws of direct job-creation programs that cpula ~ave the impact 

of raising wages or ~mployment awong a disadvantaged group. Public 

employment, including training programs, special public-service jobs 

(~t"d shel tered employment, is one form. Another is wage subsidies. 

The Suppoited Work Experiment 

,;/ 

I 
/1 
'I 

• II) 

descrlb~d by Piliavin and Gartner 
\~, 

(198J) and other public-service employment ~chemes have a common 

flaw: They often do not train workers for comparable jobs in the 

private sector. Due to this flaw, whether the targeted group 

consists of exoffer;aers or other disadvantaged workers,. ~~.: .~ong.:::!run 

employment-creation effects are often minimal. Moreover, earned 

income or wages in public-service jobs are not always comparable to 

potential earnings in private sector jobs. Thus the relative 

attractiveness of crime may still be high in spite of the lower 

unemployment experienced by enrolling in these employment expan~ion 

progtams. The many findings of improved employment among exoffenders 

in public training and employment programs are not matched by 

findings of reduced recidivism. For example, Jenkins and his 

colleagues (1973) reported that while inmates released from Alabama'S 

Draper Correctional Center who received manpower developm~nt training 

were more likely to be ewployed after relecse, they were no less 

likely to be rearrested than a control group. Our findings that 

preprison work experience, on-the-job training, education, and work 

release are unrelated to recidivism supports this view. Therefore, 

we would argue that training prograws, public work jobs, and 

i.' 
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sheltered or other public service employment may be ineffective in 

reducing recidivism. 

Wage subsidies, on the other hand, represent a more erowising 

stxategy for reducing crime. Just as public-service employment 

expands job opportunities, so too do wage subsidy sch~rres. 
::::~. 

'l'here ate I 
a variety of wage subsidies. There are wage-rate subsidies and wage-

bill sucsidies. Wage-rate subsidies are typically paid directly to 
\, 

the worker in the forJIl of'an"'~a.rnings supplement. 1\ paymEnt may also 

be rradE to the employer, often~for employing specific categories of 

workers or for hiring new workers (in which case it becorr.es a 

recruitwent subsidy). The wage-bill subsidies can be in the form of 
t 

tax credits or direct payroents to the employer. California is now 
,"'~l l 

r , 

experimenting with a tax-credit wadb~bill subsidy for the 
. II " . I· 

I 

hiring of disadvantaged workers. This prograro, administered with I . , 

CETA funas, includes a significant number of exoffenders. 1,1 though 
I 
; , I 

the program has yet to be evaluated, our results suggest that the 

scheme is likely to reauce recidivism, particularly if workers' wage 

incomes are raised. 

\, 

f 
? 

1 
~ 

I I ! I 

The attractiveness of theV.~e'9'e sul::sidy, whether paid to the I" 
1 
i , 
t 
I 

employer or the employee, is that it rewards employment. 'l'he I 
difficulty with unewployment insurance is that it implicitly 

rewards unewployment and c~n inadvertently raise recidivism rather 

than lower it. In the unewp]oyrrent insurances' favo~ is its ezse of 

administration. The formal mechanisms exist for distributing 
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benefits to exoffcnaers just as they are distributed to other 

individuals out of work. By coptr?st the wage-bill subsJdy, 

particularly when applied to specific disadvantaged groups, is 

difficult to design and even more difficult to aowinister. If there 

are fewer problems with wage-rate subsidies paid directly to workers, 

these may not be offset by the possibly higher unemployment if 

rrarket wages are inflexible. This does not argue for giving the 

subsidy to the errployer, however. There can be peculiar effects .in 

dealing with groups with specific disabilities, such as those who 

have criminal records. Under the worker-paid subsidy, exoffenaers 

could conceivablY conceal their crirrinal records. Under the employer

rpaid subsidy their errployment would depend upon revealing their 

past, which might entail trans~itting ITore inforwation than is 

optirral for rnaximizing expected wages. If the nuwber of subsidized 

job openings is smaller than the nurnber of eligible workers, the 

criminal record could serve as a negative signal, potentially 

lowering the exoffenders' chances of being hired, thus lowering 

expected wages. ~no, it is higher wages that can be expected to 

reduce recidivisrn. 

The problems with the implernentation of wage subsidies to reduce 

recidivism would also be found in atterr.pts to reduce exoffender 

unemployment. Put the prospect of using public-service ernployrnent is 

more proroising in this regard. Our findings suggest that the ITost 

importavt variables in determining postprison employment success--and 

this is particularly true for black exoffenders--are whether a job 
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was arranged and whether the exoffender worked up~n release from 

prison. Here is where recruitment subsidies and public-service jobs 
~ . 

can playa crucial role: At the very time when exoffend~rs need ~ 
\ 

job the mos t, when they are releasec1 from pr ison, many fc~pd it the 

hardest to readjust to the "real" world. This, of course, was the 

logic of providing the unemployment insurance. But this lQgic does 

not extend to all exoffenders. Unfortunately, in th~ory at least, 

those who are least.likely to be responsive to the cash cushion that 

unemployment insurance can provide, are also less likely to be 

dramatically affected by such po~tpriso~ aidS~ps public~service 

employment. The task for future rese~rch, understandably, is to 

examine the costs and benefits oL---~\providing direct eml?loyment aids as 

opposed to unemployment insurance or other cash benefits. 

The most corrpelling task for future analysis i$ the assessment of 

racial c1ifferences in the effectiveness of employment strate0ies to 

either reduce recidivism or to reduce ~xoffender unemployment. 

Greater and deeper cognizance of the historical roots of racism in 

both the criminal justice system and in labor markets ~ill need to be 

acquired to develop strategies that work. That task is beyond the 

scope of a report ],ike this tha tasks what, beyond econometr ic 

exercises that ask ho~; that task must reach for the seemingly 

unreachable anc1 ask why. 

i', 
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