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EX-<)FFENDERS IN THE lABOR MARKET 

A Rep:>rt of the 

Institute of Criminal Justice am 

Public Mninistration Departments 

of Atlanta University 

By Julius Debro 

EXEOJrIVE SUMMARY 

1l1e employment of an ex-offender up::>n release fran the Cr:iminal 

Justice System is perhaps the most irop::>rtant variable for success within 

the carmuni ty. Without gainful employment the offender seen returns to 

criminal activity arx1 eventually is appreherrled and is returnerl to prison. 

Researchers have generally fourrl a high correlation bet\'Jeen tmanployment 

am crime. A recent study irrlicaterl that a one-percentage increase in the 

tmanployment rate tenderl t:o increase s'ta.te prison admissions by about 4% 

1l1e ex-offemer has a much more difficult time securing am maintaining 

employment once released fran incarceration. 

1l1is study is designerl to: 

* Interview a selective sample of black offenders Who are on 

probation and/or parole in the,City am County of Altanta, 

Georgia concerning employment histories, education/vocational 

training arrl job search experiences. 

* Obtain an tmderstarrling of the interrelationships that exist 

concerning the above factors and their causal role in the job 

market. 

* Ccmpare am contrast perceptions of offerrlers concerning anploy-

ment 'as it relates to discr:iminatory practices in hirin:J. 
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* Develop policy guidelines that, will assist the offender in the 

employment market once released fran incarceration. 

'J.\..o survey instruments 'were utilized to collect informa.tion fran probation­

ers an:1 parolees. A smmary of the infonnation tells us that the offenders 

\>Jere primarily youn;r Black males (Whose mean' age was 28 for parolees and 

24 for probationers) Who \>Jere generally unErlucated (10.4 years for parolees 

and 11. 6 for probationers) am were sin;le and had a spotty employment 

record. 

Ninety Percent of the probationers had no previous incarcerations, 

15% of the' parolees had previously been incarcerated prior to the instant 

offense. 

Prior Offense category: 

'IWenty percent of the probationers had been convicted of burglary 

and 20% on drug related. charges. Sixty percent had been convictErl of 

property crimes. 

Thirty-'b.u percent of the parolees had been convictErl of robbery, 

25% for burglary, 22% for murder am or manslaughter, 10% for murder. 

Education: 

A lack of ooucation is generally one of the- factors \\hich lead to 

high rates of unemployment. We fourrl that the parolee population had an 

average of 10.4 years of Erlucation. '!he ra.rge was between 6th grade and 

the t):drd year of college. Fbr probationers, the mid-range was 11.6 

,years of schoolin;. In both groups, the IOCIdel response was' Ci;high .sch::x:>l 

degree or the equivalent. 

GED prcgrams \>Jere available within the institutions for 60% of our' 
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)?aIolee population, 40% indicatoo no op~rtunity to canplete the Gill. 

prio~ Work Experience: 

Eighty-'three percent of our parolees indicatErl employment pr~or to 

incarceration. Approximately 48% had hel~t~ fUll-time jobs as part of 
" . 

their total employment. prior to ;incarceration. 'IWenty percent had ~rked . . 

three jobs. 

. 
M::>st of the jobs held by parolees \>Jere either unskilled or semi-

skillErl level jobs within the carmunity. With~ the prison, prisoners 

did not learn skills Which could be used in the outside canmunity. Of 

the 86 jobs describErl, 33 were unskillErl: 38 were semi-skillErl arrl only 8 

were considered skilled level, occupations. Seventy-one percent of the 

respondents indicatErl that they.requestErl vocational trainin; but only 

4~% receivErl such trainin; \'hile incarceratErl. 

Probationers faroo much better in the employment market. Fbrty-

seven percent were v;orkin; at the time, of the instant offense. M::>st 

reFOrtErl having many types of jobs over the last tv;o years. As an example, 

29% of the respoments rep:>rtoo over 49 jobs durin; the past 'b.u years. 

Ole must \\Onder as to the nature of those kinds of jobs • 

Ole of the most surpr~sing find Lngs was that 54% of the parolees 

reportoo a pericx1 of' rrore than tv;o years on their first jobs. Twenty-one 

percent indicatErl that they ranainoo on their first job for 6 rronths or 

less. 

Probationers did not fare as well. Chly 6 persons had maintainErl 

their present employment for tv;o years or nore. M::>st had been employErl 

six nonths or less prior to the instant offense. 



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

:/ 

, ' 

. ,~ -, 

... 

., 

-4-

Unemployment Assistance: 

Parents were the most helpful in obtaining emplcyment up:m release 

frqn prison. Parole cfficers were the next helpful am carmunity/church 

groups were the least helpful. Si.milar results \\/ere found with prcbation-

ers as well. 

Q1.e of the most consistent canplai.nts was that parole cfficers 

pressured rrost cffenders into taking the firs't job available regardless 

of the nature of the job. '!he reason given is that ex-offemers are 

sUppJsed to have a job cr job offer prior to release fran prison. Sane­

times friems or relatives will find temp:>rary employment just to' satisfy 

the needs of the prison institution. Q1.ce the person has been releasai, 

the temp:>rary employment is abandoned and the cfferrler is often left to 

his or her own resources to fim enployrrent. The parole officer must 

report that the offemer is still \\Orking in crder to satisfy the condi­

tions of parole thus the pressure for the cffender to cbtain enplcyment 

as quickly as p:>ssible. 

Einployment offices within the city am county were not seen as provid­

ing assistance for the exoffender. Data was not available by category 

for probationers nor p3.rolees am few if any mentioned receiving assistance 

fran that office. 

Financial Requirenents: 

The poverty level in Atlanta is $8,000 fcr a family of four. Most 

cf our cffenders existed on considerably less. Fifty percent of cur pro­

bationers irrlicated that they did rot make enough to meet their financial 

obligations. Four persons indicated that their incane was barely suffi­

cient fur subsistence survival. Sixty percent had financial canmitments 
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between 0 and $600.00 per rronth. '!hirty-seven percent indicated that 

they received sufficient monies in their employment to meet financial 

obligaticns and have a sum left for savings cr other uses. 

Parclees were asked to estimate their monthly take-heme p3.y. '!he 

range was between $30.00 and $1,350.00. The mean was $548.00 per rronth. 

Ex-offender Status and Discrimination: 

Black offenders suffer fran double discrimination within the labor 

market. '!hey are discriminated against because of their color am they 

are discriminated against because of their offender status. Offender 

status is far more perverse than color. Offerrler status implies a viola-

tron cf law and rrost employers are suspicious that this kirrl of behavicr 

will continue. '!he status of color may imply discr:L-nination but if 

skills are available, in rIDst cases one does receive the opp:>rtunity to' 

perfonn his or her skills. 

Seventy-eight percent of the p3.rolees perceived that employers \\Ould 

not hire them because of their offender status. 'IWenty-nine perccmt of 

the p3.rolees indicated that they had in the p3.st avoided applying for 

employment because they perceived that enployers \',Duld not hire because 

of their prior record. Fifty-four percent indicated that they did not 

receive fonner employment because of their offender status. 

'!he offemer suffers emotionally because of the disclosure requirement 

of the conditions of probation and parole. When asked Whether or not 

prospective or present employers were infonned of their criminal record, 

27% cf the parolees indicated they gave such infonnation. Sixty-five 

percent of the probationers irrlicated that they did not infonn their 

employer. 

&---~~-------~~--~~~~----------~--------------------------------------~~-----------~ ---
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When questioned about racial status and anployment, 43% of the 

probationers saw Whites as 'having an easier time than blacks in finding' 

anployment. 

Employment for ex-offenders is perhaps the most critical variable in 

renainin:Jcrirre free yet, we as a society provide very little incentive to 

assist the offender into making the difficult transition fram ex-offender 

to nonnal citizen. We require exIXJsure of prior record to the anployer 

yet in nost cases bein:J fully aware that full disclosure will not assist 

in obtainin:J anployrrent. 

'!he ex-offender is expected to obtain sui table anployment yet While 

incarcerated, we do not provide sufficient incentives nor job skills for 

the person to fmction once released fran incarceration. Persons spend 

many years behir£i bars yet they return to society without usable skills 

and When they camnit additional crimes then they are blamed and not 

society for their failure. 

Wi thin the City of Atlanta no statistics are kept by the Department 

of Employment on the nurribers of persons applying for jobs or the nurribers 

Who receive anployment once they have applied. 

Recammendations: 

1. 'Ihe Department of Employment should place a full-time person 

at each Prison Diagnostic Center to assist the clas~ification 

2. 

team to plan the best vocational trainin:J program for the irnnate 

so that uIXJn release that inma.te is assured of having obtained 

theibest trc;dnin:J for future job placanent. 

'lhe Depar~nt of Employrrent should establish a special mit 

within each city, county or municipality to work only with job 

f" " '.: _', ~ ",:, :',. ,,\~.'. '<;~, .:~ ~,,?,,::~, \ 
" ~- '. 
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placement of ex-offenders. 

3. '!he Department of Corrections through its parole/probation 

department should anploy a specialist Whose specific duties 

'WOuld be to assist the offender in finding enp~,oyment once 

released to the carmuni ty. '!his specialist 'WOuld \\Ork closely 

with the parole/probation officer to insure that the offender is 

anployed. cnce anployed, the specialist 'WOuld be relieved of 

resp:;nsibility of the case. 

4. For non-violent offenses, offenders should not be required as a 

condition of probation or parole to disclose prior record to the 

employer. 

5. A clearin:Jhouse should be established within each probation and 

parole unit within the city/comty to track probationers and 

parolees. '!hose that are not anployed and mder 25 will be 

placed on intensive supel:Vision until anployment is obtainerl. 

'!hose over 25 should be in special ,caseloads but not under inten­

sive supervision until anployment is obtained. cnce employed, 

they will then be placed in general caseloads. 

-----------~~---------- --- -
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IN'I'IDDucrIO~ 

Firrlirn 
--:;I employment upon release fran an institution or after convic-

tion of a cr:i.rre is perhaps the rrost diff' ult J.c process that". an ex-offender 

must face in the real w:::>rld. If the offerrler has spent time in an insti­

tution, it has been quite sare t:i.rre since he or she has w:::>rked in the 

camnunity. If the offerrler has been convicted am 1 ed . . . p ac on probatJ.on 

quite often the J' ob ha bee 1 s n ost or in rrost cases the offender never \\as 

employed. 

In most cases 3 the offe-..:I ILler must admit to the employer that he or 

she has a prior record. The mere admittance of this infonnation will in 

most cases el:iminate the offerrler fran employment conside~ation. If the 

offender does not admit to a prior record" am is employed, the employer 

has grounds fur dismissal if the . fu' , ill nnatJ.on on prJ.or convictions is 

discovered. Th f:5 d ' e 0 en er J.S . quite often :in a dilemna to which there is no 

answer. If the offerrler is involved in a serious offense and knowledge ' 

of that serious offense is not disclosed to th I . e enp oyer by the probation 

or parole department then the city or state may becane liable fur non-

di·sclosure if the offender is involved in another f:5 ' . 0 ense while perfonning 

duties in the course of employment. 

Thus, the offerrler who is released . mto society may suffer fran a 

lack of job skills, lack of education, as well as a lack of a consistent 

individua.l attractive to the enployer as work p:l.ttern that will make the 

an employee. 

The rapid exp:tnSion of the w:::>rk force in the 1970s has decreased 

the arrotmt of jobs available in the 'WOrkforce especially tb:>se jobs for 

ex-offerrlers. In today's 'WOrk force there are more WGmen and children 

than ever before. Many youths and wanen who entered the force had little 
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if any prior training and they gravitated toward the very jobs that· were 

available fur the ex-offerrler in :past years thus depressing further the 

enployroont p:>ssibilities of the ex-offender. 

°..!tiL:, " 

Unemployment has a demonstrated effect on the incidence of depression 

as well as up:>n the :incidence of stress. 'Researchers have found a consis-

tent link between arrounts of stress and the incidence of clinical depres-

sion, anxiety and schizophrenia (Ramsey and Lien, 1978) The rrore de-

pressed the individua.l becanes the least likely he or she will obtain 

enployment. Without funds, the offender usually reverts to previous 

criminal behavior which in most cases will lead to another offense. 

The objective of this stooy was to select a small sample of black 

probationers am parolees in the City of Atlanta fur interview to ascer-

tain their perceptions of the job market. Another objective was to in-

terview prospective enployers to ascertain their views concerning the 

enployment of the ex-offender. T:ime constraints prevented us fran couple-

t:i.n:J the enployer interviews. 

The study was designed to describe OOW blacks on probation and/or 

parole fare in finding enployment within the City of Atlanta. It was 

posited that blacks 'would oot only encounter racial discrimination 

because of the color of their skin but w:::>uld also suffer discr:imination 

because of their ex-offerrler status within the labor market. 

The stooy included both enpirical research as well as an analysis of 

data concern:i.n:J the variables associated with employment status. The 

fonnat of the final report consists of: 

* Review of pertinent literature 

* MethodolCXJY 

111 Univariate/Bivariate analysis of data 

.~ '.":':' --:,..:. .' . 
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Employment may constitute a crucial factor :in the ex-offender's 

future relationship to society. Glaser {1964}, Evans (1968), Pownall 

(1969), Brenner (1978), Gillespie (1978), Nagel (1978), Stephens and 

'$anders (1978), am. Yeagar (1979), indicate the relationship between 

employment am recidivisn. Fbr lbssi, Berk, and Lenihan (1980:277): 

(e)mployment - for ex-felons is clearly 

the stromest anGdote to reemagenent 

in criminal activities. 

Liker am lbssi ~(198l :28) rote that employment, even in low status 

p::>sitions" can provide econanic and, "~tra-econanic" benefits of subsist-

ence, sel:f resp:!ct am social contact. Taggart (1972:15) p::>ints out the 

key role of employment.:in successful adjustment to life. Witte (1980:25) 

sp:!aks of the "psychic rewards" of a satisfactory job. Unemployment may 

~an note than the absence of such benefits and rewards. Brenner (1980:22) 

irrlicates that, While any econariic change can produce stress, "undesirable 

changes, such as unemployment and incane loss, are substantially nore 

generative of pat.h:>lCXJies." Employment, th(rn, would seen to rold p::>ten­

tial gains at both individual and societal levels; as such, it would 

appear to 'be in the interest of rociety to maximize the ex-offender's 

ability to obtain employment. Yet, as Goldfarb arrl Singer (1973:642) 

note, employment ranains the most problanatic asp:!ct of the ex-offender's ... 

re-entry into society. 

'!he enployment problans of ex-offerrlers would app3ar to sten fran a 

number of sources. Byron (1970), Goldfarb and Singer (1973), Dale (1976) 

Jensen am Giegold (1976), Snith and Warner (1977), and 'Ibborg (1978) 



/, 
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locate one such !Eactor in the general lack of desirable personal ani work-

related characteristics as perceived by and presented to prospective 

employers. As Dale (1976:323-324) notes: 

";( a) canp::>site picture of the typical male 

prisoner reveals that he is disprop:>rtionately 

fran a racial or ethnic minority, under 25, 

fran a broken hane, urnnarried, without a high 

school education, and lacking employment 

skills am experience." 

Vocational trainin:J durin:J incarceration has as its mission the developnent 

of m~rketable employment characteristics~ Snith am Warner (1977) I Funke 

(1978), am Iblt (1978), view such pr03rams as largely inadequate in 

fulfilling such objectives. Dale (1976:323) further p:>sits that this 

inability to boost the individua.l.' s VwDrth in the canpetitive labor market 

through meaninJful prison VwDrk experience and training may be the main 

cause of unemployment. 
'!he status of ex-offender may further label the 

job seeker as a poor prospect in the eyes of enployers (Byron, 1970~ 

Miller, 1972~ RCA Institutes, 1972; Goldfarb and Singer, 1973; Dale, 1976; 

Snith am Warner, 1977; 'Ibborg, 1978). 

Ex-offemer status may do still lIDre than provoke hesitation on the 

part of those ch:JosinJ arrong job applicants. Legal. constraints in the 

fonn of occup3.tional licensin:J reqirenents placed up:>n many types of VwDrk 

may be similarly onerous for ex-offenders in their vocational aspirations-

. am job searches (Goldfarb and SinJer, 1973; Dale, 1976~'l'obOrg, 1978) 

In the view of the RCA Institutes, such IIhYp:>Criticalllstatutory restric­

tions "constitute the most viSilile, nost rigid, and increasingly the 

nost canprehensive barrier to anployment" (1972:93). larkin, depicting 
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such licensing as a "Catch-22", notes that the occupati9ns affected are 

concentrated in fast-growing service and governnental areas (1975:128). 

H3 further opines that tenninolonr such as "good noral character" and 

moral turpitude" is vague and might be arbitrarily applied (1975:130). 

Portnoy (1970"), Miller (1972), RCA Institutes (1972), Bo~rs and Hunt 

(1973), Hunt, Eo\\ers, am Miller (1974), and Benjamin (1978) similarly 

advocate a nore reasonable approach to such statutory restrictions and 

procedures to provide ex-offenders with a greater nurriber of employment 

options. 

Boming reqlll.rements may a so ~ . 1 take the; ..... toll during the ex-offender's 

experience in the l'abor market (Goldfarb am Singer, 1973; Dale, 1976). 

Jensen and Giegold (1976:207-208) indicate that such hiring conditions 

can be problermatic fran the prospective employer's perspective 'in the 

consideration of ex-offemers for jobs in their concerns. 

'Ihere are sane indications that those. to Whan the ex-offenders look 

for employment are cognizant of their presence 'and problems. Fran a 

sane awareness am:::)!'):] employ- _;:) of their rocial resp::>nsibili ties. 

(1974) indicates that the private sector has experienced sane success in 

efforts to assist ex-offerrlers in obtaining and maintaining jobs. Snith, 

Wood, am Milan (1974) give evidence that the public sector, specifically 

the field of corrections, is becaning a viable employment option for ex­

offenders. Ibwever, the ex-offender's experience in the labor market 

remains a matter of concern • 

Glaser found very high and unrealistic expectations among federal 

irmates concerning their employment prospects up:>n release fran priron 

(1969:211), but initial employment was mainly in unskilled and semi-skilled 

"ttL" .:..,. .... c .•.•. ~ ... '-. 

'" 
'C , 



( 

"" "-----...=-=-=~~~~~-~~~.----~-------

> ' 

'1--. 

" 

> ' 

, 

-14-

jobs (1969:219-220). The effect of ex-offender status on obtaining 

employment was mclear, but it did not appear to hann the individual's 

chances to retain his job (1969:235): most sawanployment problans as 

due to the poor state of the econany (1969:236). 

Evans (1968) examined the experiences of Massachusetts parolees 

released in 1959. Due to the tenus of p:lrole, all had jobs up::>n release', 

but 55% held these fX)sitions for less than two m:mths, leading the author 

to label them as p:>ssible "tickets for release" (1968:204). Evans notes 

ti'le low level jobs obtained by nearly all of the ex-offenders: skilled 

jobs were nearly non-existent (1968: 205) • Eluployment problems of ex­

offenders, for Evans, were seen not so much in tenus of the availiability 

am accessibility of jobs, but rather in their msatisfactory natures 

(1968:208i1.) • 

Cook (1975) reanalyzed Evans' data and would seem to concur with the 

aboVe observation. 

Parolees appear to exercise considerable dis­

cretion in their labor" supply decisions. The 

labor market severely limits the quality of their 

opfX)rtmities, but not the quantity (1975:22). 

Cook fomd that job satisfaction, as measured by the lengt;h of job 

retention, was an irnfX)rtant factor in the relationship between anployment 

arrl recidivism. N:>ting the appa.rent relationships between age, criminal 

record, arrl recidivism: 

(i)n every case, the estimated probability 

that he\\Ould recidivate during any of the 

three subperiods \thich I considered (4-6 

nnnths, 7-12 nnnths, l3~18 nnnths) also de­

pemed significantly on \thether he held a 
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satisfactory job in the previous subperiod 

(1975:45). 

Pownall found high rates of unanployment among federal pa.rolees in 

the mid 1960s, with 64% working full-t:i.rre, 20% pa.rt-tbne, and 17% 

unanployed.; comitions markedly fX)Orer than the rest of the labor market 

(1969:8-9). Anong his other major findings: anployment status was 

related to race, with non-\>Jhites experiencing higher unanployment than 

\thites (1969:9): anployment status was related to marital status~ with 

divorced ani single irrlividuals experiencing higher unanployment than 

th:>se married at the time of pa.role (1969:9-10): age ani education were 

related to anployment status, with age a more irn!,X>rtant factor than 

erlucation for non-\>Jhites (1969:10-11): and prior work records, in tenus 

of pa.st job tenure, had an effect ufX)n anployment status (1969:11). 

Prison work experience was not related' to anployment status; vocational 

training had little irnplct (1969: 12-14). Pownall further fomd that the 

jobs obtained were mainly in mskilled, operative, and service capa.cities, 

ani were fomd through family, friends, and fonuer anployers (1969:15). 

'!he parolees also evidenced transitory anployment pa.tternsdue' to lay-

offs am dissatisfaction with low wages: ex-offemer status was not seen 

as a major problem in tenus of job tenure (1969:16-17). In tenus of 

employment problans due to being an ex-offender, Pownall notes mion 

discrimination, bonding requirements, ani camtmication problans in the 

relationship of the pa.rolee, his pa.role officer, am his anployer (1969: 

18) • 

Rossi, Berk" am Lenihan (1980) examinerl the Transitional Aid Research 

Project (TARP), a program providing financial assistance to pa.rolees in 

, 
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Georgia and Texas. '!hey note gradual linprovanent in enployment status 

after release: within six nonths 62% of the Georgian and 85% of the 

Texan participants had fourrl enployrnent. At the em. of a year's t:ime, 

ho~ver, 29% of the Georgia p3.rolees and 11% of the 'Texas p3.rolees had 

not yet fourrl enployment (1980:172). In tenus of the disparity between 

t,he tv.D states, the autrors indicate that the Georgians were younger, 

:perhaps less notivated, and nore affected by their state's highunenploy-

ment due to the marginal nature of their enployment-related skills 1980: 

172). Further, the Georgia parolees were nore likely than those in 

Texas to ex:perience transitory employment, 'V.Drking on the average only 

35% of the time (1980:176). 

It 'V.Duld ap:pear, then, that ex-offenders 9.0 ex:perience problems in 

the labor market. Black ex-offenders may be especially hard pressed. 

Liker and Rossi (1981: 26 ), in a further examination of the TARP data, 

indicate that blacks encountered nore serious problens in the labor 

market than did Yhite ex-offerrlers. Porus, Hardin, and Terry (1976:328) 

found that, While sex and number of dependents had a lX'sitive effect ulX'n 

employment of Michigan p3.rolees, being black had a significantly negative 

effect. Witte and Reid's stooyof tbrth carolina parolees, foum that 

be.i.rB non-White had a significantly nSJative effect ll.FOn wages {1980:319}. 

Arrl, While blacks had nore stable enployment, ,t,he authors lX'sit that: 

(t}he greater'V.Drk stability c£'black releases 

may be due to fewer job OPlX'rtunities or 

differences in taste (1980:324) • 

Wrigley (1981:25-26) examines the 'V.Drsening enployment problens of the 

black youth lX'Pulationi' the situation is seen as creating, for seme, a 

l1)arginal, alienated existence.. Black~ ex--offendersmay sharecthat experience 

. \ 
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arrlface obstacles in the labor market mich lessen oPlX'rtunities to move 

fran the fringes of oociety into its mainstream. 

."'~ . 
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'IWo survey instruments \\ere developed: Qne for parolees and one for 

probationer respJndents. Each was designed to gather derographic data; 

infonnation concernin::J anployment histories, educational/vocational train­

ing attainments, and job search experiences; ana. other pertinent infonna-

tion (Apperrlices A and B). 

It was decidErl that the data could best be collectErl through inter-

views, rather than having respJndents canplete the surveys thanselves. 

'!his meth:xl, it was th:>ught, would rErluce pJtential pro bIens of canprehen-

sion and m:Jtivation, as well as allow for further exploration and fuller 

explanation as requirErl. Five intervie\\ers were trained for the putp:)se 

of the study. 

Administration of the survey instrument to parolees took place in 

the parole office during the designatErl repJrt days, describErl as the 

first five days of each month. EVery third black parolee repJrting to 

each of the ten parole officers was referred to the interviewer team. 

Potential participants \\ere infonnErl at the outset of the VOluntary nature 

of the survey, the confidentiality of all infonnation to be received, and 

the fact that the interJ'iewers were in no way connected to the Office of 

Pardons and Parole. 

Probationer respJments \\ere intervie\\ed at the probation office 

When repJrtirig to their probation officers. In this instance, all black 

probationers Who reported \\ere requested to participate in the survey • . 
'!he same infonnation concerning VOluntary participation and confidentiality 

prefacErl all interviews with probationers. 

There were a nurriber of problans in identifying a,rXi interviewing ex-

offerrlers fur the study. In the case of parolees, it was notpJssible to 

.-
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use the parole office files to derive a sampling frame; as a result, the 

study \\as able to elicit infonnation only fran th:>se Who were reporting 

am referrErl to its staff. The parole office settill3' wasalsoproblemna­

tic; physical spice was quite limited. '!he interviews took place in a 

hallway: constant traffic am copying machines canpet-Erl for the attention 

of the respJments; 

pints was evident. 

privacy was minimal. and sane discanfort for partici­

Further, fue space allocated allowed only four of 

the interviewers to administer the survey at one time. Finally, the con­

gestion may also have contributErl to What was perceived as waning pitience 

am interest of the offerrlers after a slDrt period of time. 

In tenus of the probationer pJpulation, the main problan encountered 

.. t Probationers did rot have was that of contactin::J pJtential part~C~pin s. 

any set dates or times to repJrt to their proba.tion officers; as such, it 

was decided that interviewers w::>uld be· stationErl' at the proba.tion office 

to request that all blacks rep:>rting participate in the survey. Physical 

space was, again, a problan. Time constraints, further limited the number 

of probationers interviewed: sare pJtential repJndents could not remain 

for the length of time neErlErl to canplete the interview. 

'!he tot~pJpulationwas 52 parolees and 30 probationer respJndents. 

The data 1.:-ran these 82 ex-offerrlers canprises the findings Which follow. 
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FINDINGS UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS FRmUENCms 

Nature of the Respondents 

Male resp:!ooents predaninated in both the parolee and probationer 

groups surveyed: 46 (88%) of the fonner and 19 (63.3%) of the latter. 

In tenus of age, the parolees surveyed ranged between 19 and 54 years, 

with an average age of 28; proba.tioners rangErl in age bet~en 17 and 41 

for an average age of 24 years •. With regards to marital s~tus, 35 (67%) 

of the parolees and 23 (76.6%) of the probationers indicated that they 

were slllgle, with 15% and 13.3% respectively married. Five p:u::olees 

(9.6%) am one probationer (3.3%) were separated; one parolee was diyorCErl. 

In both groups, there was a single case each of. widav.e:i and carmon law 

status. 

Twenty-six, or 50%, of the parolees surveyed rep:>rted having no 

dependent children, as did 14, 46.7%, of the probationers. Five of the 

',' parolees (9. 6%) arrl seven of the proationers (23. 3%) rep:>rted one dependent 

child; seven (13.5%) and six (20%) respectively indicated tw:> dependent 

children. 'Three or more depeooent children were claimed by four parolees 

(7.7%) and three probationers (10%). Nine parolees (17.3%) indicate::'.l. an 

unspecified number of children depement up::m their financial support; 

one case \J.e.S missing. 

Criminal Records 

Three, or 10%, of the probationers surveyed rep:>rted having been 
\ ~-\ i/ .. ' 

incard~rated prior to the offense Which plaCed then on probation, with 26 

resp:!ments iooicating no such previous irnprisonnent and one case missing. 

Fifteen, or 29%, of the parolees surveyed rep:>rted incarceration prior to 

the present ins·tance, with nine having been incarcerated once, three 

,/,1 . 
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rep::>rting two such events, <.U 1:""' "'~nd three rernrting three previous incar~era-

tions. 

In tenns of the present-offense, six, or 20% of the proretioners had 

been convictErl of burglary with a similar m:m1ber convicted on drug relatErl 

charges. Ebur, (13. 3%) had been convictErl of fraud, three (10%) each for 

assault an::l p::>ssession of stolen property. Theft and shoplifting a~counted 

for two probationers. other crimes included forgery, auto, theft, and 

'I\\o nrobationers (6.7%) receivErl sentences carrying a concealErl weap:>n. r.--

or one-third, received probationary periods for six nonths or less; ten, 

of one year; five, (16.7%) for two years, nine (30%) for three years; and 

three (10%) fur five years. 

1 13 (31.7%) were for Of the 41 convictions rep::>rted by paro ees, 

robbery, 10 (24.4%) ·for burglary and/or theft, nine (22.7%) for manslaugh­

ter, four for murder, three fur drugs, and one each fur fOrgery and 

Of the 39 sen.tences rep:::lrtErl, 21, or 53.8% were between tw:> and VSCSA. 

) were bet"""'en 11 and 20 years, one (2.6%) for 30 ten years, 11 (28.2% ."~ 

years;" and five (12.8%) for life tenns. Che individual was sentened 

fran 4 to 25 yeru:.~. 1\ Of tpe 32 periods of actual time served rep::>rtErl, 

(15.6%) s ",....·eued served less than one year; 17, or 53%, five individuals ...... v .z 

served between 2 am 5 years; seven (22%) for between 6 and 9 years, and 

three (9.4%) between 11 and 15 years. . 

Of the 25 parolee resp:m:ients reporting the length of time they had 

.; ""'te,....·1· ewErl, nine, or 36%, imicated they had been been on parole \\hen..... ... v 

'l the same number had been released fran pris:m for three rronths or ess; 

out for four tasix nontl'is; and seven (28%) had spent between eight nonths 

an::l two years on parole. 

<~~~;);:'{ .~ .... : .. -+:-=~~~~,... ; ~. _ ,_., __ . +_ ~,~ .~.:"'~ .. ~::V: .. _':'~, ~J L. "'~-~'-~"~-~'.~"~~~'~~~'-._ •••• ~~.~.a~~alB~-~~~~=~~~~~.~_ <-:-"~~:':::""''';;::;;:;;;'-;;';;;;~!(i!~~"~ '. j.r""'~=,~>}~~:t*¥!W'\~h:~~~:.,":: ,,"';', " .. 
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Educatio~Training 

PrOl:::ationers surveyed indicated that levels of educational attainment 

rangErl between the 9th grade and the 3rd year of college, with an average 

of 11. 6 years of schooling. For the 49 parolees rep::>rting their highest 

grade attained the range was between 6th grade and the 3rd year of college 

for a slightly 101her 'average of 10.4 years of Erlucation. In both groups, 

the rrodal resp:mse was 12 years. 

Fifteen p3.rolees (28.5%) reported having received General Equivalency 

Diplanas, with 14 of them having canpletErl the program \'hile incarceratErl. 

GED pro:rra"2s were reportErl as available by 31, or 59.6%, of the parolees, 

with 20 stating that such an opportunity was unavailable to them. Further, 

in tenus of training opportunities during incarceration, 37, or 71%, of 

the p3.rolee resp:mdents, reportErl requesting vocational training during 

their tenus; however, only 22, or 42.3%, were to receive such trainmg. 

Prior Emplgyment!Work Experience 

In the areas of prior employment and v.ork ex~rience, 43 (82.7%) of 

the parolee respondents indicatErl employment at sanet.ime prior to incar­

ceration; 20 (38.5%) had \\Orked t\\O jobs and 10 had \\Orked three jobs. 

Seven individuals (13.5%) reportErl no employment prior to imprisonment; 

t\'JO cases were missing. Of the 73 jobs notErl, 19, or 26%, were in m­

skillErl areas; 42, or 57.5%, were semi-skilled; nine (12%) represented 

skilled lev~ls; 2 were clerical positions; and one was a professional. 

In tenus of jobs .assignErl \'hile imprisonErl, five individuals rep::>rted no 

such tasks, mainly for Erlucational reasons. Of the 86 jobs descr:iboo by 

the 47 rEmaining respondents, 33, or 38.4%, were mskilled; 38, or 44.2%, 

were semi-skilled; 8 (9.3%) were at skilled levels; and 7 (8.1%) were 

-23.;.. 

clerical positions. 

Probationers responding to a question concerning employment status 

at the t:ime of their present offense indicatErl that 14, or 46.7%, were 

anployed at the time of the instant offense. Four, or 28.5%, in mskilled 

capacities; 4 in semi-skilled jobs; 2 in clerical positions; and 1 each 

in'skilled, professional, and sales capacities. When queriErl as to the 

typ3s of jobs held over the past t\'JO years; 29 respondents nOted 49 

jobs; 14, or 28.5%, mskilled; 19, or 38.7%, in semi-skilled capacities; 

7, or 14.3%, at skilled levels; 8, or 16.3%, in clerical positions; and 

1 at a professional level. Eight individuals (26.7%) had held t\'JO 

positions during the past t\'JO years and 2 (6.7%) had been employErl in 

three jobs. Ole individual reported not having \'JOrked during that time 

period. 

Length of Previous Employment 

In tenus of the length of previous employment, of the 43 parolees 

rep::>rting employment prior to incarceration, 9, or 21%, indicatErl that 

they remained on their first jobs for six rronths or less; 3 \'JOrked fran 

six nonths to one year; 8 (18.6%) for one to t\\O yearsJ and 23, or 53.7%, 

reportErl a ~riod of rrore than bNo years on their first jobs. Of the 20 

who \\Urked two jobs, 2 (10%) \\Orked for less than six rronths; 3 (15%) 

for six rronths to one year; 8 (40%) fOr one to bNo years; and 7 (35%) 

for rrore than t\\U years. Of the 10 who \'JOrked three jobs, 3 stayErl on 

less than six m:mths; 3 for six rronths to one year; and 1 for one to t\\O 

years; and 3 renained on the job for ·t\\O years or longer. 

Probationers surveyed indicaterl t1'1.at during the two years prior to 

being interviewerl, six individuals (20%) had maintained their present 
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jobs~ 1 irrlividual had oot \\Urkoo and 1 could not calculate the t:ime 

spent employed duriD:J that period. of the 21 renaming, first jobs were 

held for less than six m::>nths by five, or 23.8%, for periods bet 'Ween six 

months am one year by four (19%) ~ for one to b.o years by five: for t\\U 

to three years byt\\U~ for three to five years by four~ am for nore than 

five years by one resp:nnent. Of the eight individtals \'ho had held bJo 

jobs, three naintainoo than for less than six rronths: three for periods 

between six npnths am one year ~ one for a period of one to bJo years: 

am one individual's second job had been held for tv.u to three years. Of 

the b.o resfOrrlents \'ho had been on three jobs, one had lasted for less 

t.~ six rronths am one for a period of six m::>nths to a year. 

Job Search Assistance 

The parolees were querioo as to their sources of supp::>rt in finding 

anployment ufOn release fran incarceration. The rrost helpful source 

noted was that of, parents, with 17, or 15.2%, of the 112 responses 

describing than as very helpful ~ parole officers were similarly described 

in 12, or 10.7%, frierrls in eight resp:mses (7%), sfOuses/mates in seven 

(6.25%), am camtunity/church groups in 4 resr:onses (3.6%). Fburteen, or 

12.5% of the resfOnses characterized canmunity/church groups as no help 

at all, as did 10.7% for frierrls, 8.9% for spouses/mates, 8% for parole 

officers, arid 6.25% for family. Middle ran:Je res];Onses 'Were few. Parole 

officers were further characterized by one-third of the respondents as 

pressurinJ their clients to take the first job available to than. 

The probationers surveyed 'Were asked to indicate areas in Which 

their probation officers had been of assistance to them: of 34 responses, 

eight, or 23.5%, noted job search assistance, along with one instance ,of 
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assistance in resolving anployer-anployee problans. 

Present Employment Status 

Of the pirolees surveyed, 37, or 71% indicated 'being employed at the 

time of the StulY: 15, or 29%, 'Were unanployed. 'lWenty-one, or 57%, of 

tlose anployed irrlicated that SJrne skill was requiroo for their jobs: 

such skills had been acquired fran incarceration (7): present anployers 

(2), previous anployers (2), both present and past employers (3), arrl 

other sources, including Job Corps, CETA, the Anned Services, arrl family 

members. 

Seventeen, or 56. 7%, of the probationers surveyed indicated present 

anployment. In tenns of the nature of the jobs held: six, or 35.3%, were 

in unskilled jobs~ four (23.5%) had acquired sani-skilled jobs: three 

(17.6%) 'Were in skilled anployment levels: t\\U were professionals~ and 

one had a clerical position. '!he majority of the jobs had been maintained 

for less than six m::>nths, .... 1.th two (11.8%) having been held for one to 

t\\U years, one for b.o to three years, ani five (29.4%) for periods longar 

than three years. 

Finances 

Probationers were queried as to their estimated rronthly financial 

ccmnitments as the time of their present offense: of the 27 resp::>rrling, 

10 or 37% ranged between 0 and $299/nonth: 9 (33.3%) between $300 and 

$599/nonth~ 3 (11%) betv.een $700 and $999/nonth: and 5 (18.5%) indicated 

financial ccmmitments of over $l,OOO/rronth. 

When asked to gauge theL present financial sittatioo, 14, or 50%, 

of the 28 resp:m:1ing characterized their ina:::me as insufficient~ four 

\-
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(14.3%) saw their incane as allowin:J only for subsistence sw:vival, While 

10 (35.7%) irrlicate:1 that enough money was available to both meet financial 

obligations and have a sun left over for saviIBs or other uses. 

Parolees were asked to estimate their monthly take-lane-plY. '!he 

range was between $30 and $1,350; the average $548. 

Ex-offender Status and Discrimination 

Discrimination with r63ard to thel status of ex-off~rrlers by prospec­

tive and present employers is especially trenchant. Forty, or 78.4% of 

the 51 parolees resp::>rrling rep::>rted. a perception of employers as conscious­

lyattemptin,j not to hire ex-offenders. 'IWenty-nine percent of the plro­

lees interviewed irrlicated that they had in the plst avoided applying or 

interviewing for jobs because of their ex-offerrler status. Twenty-five 

of 46 resp::>rrlents, or 54. 3%, rep::>rted having been denied employment due 

to their plst convictions. Twenty-nine percent characterized employers 

as treating t:11em differently than employees Who are not ex-offerrlers. 

When askErl Whether or not they infonn prospective or present anployers of 

their cr.iminal records, 27% replied in the n63ative; 67% saw such 

infonnation as a plrole r63ulation. 

'!he probationers interviewed mirror this concern. '!hey were, further, 

less likely to divulge their prior convictions; 11, or 64.7%, of those 

probationers presentlYer(lployed rep::>rtErl that they did not infonn their 

anployers of their probation status. Of the 14 resp:mding to a' similar 
i 

~uestion concerning plst anployers, only 2, or 14.3%, of the probationers 

hcrl divulged the fact that they were on probation. Racial discr.imination 

was seen as canp::>unding the problan by many: 13, or 43.4%, q,f the proba­

tioners saw \>hites as having an easier time t:h.a(1 blacks in firrling employ-

ment •. 
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Ex-offender status was not reFOrted by any probationers as having 

caused job tennination. 

STRATIFIED MAffiINMS 

Characteristic Differences Between 
Employed and Unemployed Resp:mdents 

Stratified marginals provide a description of t-....o subgroups of those 

individmls surveyed: t.h;)se interviewed Who indicated that they were 

employed at the time of the study and those Who were unemployed When 

interviewed. Of the total ex-ot"ferrlers surveyed, 65.9% were employed, 

34.1% unemployed. Canparisons made between the subgroups may more fully 

describe the ex-offerrler's experience in the labor market. 

Resp::>rrlents indicating employment at the time of interview were, by 

and large I older than the unemployed subgroup: the average age of the 

fanner was 28.8 years; that of the latter 23.7 years. In tenns of age 

clusters, the employed subgroup had a lower percentage of individuals 

aged 20 arrl yotmger (13.2% vs. 26%); a higher percentage aged 21 to 25 

(35.7% vs. 26%); a lower percentage aged 26 to 30. years (13.2% vs. 33%); 

and a sUbstantially higher percentage of individuals older than 30 (37.8% 

vs. 8%). 

Marital Status - Dependent Children 

As noted above, single resFOrrlents predaninated heavily amon:J those 

surveyErl. Of the employed subgroup, a higher percentage (22.9% vs. 7.1%) 

indicatErl that they were married than did the tmemployed subgroup. A 

, 
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higher percentage of anployoo resp:>ndents (54% vs. 42.9%) reported 

financially deperrlent children than did those Who ~re unanployed.. 

Educaticn 

The anployed subgroup evidencoo a slightly higher level of ooucation 

than did the unanployed: the average educational level (calculating a 

General Equivalency Diplana as 12) fur the funuer was 11.6 years: that of 

the latter subgroup 10.9 years. Similar percentages (46.3% and 46.4 

respectively) had canpletoo high school or received a GED. Ib~ver, a 

higher percentage of the unanployed subgroup had not received a diplana 

(46.4% vs. 37%) am a lov.er percentage {7. 2% vs. 16. 7%} had continued 

their ooucation beyond high scb::>ol than had the enployed subgroup. 

Training 

In tenus of training oprortunities during tenus of incarceration, 

both the enployoo and unanployed parolee subgroups contained high per­

centages, 77.8 and 73.3 respectively, of individuals \'rho indicated that 

they had requested vocational training. The anployed subgroup rep:>rted 

a slightly higher rate of success in actually receiving vocational train­

ing: 47.2% vs. 40%. 

Work Histories 

In the area of w::>rk experience, differences between the anployed and 

manployed subgroups are extant. Fran infonnation gathered concerning 

JE,st .anployment, it was found that, in tenns of the highest level of. 

anployment descr:ibed by each resr:ondent, a higher percentage (37.5% vs" 

25%) of the anployed ex-offerrlers subgroup had been employed at one time 

./,i' , 
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or another in clerical or higher skilled levels than had the unanployed 

subgroup. ~ther, \\hile, the bulk of w::>rk experience fur both the anployed 

(52%) and unanployed (50%) subgroups had attained sani-skilled levels, a 

lov.er percentaqe of the anp)..oyed subgroup (10.5% vs. 25%) had evidet:lcoo 

no advanca:nent beyond 1.mSkilled level of anployment 

With regards to the longevity of anployment, a higher percentage of 

the enployoo ex-offender subgroup (44.3% vs 24.4%) maintained jobs for 

longer than t\\Q years. '!he unanployed subgroup evidencoo a higher 

percentage of jobs held for betwe.E;m one and tVvU years (32.4%, vs. 13.9%). 

Percentage differences bebNeen the subgroups ~re min:ima1 in terms of 

j()bs held for less than six nonths and those held for perioos of six 

rocmths to one year. 

Job Search Experience 

Anong parolee resrorrlents,' both 1:h;:)se enployed and tb:>se unenployed 

expressed marked differences towards enployers, with the latter group 

having a slightly higher percentage (84.6% vs. 79.4%) indicating a 

perception of anployers as shunning ex-offenders in. the labor market. 

Unanployed parolee resrorrlents were also more likely (77% vs. 46%) to 

rep:>rt having been denioo anployment because of their ex-offender status 

than were theil::. :anployed','c6unterparts. 

In tenus of an official impetus to obtain enployment, a higher 

percentage (43.4% ~~, 33~,3%) of the enployed parolees reported receiving 

pressure fran their parole officers to take the first available job than 

did those JE,rolees \\ho were unenployed. 

I,;~;' >,/1'. K 
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BIVARIATE ANALYSIS 

For probationers, employment status at the time of offense was fotmd 
to be related to anployment status at the time of interview. 

PROBATIONERS 
PRESENT EMPLOYMENI' STATUS BY PRIOR EMPIDYMENr STATUS 

PRIOR EM?lOYMENT STA'IUS 
I FREXlJEN:X I IR<l'l per. UNEMPLOYED EMPLOYED I ImL per. I I I I I I UNEMPLOYED 9 3 12 I I 75 25 (100%) I I 60 21.4 I I I I I I I I EMPLOYED 6 11 17 I. I 35 65 (lOO%) -I 
I 40 78.6 I I I I I I 15 14 29 I I (lOO%) (loo%) I I I I I I I 

Chi square = 4.463 degrees of freooan = 1 
significant at .05 
Goodman & Kruskal's Tau = 0.15 
lambda = 0.25 

MISSING CASES: 1 

Those employed at the time of offense were m::>re likely to be employed 
at the time of interview. 

fi 
.~ .. 
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PAROLEES AND PROBATIONERS 
PRFSENl' EMPLOYMENI' STA'IUS BY AGE 

AGE 
I FREOJEN:X I 
IR<l'l per. I 
ImL per. I < 20 21-25 
r I 
I I 
I UNEMPLOYED I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I EMPLOYED I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

Chi square = 13.73 
significant at .01 

9 
33 
56.25 

7 
13.2 
43.75 

16 
(100%) 

Goodman & Kruskal's Tau = 0.17 
Lambda = 0.15 

MISSING CASES: 2 

7 
26 
26.9 

19 
35.8 
73.1 

26 
(100%) 

I I 
I I 
I 26-30 I >31 
I I 
I I 

9 I 2 
33 I 8 
56.25 I 9 

I 
I 
I 

7 I 20 
13.2 I 37.8 
43.75 I 91 

I 
I 
I 

16 I 22 
(100%) I (100%) 

I 
I 

degrees of freedan = 3 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 27 
I (100%) 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 53 
I (100%) 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 80 
I 
I 
I 

Age appears to be related to present' employment status ~ especially 
note\\Orthy is the status of those individuals older than thirty. 

I 
I 
I 

. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I FREQJEticr 
IRCW PCI'. 
,lmL PCI'. 
'I 
I 
IUNEMPWYED 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
IEMPWYEI:i 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

x2 = 1.54 

I 
I 
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PAROLEES AND PROBATIONERS 
PRESENI' EMPLOYMENl' STA'IUS BY EDUCATION 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 
I I I 
I t I I 8-11 YRS I 12/GED I 13 15 YRS I , I I I I I I 1 

1 13 I 13 1 2 1 I 46.4 I 46.4 I 7.2 I I 39.4 I 34.2 1 18.2 I I I , L I I I 1 l I , , , 20 , 25 I 9 , 
I 37 I 46.3 , 16.7 , , 60.6 I 65.8 , 81.8 I I I I , 
I I I I I I 1 I I 33 I 38 1 11 , , (100%) , (100%) 1 (100%) , 
I I , 'I I I I I 

Chi square statistic insignificant. 
df = 2 
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PAROLEES 
PRESENI' EMPLOYMENI' STA'IUS BY REX;l.JESTED VtXATIOmL TRAININ3 

, ROOUFSTED VOCATIONAL TRAINIID , I FREU.JEN:Y I I , IRCW Per. I I 
I ImL per. I NO I YES 

1 I I I 
28 1 1 1 I 

(100%) 1 1 UNEMPLOYED 1 .4 1 11 15 

1 1 I 26.7 I 73.3 (100%) 

1 I I 33.3 I 28.2 , I , I , , I I 
54 , I , , 

(100%) L 'EMPLOYED 
, 8 , 28 36 

I I 22.2 I 77.8 (100%) I , I I 66.7 , 71.8 

1 1 1 I , 1 I I 
82 . 1 I 1 12 I 39 51 , , I (100%) I (100%) 

1 I 1 1 , , I I 
I I I 

x2 = .1316 df = 1 
Chi square statistic insignificant~ 

MISSING CASES: 1 
,.. 

. , " 
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PAROLEES 
PRESENr' EMPLOYMENr STA'IUS BY RECEIVED VOCATIONAL TRAININJ 

~ .;,1) 

IFREOOE~ 
RECEIVED VOCATIONAL TRAININ3 

I I I,;, , IROV' PCI'. I 1 1 ICDLPCI'. I NO I YES 1 I I I I I UNEMPLOYED I 9 1 6 , 15 I I 60 I 40 I (100%) 1 I 32.1 1 26.1 I I I I I I I 1 I I I I I /EMPLOYED I 19 I 17 I 36 I I 52.8 I 47.2 I (100%) I I 67.9 I 73.9 1 I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 28 I 23 I 51 I I (100%) I (100%) 1 I I I I I I I I I I I 1 

x2 = .24 
df = 1 

Chi square statistic insignificant. 
, .. MISSING CASES: 1 

I 
;-

.,. 

." 
" \" 

1 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
I 
1 
I 
I 
1 
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PAROLEES 
PREEEm' EMPIDYMENr STA'IDS aY PERCEIVED DISCRIMINATION IN 

EMPLOYERS' HIRIN3. OF EX,,:,OFFENDERS 

EM?U:m:Rs TRY Nor 'ro HIRE EX-oFFENDERS 
\FRFJ;lJE~ I I 
:\.RGirer .. '\ \ 
'IOOL per. '\ NO YES \ 
r I I 
\ '\ \ 
\ UNEMPLOYED I 2 11 I 13 
\ '\ 15.4 84.6 \ (100%) 
'I '\ 22.2 '\ 28.9 I 
" '\ ! 

I '1 
\ I 

'1 EMPLOYED :\ '1 27 34 
,1 \ 2.0.6 79.4 (100%) 
'I I 77.8 71.1 
I I 
'1 :1 , 

\ 
'1 '\ 9 38 47 
.I I (100%) (100%) 
'I I 
:I 'I 

x2 = .. ,'1714 -<:'1"f = 1 
Chi square statistic :insignificant. 

MISSING CASES: 5 

.,'''' "~,. 

\ 
\ 
I 

' -'I 
\ 
\ 
'\ 

' I 
1 
\ 
I 
:I 

) 
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l~OCY 
I RCl'l PC!' • 
loot. per. 
I. 
I 
tUNEMPLOYED 
I' 
r 
I 
I 
I 
I EMPLOYED 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

x2 = .2974 
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PAROLEES 
PRFSENI' EMPLOYMENI' STA'lUS BY AVOIDED INI'ERVIEWS 

BECAUSE OF EX-OFFENDER STATUS 

AVOIDED INTERVIEWS 
I, I 
I I 

NO I YES I 
I , 
I I 

11 I 2 I 
84.6 I 15.4 I 
28.9 I' 20 \ 

I '1 
I I 

I 
[ 27 8 I 
I 77.1 22.9 I 
I 71.1 80 I 
I I 
I , 
I I 
I 38 :I.O I 
I (100%) (100%) I 
I I 
I I 

df = 1 
Chi square statistic insignificant. 

MISSING CASES: 4 

\ 
I 
\ 
I , 

13 I 
(100%) \ 

\. 
I 
I 
I 

35 I 
(100%) I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

48 I 
I 
I 
I 

\.~OCY 
\IKW Per: 
\<DL per. 
\ 
I 
l~LQYEQ 
I. 
t 
I 
I 
\. 
I EMPLOYED 
I 
\ 
I, 
I. 
\ , 
I 
I 
L 

x2 = 3.178 
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PAROlEES 
PRESENl' EMPWYMENl' STA'lUS BY DENIED EMPIDYMENl' 

J3EOUJSE OE: 'EX-OFFJ!lIDER STATUS 

DENIED EMPLOYMENI' 
\. \ I 
\ \ I 
\ NO \ YES I ., I -J-
\ \ I 
I 3 I 10 I 
\ 23 \. 77 I 
t 15 ( 38 .• 5 I 
I I I 

·1 I I 
I, I I 
I' 17 I 16 I 
I. 51 .• 5 I 48.S I. 
I 85 I 61.5 I 
I I I 
~ I I 
I' I I 
I 20 \ 26 I 
I (100%) I (100%) I 
I I. I 
It I, I 

df = 1 
Chi ~re statistic insignificant. 

MISSING CASES: 6 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

13 I 
(100%) \ 

I 
I 
I 
I 

33 \ 
(100%) I: 

I 
I 
I 
I 

46 I 
I 
I. 
I 

.\ 
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I FRFJ:UEN:Y 
tRCW per. 
Iq:>~ per. 
I 
I 
, UNEMPLOYED , , 
1 
1 
'EMPLOYED 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 

x2 = .334 
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PAROLEES 
PRESENI' EMPLOYMENr STA'IUS BY RECEIVED PRESSURE 

FRCM PAROIE OFFICER TO TAKE VERY FIRST JOB 

RECEIVED PRESSURE FROM P.O. 
I I 
I I 
I NO I YES 
1 I 
I , 
1 10 I 5 
I 66.7 1 33.3 
1 37 I 27.8 
1 1 
1 I 
1 I 
1 17 I 13 
I 56.7 I 43.3 
I 63 I 72.2 
I 1 
I I 
1 1 
I 27 I 18 
I (100%) 1 (100%) 
1 1 

.1 1 

Chi squarestatistic.insignificant. 
df = 1 

MISSING CASES: 7 

15 
(100%) 

30 
(100%) 

45 
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PAROLEES AND PROBATIONERS 
PRESENl' EMPLOYMENr STA'IUS BY WILL:m3NESS TO 
INFOIM EMPLOYERS OF mNVICl'ION (PROBATIONER 

RESPONSES: PRESENl' JOBS FOR EMPLOYED: PAST JOBS FOR UNEMPLOYED) 

WILL:m3 TO INFORM EMPIDYERS 
I FR'EO.JEN:Y I I 
I RCl'l PCl' • I 1 
IOJL per. NO YES , , 
, UNEMPLOYED 8 8 16 
I 50 50 (100%) , 26.7 21.1 
1 
1 
1 
'EMPLOYED 22 30 52 
I 42.3 57.7 (100%) , 73.3 78.9 
I 
I 
I 
I 30 38 68 , (100%) (100%) , 
I 

x2 = .268 df = 1 
Chi square statistic insignificant. 

MISSING CASES: 14 

I 
1 
1 , 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 

, 
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PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES 
MULTIPLE RESroNSE 

PRESu'lT EMPLOYMENr STATUS BY IENGTH OF 
EMPLOYMENr (PAROlEES: LEN3TH OF PREVIOUS EMPI...O'YMENr; 

PROBATIONERS: IENGTH OF PRESENT AND/OR PREVIOT.B 
EMPLCJYMENr) • 

I 
LEOOTH OF EMPIDi'MENI' 
I I I 

I 
2 YRS I 

I 

I I I 
I 6 MJ-1 YR/ 1-.2 YRS I 
I I 

I R<l'l Per. I 
l_m_L __ per~· ____ i' __ ~6~M:>~. __ ~~~~+-~~~+-~~~+-______ _ I I 
I I 

I 
9 I 37 

I I 
/ 6 12 I I UNEMPLoYED I 10 

24.4 I (100%) I 16.2 32.4 I 
I 31.6 52.2 I 

I I 27 
I I 33.3 20.5 

I I 
I I II--------TI------r-----r-----+-~---~~---

I I I I 
I 13 11 I 
I 16.5 13.9 I 
I 68.4 47.8 I 

I EMPLOYED I 20 35 I I 25.3 44.3 
79 

(100%) 

I I 
I I 

I I 
66.7 79.5 

I--------TI------+-----~----~----_+------
I I I 

I 19 
I (100%) 

I I 30 
I I (100%) 

I 
23 I 

(100%) I 
44 

(100%) 
116 

I I 
I I 

I I 

I--------'~-----~----~----L-____ L_ __ ___ 

x2 = 7.079 
Chi square statistic insignificant. 

df = 3 

MISSING CASES: 10 

'" _." ", 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
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PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES 
MULTIPLE RESPONSE 

PRESENl' EMPLOYMENI'S'lATUS BY lENGTH OF PRIOR El'-rpW:fMENT 

I..EN3'I'H OF PRIOR EM?I.I.JYMENT 
I FREOJEOCY I I I I 
I RCl'l Pel'. I I I I 
ImL per. I < 6 M:>. I 6 M:>-lYRI. 1-2 YRS I > 2 YRS 
I I I I I 
I I I I I 
I utlJEMPLOYED I 10 I 6 I 12 I 9 37 
r r 27 I 16.2 r 32.5 r 24:3' (100%) ,l 

I I 47.6 r 31.6 I 57.1 r 25.7 
I I r I 
I I I I 
I I I I 
IEMP1.OYED I, 11 J 13 I 9 26 59 
I I 18.6 I 22 r 15.3 44.1 (100%) 
I I 52.4 I 68.4 I 42.9 74.3 
I I I I 
I I I I 
I I I I 
I I 21 I 19 I 21 35 96 
I I (100%) 1(100%) I (100%) (100%) 
I I I I 
I I I I 

x2 = 6.52 df = 3 
Chi square statistic insignificant. 

MISSING CASES: 17 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

,\ 
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IFREaJE~ I 
/RCW per. I 
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PROBATIONERS AND PAROlEES 
PRESENI' EMPWYMENr STA'IUSBY WORK EXPERI~E 

(HIGHEST IEVEL ClICSEN PER: JOBS DESCRIBED) 

I I 
roN/ I SEMI- CLERICAL I fOOL per. /UNSKILLED / SKILLED 'OR HIGHER I / I I I J' '/ , 

f ·1 UNEMPLOYED / 7 I 14 7 I I I 25 / 50 25 / / / 58.3 I 35.9 28 I I I I I I I I I I I / I I I /EMPLOYED I 5 I 25 / 18 I ,I I ,10.5 I 52 I 37.5 / , 
I 41.7 I 64.1 I 72 I I I / '"l- I / I I I I t I I I 1-/ I 12 / 39 I 25 I I / (100%) I (100%) I (100%) / / / / / / / I I I I 

x2 = 3.274 df = 2 
Chi: square statistic insignificant. 

MISSING CASES: 6 

I 
/ 
I 
I 
/ 

28 / 
(100%) , , 

I 
I 
I 

48 1 
(100%) I 

I 
" 

I 
/ 

76 I 
/ 
/ 
/ 

IFROCUEOCY 
1.REHJ?.er~ 
ImL per. 
/ 
I 
/ UNEMPLOYED 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I EMPLOYED 
I 
I. 
/ 
I 
I 
/ 
I 
I. 
! 

x2-=-Lo5B 
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PROBATIONERS AND PAROIEES 
PRESENI' EMP~ STA'IUS BY HAD FINANCIALLY 

DEPENlENI' aULDREN 

DEPENDENT CHIIDREN 
I I I r / l, 

I NO / YES / 
I I I 
/ / I 
I 16 / 12 I 
'/ 57.1 I 42.9 
/ 40 29.3 
I 
I 
I 
I' 24 29 
I 45.3 54.7 
I. ' _60. 70.7 
I 
I 
J 
/ 40 41 
I (100%) (100%) 
I 
/ 

df = 1 
Cbi scpu;e statistic insignificant. 

MISSING CASES: 1 

L:j 

~ 
J , 

I ! 

,I 
/ 
/ 
I 

28 / 
(100%) 

,53 
(100%) 

82 

~ 

'" 
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RECCMMENDATlOOS 

In Sull, llOre than one third of· the irrlividuals surveyed indicated 

that they -were unanployerl at that t:ine. Employment status was seen to be 

related to age am, ,for probationers, to employment status at the time of 

offense. Conparisons of anployerl and unEmployed su1:groups \\Ould seem to 

Wicate that such factors as education, marital status, depement 

children, job histories, and parole supervision may have played a role 

for tlnse surveyed, trough none can be seen as causal variables. 

'!hese findin;Js \\'Quld appear to, by am large, replicate the results of 

earlier efforts, es:r;ecially tb::>se of Pownall's (1969) study of federal 

parolees. It is note\\Orthy that the data canprising those firldi.n3s \\ere 

collecte:1 duri.n:J the mid 1960's: it w::>uld appear that substantial change 

. in the ex-offender's experience in the labor market has not occurred 

since that time. '!he ferception of discrimination on the part of employers 

would ap:r;ear to be nore widespread arrong the resp:>ndents, both unEmployed 

am employed, in the present study than was the case in Glaser's (1969) 

findin;Js. Such conditions may, in large part, be due to an uncertain 

stagnant econany and finding one's self in the midst of intense job 

can:r;etition. But it appears that employment has been a constant problem 

for ex-offemers: a recurring, frustrating dilerma. In light of the 

relationship between Employment am recidivism, substantive steps to re­

solve or alleviate such problems could provide benefits at both individual 

and societal levels. 

Rep:>rt Recontnendations 

1. '!he repartment of Employment srould place one full-time person 

at each Prison Diagnostic Center within each state to assist the 

-45-

classification team to plan the best vocational training program 

for the imate so that up:>n release that inmate is assured of 

obtaining the best training for future job placEment. 

.2. 'Ihe Department of Elnployment should establish a special mit 

within each city, comty or municipality to \<,Drk only with job 

placement of ex-offenders. 

3. '!he Department of Corrections through its parole/probation de­

partment should employ a specialist whose specific duties \<,Duld 

be to assist the offender in finding anployment once released to 

the carmtmity. 'Ibis specialist \<,Duld IrwOrk closely with the parole/ 

(bce probation officer to insure that the offender is employed. 

Employed, the sfecialist 'WOuld be relieved of resp:msibility of 

the case. 

4. For non-violent offenses, offenders shJuld not be required as 

a condition of probation or parole to disclose prior record to 

the employer. 

5. A clearin:Jhouse sh::>uld be established within each probation 

and parole unit within city/county to track probationers and 

parolees. '!hose that are not Employed and under 25 will be 

placed on intensive supervision mtil enployment is obtained. 

'Ihose over 25 s10uld be ill special caseloaclS but not mder in-

tensive supervision mtil employrrent is obtained. 

then will they be placed in general caseloads. 

(bce employed, 

<',.< ..... ... 
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APPENDIX A 

INTRODUCTION 

The two Research Staff Members that you will meet are 
working with Atlanta University's Criminal Justice Institute 
and Atlanta Unive~sity on a grant ,to take a closer look at 
the problems the Black ex-offender meets in the job market 
after being released from prison. It is our hope that the 
study will lead to the elimination of some of the many barriers 
with which you may have had to deal with or barriers that have 
made your 'involvement with the world of work and responsibility 
difficult. 

We are students at a Black University, and we are 
interested in seriously studying the employment problems of 
ex-offenders and probationers. In order to come up with 
meaningful conclusions and recommendations we need for you to 
understand four (4) things: 

1) We are not connected, in any way, with the Probation 
Office, or the Department of Offender Rehabilitation; 

2) Your answers and comments are strictly confidential. 
No one in this office will see our interview sheets 
at any time; and 

3) Your answers or comments will not be discussed with 
your Parole Officer, the Parole Board or anyone with 
the Department of Rehabilitation. 

4) Your name will not even appear or be used on the 
questionnaire. 

While we are not in a position to 1) offer you jobs or 
2) promise that our study will.have a direct or immediate 
effect upon you, we need your assistance with a questionnaire. 

please understand that participation is completely vol­
untary .and should not take more than twenty (20) minutes. 

WE GREATLY APPRECIATE YOUR ASSISTANCE 

'" -~ .. 
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:/ 
\. 

I. D. 11 ____ _ P. 0 •. 11 ____ _ DATE OF INTERVIEW: ______ INTERVU:WER 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. What is your age? D.O.B. 
month day year 

2. Sex: Male Female ' , 
f/~ 

3. What is your marital status? ,",' , 

Married 

Single~ ______ __ 

Separated, ____ {while in prison-____ before-____ after) 

Divorced, ____ (while in prison:..-__ b,efore:.....-__ .after) 

Collllllon Law '---
4. (a) Have you ever been incarcerated before? yes ______ no, ___ _ 

(b) If yes, how many times? ________ _ 

(c) For what offense(s) 1) ________________ _ 

2) _________________________ __ 

3) ____________________________ ~ 

(d) What was the length of incarceration each time? 
1) ________________ ~~ __ • ___________ __ 

2) ____________________________ _ 

3) ____________________________ __ 

5. What institutions have you been incarcerated in? 
1) __________________________ __ 

2) __________________________ __ 

3) ___________________________ _ 

6. Did you ~r anyone in your family ever request that you be transferred 
to another institution? yes no _____________ _ 

If ye., please explain the reason for wanting a tX'ansfer:, ____ _ 

7. With whoa do you live? 
Mother Spouse 
Father Girlfriend 
Both Parents Male Friend 
Brother/Sister Alone ~, 

In-Laws Other (please specify) 

8. Has your husband/Wife/mate ever been convicted of a felony? yes, _____ no 1 cSI 
,,, : \il-.- _. -'~"'~'~"" '_ "'=. " .. __ ',., ... , " , ,,', 

\.")' ~':: .• ;;.,.,..~~.~.~--~,-~:-.... ' ...... :~',~.~....-:-:.::~-"':--;":~~.".~~,~:~>,::~:-:::~':":: . ..~ "'~ '''''''~~''''I''''''''''~'~~ .. , ".~ '~I""""'1"I'~'" 
I.. ~ .. " 
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page two 

If yes, for what offen.e(sl~ 

Is you~ mate presently incarcerated? yes _____ no. ______ _ 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

incar.cerated? did you have before yoo were 

bt 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

How 10na did you remain on each job? 

(a) Les. than .ix IIbnths , 
(b) 6 aoath. to a year 

(lst) (c) 1 to 2 year. 

(d) Ovel' 2 years 

(2nd) (a) Le.. than .ix .onth. 

(b) 6 .anths to a year 

(cl 1 to 2 years 

(dl Over two years 

(3rd) (a1 Less than 6 months 

(b) 6 aonths to a year 

(c) 1 to two years ____ -----

(d) Over two years 
i 1 trainina vbile you were 

t ~h' at you receive vocat on. Did you reques .. 

incarcerated? 
yes _____ _ 00, _____ _ 

an'y vocational tralnina vbile you were Did you receive 
yea 00,_-----

incarcerated? 

Do you have children who depend on you for their support! 
yes~ ____ _ no,_-----

, 
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page three 

13. Does your mate work? yes no __________ _ 

14~ Does your mate depend on you for support? yes no __________ _ 

15. How much money do you take home after taxes are deducted each month? 

16. 

17 .. 

18. 

19. 

$----------------
What is the laBt grade you completed in school? _______________ _ 

Was a GED program available to you while you were incarcerated? 
yes, ____ _ no ______________ __ 

Did you receiv~ a GED while you were incarcer.ated? yes. ______ ~no ______ _ 

Please rate the following people on the amount of actual assistance you, 
received from them in getting a job: 

Very 
supportive 

somewhat 
supportive 

not so 
supportive 

not at all 
supportive 

Parole Officer 

Partent(s) 

Community Organization(s) 

Friend(s) 

Mate/Spouse 

20. Are moat of your friends w.orking full time '------
part time, _____ _ 

21. 
hustling ,...-;....-___ _ 

When asked on an application (or verbally) if you have ever been convicted 

22. 
of an offense, what do you answer? y~s no ____________ _ 

Is it a parole regulation that you tell an emR,loyer tha,t you are an 
offender? yes no ------
Do you think that employers try not to hire ex-offenders? 23. 

yes ____ _ no, ______ _ 

CODlDents: 

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

24. Does your employer treat you differel~iy than he/she does other employees 
who are not ex-offenders? yes no 

If yes please explain HOW you experience the "difference": 

= 
.-
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,25. Doea your parole officer talk with your employer about your work per-

26. 

27. 

28. 

formance? yes. _____ _ no. _____ _ 

If yes, how often? __________________________ __ 

Do you think their conversations are: 

Positive (in nature) 

not so positive, ___________ _ 

a bit negative. __________ __ 

absol~!ely negative ______ _ 

have no idea about the nature of their communication(s) ___ ___ 

Does your parole officer discuss the content of his/her conversation(s) wi 

your employer with you? yes no, ________ _ 

How does this make you feel?, ________________________ _ 

id d i t iews for jobs because you are an ex-offender? Have you avO e n erv 
yes, ___ __ no _______ _ 

if yes, please explain why' _____________________ _ 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

from your parole officer to take the Did you experience any pressure 

very first job you could find? yes. ___ _ no:..-____ _ 

if yes, please elaborate! ______________________________________ ~ 

h ki d( ) of Pressure from your parole officer Have you felt any, ot er n s 
which you felt had no grounds? yes, ___ _ no, ______ _ 

if yes, please elaborate~ __________________ _ 

If you answered (a) yes, did you actually take the first job? 

yes, ____ _ no, ______ _ 

(a) yes, what type of job would you have rather had If you answered 

time to look for? _______ -------------------~~~----~~~~~ 
i ld it have required? What qualifications/experience or train ng wou . 

, 
.\ 
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29. (a) Have you ever been denied employment because of your past conviction 
record? yes ____ _ no ______ _ 

(b) If yes, what was the reason you were given? 
-------------------------

(c) When did this occur? 
'------------------------------------------(d) For what kind of a job were you applying? ___________ _ 

30. (a)Does your present job require any special skill(s) 

(b)if yes, what are the special skills? 
yes _______ no ______ __ 

(c)Did you receive those skills --------------------------------------
1) through your presentemployer _____ _ 

2) through previous employment 

3) while you were incarcerated ________ ___ 

4) other (please specify) ___________________ _ 

APPENDIX B 

I. n,, ___ PROBATION OFFICER 10 ___ ' DATl __ _ 

INTERVIEWER 

!I!, TE~l M~. """-"LI'I:7a ';"t -'lr:.;-"7.y;;:;o-;;u;:-r -:;a;;:g;;:;e~Aa~t Tast6Trt hday) 1 __ _ 

2. 

J. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Sex: (l) ___ Male (2) female 

Marital Status: 
(1) married 
(2)---.ingle 
(3 )---aeparated (if checked, please answer Item f4) 
('4)---diYorced (if checked, please answer Item '5) 
( 5 )---widowed (i f checked, please answer Item • 6 ) 
( 6 )---,common law 
(7)==NA/DIC 

Please, indicate if aeparation happened before or after 
offense: (l) ___ before (2) after 

Please indicate if divorce happened before or after 
offenael (l) ___ before (2) after 

Pleaae indicate if you became widowed before or after 
offense: (l) ___ before (2) after 

How ~any years of achool did you c~p'Iete? 
(01) 1st 
(02)---200 
(OJ)---Jrd 
(O.)---Hh 
(05)---5th 
(06)--6th 
(07)--7th 
(08)---8th 
(09)---9th 
(lO)---lOth 
(ll)---Uth 
(l2)---12th 
(13 )---1 yr. college 
(14 )---2 yra. college 
(15)---3 yra. college 
116'---. yra. college 
(17 )---1 yr. grad school 
(18)---2 yra. grad achool 
(19)---J yr •• grad achool 
(20 )---. yra. grad school 
(99)_"A 

Ware you • full-t1~a or part-time atudant? 1 
(l) ___ Full-ti.e (2, ___ Part-t .. 

9. When vere you placed on probation? 

10. 

10. 

12. 

For what length of tima 1a your probation? 

yra. moa. 

(01) .analaughter 
(02,=-burgulary 
(Ol)--theft by taking 
(04)--amed robbery 
(OS)--ahoplifting 
(06)--proatitutlon 
(07) --forgery 
(08)--aasault 
(09)--bad checka 
(IO'--c:ar theft 

(11) drug ralated 
(12,--poaa. of atolen gooda 
(13)--obatruction of juatice 
(14)--involuntary •• nalaughter 
(15) --gall1bling 
( 16 ) --robbe ry 
(17)--
(18)--
(19)= 
(20) 
(99)=NA 

Pleaaa indicate how many children 
financially. 

Cl) one 
(2)---two I 
(l'--threa 
(4)---tour 
-- (1) 

you aupport 

(51 five 
(6,---ah 
(7,_over ah 
(8, ___ none 

, 
.\ 
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I t no. 5 kip to Item .22 I 
14. ~'or wh4t offense(s) were you imprisoned (1st time)? 

(I) mansl.,ughter 'J 1) drug related 1 
(2)-burgulary (12)-poss. of Uolen goods 
(l)-theft by taking (Il)-obstruction of Justice 
(4)-armed robbery (14)-involuntary manslaughter I 
Is)-shoplifting (IS)-qambling 
(6)-prostitution (16)-robbery 
(7)-forgery (17)- I 
IB)-assault (IB) 
(09r- bad checks (19) 
(!O)==car theft (20) 

(99)-~A 

15. How long did you spend in prison ([or the lat offense)? 
CODER ONLY 

16. 

(1) 0 - 5 mos. 1 weeks I 
(2)--6 mos. - 11 mos. /1 I 
Il)-l - 2 yrs. 11 mos. 
(4)-) - 4 yrs. 11 mos. 

1

(5)==5 - 9 yrs. 11 mos. 
(6) over 10 years 
(9)-NA/DK 

I -

If imprisoned on a eecond occasion, please indicate for 
what offenae(a). 
(01) ~nslaughter 
( 02)-burgulary 
(Ol)-theft by taking 
(04)-armed robbery 
(051==shoplifting 
(06) prostitution 
(07)-forgery 
(OB)-assault 
(09)-bad Checks 
(lO)==car theft 

(11) drug related 
(12)-poss. of stolen goode 
(ll)-obstruction of justice 
(14)==involuntary manslaughter 
( 15) gambling 
(16)-robbery 
(17)-
(1B)-
(19)-
( 20) 
(99)_N" 

17. How long did you spend in prison Ifor the 2nd offense)? 
CODER ONLY 

(1) a - 5 .oa. ) weeks 
(2)--6 ROe. - 11 mos. 
(1)--1 - 2 yrs. 11 .aa. 
(4)--) - • yra. 11 ~oa. 
(5)--5 - 9 yra. 11 -a •• 
(6)::over 10 yra. 
(9)_NA/01C 

-----------
18. If imprisoned before, plea.e indicate how long you were 

out'before ne~t Offense: (1st time) 

CODER ONLY 

19. If imprisoned petore, please indicate how long you were 
out before ne~t offense. (2nd time) 

--------- CODER ONLY 

IT
l) a - 5 mos. ) week. 

(2)-6 mos. - 11 mos. 
1.1)==1 - 2 yrs. 11 moa. 

I ( 4 ) 1 - • yrs. 11 mos. I 
IS )::5 - 1', yrs. 11 ~os. 
(6) over 10 years 

I~~--NA/OK I I 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

2S. 

26. 

lIave you been imprisoned before, please indicate how 
long for the 1st offense. 

CODER ONLY 
( I) a - 5 mos. 3 weeks I 
(2)-6 mos. - 11 mos. 
(3)-1 - 2 yrs. 11 mos. 
(4)-3 - 4 yrs. 11 mos. 
(5)-5 - 9 yra. 11 mos. 
(6)-over 10 years 
(9)=NA/DK 

b imprisoned before, please indicate how If you have een 
long for the 2nd offensc. 

CODER ONLY 
(1) O-Smos.3weeks 
(2)--6 mos. - 11 mos. 
(3)--1 - 2 yrs. 11 mos. 
(4)-3 - 4 yrs. 11 mos. 
(5)-5 - 9 yrs. 11 mos. 
(6)-over 10 years 
('J)=NA/DK 

Were you employed at the time your present offense was 
committed? ___ Yes No 

If yes to Item 122, please work. ______________ __ 

Wha:t do you eatimate your 
month at the time of your 

Are you presently working? 
(ll ___ yes 

indicate the nature of your 
CODER ONLY 

01 non-skIlled 
02-semi-skilled 
03-skilled 
04-profe8sional 
OS-labor 
06-clerical 
07-professional 
OB-student 
09-housewife 
10-sales 
99=NA 

financial committ.ents per 
present offense? 

CODER ONLY 
01 Less than $99 
02-100 199 per. ~o. 
03-200 - 299 per. mo. 
0.-300 - 399 per. -a. 
05--400 - 499 per. mo. 
06-500 - 599 per • .a. 
07-600 - 699 per •• 0. 
OS-700 - 799 per • .0. 
09-S00 - 899 per. mo. 
10-900 - 999 per. mo. 
II-over 1,000 per. mo. 
99-N"/DI( 
1-' 

(21_no 

If yes, to Item 25, please indicate the nature of your 
work. ' 

CODER ONLY 
01 non-.killed 
02-.elli-ak1l1ed 
D)-skilled 
O.-profe •• ional 
OS-labor 

1

06-clerical 
07-profess ional 
OS-studcnt 
09-housewife 
10--.oles 
99==NA 

-----------

I 
I I 
I 

, I 

, 
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29. 

30. 

31. I 
, . 

32. 

33. 

I 

Is your present income: -------------------, 
1 enough for you to meet your financial 

---and have money left overi' Obligoltionsl 

2 just enough for you to meet your fin~nci~l 
obligation~ with a little or none left overi' 

3 ______ not enough to meet your financial obligations. 

9 ___ NA/DK 

How long have you had your present job? 
(1) 0 - 5 mos. 3 weeks 
(2)---6 mos. - 11 mos. 3 weeks 
()---l - 1 yr. 11 mos. 
(4)---2 - 2 yrs. 11 mos. 
(5)-----over ) yrs. 
(9)==NA 

Please indicate the types of jobs you have held in the 
past two years: (list chronologically) 

CODER ONLY 

1
01 non-skilled 
02 semi-akilled 
O)--skilled 
04-professional 
OS--labor 
06=clerical 
07 profesaional 
Oe-student 
09-houaewife 
10-sales 
99=NA/DK 

What ia the amount of time you spent on your 1st job 
lIsted in Item .29? 
(1) less than S mos. 3 weeks 
(2}-6 mos. - 11 mos. 3 weeks 
(3)-1 - 1 yr. 11 mos. 
(4)-2 - 2 yrs. 11 mos. 
(5)-3 - 4 yrs. 11 mos. 
(6)-over S years 
(91=NA/DK 

What is the amount of time you spent on your 2nd job 
listed In Item .291 
(1) less than S mos. 3 weeks 
(2)-6 mos. - 11 mos. 3 weeks 
() ) -1- 1 yr. 11 IIOS. 
(4)-2 - 2 yrs. 11 mos. 
(5)--3 - 4 yr •• 11 mos. 
(6) over S years 
(91_NA/DK 

What is the amount ot time ,you spent on your 3rd job 
listed in Item .29? 
(01) 
(02)-
(03)-
(04)-
(05)-
(06)-
(09)= 

What is the amount of time you apent on the 4th job 
listed in Item .291 
( 01) 
(02)-
(03)-
(04)-
(05)-
(06)-
(09)= 

I 
-Nease indicate which oCE'tw'{orfowTrighaa -fiiicn proV"Tdci',rl 

by your probation officer: 
(1) assistance finding a job 
( 2) -ass iatance with employer problems 
(3)-assistance 'lettin,) in lichool 
(4'-assistance getting into a train!n,) program 
lSI-assistance wi th legal problems 
(6)--ass!stance resolving personal problem(s) 
(7)-other - specify: 
(9)=NA 

35. flow often do you report to your l' .O.? 
(1) once each week 
(2)-twice a week 
(3)-once every two weeks 
(4)--once a month 
(S)-every other month 
(6)--other, Bpccify: _______________________ _ 
(9)=NA 

36. Do you think that white clients have an easier time 
finding jobs than blac.k clie,lts? 

37. 

39. 

40. 

Yes____ No __ _ 

If yes, please explain 

I 
\' If you are working, please indicate if you informed 

your present employer that you are on probat.1on. 
YeB 110, _____ _ 

Please explain either: ____ _ 

lIave you informed past ctnploy<:rs that you were on 
probation? 

Ycs, ___ _ No, ____ _ 

Please ex~lain either: _____________________ _ 

nave you ever been .terminated from a ~ob because you 
told your employer you were on probatlon1 

Yes____ No ___ __ 

If yes to Itcm .39, pleue indicate.: 
la) When did this happen? ____________ _ 

---,-------
(b) for what job were yO~1 apply~ng?,' ___________ _ 

, 
(c) With what company or pla,ce;did you apply? 
Name .Address' Phone 

--------------------- ------------------ ------------.---­,------ ---------- ------
------_.----- ---_::---_=:;---:------- -~=-~-=-~-=--~::::_-:::=--: 
~==::::::::::::====:,:::-_-_-.- ___ -_-_-_-__ -1_:-_-~_== _____ -
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