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ABSTRACT

This paper explorea whether the poor post-prison employment
experiences of ex—offenders arise from general disadvantage as low-
skilled w;ikers with little previous work experience, or from specific
disadvantage from being ex—offenders. While it is difficult to mesh
out the separate effects, a strong finding 1s that monthly post-prison
employment experiences are mcst directly affected by outcomes in months

immediately preceding those months in question.




Work Experience, Criminal History,
and Post-Prison Performance

Researchers have repeatedly found that the labor market performance
of ex—offenders is dismal (Cook, 1975; Pownall, 1971; Taggart, 1972;
Witte, 1976). The products of our nation’s prisons experiencs high
levels of nnemployment, face high turnover due tou aismissals, quits and
layoffa, and receive low wages. Some cesearchers have argued that
these conditions exist because ex—offenders possess in predominance low-
skilled, disadvantaged worker characteristics. But is the dismal performance
by ex-offenders in the labor market primarily due to their criminal
record specifically or their disadvantaged status generally?

Phillip Cook (1975) has argued that the poor labor market per-
formance of ex-offenders 1s due to their heavy endowment with character-
istics associated with disadvantaged workers. They are young and
nonwhite and hold unstable, low-paying jobs even before entering crime.
While this situation may have pushed them into crime, having once
been a criminal intensifies the disadvantaged worker effect rather than
supplants it.

If Cook 1s correct, then among ex-offendere with varying previous
employment experiences, the least disadvantaged should perform better.
Disadvantage can be measured by not having held a job for any appreciable
period, having worked the longest stretch in a poorly paid, low status, high
turnover type job, or achieving only low educationél status. And one
would expect that, after prison, these measures would be highly correlated
with failure in the labor market.

If Cook 18 not correct, on the other hand, varying post-prison

unemployment experiences among ex-offenders should not be explained by
O
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differences In these measures of employment disadvantage alone but
perhaps by:
(1) wvarying criminal records, 1f employers discriminate
against ex—offenders as ex—-offenders; or
(11) unmeasured characteristics that may reflect the degree
to which the offender has been rehabilitated, such as
high degree of motivation, sincerity, desire for the job,
etc.

It is extremely useful to make a distinction between poor labor
market performance due to general disadvantage as opposed to individual-
specific phenomena, such as existence of a criminal record. The policy
implied by the former is a broad provision of traditional manpower training
and employment assistance. The policy implied by the latter requires
specific remedies designed to address the particular categorical needs
assoclated with conditions unique to certain individuals, for example,
having a criminal record.

The substantive methodological problem arising from attempts to make
such a distinction between general and specific disadvantage is that some
of the hypothetical unmeasured characteristics may well be correlated
with outcome variables, with the measures of disadvantage, or both, This
problem is one familiar to labor economists studying state dependence and
hetercgeneity.

Researchers investigating the labor market experiences of individuals
have observed that previous unemployment appears to affect the probability
of becoming or remaining unemployed. Is this because being out of work

causes potential employees to lose valuable work experience, making them



less productive and thereby less likely to be hired? Or is this because
some unobserved chzaracteristics, such as attitudes or motivation, affect
the propensity to remain unemployed and by remaining constant through time,
lead to a spurious correlation between current or future unemployment?

The former case has been called State Dependence and the latter Hetero--

geneity. Chamberlain (1979) and Heckman (forthcomiﬁg) have pointed out
that generally it is difficult empirically to differentiate between these
competing hypotheses regarding the underlying cause of the observed cor-
relation between past and current outcomes. A rough .est of the hypothesis
of no state dependence is, for example, a test that variables that do not
change across spells of unemployment have statistically insignificant
regression coefficients. This test is restricied to a limited definition
of state dependence and appears less useful in analysis when the past is
discontinuous, i.e., when there is a period of employment experiences
prior to imprisonment followed by another period after release.
Lacking a rigorous statistical procedure for solving the Cook problem,
we pose, Iinstead, three interrelated questiors:
(1) What effect does previous emplcyment experierce
have on the post-prison performance of ex-offenders?
(2) Does it matter whether pravious experience is
before or aier imprisonment?
(3) Are ex—offenders with more extensive criminal histories
less succesgfnil in the labor market?
It can be hypothesized that if the poor labor market performance
of ex—offenders does not come about because of general disadvantage

but as a consequence of In-prison or criminal experiences, then post-prison




outcomes should have no {or a weak) relation to pre-prison employment.
In addressing the above quescions, we find very mixed evidence in support
of the specific disadvantage hypothesis.

The paper is organized as follows. In section one “he data upon
which this study is based are described., In section two tiie effects of
pre-~prison and post—prison experiences or employment one vear after
rzlease from prison are examined. In section three, thecse game effects
are examined within *he context of month~to-month post—prison employment
outcomes, In a concluding sectlon, we provide some tentative answers

to the central questions of the study.

I. THE DATA

The Department of Labor sponsored an experiment in Baltimore between
1971 and 1974 wherein 432 high-risk male offenders were divided into groups
that receilved weekly sti-~ends of up to $60 a week for 13 weeks, got assistance
in finding a job, or got nelither or both. To minimize work disincentives,
stipends were continued (but reduced) when employment was found until a
sum of $780 had been received., The sample 18 drawn from the Baltimore
Life Insurance for the Ex-Prisoners experiment (LIFE). {(See Mallar and
Thornton 1979.)

The sample consists of males released from Maryland's e’.ate prisons
to the Baltimore Metropolitan Area who had low financial resources, were
repeat offenders, had no known history of alcohol or narcotic abuses and
had not been cn work release for more than three months., While the average

age was 24, 377 of the ex-offenders were under 21 years and only




10% were over 35. On the average, 4.387 years were served - prison for
.the current offense. Eilghty-one percent had served 5 years or less.

The range of time served was 2 to 21 years, About 87% of the pample was
black, most had been raised in families with male heads (ii = 67.8Z), and

most had jobs arranged when they were released from prison (X, = 57.9%).

1
However, a significant fraction had been previously arrested for disorderly
conduct or were subsequently re-arressted for this crime (§i = 17,.6%).
Most had held principally secondary labor market jobs or were previcusly
unemploved (§i = 52.5%Z), and all had extersive criminal records. The
average number of previous arresis was 8 with 30% having 10 or mcre. The
total numbex of arrests ranged to 40. Similarly, on the average the ex-
offenders had been convicted 4 times with a range to 25 previous convictions.
Experience, denotaed by the longest job held dizcounted by time since

longest job held, averaged 17.5 months. It was calculated on the basis of
the following formula:

Y = experience in months

X = length of time on longest job in months

Z = months since longest job

-.004167(Z)

Y=X-+-e¢e

The discount rate i1s approximately 5% per year.
Ten percent had had less than 2 months discounted experience, 30%

less than 6 months, and about 50% less than a year. A group of 10%Z had
had from 43 to 59 months of discounted experience. The average school
grade completed was the 9th grade, and 607 had completed less than 8

vears of school.




At the end of the year following release from prison, 617 had been
unemployed an entire month for at least one month. Of these, 25% had only
one month of unemployment, 237 experienced two months, 167 three months,
11% four months, aud 6% five months and nearly 20% with one half of a year
or more of unemployment. Moreover, almost 100 of the ex—offenders experienced
more than one nonadjacent month of continuous spells of unemployment.

One yenr following release from prison, younger workers were more
likely to have been unemployed the entire month, in jail, and/or sick than
employed full-~ or part-time. There was no difference in the pre-prison
arrest records of those who were unemployed the full month and those who
worked full-time, although those who worked 21 to 35 hours per week had
slightly fewer arrests while those who worked less than 24 hours per week
had slightly more arrests than those who remained unemployed the entire
month. More of those who were workimg 21 to 35 hours and those who were
sick or in jall had some previous work experience than those who were
either full-time workers or unemplcyed individuals. These results, along
with other descriptors of the sample, are displayed in Table 1.

Although the average monthly full-time employment rate remained
steady at two separate plateaus (at about 6% in the first six weeks and
at almost 3% in the last s8ix months) the month-to-month unemployment
averages declined consistently with a few late-year exceptions., It should
be pointed out that these figures are not adjusted for business cycle
variations although the tth month employment éXperience occurred for
different 1individuals at different times during the vear (s8ince the

reference point is date of release from prison).




TABLE 1

Deacription of Post-Prison Employment
Experience 9ne Year After Release

Unempl. Not Emploved
Employed (hrs./week) Whole Jail or Jail, Sick
35 ' 21-35 <24 Month Sick and/or Unempl.

Age 24.85 25,72 29.66 23.49 22 22.89
Previous Arrests 8 6 9 8 16 7
Z Black .87 .89 «67 .93 1.00 1.00
Z Married .13 .17 .17 .05 .30 .11
% with Previous

Work Experience <56 .67 «33 .51 .67 .33
%Z Raised by Persons

Ever on Welfare «35 <39 17 «24 <53 «56
Z of Family Members

Ever in Prison «39 «39 «17 «34 1.00 .78
No. Times Drank

Liquor in First

Week After Release 2.06 3.50 1.50 1.88 1.00 2,89
Z Argued in First
Week After Release
with Father, Mother; .04 .00 .00 .05 .00 .11
Brother, Sister; .04 .00 .00 .05 .00 .11
Wife, Girlfriend .13 .17 .00 .05 <33 <11

1o



On the basis of a variety of measures of disadvantage (work experience,
education, race, and arrest history), it 1is not surprising that we observe
such extensive unemployment among those in the sample. But just as the
degree of disadvantage varies widely in the sample, so too does the severity
of th. unemployment experience. It is legitimate, then, to ask of a sample
such as this to what extent the variance in unemployment experiences 1is

explained by varying degrees of pre-prison disadvantage.

IT. PERFORMANCE ONE YEAR AFTER RELEASE

Four summary measures of post—prison performance were explored in an
earlier study (Myers, 1980). The measures—-a) full-time employment,
b) unemployment, c) rearrest, and d) fighting--capture elements of both
economic or social stresses encountered by tliose with imprisonment records
reentering the outside world. Fighting with friends and relatives can be
regarded as a form of social maladjustment and possibly as an antecedent
to participation in crime. Rearrest can either be an indication of fallure
to be rehabilitated or very possibly a measure of failure in the criminal
labor market. Both fighting behavior and criminal behavior plausibly could
affect employment outcomes or themselves could be affected by employment
outcomes. While on theoretical grounds these per formance measures should
be investigated simultaneously, a preliminary investigation revealed that
there 1s at best a weak effect of the employment variablec on fighting and
rearrest. This suggests that it is appropriate to regard fighting and
rearrest as exogenous. In the discussion that follows, then, the focus

will be on employment outcomes as a means of post-prison performance.
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Table 2 presents estimates of coefficicnts ‘n a logiatic mré -1 of
the probability of being unemploved an entire month one v a: . Ler belng
released from prison. Positive and significant are the - o o€ the

number of previous post-release months of unemrlovment and the prebabiiley

of having fought in the current month, Fighting was found In proviius

analysis to be strongly affected by living arrangements, It Is scen In

Table 2, though, that living with one's family tends to lvad to lower probab

ities of being unemployed. Because of the collineuarity Letween fivhtin, and

living arrangements, it is difficult to discern the iIndependent effects

of these two

unemployment

important adjustment factors. The evidence 1is clear that

1s correlated with the occurrence of previous emplovment.

While pre-prison work experience, age, race, arrest occurrence, or financial

aid do not appear to have strong effects on umemplovment one year after

release, the
unemployment
Another

prison 1is to

number of months of either adjacent or separate spells of
strongly influences the unemplovment rate measured in this wav.
way of measuring unemployment one year after relcase from

compute the probability that in the first twelive months of

freedom there is at least one entire wonth ofZ unemxployment. Of course, it

is no longer legitimate to include pogt—prison unvuployvmeni occurrence as

a2 separate determining factor. However, one would expect that Iin the

absence of the dependence of the probability of unemployment on the

occurrence of previous unemployment, time invariant factors would exhibit

no independent, significant effects upon unemployment.

In Table 3, results of estfmating a logistic model of the probability

cf being unemployed the entire month for at least one month after release

are displayed, Older, more experienced workers are less likely %c be

O
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unemplonyed after prison, while blacks, those with more post-~prison arrests,
and those receiving financial assistance are more likely to be unemployed.
By calculating the derivative of the odds against not being unempléyed the
entire month, it is found that the odds are that blacks are one and a fifth
times more likely to be unemployed, and those in the treatment group receiving
financial assistance are almost one half times more likely to be unemployed.
(Each additional post—prison arrest increases the odds of being unemployed
by about seven—tenths.) Each additional month of pre-prison discounted
work experience subtracts 3/100 of a point from the unemployment odds while
each year of older age at the time of release from prison subtracts 6/100
of a point.

It is seen in Table 3 that while there is a significant effect of
time invariant variables upon unemployment outcomes, pPre-prison employment
has a relatively inelastic effect. Moreover, post-prison criminality
exhibits a strong influence on the unemployment odds ratio. Thus, we cannot
rule out the possibility of state dependence (a hypothesis we would reject
1f ex-offender, post-prison unemployment were caused by general disadvantage),
nor can we rule out the possibility that there 1s an independent iInfluence
of criminal or prison experiences on post-—prison performance (a hypothesis
we would accept if there were specific disadvantage). In other words,
general disadvantage may be less an impediment to employment of ex—offenders
than specific disadvantage.

Another perspective on post—prison employment experience is gained by
examining the probability of full-time work at least one full month In the

12 months following release. In Table 4, it is found that younger, more

14



TABLE 3

Nonlinear Least Squares Estimates of
Coefficients in Logistic Model of Un-—
employment (t-statistics in paventheses)

Independent Variable Coefficient Elasticity ngggea
Constant 1.1709 4443 1.9195
(1.5444)
Months Fought .0489 .0305 .0802
(.8149)
Age -.0373 -.3497 -.0611
(2.8514)
Experlence -.0209 -«1399 ~-.0343
(-2.8514)
Race 7256 «2415 1.1895
(2.3799)
Treatment Group «2930 .0556 4803
(1.3826)
Months Arrested 4265 .0858 .6992
(2.0659)
Education ~.0506 -.1739 -.0830
(.9762)
Secondary Labor Market -.0372 -.0074 -.0610
(.1681)

3The derivative of the unemployment odds ratio with respect to each
independent variable.

15




13

experienced workers are more likely to be working full time as are those
who received financial aid. Blacks, In addition, have lower probabilities
of full—-time employment. Post-prilson arrest history, however, 1is insigni-
ficantly (although negatively) related to full-time employment. While the
results of Table 4 do not provide strong evidence for the existence of
specific disadvantage, the case for general disadvantage remains unclear

when performance 1s measured by full—-time employment.

ITII. MONTH-TO-MONTH PERFORMANCE

For each month a logistic equation was estimated for the probability
of being unemploved the entire month. In Tables 5 and 6 the following
results are displayed:

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

(2) Previous work experience has a negative and significant
effect in only 5 months.

(3) The effect of criminal history i1s positive and
significant at the 5% level in only 3 months.

(4) Being in the secondary labor market has an insigni-
ficantly positive effect for the first 3 months,
positive and significant in the fourth, sixth, and
eighth months, negative the Intervening months, and
ultimately negative ard significznt for the last 4

months.

16



TABLE 4

Nonlinear Least Squares Estimates of Logistic
Model of Full-Time Work During Year Following
Release from Prison (t-statistics in parentheses)

Independent Variable Mean Coefficient Elasticity
Constant — -.827755 -
(-.919539)
Months Arrested .530093  -.028187 —.012339
Age 24.708333  -.034157° ~.696951
(~1.390684)
Experience 17.581019 .011737b .170404
(1.387987)
Race .877315  -.428449° ~.310409
(~1.366127)
Education 9.041667 .034845 .026018
(.578090)
Treatment Group .5000 .332294° .137208
(1.398226)
Months Fought 1.643519 .089345" .121259
(1.409740)
Secondary Labor Market .525463  -.084682 —.036746
(-.341684)
e .224537
pd .174192
rMs € 174

bThe dependent variable is defined as follows: P =

283ignificant at 10% level.

1 1f subject worked
35 hours per week at least one month in the year. P = 0 otherwise.

€Actual mean unemployment probability.
dPredicted mean unemployment probability.

e
Root mean square.

17
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TABLE 6

Work Experience, Criminal History, and Post-
Prison Unemployment® (t-statistics in
parentheses)

Dependent Previous Month's Pre-Prison Work Total Arrests
Variable Unemployment Experience Before First Month
Unemployed in 10.6534 -.0153 -.0163
Month 1 (.0015) (1.8214) (.9209)
Unemployed in 2.3406 .0101 -.0028
Month 2 (7.7£26) (1.1222) (.1514)
Unemployed in 2.2900 .0010 -.0077
Month 3 (8.1408) {(.1020) (.4185)
Unemployed in 2.6450 -.0264 .0228
Monith 4 (8.5488) (2.4673) (1.0704)
Unemployed in 3.5920 -.0367 .039%
Month 5 (8.9264) (2.7594) (1.8592)
Unemployed in 3.3000 -.0030 -.0275
Month 6 (8.7719) (.2727) (1.2168)
Unemploved in 2.9270 -.0244 .0124
Month 7 (9.6824) (1.9520) (.5662)
Unemployed in 9.7115 .1113 . 0930
Month 8 (2.1209) (3.7349) (2.5479)
Unemployed in 3.7100 -.0189 -.0189
Month 9 (8.6662) (1.7182) (.7500)
Unemployed in 3.0111 -.0118 -.0385
Month 10 (9.1104) (.9752) (1.4051)
Unemployed in 4.3461 -.0024 .0098
Month 11 (9.6946) (.19512 (.3755)
Unemployed in 19.9160 .0134 .2097
Month 12 (161.8699) (.7882) (3.5185)

Coefficients are obtained from nonlinear 1least square estimation cof a
logistic model of probability of being unemploved the entire month.
Other independent variables included are: experimental group, race,
secondary labor market, age, nonearned 41income in period t, job
arranged, and released on parole. The dependent variable, unamployment

in month t, equals one 1f the regpondent was employed by the entire month
and equals 0 otherwise.
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With the exception of the secondary labor market wrong signs, these
regsults can be regarded as weak evidence iIn favor of the general disadvantage
view, especially if pre-prison work experience determines where one ends
up in the first month's labor pool. For example, because of state depen—
dence, after the first month subsequent unemployment may be determined by
previous unemployment. This would imply that the covariance of pre-prison
work experience and monthly unemployment is nonzero. Analysis of the
monthly variance-covariance matrices suggests this is indeed the case.

However, the same results could suggest a heterogeneity argument.
Ex~offenders may be partitioned within the labor market on the basis of
some unmeasured set of characteristics.\ These characteristics are cor-
related with the propensity to remain unemployed for the entire month.
Since these characteristics do not change from month to month, then cur-
rent unemployment appears to be the cause of subsequent unemployment.

In either case, the general disadvantage view 1s supported.

Tne wrong signs for secondary labor market deserve special comment.
It is reasonable to assume that the insignificance of having been rele-
gated to the secondary labor market before prison could be due to the
experiment itself. Because of the provision of job assistance and
financial aid,1 the differences between secondary and primary labor market
workers may temporarily have been obscured. Indeed, at the fourth month,
when most individuals had received their entire stipend, the coefficient
or gecondary labor market jumps to a large positive value, There is, then,
scme instability of the signs, whereupon the strong negative effecis are

noticed in the last four months. It is unlikely that these negative

20
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effects are due to the experiment. They are more likely due to the high
turnover nature of secondary labor market jobs.2 Such Jobs as cook,
sanitation worker, or parking lot attendant are not necessarily those
for which unemployment during the entire month is to be expecte(. Instead,
we would expect to find casual employment in these low-paying cccupations.
By using as the dependent variable unemployment the entire month, this
aspect of labor market structure 1s not captured. Nevertheless, to the
extent that being confined to the secondary lubor market 1s a measure of
disadvantage, one firmly committed to the general disadvantage view
should expect to observe a consistent negative effect of previous dismal
employment on post-prisor employment.

When monthly full-time employment is tallied, as in Table 7,
similar results emerge. Pre—-prison employment 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 secondary labor market is generally insignificant with
unstable signs, although in the fourth month (when the financial as-—
sistance was exhausted) the effect is negative and significant. Only
previous month's experience (being employed full-time the month before)
has consistent and significant effects. The probability of being em-
ployed full-time in month t is positively and significantly affected
by the probability of having been employed full-time in month t-1.
Although these results should be qualified in light of the linear re-
gression estimation techniques employed, even the most cautious con-
cluaion would appear to be that pre-prison effects are less significant

than post—prison effects.
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TABLE 7

Work History and Full-Time Employment

Pre~Prison Previous Months'

Experilcnce Secondary L.M. Experience
Release . 0006 —-«0155 —
Month 1 -.0006 -.0125 -
Month 2 -.0007 ~.0119 <5546
Month 3 .0007 .0024 .4977%
Month 4 .0G04 -.0325 .5623%
Month 5 .0005 .0113 .5766%
Month 6 .0000 ~.0338 .5443%
Menth 7 .0003 ~.0172 .5479%
Month 8 .0000 -.0172 L4749
Month 9 .0006 .0294% .55542
Month 10 .0004 .0069 .8393%
Month 11 .00112 .02882 .6921%
Month 12 ~.0002 -.0105 .6501°

aSignificant at 107 level.

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 were obtained from a linear regression
model wherein other independent variables were: Jjob arranged, race,

other income, experimental group membership, 1living with family, age,
and parole statuse.
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An Important observation should be made about arrest history.
Although this has been found to be highly ilmportant in determining
annual unemployment, criminal arrest has only a minor impact on monthly
unemployment. The measure of arrest history in the annual case, however,
1s the frequency of arrests subsequent to release from prison, while in
the monthly case 1t 1s the frequency of arrests prier to prison release.
Programming errors prevent the reporting of results of monthly unemploy-
ment using frequency of arrests subsequent to release from prison as a
separate independent wvariable, Instead, In Table 8§, estimatés are pro-
vided of the effect of having been arrested in the previous month on
the current month's unemployment. Similar, inconsistent, and insigni-
ficant effects are found. It may well be that differert lag structures
or nonlinear estimation would alter those conclusions In support of the
general disadvantage view. But the monthly unemployment results, at odds
with the annual results, do not guggest that frequency of arrests, either
before prison or after prison, significantly affect post-prison performance.3
At the same time, 2 finding of no affect of arrest record on unemployment
among ex—~offenders 1s not a finding of an absence of discrimination against
ex-offenders as ex-offenders. This latter point is being explored in

future research by the author,

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

A convenient way to recapitulate is to search wlthin the tangled

web of analysis and results for the answers to the questions which

motivated the analysis.
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Because of the difficulty of distinguishing between hetzrogeneity
and state dependence in the data set, the answer to the core question is
elusive. Whether the dismal post—prison employment experiences of ex-
offenders in the Baltimore LIFE experiment are due to being disadvantaged
workers generally or ex-offenders specifically is problematic.

This inconclusive result could have emerged under a variety of scenarios.
First, and highly likely, is the possibility that both specific disadvantage
and general disadvantage are so intimately intertwined that attenpts to
isolate one or the other weaken tests of the independent effects of either.
To examine whether being in the secorndary labor market, having poor skills
and low education, or being black tenerally, leads to career in crime,
specifically, requires a data s=t including both offenders and nonoffenders.
Of course, one could look at the effect of measures of general disadvantage
on the rearrest rate of ex-offenders. 1In .vyers (1980) it 1is found that
Pre-prison employment experience does not exhibit a ronsistently inverse
effect on monthly rearrest rates. Although being in the secondary
labor market is occasionally positively related to rearrest, for ten months
out of twelve the effect is statistically insignificant. Nonetheless,
in all of the results, there is a significant amount of covarilance between
measures of gpecific and general disadvantage making the isolation of the
separate effects particularly formidable.

Second, and no less likely, is the possibility that there is not a
gufficient amount of variation 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 ex-offenders had extremely

long criminal records while others had only a few previous convictions,
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there are no first offenders in the group. In addition, there is virtually

no representation of highly educated, well-trained, successful criminals.
Investigation of data sets such as those from Transitional Aild for Relceased

Prisoners (TARP), which include first offenders, or from the U.S. Board

of Parole, which include white collar criminals, may prove useful in

this regard.

Third, and questionably, 1a the pogsibility that disadvantage,
whether sgpecific or general, is not directly a causce of the fatlure in

the labor market by ex-offenders at all. The sometimes weonk and often

inconsistent effects of pre—-prison work experience, secondary labor

market status, and criminal history all may come about because none ot

these factors 1s rcally a determinant of post-prigon labor market

performance. The puzzle, then, 1s why are the effects of previous month's

erformance so strong, conagistent, and robuat? Is 1t crhapn because
b’ ?

the lagged variable 1s capturing unmeasured aspcecta of disadvantage or

unobserved correlates of the measured disadvantage? This, of courane, ia

the central unresolved 1isguc.

More conclusive are the answers to the three substdiary questions
posed. What eflfect does previous eumployment experience have on the

post—prison performance of ex-offenders? When performance ta measured

by the probability of being unemployced one entfire nonth for at leant

one month during the year after release from prison, experlence o found

to be inversely related to post-prison employment fallure, Yet this

effect 18 inelastic and results fn only n amanll margfnal chaupe fn the

unemployment odda ratfo. When performance ia measured by ful l—time
ploy 1 y

employme =, the effect 18 positive, yet apain Inclantic, Wheon monthly

O

LRIC
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cuptovmaent Ln chosen as the performance measure, the inverse re-—
c2r i netdn between pre-prison employment experience and post—prison
ceTp L vment 18 found to be statistically significant in cnly five months
¢venn then the narginal effects are small,
-¢s it rmatter whether what we call here previous experience is
“ef te or after prison? Yes. Regardless of how performance 1s measured,
- .r7 toth the cffects of measures of pre-prison and post-prison employment
te viowel together, the relative magnitude of the post-prison employ-
v« .1 vllects on performance ig larger.
Are ex-offenders with more extensive criminal histories less suc-
ir the labor market than other ex~offenders? Those with more
;-st~;rigson arrests are more likely to be unemployed at least one month
+27ing the year following release and are less likely to be employed full-
t{ze (although insignificantly so) than the others. This supports the
view that it {is post-prison experiences that matter. Morthly unemployment
recformance, in contrast, is only weakly related to criminal history.
The nurber of pre—prison arrests is positively and significantly related
to unemployment in just three months out of twelve. Thus, while criminal
hi{storvy may matter, the more recent history is probably the mcre damaging
for employability.
To summarize, previous employment experience does affect post-
prison employment but pre-prison experience exhibits a weaker effect
than the experiences had after prison. Similarly, cfiminal history has
a weak effect on post-prison performance, particularly if one concentrates

on the zriminal history prior to release for the current offense, In

Table 9, the relative magnitudes of the partial changes in the monthly
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unemployment odds ratios due to previous month's unemployment, pre-
prison employment and pre-prison arrest history are displayed. And
it is clear that more recent unemployment experience consistently leads
to higher joblessnesas after prison.

A tentative conclusion emerges that, while a strong case cannot
be made against the belief that a cause of the poor labor market
performance of ex-offenders ic thelr heavy endowment with disadvantaged
worker characteristics, indeed many elements of specific disadvantage,
as ex-offenders, seem to impinge upon the successful reentry into the
legitimate world of soclally acceptable work, In particular, we could
argue, some unmeasured attributes generated or inculcated prior to
release from prison but affecting employment experiences immediately
upon release from prison, may be operative. One can only speculate as
to what these attributes may be. 3But this author has argued elsewhere
(Myers, forthcoming) that criminal human capital accumulation may be
associlated with Imprisonment, lowering the returns to work relative
to the returns to crime. Moreover, the in-prison environment may
generate worker charvacteristics that, while unobserved, may be—-
correctly or incorrectly--regarded by employers as inversely related to
productivity. If this is the case, post-prison unemployment is a state
that substitutes for an actual measure of those unobserved attributes and
as such 18 used by employers to screen potential jJob applicants.

The finding that the post—prison experiences are the most important
determinates of employment success or fallure is important in its own

right, even 1f one 18 unable to conclude why this finding arises, Certainly,
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TABLE 9

Work Experience, Criminal History and Post-Prison U_nemployment.8

Partial Change Partial Change Partial Change
in Odds due to in 0dds due to ‘in Odds due to
Previous Months’ Each Additional Each Additional
Unemployment Month's Pre-Prison Previous Arrest
Dependent Variable Experience _
Unemployed in Month 1 0 -.012 0
Unemployed in Month 2 3.86 0 0
Unemployed in Month 3 3.21 0 0
Unemployed‘in Month 4 3.65 -.017 0
Unémployed in Month 5 5.35 -.019 .054
Unemplioyed in Month 6 4.46 0 0
Unemployed in Month 7 3.75 -.016 0
Unemployed in Month 8 23.31 . 787 .196
Unemployed in Month 9 4.82 -.014 0
Unemployed in Month 10 3.91 0 -.028
Unemployed in Menth 11 6.43 0 0
Unemployed in Month 12 60.74 0 1.120

The partial change in the odds ratic is found by

P
a(l--P) = B Bixy
Bxi i

aInsignificant coefficients set equal to zero (107. level)
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in making a cholce between manpower programs for prison releasees and
those for incarcerated offenders, policy makers would be forced to con-
front the possibility that absence from the labor market while incar-
cerated may have as damaging an effect on employment prospects as being
unemployed the previous month does. Thus, in-prison programs, no matter

how well designed, may prove to be ineffective 1f the net result is

continued confinement of inmatesn.
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NOTES

1'L‘reatment Group 1is defined here as that group recelving financial

aid, half of whom received job counselling. No separate test was made

of the effect of job assistance, except that of having a prearranged Jjob

at release.

The occupations classified as secondary labor market are Vendor;
Cook; Waiter; Gas, tire worker; Warehouse packer; Factory worker;
Custodial worker; Maintenance worker; Tree lawn worker; Government agency
orderly, Jjanitor, porter; Dishwasher; Construction laborer; Sanitation

worker; Parking lot attendant; Other unskilled worker; and those never

employed.

31t is also found in Myers (1980) that frequency of pre-prison
arrests also does not affect post-—prison rearrest. MHoreover, frequency

of post-prison Trearrest is unrelated to post-prison fighting.

31



29

REFERENCES

Chamberlain, G. 1979. Heterogeneity, omitted variable bias, and
duration dependence. Harvard Institute of Economic Research
Discussion Paper Series, No. 691, March.

Cook, P. 1975. The correctlonal carrot: Better johs for parolees.

Policy Analysis, 1, 11-51.

Evans, R. 1968. The labor market and parole success. Journal of

Human Resources, 3, 201-212.

Heckman, J. 1980. Heterogeneity and state dependence. Intermational

Economic Review, forthcoming.

Mallar, C. and Thornton, C. 1979. Transitional aid for released

prisoners: Evidence from the LIFE experiment. Journal of

Human Resources, 13, 208-235.

Myers, S. 1980. The rehabilitation effect of punishment. Economic
Inquiry, forthcoming.

. 1980. An investigation of the relationship between

eﬁbloyment and crime. Final Report to the Hogg Foundation of
Mental Health. Austin: University of Texas, January.

Pownall, G. A. 1971. Employment problems of released prisoners.
Manpower, 13, 26-31.

Rossi, P. H., Berk, R. A. and Lenihan, K. J. 1980. Money, work and
crime. New York: Academic Press.

Taggart, R. 1972. The prison of unemployment. Baltimore, Md.: Johns

Hopkins University Press.

. 1972. Manpower program for criminal offenders. Monthly

Labor Review, 95, No. 8, 17-25.

Witte, A. 1976. Earnings and jobs of ex-offenders: A case study.

Monthly Labor Review, 99, No. 12, 31-39.










