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 The 35,882 former offenders released by Virginia’s Department of Corrections 

during the period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2002, are profiled using data provided 

by Virginia’s Department of Corrections and Department of Correctional Education as 

well as the Virginia Employment Commission. Demographic characteristics of 

recidivating and non-recidivating former offenders released during this period, with sub-

groupings to include gender, race, age, employment status, earnings, employment 

stability, and educational completion, as defined in the operational definitions of the 

study, are detailed, and the researcher’s observations are noted. 
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DEDICATION 
 

“One looks back with appreciation to the brilliant teachers, but 
with gratitude to those who touched our human feelings” – Carl Jung 

 
 In 1966, I unknowingly began work on my Ph.D. fresh from high school, 

unprepared to earn a living, and with the war in Viet Nam offering an employment 

opportunity for any non-student; I began class work at Kansas City Kansas Junior 

College. A kind and forgiving man teaching History and Economics at the junior college 

took me under his wing. 

 J. Paul Jewell (I never learned what the “J” stood for, but I did ask) was 

responsible for guiding and fathering a poor, 17-year-old boy from a family of ten, who 

had managed to get by in life on minimal effort wrapped in a big smile. J. Paul never told 

me when he thought I was making a mistake, but I always knew when I was letting him 

down. His advice and our friendship continued over 36 years; his last suggestion was 

offered four years ago at my mother’s funeral when J. Paul suggested that I go back to 

school and finish my bachelor’s degree. 

 J. Paul left this world on May 11, 2003. J. Paul Jewell had touched so many lives 

that a special bus service was required to transport mourners. I felt his passing deeply, 

and I miss him terribly. 

 When I began my program at Tech, one of the first people I met was Pat O’Reilly. 

In the conversation that followed, I discovered that Pat had achieved everything I had 

not. He had traveled the other road and he had accepted all of the opportunities that I had 

been hesitant to attempt. Pat and his wife, Brenda, made me feel like family from the first 
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day I arrived in Blacksburg, and their friendship offered me a “life” in my new 

surroundings. 

 Pat, like J. Paul, possesses all of the qualities I wish I possessed. Their kindness 

toward others originates from a genuine concern and interest in people. Pat has become 

my mentor and my friend. 

 Teachers need not be degreed to transfer knowledge. My three sisters, Yvonne 

Lyons, Rosemarie Breitenstein, and Rita Wilkie, did not have an opportunity to attend 

school after earning a high school diploma. From these three I have learned the value of 

humility, the importance of encouragement, and the necessity of forgiveness. My studies 

in all three subjects continue, and much more material must be covered before I am 

awarded my completion certificate. Forgiveness is my special challenge. 

 My daughter, Laura Morrissey, taught me that no subject was beyond 

comprehension when she became a computer science major at Southern Illinois 

University and began tackling math problems. I had thought math comprehension was 

beyond the reach of any child carrying my poor math gene. She should complete her 

degree this fall. 

 Son, David, received his degree in business from the University of Cincinnati, and 

his newly learned techniques opened my eyes. David brings a kinder, gentler approach to 

the business world, and he has taught me that my approach to business was not always 

the best approach. My children are the most important people in my life, and I do not 

wish to embarrass them with complacency. 

 To those I have mentioned I dedicate this dissertation. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics (2003) released a study indicating that at the end of 2001, 

one in every 37 adults in the United States was incarcerated or had been incarcerated in his or her 

lifetime. Nearly three percent of the adult population, or 5.6 million people, had prison 

experience. The study projects that, by the year 2010, about 3.5% percent of the adult population 

will have served time in prison, and if 2001 incarceration rates remain the same, about 6.5% of 

the children born that year will be imprisoned in their lifetime. The increased number of 

incarcerated persons is a reflection of “get tough”-on-crime policies that mandate longer and 

tougher sentences as well as a growing attitude of retribution among the general public (Shichor, 

2000). 

 In March of 2003, allowing for intakes and releases, the average number of inmates in 

Virginia correctional institutions was 30,983, which is about a five percent decrease from the 

previous year. During the same month, there were 4,591 parolees and 40,848 persons on 

probation (VADOC, 2003). Of the nearly 46,000 parolees and persons on probation, it is 

expected that approximately 13,500 will commit new offenses and will be placed back into the 

prison system (recidivate) within three years of their release (Daniel & Anderson, 2003). 

 The Virginia Department of Correctional Education offers a wide range of programs for 

Virginia’s incarcerated. Inmates have access to general mental ability improvement skills as well 

as job-specific training in an attempt to provide inmates with skills designed (a) to increase 

their post-release opportunities for employment and (b) to reduce recidivism (inmates 

returning to prison). The department’s programs began in 1974; in 30 years of operation, 

recidivism rates have fluctuated. The most recent study of rates of recidivism has 
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indicated that 29.4% of prisoners released return to prison within three years and that 

46.9% of recidivists committed property crimes (Daniel & Anderson, 2003). 

 Harer (1994) found that employed ex-offenders recidivated at a lower rate (27.6%) 

than unemployed ex-offenders (53.9%). English (2002), in a survey of ex-offenders, 

found that earning money improved self-esteem and prevented a return to crime. 

Eisenberg (1990) found that an unemployed ex-offender is three times more likely to 

return to prison. The concept of providing individuals with a means of support to deter 

the likelihood of criminal activity forms the foundation for correctional education. 

Virginia’s correctional education programs share the common goal of teaching inmates 

new skills and lawful methods of earning a living after release. 

Rationale for the Study 

 How the public views crime and criminals plays a major role in legislation 

implemented in the justice system (Shichor, 2000). Attitudes toward prison education 

programs are generally positive among the American public, but only to a point. Linton 

(1998) wrote that most Americans favor basic education programs for inmates, but do not 

support free higher education or advanced educational technology for inmates. Such an 

attitude was reflected in the federal government’s eradication of inmate Pell Grants in 

1994. Similarly, Linton also reported that generally the public is in favor of inmates 

developing computer skills, but not when the inmates have access to more advanced 

technology than children in public school systems. 

 In a study that examined public perceptions of the criminal justice system, the 

Hart research group (2002) conducted focus groups in four U.S. cities and then surveyed 
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a group of 1,056 adults representative of the American adult population. Results from this 

study suggested that (a) Americans are now more concerned with the underlying causes 

of crime, (b) they view crime prevention as more important than retribution and 

enforcement, and (c) there is some re-consideration being given to the trend of long, 

mandatory sentences. 

 Results from the Hart study (2002) also indicated that about two-thirds of 

Americans feel that rehabilitation programs are essential for today’s inmates, particularly 

programs that educate prisoners and provide some life skills and job skills. This view 

suggested that most respondents realize the majority of inmates will be released at some 

point. Only 23% of those surveyed said that implementing longer sentences is a better 

way to keep streets crime-free. Further, results from this study also indicated that the 

public saw current rehabilitation efforts as inadequate; 58% of respondents said that 

efforts to rehabilitate have been unsuccessful to varying degrees. 

 The Hart study (2002) also contained specific questions regarding offender 

rehabilitation and re-entry. Results from data collected in response to these questions 

overwhelmingly indicated favoring the use of educational programs in prisons. For 

example, 74% of respondents said that prisoners should receive work and job training so 

that they have job skills upon release. Seventy percent of respondents said that inmates 

should be allowed to pursue education while incarcerated to help them find jobs upon 

release. A slightly lower number of respondents, 58%, said that offenders should receive 

job training and job placement upon release (p. 14). 
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 Although a majority of the non-incarcerated may favor education and training 

programs for the incarcerated, there is a tendency to think of all inmates in a generic 

sense. There is no stereotypical inmate, and one type of program does not fit all. Some 

11% of inmates have learning disabilities, compared with about three percent in the 

general population, and only half of inmates have high school diplomas, compared to 

about three-quarters of adults in the general population (BJS, 2003). In addition to 

education and skills problems, an inmate may also have substance abuse issues, mental 

health problems, and physical health problems, such as HIV, tuberculosis, and hepatitis C 

(Mears, Lawrence, Solomon, & Waul, 2002); all these factors impact the viability of 

prison schooling leading to post-release employment. 

 Just as there is no stereotypical set of inmate needs that can be met with a single 

program, so too, the use of recidivism as the sole measurement of program effectiveness 

is inadequate. Many “successes” in a program, such as those individuals who overcome a 

substance abuse habit or those offenders who re-establish solid relationships with family 

members, are overlooked when only one measurement tool is used. Offenders may also 

make contributions to the community, and this is very hard to capture in a quantitative 

study. Despite the importance of these positive outcomes, many of those Americans 

polled defined effective prisoner rehabilitation as the degree to which programs prepare 

an inmate for employment and prevent a former inmate from unlawful behavior (Mears et 

al., 2002). 
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Research Questions 

 The purpose of this study was to describe the demographic characteristics and 

post-release employment patterns of released prisoners, some of whom had participated 

in Virginia’s Department of Correctional Education programs and others who had not. 

This study examined the released prisoner population in an effort to answer the following 

questions: 

1. What are the employment profiles of Virginia former inmates? 

2. What are the employment profiles of employed, unemployed, and 

recidivating Virginia former inmates? 

Limitations 

 The Virginia Department of Correctional Education (VDCE) provided data on 

36,917 adult ex-offenders released from Virginia correctional facilities between July 

1998 and June 2002. The data were made available to the Center for Assessment, 

Evaluation and Educational Programming (CAEEP) at Virginia Tech. These data provide 

the basis for the population to be described. 

 The Virginia Employment Commission (VEC) provided the CAEEP with data on 

the reported fiscal quarterly earnings of those individuals whose social security number 

matched the numbers requested by CAEEP of persons released from fiscal quarter three 

of 1999 through fiscal quarter one of 2004. These data are comprised of the income 

reported by Virginia employers to VEC, within the quarters indicated, and attributed to 

the social security number indicated. These data provide the basis for the employment 

variable to be described. 
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Delimitations 

 In describing the subgroup “employed,” the descriptor is limited to those data 

provided by VEC based on a match of participants’ social security numbers. In describing 

the subgroups “employed recidivist” and “unemployed recidivist,” the descriptors are 

limited to those data provided by VDCE as matched against the quarterly data provided 

by VEC based on a match of participants’ social security numbers. 

Definitions 

 For purposes of this study, the following definitions will apply: 

 Adult – Virginia former inmates age 16 or older. 

 Age – Virginia former inmate’s age at intake, release, and reentry, where 

applicable. 

 Employed – those former Virginia inmates who worked in Virginia following 

release, earning one dollar or more during the period of the study and whose earnings 

were reported to VEC. 

 Employed recidivists – those former Virginia inmates who worked in Virginia 

following release, earning one dollar or more during the period of the study, whose 

earnings were reported by their employer to VEC, and who returned to incarceration 

under the supervision of VDOC. 

 Program type – VDCE academic, vocational, or both, where applicable. 

 Race – the population is categorized as “white” or “minority.” 

 Recidivists – Virginia ex-offenders returning for incarceration under the 

supervision of VDOC. 
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 Unemployed recidivists – those former Virginia inmates with no VEC employer-

reported earnings. 

Operational Definitions 

 In describing the released former offenders in Virginia, operational decisions were 

made in an effort (a) to resolve format variances between the data supplied by the 

Virginia Department of Corrections (VDOC) and the Virginia Employment Commission 

(VEC), including social security reporting discrepancies, and (b) to more specifically 

define the categories. The demographic composition of the population and employment 

factors identified in the literature as having an effect on the population necessitated a 

more specific definition of the sub-groups and terms used. The following operational 

definitions were used in this study. 

Employed and Unemployed Former Offenders 

 Only those participants with earnings reported by Virginia employers to VEC 

within the reporting period of fiscal year 1999, quarter three, through fiscal year 2002, 

quarter four, were considered to be employed former offenders in this study. During this 

reporting period, a participant may have worked (a) as a homemaker for no monetary 

compensation, (b) for a non-Virginia employer, or (c) for non-reported earnings. A 

participant’s earnings not reported by VEC were not included, and such participants were 

considered to be unemployed former offenders in this study. 

Employed and Unemployed Recidivists 

 Former offenders, released within the reporting period of fiscal year 1999, quarter 

three, through fiscal year 2002, quarter four, with earnings reported by a Virginia 
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employer to VEC during that same period in time, who for any reason returned to VDOC 

for incarceration, were considered in this study to be employed recidivists. Those former 

offenders who were released within the reporting period detailed, with earnings reported 

by a Virginia employer to VEC during that same period in time, and those who were 

incarcerated in any facility other than a VDOC facility were not included in the data 

describing employed recidivists. Data from correctional facilities other than the Virginia 

Department of Corrections (VDOC) were not accessible for inclusion in this study. 

Former offenders who returned to a VDOC facility for incarceration, for any reason, 

during the reporting period detailed without VEC reported earnings were considered to be 

unemployed recidivists. 

Employer 

 Every employer is required to have a federal employer identification number 

(Internal Revenue Service, 2004). Business entities within the Commonwealth of Virginia 

are “strongly encouraged” to acquire and use this federal employer identification number 

(FEIN) when reporting the earnings of their employees to VEC (Virginia Employment 

Commission, 2004). A business entity may elect to disregard this federal requirement and 

compensate workers in an illegal and non-reported method; those earnings were not 

included in this study. 

 A business entity may also elect to have a separate FEIN for each of its 

subsidiaries or each facility, and as a result, a participant may have earnings reported 

under a number of different FEIN while working for only one employer. A participant 

may have worked for a temporary worker agency assigned to a myriad of different 
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employers, a construction contractor with multiple job assignments, or at various 

locations or subsidiaries of a single employer. This study describes the employment 

stability of the participants; multiple reports to VEC using a different FEIN but one 

employer name were considered to be one employer. 

Earnings 

 Participants may have earned monies other than those reported by Virginia 

employers to VEC and were either non-reported or not accessible for this study. The 

operational definition of earnings includes only those monies participants may have 

earned that were reported to VEC by a Virginia employer within the reporting period of 

fiscal year 1999, quarter three, through fiscal year 2002, quarter four. 

VDCE Program Completer and Participant 

 The Virginia Department of Correctional Education (VDOC) identifies inmates 

who “complete requirements of the GED or a vocational program, or earn a certificate of 

credit for completing LIP, an ABE level, or a VOC program” with the code C1, and 

inmates who “complete requirements for 1 or more job titles, but not entire program” 

with the code C2 (Virginia Department of Correctional Education, 2004). The C1 code is 

used to designate program completion in both academic and vocational programs, 

whereas C2 refers to completion of a portion of the program relating to only vocational 

training. In this study, participants meeting the definition identified by VDOC with the 

code C1 were considered to be a completer and those participants meeting the definition 

associated with code C2 were considered to be program participants. 

 



 

 

10
 
Program Type 

 Education programs offered by the Virginia Department of Correctional Education 

(VDCE) fall under the two general categories: vocational or academic. An inmate may 

participate in either type of program, or an inmate may participate in both. In this study, a 

subject was described as having participated in or completed a vocational program, an 

academic program, or both an academic and a vocational program. 

Training 

This category includes only that training identified as either C-1 or C-2 

completion by the Virginia Department of Correctional Education. 

Summary 

 Chapter One of this descriptive study discusses the increasing number of national 

citizens who are imprisoned and, more specifically, the numbers of incarcerated Virginia 

lawbreakers. The current rate of recidivism for Virginia ex-offenders is 29.4%, and 

46.9% of those recidivating committed property crimes (Daniel & Anderson, 2003). The 

role employment plays in correctional education programs and in recidivism was briefly 

introduced, and a description of data sources used in this study was provided. The 

research questions and rationale guiding the study were given. 

 In Chapter Two, a history of the theory surrounding prison education, specifics 

about penal education programs in Virginia and other states, the cost of incarceration, the 

problems associated with the evaluation of penal education programs, and the findings of 

researchers on the relationships between employment and recidivism are more thoroughly 

presented. 
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 In Chapter Three, the research methodology used in describing the employment 

profile of Virginia ex-offenders is detailed. The results obtained from examining these 

data are presented in Chapter Four, while Chapter Five includes the conclusions of this 

study and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER TWO 

A REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 Our culture is deeply rooted in religious mores detailing proper behavior; civil 

code details the consequences of improper behavior. A convicted felon could be defined 

as being an individual who received the wrong message in the home, in the school 

system, or within his peer group. Prison education programs can be described as an effort 

made to resend the message; prison life illustrates the consequences of not learning. 

 Criminals may offer a myriad of reasons for breaking the law, and the criminal’s 

rationale has been researched in an attempt to identify causes of criminal behavior. Prison 

programs are designed to prevent recidivism. Each new study may offer a missing piece 

of the puzzle, and each new researcher may discover some piece that has been 

overlooked. A review of literature was conducted upon those premises. The major topics 

investigated for this study included the history of penal education, penal education 

programs in other states, Virginia penal education programs, the cost of incarceration, 

problems evaluating prison programs, employment, and recidivism. 

A History of Penal Education 

 The methods used by prison administrators during the Civil War, with refinements 

developed during the 19th and early 20th century, constitute the foundation for today’s 

prison programs. Prison administrators found that the isolation and punishment that had 

previously characterized imprisonment were not effective in rehabilitating inmates. 

Additionally, these practices were criticized by society as being in sharp contrast with the 
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prevailing ethical doctrines advocating forgiveness and rehabilitation. The new science of 

psychology offered new techniques, when coupled with improved medical and 

educational practices that might result in improved reformation outcomes. These new 

techniques were implemented in an attempt to deal with the increasing cost of 

incarceration and recidivism (Hawkins, 1976). 

 Zebulon Brockway, the superintendent of the Elmira Reformatory in New York, is 

considered by many penologists as being the pioneer of vocational training in American 

prisons; others view his contribution with less enthusiasm (Schlossman & Spillane, 

1995). Brockway was appointed superintendent of Elmira in 1876, and for more than a 

decade his administration centered on the production of goods for the private market; 

training was limited to that which would increase production of the contracted goods. In 

1889, the New York State Legislature abolished contract labor, and Brockway was faced 

with a predicament over how to keep inmates busy. His solution was to mandate trade 

training for all otherwise idle prisoners, and Elmira’s required vocational education 

became the hallmark of his disciplinary routine (Brockway, 1912). 

 Prior to the ban on contracted labor, guards, chaplains, or fellow inmates provided 

task-specific instruction. Inmates received their training during nighttime hours, and the 

accommodations provided for instruction were less than ideal. The loss of contract labor 

allowed Brockway to conduct instruction during daylight hours. He employed full-time 

teachers for academic programs, and local craftsmen taught vocational programs. 

Facilities that had been used for the production of contract goods were converted into 

proper classroom and shop settings. An excellent library was provided for inmate use, 
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and distinguished literary figures lectured weekly. Brockway utilized private resources 

secured from local philanthropists to provide well-equipped recreational facilities and 

emphasized the principle of sound physical conditioning and self-esteem (Schlossman & 

Spillane, 1995). 

 Juvenile offenders entering Elmira were given mental and physical tests to 

determine their assignment, and no juvenile was exempt from participation. The offender 

was to be prepared for post-release civilian employment, and the training at Elmira 

modeled the civilian employment requirements. Juvenile inmates were institutionalized 

for indeterminate periods of time, and the inmate’s performance in the classroom was the 

measurement used to determine rehabilitation. An inmate’s successful performance led to 

parole, and a half-hearted effort resulted in physical beatings (New York State Board of 

Charities, 1925). 

 Brockway’s curriculum emphasized the blend of physical conditioning, academic 

instruction, and job-specific training, an accomplishment some consider to be his greatest 

contribution to the development of penal education. His program emphasized the 

academic element, and work assignments were used to measure classroom success. This 

emphasis on academic instruction may have been precipitated by an inability to provide 

modern equipment for vocational training, perhaps due to Brockway’s reliance on private 

resources for funding (Schlossman & Spillane, 1995). 

 The Elmira model’s success led to the program’s demise. Judges would sentence 

recidivists and older offenders to serve their time specifically in Elmira. Brockway felt 

that many of these inmates belonged in facilities with less-ambitious goals. Effective 
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classroom instruction suffered when Elmira’s population exceeded capacity by a third 

(Brockway, 1912). 

 Following Brockway’s retirement as superintendent, Elmira’s reputation 

dissipated. Too many inmates and not enough work resulted in a minimized work 

schedule of four or five hours each day. The work output of one civilian employee 

required the efforts of four inmates, and the quality of instruction declined as guards 

served double duty as shop foremen. Inmates were required to pay for a day’s vocational 

training by performing one-half day of maintenance work. Guards rewarded inmates with 

no infractions with assignment to the much-preferred print shop. Those with the wrong 

attitude performed unsavory tasks (New York State Board of Charities, 1925). 

 Brockway’s contribution to penal education was furthered by Austin MacCormick, 

who observed that prisoners should be viewed as “adults in need of education, not 

criminals in need of reform” (Schlossman & Spillane, 1995). MacCormick’s philosophy 

was based on four concepts: 

 1. All prisoners benefit from an educational program and a program could be 

customized to meet individual needs. 

 2. Prisoners should be evaluated, classified and placed in facilities offering 

programs to meet individual needs. 

 3. A prisoner’s entire prison experience should contribute to his educational 

goals. 

 4. A prisoner’s educational program should include social education. 
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MacCormick’s concepts laid the foundation for educational programs used today in 

federal and state facilities (Batchelder & Koski, 2002). 

Penal Education Programs in Other States 

 The need for prison education programs can be illustrated by examining education 

rates among inmates. The Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS, 2003) reported that in 1997, 

41% of inmates in state and federal prisons had not completed high school. This 

compares with 18% of the general population. However, female inmates are more likely 

to hold a high school diploma than male inmates. In 1997, nine out of every 10 prisons 

offered education programs, and half of all state inmates reported that they participated in 

an education program. Interestingly, about one in six jail inmates reported that they 

dropped out of school because of their conviction (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2003). 

 Programs offered in prisons vary, according to the BJS. In the year 2000, 91% of 

state prisons offered education programs. Eighty percent offered basic adult education, 

83% offered secondary education, only 27% offered college education programs, 40% 

offered special education, 56% offered vocational training, and only eight percent offered 

study release programs (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2003). 

 The Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Corrections (2004) offers some 27 

vocational and training programs in prisons around the state. These programs range in 

curriculum from accounting to upholstery. 

Academic education programs are the most common prison programs offered in 

the U.S., teaching inmates basic reading and math skills, General Educational 

Development (GED) courses, and some college programs. The first college prison 
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programs were established in the 1950s, and today there are some 800 college programs 

in U.S. prisons (Taylor & Tewksbury, 2002). 

 Southern Illinois University matriculated the first inmate class in 1956. Inmates 

initially took courses in introductory journalism, and then other courses were added. In 

1967, Project New Gate was implemented in the Oregon State Penitentiary. This program 

was not only an example of postsecondary correctional education (PSCE), but also 

offered academic counseling, extra-curricular activities, and psychotherapy. Further, the 

program had a post-release program, and upon release, inmates were sent to campus 

halfway houses for further academic training and transition courses. Thus, this program 

was one of the first to focus on rehabilitation and training rather than isolation of the 

inmate. By 1972, this program had expanded to 31 states (Taylor & Tewksbury, 2002). 

 Project RIO, Reintegration of Offenders, a very successful post-release program, 

was begun in Texas under the management of the Texas Workforce Commission. The 

project was begun in 1991 and by 1998 had 150,000 graduates from 61 prisons and 

involved some 20,000 employers (Finn, 1998). 

 Project RIO is designed to decrease recidivism rates by finding employment for 

parolees prior to their release. This means that inmates have no time to ponder the futility 

of life once they are released. In cases where employment is not found before release, 

offenders attend seminars and training sessions until employment is found. In addition to 

the work program, Project RIO also targets employment readiness and helps offenders 

with attitude, appearance, and ultimately, self-esteem (Finn, 1998). 
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 Evaluations of the program indicate that 66% of RIO participants who are 

minorities are employed after release, compared with only 30% of minorities who do not 

complete the program. Financially, the program saves Texas a considerable amount of 

money. Texas spends an average of $34,000 per year incarcerating each inmate, and 

Project RIO costs $400 per year per inmate. Given the lower recidivism rates of 

completers, project RIO saves Texas some $10 million each year in potential re-

incarceration costs. Further, there are also financial benefits for employers. The 

Opportunity Tax Credit allows employers to earn up to $2,100 as a tax credit per 

qualified ex-offender during the first year of employment. Second, free fidelity bonding 

is available for each parolee hired (Finn, 1998). 

 Project RIO has also been extended to youth offenders in Texas. Under the 

direction of the Texas Youth Commission, the program follows a four-cornerstone 

approach to education and treatment: correctional therapy, work, education, and 

discipline training. The youth RIO program improves individual accountability and 

provides skills for more responsible decision-making. The program is also phase-

progressive, so juveniles meet set criteria before moving onto the next phase of the 

program. There is a rewards system of privileges built into the program to encourage 

success (Finn, 1998). 

 In an evaluation of a women’s prison college education program, Fine et al. (2001) 

tracked a group of some 80 inmates over a three-year period. The college program was 

implemented in New York’s Bedford Hills Correctional Facility and operated through the 

State University of New York (SUNY). Fine et al. measured recidivism rates of inmates 
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post release, but also measured outcomes such as self-esteem, personal responsibility, and 

transition into society. 

 Results from this study indicated that the program participants’ recidivism rate 

was 7.7%, compared with 30% for non-participants. Further, interviews with prison staff 

indicated that the program made the prison environment safer by reducing boredom 

among the inmates. In addition, participants of the program reported higher degrees of 

personal responsibility and generally transitioned back to society more successfully than 

non-participants (Fine et al., 2002). 

 In Missouri, an innovative program called the Parallel Universe was implemented 

in 1993. This program was begun in response to the realization that 97% of Missouri’s 

inmates were going to be released into society at some point; it was believed these 

inmates should possess some of the tools required for them to make a successful 

transition (Schriro, 2000). 

 The Parallel Universe operates on the principle that prison life should reflect life 

on the outside as much as possible so as to cultivate skills that will ensure success. 

During work hours, offenders either attend school or go to work, just as they would on 

the outside. During non-work hours, inmates volunteer and participate in recreational 

activities. Substance abuse treatment programs are also plentiful, with facilities able to 

treat more than 2,700 inmates each year. Since the Parallel Universe has been 

implemented, more than 98% of inmates are involved in school, work, or both. Between 

1994 and 1999, institutional employment increased by 65%. The state has also reported a 
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drop in felony recidivism rates by one-third (Schriro, 2000). The program is now being 

used as a model for other states. 

 Another program that has been implemented in a number of states is the Portable 

Assisted Study Sequence (PASS). This program was initially designed for immigrant 

students to earn high school or partial high school credit. The program is flexible and 

encourages independent work. It was first implemented in prisons in Michigan, 

Washington, and Wisconsin (Pare-Peters, 1995).  

 In 1995, it was estimated that 75% of inmates had not completed high school, and 

many of these inmates are not functionally literate. The PASS program parallels most 

high school curricula and is broken into semester credits, which equates to 90 hours of 

instruction per course. Once a course is completed satisfactorily, the credits can be used 

toward obtaining a high school diploma. The main advantages of the PASS program are it 

(a) has a variety of course offerings, both academic and enrichment, (b) has built-in 

support and guidance, (c) involves active decision making from the student, (d) uses 

contractual agreements, (d) has self-assessments, and (e) is taught in a non-authoritarian 

manner. Some examples of the enrichment courses are consumer math, study skills, 

health education, and work experience skills (Pare-Peters, 1995). Although greatly 

increasing the number of high school graduates among inmates, the program’s effect on 

recidivism has not yet been studied. 

 The Delaware Department of Corrections implemented a life skills program in 

1997. This program is offered to minimum and medium security inmates twice per year 

and runs for four months. Instead of just focusing on academic or job training, this 
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program has three components: academics, violence reduction, and applied life skills. 

Initially the federal government funded the program, but funding has since been assumed 

by the state. The program now costs the state $577 per inmate and focuses on three basic 

components (National Institute of Justice Statistics, 1998): 

 1. academics, to include reading comprehension, mathematics, and language 

expression; 

 2. life skills, incorporating credit and banking, job searches, motor vehicle 

regulations, legal responsibilities (e.g., restitution), family issues (e.g., 

child support), health issues, social services, educational services, cultural 

differences, and government and the law; 

 3. violence reduction, including anger management techniques and conflict 

resolution and Moral Reconation Therapy (MRT), a type of cognitive 

behavioral therapy designed for inmates with resistant personalities, such as 

substance abusers or batterers. 

 Evaluation of the Delaware program was conducted using the first six program 

cycles that took place between 1994 and 1996 and served 826 inmates. Of these 826, 85% 

graduated from the program. Recidivism was decreased by eight percent among program 

participants, but results indicated that the program might not be as effective for inmates 

who still have long sentences to serve (National Institute of Justice, 1998). 

Virginia Penal Education Programs 

 The education programs offered in Virginia’s prisons can be classified within four 

categories: academic, vocational, apprenticeship, and transition. The academic programs 
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are designed to improve an inmate’s cognitive skills, and many are designed to result in 

the award of a General Educational Development (GED) diploma or a college degree. 

Vocational education programs are more career-specific, offering an inmate training in a 

particular skill or craft, such as cosmetology or automotive repair. The apprenticeship 

programs offer job training in trades such as dry wall installation, shoe repair, brick 

masonry, or barbering, and successful completers are able to obtain industrial trade 

certification in the area studied that is recognized in many states. Transition programs 

offer an offender the social education that will be required upon release and might 

include education in the skills necessary to write a resume, interview for a job, or tasks 

such as completing an employment application. 

 Many of the programs offered in Virginia’s adult and juvenile institutions are 

offered through the Virginia Department of Correctional Education, which was 

established in 1974. There are a number of educational services for adults, such as the 

Adult Basic Education program (ABE), the General Education Development (GED) 

program, and the Literacy Incentive Program (LIP). Both the ABE and LIP programs are 

offered to inmates who score below the eighth grade level on the Test of Adult Basic 

Education (TABE). There are also a number of college-level programs offered in Virginia 

institutions, although these have decreased significantly after the abolishment of Pell 

grants for inmates in 1994. 

 The Virginia Department of Correctional Education Policies and Procedures 

Manual (1998) details the guidelines for participation in an education program. Academic 

requirements, to include math and reading abilities, are clearly specified for each course 
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offering, and an inmate may be required to complete programs designed to increase basic 

academic skills before being accepted into more advanced education programs. The state 

requires that an inmate be at least 16 years of age before enrolling in an apprenticeship 

program, and the department manual mandates that short-term inmates, those with less 

than two years before mandatory release, be given a priority on the enrollment waiting 

list for all programs offered. 

 Participation in educational programs is not mandatory for inmates in Virginia. 

However, program participation is sometimes associated with early release incentives, 

which increases participation rates. There are also a number of reasons why inmates may 

not want to participate in programs, such as not wanting to appear weak or needy in the 

eyes of other prisoners and fear of ridicule or embarrassment at failure in the prison 

classroom (Johnson, 1987). 

 Through the Department of Correctional Education, Virginia offers a wide range 

of prison education programs for inmates in during and after incarceration. For example, 

Project PROVE (Preventing Recidivism through Opportunities in Vocational Education) 

was established in 1998 and initially targeted at-risk female offenders. The goal of this 

program is to help inmates develop careers, and it is now offered to male and female 

adults in medium security facilities. 

 Virginia has also implemented cognitive education programs in a number of 

facilities. These programs aim to change behavior of inmates by changing thought 

processes. A comprehensive evaluation of these programs has been designed, and 

evaluations were in progress in 2003 (Virginia Department of Corrections, 2003). 
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 Federal assistance for programming is also extensive. The U.S. Department of 

Education has funded a college program for inmates under the age of 25 that has been 

implemented at Virginia correctional facilities. Seven community colleges offered 

courses at 15 Virginia correctional facilities and one detention center last year that can 

lead to degrees as well as intensive transition services. An internal evaluation of the 

program’s effectiveness indicated that during the 2002-2003 academic year, 487 

incarcerated students participated in the program. Of the 487 participants, 411 (84.4%) 

successfully completed one or more college courses. In comparing the incarcerated 

student results with traditional on-campus students, the evaluation found that the 

incarcerated students were 5.7% more successful in program completion (Cunningham, 

2004). 

 Virginia also offers a number of educational programs for incarcerated juveniles. 

Juveniles who are detained have the opportunity to complete their high school diploma 

from their home high school. Juveniles are also encouraged to think about college 

education. A Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) center has been established at the Blandford 

School, and here juveniles can also participate in the College Bound program, which 

offers numerous resources for juveniles who want to pursue higher education, such as 

information about financial aid. Although these programs are fairly new, 479 juveniles 

have participated in the College Bound program; of these, 198 were accepted to colleges 

and only six have recidivated (Cunningham, 2004). 

 Project SOAR (Supporting Offenders After Release) is operated in conjunction 

with religious organizations in the community. This program helps current and inactive 
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parolees transition back into the community by offering life skills training (such as how 

to balance a checkbook), mentoring, and referrals to community resources. Project SOAR 

is offered at 13 of Virginia’s correctional institutions at the current time (Virginia 

Department of Corrections, 2004). 

 The success achieved by these programs is felt throughout society and from 

generation to generation. Current research estimates that some 10 million children will 

have an incarcerated father before reaching age 18 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2003). In 

2002, there were some 1.5 million parents incarcerated around the U.S., and this has 

broad social consequences. Research suggests that children who grow up without a father 

are five to six times more likely to live below the poverty line, are at risk of substance 

abuse and physical and emotional abuse, and are more likely to become involved in the 

justice system themselves (Robbers, 2003). 

 The large number of fatherless children in the U.S. has led to the growth of 

responsible fatherhood programs. Many of these programs are sponsored by the National 

Fatherhood coalition in conjunction with religious organizations. Responsible Fatherhood 

programs are conducted both inside prisons and post-release. In Virginia, there are two 

dozen responsible fatherhood programs, both in prisons and post-release, but the 

effectiveness of these programs has not been documented. Fairfax County has 

implemented one such program that was initially designed to meet the needs of fathers 

incarcerated for failure to pay child support, but it has since been expanded to serve all 

fathers (Robbers, 2003). The program is operated through the Department of Community 

Corrections with the help of a local nonprofit organization called Opportunities, 
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Alternatives and Resources. The program runs for 10 weeks, 90 minutes each week. 

Because the program relies heavily on volunteers, it operates almost cost-free. 

 The objectives of the Fairfax Fatherhood program are: 

 1. Promotion of responsible fatherhood both during and upon release from 

incarceration; 

 2. Encourage fathers to get involved in their children’s lives; 

 3. Teach parenting skills; 

 4. Provide an understanding of child development and the role that fathers 

play in this; 

 5. Define responsible fatherhood; 

 6. Promote emotional, moral, spiritual and financial responsibility for 

children; 

 7. Teach the value of positive communication between parents; and 

 8. Teach methods of minimizing parental conflict. (Robbers, 2003, p. 2) 

 The Fairfax Responsible Fatherhood program has made a number of changes to its 

curricula as a result of an evaluation study. One such change is the inclusion of an anger 

management session for participants. Another is the creation of a fatherhood toolbox, 

which is filled with resources and information for fathers once they are released. Fathers 

who are released are also connected with a Responsible Fatherhood program in the 

community (Robbers, 2003). 

 Virginia also offers the SORT (Sex Offender Residential Treatment) program. 

This also qualifies as an education program, given the emphasis on learning new life 
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skills. This program is offered only at the Brunswick Correctional Center in 

Lawrenceville, and it targets those sex offenders who are at high risk of re-offending. The 

program teaches relapse prevention, modification of deviant sexual interest, needs 

assessment, and other techniques (Virginia Department of Corrections, 2003). 

The Cost of Incarceration 

 Virginia houses inmates in three regions – western, central, and eastern – with the 

largest number of inmates housed in the Central region. The operating cost of 

incarceration for each offender was $19,428 in the year 2000 (Virginia Department of 

Corrections, 2003). However, operating costs are defined as the per capita cost of housing 

offenders and do not consider the costs of prison programs in all facilities. It could not be 

ascertained exactly how much was spent on education programs per inmate in Virginia. 

 However, the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) does examine state prison 

expenditures each year; the most recent statistics available are from 1996. The BJS 

reported that in 1996, the national average operating cost of housing an inmate was 

around $20,000. This figure varied dramatically by state, with Minnesota spending 

$37,800 per inmate and Alabama spending $8,000 per inmate. Virginia spent $16,306 per 

inmate in 1996. There are five core expenditures that the BJS tracks to provide a prison 

cost profile: medical care, food service, inmate programs, utilities, and transportation. 

Inmate programs include prison industries, support services, academic and vocational 

training, counseling activities, employment skills training, and recreation programs. 

State-by-state spending on inmate programs is currently not tabulated due to differences 

in reporting, but the BJS does separate spending on inmate programs into regions. 
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Southern states spend 4.1% of their annual operating budgets on prison programs, the 

lowest of all the four regions, and equates to $634 per inmate, per year. The highest 

percentage was reported in the Northeast, with 6.7% of the operating budget being spent 

on inmate programs, which equates to $1,943 per inmate annually (Bureau of Justice 

Statistics, 1996).  

Problems Evaluating Prison Programs 

 In contrast with the abundance of theoretical and speculative literature in this area, 

evaluations of prison-based programs are few and far between (Robbers, 2003). The main 

issue that potential researchers face is that the evaluation process must be both short- and 

long-term, given that offenders must be tracked post-release before the long-term effects 

of the program can be measured to determine if an ex-offender returns to prison. Program 

success may begin with an offender’s behavior while incarcerated. In order to participate 

in a prison program, an inmate must refrain from committing infractions of the 

institution’s policy. Participation in a program serves as a strong incentive for 

compliance with the prison’s rules; compliance results in the accrual of “good time” and 

earlier release. The largest obstacle to evaluating prison-based programs is study funding. 

In a time when funds for programs are stretched, an evaluation study is often a last 

priority. 

 Withrow (2002) wrote that evaluations of correctional programs are often quasi-

experimental and lack scientific rigor. He advocated the use of the Solomon model for 

evaluation, which is a four-group, pre- and post-test research design. He pointed out that 

much of the negativity surrounding prison programs is still based on the findings of 
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Martinson (1974), who after conducting a comprehensive review of prison programs of 

the time, bluntly declared, “nothing works.” 

 Withrow applied the Solomon design to a rehabilitation program called Turning 

Points that is conducted by the Windham School District in Texas. The program offers 

educational and vocational training for inmates and also a cognitive intervention 

program. Cognitive intervention programs focus on identifying the thought processes that 

led to criminal behavior and also help to build social competence. 

 Social competence and cognition are thought to be lacking in many offenders, as 

many do not think through the consequences of their actions, do not limit impulsive 

behaviors, and do not think analytically (Ross & Gendreau, 1980). Ross and Fabiano 

(1980), after reviewing 40 years of empirical data, concluded that many inmates 

experience delays in the development of cognitive skills that are vital to proper social 

adjustment. Cognition intervention programs have also been used successfully in the 

treatment of sex offenders. 

 The Turning Points program began in 1997, runs for 12 weeks, and is taught to 

groups of up to 25 students. The program is being offered at 36 sites in Texas and the 

objectives are to: 

 1. develop personal accountability and responsibility; 

 2. develop anger management; 

 3. develop input control; 

 4. overcome criminal thinking; 

 5. create positive attitudes and beliefs;  



 
 

 

30

 6. set goals; and 

 7. decrease recidivism. (Withrow, 2002, p. 2) 

 In his evaluation of the Turning Points program, Withrow (2002) measured pro-

criminal attitudes using subscales of attitudes toward the law, courts and police; tolerance 

for law violators; and identification with criminal offenders. Male inmates from five sites 

(n = 208) were included in the study. Withrow reported that (a) pre-testing alone did not 

account for changes in pro-criminal attitudes and (b) cognitive intervention significantly 

decreased pro-criminal attitudes. 

 In another study that employed a true experimental design, Batchedler and Koski 

(2002) examined the effects of computer-assisted instruction (CAI) on educational 

program goals. The authors noted that CAI was becoming a popular method of teaching 

basic educational skills to inmates. In this study, inmates coming into the CAI program 

were given the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) for academic skill levels. Inmates 

who scored at the eighth grade level or above and had not yet received a high school 

diploma or equivalent were placed into the GED program. Those who fell below the 

eighth grade level were placed in the Adult Basic Education (ABE) program. Inmates in 

both programs were randomly assigned to either a control group that used traditional 

teaching methods, or the experimental group, which used CAI. The TABE was then 

administered post-program completion. 

 Results from the study indicated that the CAI methodology was not significantly 

more effective at raising TABE scores than traditional instruction. However, the authors 

noted that there were a number of variables that may have affected the results. First was 
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the lack of teacher support during the CAI. Prison budgets often prevent one-on-one 

teaching situations, so Batchedler and Koski (2002) suggested that graduates of the 

program be used as instructors. The second factor that may have influenced findings was 

the attitude of the inmates. This is an issue in most programs and in all evaluations. 

 Batchelder and Koski (2002) reported that the inmates were ambivalent at best 

about the pre-test, and many had become “visibly negative” by the time post-program 

tests were administered. This attitude is probably derived from a widespread hatred of 

“jumping through hoops,” which many inmates feel sums up their prison time and the 

program requirements needed to gain parole. This may explain why a number of inmates 

scored lower on the second set of tests than the first. In concluding, the authors suggested 

that a rewards system be implemented for successful participation in the program. 

 In a study that investigated the relationship between participation in inmate 

education programs and major infractions during incarceration, Ogle, Washington, and 

O’Reilly (2003) used secondary data analysis to track 27,455 Virginia offenders who had 

participated in an educational program while incarcerated. Importantly, the authors 

included a quality measurement, which was measured by the number of programs 

participated in and the number of hours spent in each program. 

 Results from this study provided an interesting overview of program participants 

and program logistics. First, programs are often difficult for inmates to enter, so inmates 

who have served longer sentences are often program participants. More often, violent 

offenders serving longer sentences were program participants than non-violent offenders 
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serving shorter sentences. Second, Ogle et al. (2003) found that 51% of inmates 

participated in educational programs, and of these, 84% did not commit an infraction. 

 Ogle et al. (2003) also found that when inmates were active in programs, the 

infraction rate was only six percent; this rate increased to 10% when the same inmates 

were no longer actively involved (p. 14). Inmates who reported higher educational 

attainment also had fewer infractions than those inmates with lower educational levels. 

Interestingly, non-violent offenders and first-time offenders had much higher infraction 

rates than violent offenders serving long sentences. Whether this is a product of 

institutionalization or program participation remains to be seen. The researchers 

recommended additional study of how and when inmates are admitted to programs, why 

inmates choose specific programs, and also how programs affect post-release outcomes 

(p. 30). 

 Gerber and Fritsch (1993) examined the effects of prison programs on inmates in a 

comprehensive study. The study distinguished between academic, vocational, and social 

education programs. In examining academic programs, Gerber and Fritsch (1993) 

concluded that programs of basic or advanced education generally indicate success in 

reducing recidivism. Further, they noted that there is no research that indicates an inverse 

relationship between pre-college education and disciplinary problems while incarcerated. 

Inmates who participate in college education typically experience greater personal growth 

than non-participants. Gerber and Fritsch (1993) also commented that studies have not 

been consistent in showing any relationship between post-release employment and 

education due to methodological weaknesses in the research. 
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 In examining the effects of vocational prison programs, Gerber and Fritsch (1993) 

dismissed Martinson’s (1974) finding that “nothing works,” citing a number of studies 

suggesting a relationship between participation in vocational programs and reduced 

recidivism, lower parole revocation rates, higher post-release employment rates, and 

reduced disciplinary problems. Gerber and Fritsch (1993) found no studies focusing on 

vocational education and post-release participation in education, and they suggested 

research on this issue. 

 Last, Gerber and Fritsch (1993) examined social education programs, that is, 

programs that teach life skills, problem solving, and conflict resolution; these may 

include cognitive and behavioral therapy programs. Several studies indicated that social 

education program participation increased interpersonal functioning (both pre- and post 

release), increased self-esteem, and increased empathy. No studies examined 

participation and recidivism (p. 18). 

 Gerber and Fritsch (1993) offered advice to prison programmers: 

 1. The more extensive a program is, the more likely it is to achieve its stated 

objectives. 

 2. Programs that are separate from the rest of the prison are more likely to 

succeed. 

 3. Programs that have a post-release component are more likely to be 

successful. 
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 4. Programs that attract an appropriate audience are more likely to succeed – 

therefore, having inmates who are serving very long sentences in some 

programs is inappropriate. 

 5. Vocational education programs that provide skills relevant to the job 

market are more likely to succeed. (p. 20) 

 In a more recent study, Wilson, Gallagher, and Mackenzie (2000) examined 33 

experimental evaluations of various prison programs and reached conclusions similar to 

Gerber and Fritsch (1993). Wilson et al. (2000) maintained that academic, vocational, and 

work prison programs showed significant reductions in offender recidivism rates. 

 Johnson (1987) offered insights into why some prison programs do not work. He 

argued that some are offered too late to attract the attention of the inmate and often do 

not provide enough motivation for the inmate to change his or her behavior. Johnson 

argued that prison programs focus on an inmate’s past and seek to rectify yesterday’s 

problems. The prison environment is a struggle for personal survival today, and an inmate 

often is distracted from rehabilitative programs that may be beneficial. In many instances, 

other inmates taunt those inmates amenable to programs. Johnson also maintained that by 

themselves, these programs are not enough: 

These programs are unlikely, on their own, to remedy the deficits that account for 

his poor adjustment. He emerges from these programs not as a reformed citizen, 

but as a more literate mugger, or as a robber who is also a handyman. (p. 171) 



 
 

 

35

However, Johnson also noted that some programs do reduce recidivism, and he suggested 

a stronger reliance on mandatory testing, leading, and a grouping of inmates within a 

system that fosters peer collaboration and support. 

Employment and Recidivism 

 In their study of 1998 Virginia ex-offenders, Daniel and Anderson (2003) reported 

that of the 2,643 recidivists, 46.9% (865) returned to prison for property crimes, 25% 

(461) for drug offenses, 15.9% (293) for violent offenses, 8.8% (163) for non-property 

related non-violent crimes, and only 3.4% (62) of all released prisoners for sex crimes. 

The recidivism study released by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (2002) indicated that the 

non-violent economic crimes of burglary, robbery, drug trafficking, fraud, and theft 

accounted for 59.9% of the crimes committed by recidivists. When Eisenberg (1990) 

conducted a follow-up to Project Rio, he found that ex-offenders were three times more 

likely to return to prison if they were unemployed. The State of New York Department of 

Labor (1996) indicated that 89% of parole and probation violators were unemployed at 

the time of their arrest. “The successful employment of ex-offenders accompanied by the 

necessary supportive services has proved to be a deterrent to recidivism and a significant 

factor in the personal development of ex-offenders” (Fry Consulting Group, 1987, p. 20). 

The financial pressures of life, the dangers of idleness, and a loss of personal dignity can 

often be eliminated through employment (Fry Consulting Group, 1987). 

 The Alliance for a Safer New York, in their presentation titled “The Employment 

Problems of Ex-offenders,” prepared by Fry Consulting Group (1987), studied a New 

York City program that delayed prosecution for three months while clients received 
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counseling and placement services. Of the 577 clients counseled, employment increased 

from 30% to 87% between the time of arrest and the time of dismissal. Similarly, a 

Massachusetts study of parolees indicated that 60% of those who were employed did not 

return to prison and only eight percent of those who were unemployed during the first 

three months stayed out of prison. 

 The correlation between employment and crime was detailed by the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics (2002). The economic boom of the 1990s resulted in unemployment rates 

hitting all-time lows. A dramatic drop in the overall crime rate accompanied this drop in 

unemployment. Unemployment increased in 2001 for the first time since 1999, and the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Report (2002) indicated that crime had 

increased from the previous year. 

 Ex-offenders’ employment status and the tasks they perform in their place of 

employment affect recidivism rates. The pay earned by an employed ex-offender, an 

opportunity to use work skills, and the potential for career advancement combine to 

create a positive attachment to employment resulting in job retention (Holzer, Raphael, & 

Stoll, 2003). 

 An individual’s pre-incarceration earnings and post-incarceration earnings have 

been examined in several studies, and the various findings were summarized by Western, 

Kling, and Weiman (2000). Ex-offenders earned 10-30% less than they earned prior to 

their incarceration. 

 Ex-offenders typically possess limited work experience or job skills, exhibit poor 

job-hunting skills, and have difficulty finding employers willing to hire an applicant with 
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a criminal record (Bushway & Reuter, 2001). Other employment barriers include 

substance abuse, lack of transportation to work (some states prohibit an ex-offender from 

possessing a valid driver’s license), childcare needs, restrictions on occupational 

licensing, housing discrimination, and household tensions (Albright & Deng, 1996; 

Heldrich & Bloustein, 2003). Ex-offenders have little savings and no income upon their 

release, and they must find employment quickly as a condition of parole (Buck, 2000). 

 Wage level and health benefits are critical factors as to whether an ex-offender 

returns to crime or retains employment. Better People (2000), an Oregon not-for-profit 

placement organization, boasted a 76% six-month employment retention rate. They cited 

a wage level between $8.70 and $9.05 and employee benefits as the two factors affecting 

their success (Better People, 2000). 

 Most ex-offenders are minorities; nearly half are African-American, and a fifth are 

Hispanic or Asian. To the extent that minorities continue to suffer labor market 

discrimination, a minority ex-offender will face these same barriers in finding 

employment (Johnson & Neal, 1998). Minority ex-offenders return to their pre-

confinement communities, often as a condition of parole, where they interact with peer 

groups having few legitimate work contacts (Holtzer, 1987). An ex-offender may find 

employment, but the position will typically be low paying and offer little chance for 

advancement. The opportunity to rekindle old relationships and to engage in criminal 

activity is strong (Holtzer, 1987). 
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Summary and Conclusions 

 The debate over prison education programs continues to divide penologists, policy 

makers, and the public. The two main perspectives on inmate education are first, 

optimism, whereby inmates are viewed as re-programmable, and second, pessimism, 

whereby inmates are viewed as lost causes. This chapter has reviewed a number of prison 

programs and included an extended discussion of academic, life skills, and vocational 

programs. The focus was on programs offered in Virginia. 

 All prison education programs share the common objective of preventing 

recidivism. The techniques used to attain that common objective may differ with each 

program, but all endeavor to prevent recidivism. The majority of prison programs 

concentrate on teaching inmates skills that will increase employment possibilities 

following release, often a difficult task given their limited education and cognitive skills, 

limited work experience, problems of substance abuse, and mental and physical health. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 The growth in the number of incarcerated citizens was discussed in Chapter One, 

as was the public’s response to this increased criminal activity. The issues of punishment 

versus rehabilitation are exemplified by (a) “get tough” policies that include mandatory 

terms of incarceration for repeat offenders and those who commit particular crimes and 

(b) an increase in the number of penal education programs. 

 The expense of incarceration, the rate of recidivism, programs designed to prevent 

recidivism, and the difficulties encountered with program implementation were presented 

in Chapter Two. Research studies establishing a correlation between a former offender’s 

employment or unemployment history and recidivism are documented; however, the 

employment characteristics of Virginia’s released former offenders are not. An 

employment-based descriptive study of Virginia’s former offenders would offer a basis 

for further research into the effect employment has on recidivism in Virginia. 

 This study was designed to answer the following research questions: 

 1. What are the employment profiles of Virginia’s former inmates? 

 2. What are the employment profiles of employed, unemployed, and 

recidivating Virginia former inmates? 

 This study employed a descriptive research design. Descriptive research 

systematically describes the facts and characteristics of a population with a degree of 

accuracy (Issac & Michael, 1990). Variables within a data group are studied to determine 
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existing correlations (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1990). Virginia’s former offenders were 

categorized using criteria defined in Chapter One, with an emphasis on employment and 

earnings data as outlined in the “Operational Definitions” section of Chapter One. 

Purpose 

 The primary purpose of this study was to profile (a) the non-recidivating former 

offender employed in Virginia, (b) the unemployed Virginia former offender recidivist, 

and (c) the employed Virginia former offender recidivist as defined in the “Operational 

Definitions” section of Chapter One. Sub-groupings of gender, race, age, and training 

(operationally defined as C-1 or C-2 completion) were selected to mirror the sub-groups 

utilized by the Bureau of Labor Statistics when presenting employment information. 

Employment characteristics, to include period of unemployment, number of employers, 

and reported Virginia earnings are described to provide a base for later research on 

correlations between employment and recidivism. These groups and sub-groups were 

chosen because the literature indicates their relationship to employment. The second 

purpose of this study was to provide baseline data that will facilitate additional research. 

Origins of Research Data 

 The Virginia Department of Corrections (VDOC) maintains a computerized 

database itemizing detailed demographic information on all Virginia’s inmates. The 

information stored in this database may have originated from a number of different 

sources, to include the jurisdictional court, the involved law enforcement agency, or 

updates of missing inmate data through self-report. When entering information into the 

existing database, VDOC administrative personnel adhere to definitions stipulated in the 



 
 

 

41

Data Dictionary and Documentation Manual (Research and Management Services, 

VDOC, 2003). In addition to data collected at the time of intake, information is added 

while an inmate is incarcerated. The commission of rule infractions, medical treatments, 

and a myriad of other information, to include intake and release date, are collected and 

stored by the Virginia Department of Corrections. 

 The Virginia Department of Correctional Education (VDCE) has access to the data 

collected by the VDOC as well as data added to the inmates’ records while they are 

incarcerated. If inmates participated in or completed an education program, the grades 

they earned, whether a degree or certificate was awarded, and selected intervening events 

were recorded. An inmate must satisfy academic eligibility requirements before being 

accepted into a vocational education program, and the Test of Adult Basic Education 

(TABE) scores or other sources are used in determining their eligibility; however, entry 

into academic programs is not restricted. 

 The Virginia Employment Commission (VEC) maintains a database of earnings. 

Virginia employers, identified by their Federal Employer Identification Number (FEIN), 

use an employee’s Social Security Number (SSN) as the unique identifier when reporting 

employee earnings to the VEC each calendar quarter. The employer’s federal 

identification number (FEIN) may be used to provide a general classification as to the 

employer’s business type and size. 

 The Virginia Department of Corrections (VDOC) and the Virginia Department of 

Correctional Education (VDCE) provided the Center for Assessment, Evaluation, and 

Educational Programming (CAEEP) with data on former offenders who were released by 
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VDOC in fiscal years 1999 through 2002. Using the SSN provided in these data, CAEEP 

requested and received reported earnings from VEC, and CAEEP began the task of 

matching these data. 

Study Population 

 The information supplied by The Virginia Department of Corrections (VDOC) and 

the Virginia Department of Correctional Education (VDCE) was formatted by the Center 

for Assessment, Evaluation, and Educational Programming (CAEEP) to allow for unique 

administrative characteristics employed by VDOC and VDCE. The VDOC and VDCE 

administrative systems initiate a new record with each action taken involving an inmate. 

For example, each time a prisoner intake occurs, an inmate number is assigned to the 

prisoner. The new intake may have been previously incarcerated by VDOC; however, 

those persons who return to prison for committing a new crime are assigned a new inmate 

number rather than reassigned the previous prison number, and any education program 

participation by the new intake will be entered under this new prison number. Only those 

persons who return to prison for parole violations retain the same inmate number. 

 The only unique identifier for any inmate that is common for entries into the 

Virginia Corrections System is the prison identification number (SPRN) assigned by 

VDOC. An inmate retains the same SPRN regardless of the number of times he or she is 

incarcerated; however, VDCE currently uses inmate number rather than SPRN. By cross-

referencing the various inmate numbers associated with each SPRN, it was possible to 

identify all of the records in both the VDOC and VDCE databases for each individual. To 

avoid duplication in results, CAEEP was required to consolidate entries within the VDOC 
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and VDCE databases, and each consolidated record was combined with the other before a 

longitudinal view of any inmate was possible. The results of this consolidation were then 

screened to identify and eliminate duplicate entries. 

 All recorded earnings data are stored by the VEC using the reported SSN, rather 

than a name, as the unique identifier. If the SSN listed in the combined VDOC and VDCE 

data was not found in the VEC database, it was assumed no earnings were reported. This 

situation would occur if a former inmate was compensated for his labor in a non-reported 

manner, such as cash payments or barter exchange. If former inmates used a SSN other 

than the one listed by the Department of Corrections or the former offender was 

employed outside Virginia, VEC would not have earnings information. To prevent a 

misrepresentation of results, the center sorted the combined VDOC and VDCE data by 

SSN to identify the former offenders whose records contained missing or incomplete 

SSNs. This sort found 401 former offenders with incomplete or missing SSNs, and those 

401 former offenders were excluded from the list of former offenders submitted to the 

Virginia Employment Commission requesting matching individual earnings within the 

reporting period of fiscal year 1999, quarter three, through fiscal year 2002, quarter four. 

 The earnings report matched against the record SSNs of the former offenders was 

received by the Center, and researchers at CAEEP scanned the data to identify 

questionable matches. The VEC data reported some of the former offenders as having 

earned very large sums of money; one former offender was reported to have quarterly 

earnings in excess of $50,000. Telephone calls were made to a randomly selected sample 
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of the employers reporting high earnings in an effort to verify the former offender’s 

employment, and in all cases the former offender was not an employee of the company. 

 In an attempt to understand why a SSN would be identified by VDOC as being that 

of a released former offender, and that a working non-offender would use the same 

number, discussions were held with representatives of VDOC and VDCE. Researchers 

learned that VDOC did not verify the accuracy of reported SSNs at intake and some SSNs 

may be in error. 

 When researchers at CAEEP matched VEC reported earnings to the consolidated 

VDOC and VDCE data, some former offenders had reported earnings while they were 

incarcerated by VDOC. This concern was discussed with Dr. Chris Colville, Assistant 

State Supervisor for Vocational Programs, Virginia Department of Correctional 

Education, on March 11, 2004. Colville reported that while incarcerated, an inmate is 

limited to $300 in earnings per quarter; earnings of $405 are allowed for the inmate 

working overtime. Prison Industries, which is part of Correctional Enterprises, was the 

source of employment for inmates, and Dr. Colville added that employed inmates 

comprised “less than five percent” of the prison population. 

 It was further reasoned that an inmate may have entered prison late in the reported 

quarter and may have worked prior to entering prison, resulting in quarterly earnings 

higher than the $405. In an effort to provide for these SSN-generated errors as well as the 

possibility of earnings reported prior to incarceration, those released former offenders 

with VEC quarterly reported earnings in excess of $5,000 during their period of 
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incarceration were excluded from participation in this study. These exclusions and those 

noted earlier reduced the study population by 1,035. 

Data supplied by the Virginia Department of Corrections contained 36,917 

released former offenders. After implementing the exclusions identified, 35,882 

participants remained (n = 35,882). The racial composition of the population included 

Blacks, 23,188 (64.62%); Whites, 12,368 (34.469%); Hispanics, 211 (.0589%); Asians, 

100 (.270%); Japanese, 2 (.007%); Other, 7 (.019%); and Unknown, 3 (.009%). In this 

study, the small number of Hispanics, Asians, Japanese, Other, and Unknown were 

combined with those identifying themselves as being Black, and the composite group is 

identified as Minority because to the extent that employment bias exists, the bias would 

affect all minorities. 

 The composition of the amended population included 2,471 (6.8%) Minority 

females and 1,390 (3.87%) White females. Minority males comprised 58.64% (21,043) of 

the population and White males, 10,978 (30.59%). Forty-two of the released former 

offenders had entered the VDOC system on three separate occasions during the period 

studied, 2,440 were incarcerated at a VDOC facility twice, and 33,801 were within the 

VDOC system only once during the period under study. 

Instrumentation 

The research sources identified in this chapter were combined within the  

 software program File Maker 6 to allow prompt and reliable extraction of requested data. 

The participant’s SSN was used as the unique identifier when running match inquiries. 

Previous “washes” of the data using participants’ SSNs as the unique identifier allowed 
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the inclusion of records relating to the 2,482 participants with more than one sentence 

during the period of study, and these 2,482 were included in the population of 35,882. 

 The demographic information that is contained in the Virginia Department of 

Corrections data was matched against the education program participation information 

found in the Virginia Department of Correctional Education data. These combined data 

sources were matched against the Virginia Employment Commission output on earnings 

reported by Virginia employers within the time specified. This combination of three data 

sources provided a new source for collection of the employment profiles of the 

population. 

Data Collection Methods 

 Using File Maker, participants released in fiscal year 1999 were matched against 

reported quarterly earnings in the VEC data base for fiscal year 1999, quarter three, 

through fiscal year 2002, quarter four, to determine those who had earnings. Those 

participants without reported earnings were grouped separately and classified as 

unemployed. 

 Similar procedures were followed for each employed participant released in fiscal 

year 1999 to obtain the amount of earnings per quarter, the number of employers listed 

for each participant, and the sequence of each participant’s earnings. The employed 

participants were then identified in five-year-span age groups from 16–20 through 65 or 

older. Gender and race classification were the subgroup headings used in conjunction 

with the groupings. 
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 Participants were identified as having participated in or completed a Virginia 

Department of Correctional Education program while they were incarcerated, and 

findings were noted as a subgroup heading, along with the participant’s age, gender, and 

race. A “sort” against SSNs provided data regarding whether the former offender had 

returned to the Virginia Department of Corrections during the period of study, how many 

times the former offender had recidivated, the time lapse between release and re-entry, 

and the crime that the recidivist committed at each re-entry into incarceration. The 

unemployed 1999 former offender participants were described using identical age 

groupings, race classifications, and gender criteria as when profiling the employed 

participants. All methods for data extraction for both employed and unemployed 

participants were identical, to include whether the unemployed 1999 participants had 

recidivated, the crime they had been convicted of at each entry into incarceration, and the 

time lapse between release and re-entry. 

 Recidivists were identified with age groupings, race classification, and gender 

criteria identical to those used for employed and unemployed former offenders and 

consistent with the classification used by the Department of Labor, Bureau of Statistics. 

Prior to recidivating, a former offender may or may not have been employed; for that 

reason, a recidivist’s data appeared in the reported data as an employed or unemployed 

former offender as well as in the data provided on recidivists. A count of those 

recidivating is noted in the data table. 

 These outlined procedures were followed in extracting the data used in reporting 

the general employment profile and an employment profile of the subgroups of former 
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offenders released in fiscal year 1999. In extracting information needed for participants 

released in fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002, identical procedures were followed. In 

each fiscal year following 1999, adjustments were made to preclude use of any 

participant’s quarterly earnings reported in the period prior to the former offender’s 

release, with the exception of those participants who were released, found employment, 

recidivated, and were again released. 

Summary 

 The data provided by the Virginia Department of Corrections and the Department 

of Correctional Education were matched against the earnings reported by the Virginia 

Employment Commission to obtain a profile of former offenders released in fiscal years 

1999 through 2002. Each of the three agencies provided information to assist in the 

profile; when combined within the software program File Maker 6, the data could be 

extracted and analyzed. Each of the contributing agencies offered a critical piece of the 

necessary information, and careful combination of data by researchers at the Center for 

Assessment, Evaluation, and Educational Programming created one database from which 

the findings were extracted and classified according to the categories utilized by the 

Department of Labor, Bureau of Statistics. The findings are reported in Chapter Four of 

this study.
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CHAPTER FOUR 

FINDINGS 

 

 The growing population of incarcerated citizens in the United States, the cost of 

penal programs to the taxpayer, and the public’s determination to separate lawbreakers 

from the law-abiding were discussed in Chapter One. Chapter Two provided details of 

prison education programs in the United States with a focus on Virginia. Virginia’s 

success rate in rehabilitating an offender, as measured by the rate of recidivism, has been 

better than the national average, and even these rates remain in double digits. A number 

of research studies linking employment with lower rates of recidivism were reviewed to 

provide the basis for the descriptive study of employment profiles of Virginia’s released 

former offenders. In Chapter Three, the process by which this study was accomplished 

was detailed. 

 In conducting this study, volumes of data have been extracted, analyzed, cross-

referenced, and organized to provide answers to the two research questions posed. 

Information was assembled into tables, and the information extracted was analyzed with 

the intent of providing the reader with a clear and concise profile of those former 

offenders released in Virginia during fiscal year 1999 through fiscal year 2002. 

 The process of refining information required the researcher to make judgments 

whether the available data would be of interest or of value to the reader as well as the 

possible role these data might play in providing a basis for additional research. The 

researcher must decide how much information to provide when answering the research 
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questions and how much information would tend to either confuse the reader or become 

cumbersome to the original purpose of the study. With this thought in mind, the findings 

of the researcher are presented to answer the research questions. 

Research Question 1 

 What are the employment profiles of Virginia former inmates? For purposes of 

this study, employment profiles describing employment stability and amount of earnings 

of released former offenders were developed for the total group and for sub-groups based 

upon gender, race, age, and training. 

 The number of former offenders released in each of the four fiscal years of the 

study averaged 8,970, ranging from the 7,791 released in fiscal year 1999 to the 9,655 

released in fiscal year 2002 (see Table 1). The number of offenders released in fiscal year 

1999 was 14% below the average of those released in all other years, and the number of 

those released in fiscal year 2002 was 7% above the average. The numbers of former 

offenders released in each of the four fiscal years of this study were fairly consistent in 

their composition as identified by gender, age, and race. Males totaled 32,021 (89%) and 

females 3,861 (11%) of those released in each of the fiscal years; 23,517 (65%) of those 

released were minorities and 12,365 (35%) whites. The 21-45 age groups comprised only 

five of the 11 age groupings (44%) detailed in the study, but 30,497 (85%) of those 

released fell within these five age groups in each of the fiscal years. More specific data 

are presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
 
Released Virginia Former Offenders by Fiscal Year, Employment Status, Gender, Race, 
Age, and Training 
 

 F99 F00 FY01 F02 Total 
Total Population 7,791 9,310 9,126 9,655 35,882 
Employment Status  
  Employed 5,592 6,394 5,841 5,786 23,613 
  Unemployed 2,199 2,916 3,285 3,869 12,269 
Gender  
  Male 6,958 8,283 8,135 8,645 32,021 
  Female 833 1,027 991 1,010 3,861 
Race  
  Minority 5,099 6,130 6,013 6,275 23,517 
  White 2,692 3,180 3,113 3,380 12,365 
Age  
  16-20 135 102 96 95 428 
  21-25 1,332 1,466 1,426 1,533 5,757 
  26-30 1,465 1,753 1,619 1,630 6,467 
  31-35 1,489 1,760 1,741 1,710 6,700 
  36-40 1,444 1,777 1,670 1,802 6,693 
  41-45 995 1,226 1,255 1,404 4,880 
  46-50 558 671 755 792 2,776 
  51-55 213 305 333 406 1,257 
  56-60 77 113 123 163 476 
  61-65 39 76 58 74 247 
  >65 44 61 50 46 201 
Training  
  C-1 875 1,842 2,149 2,360 7,226 
  C-2 151 341 348 321 1,161 

 

 Training was recorded according to the number of those completing the 

requirements of an academic or vocational program and achieving a rating code of C-1 or 

those who completed requirements for one or more job titles in a vocational program but 

not the entire program, thus achieving a C-2 rating. Training was found to increase 

dramatically over the four years of the study. Of those released in fiscal year 1999, 875 
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(11%) had achieved a C-1 level of achievement, increasing to 2,360 (24%) of those 

released in 2002. Fiscal year 1999 had 151 (2%) of those released with C-2 level of 

program completion, and that number increased to 321 (3%) in fiscal year 2002. Despite 

the increased number of program completions, the average percentage of released former 

offenders finding employment, as operationally defined, decreased during the four years, 

from 5,592 (72%) of those released in fiscal year 1999 to 5,786 (60%) of those released 

in fiscal year 2002. Those former offenders obtaining employment, operationally defined 

as one dollar or more of reported income earned in Virginia over the period of the study, 

averaged 5,903 (66%) over the four years of the study. Within this number of employed, 

only 3,837 (65%) former offenders, on average, were employed in any given quarter. Of 

those employed, nearly 2,715 (46%) had than one employer during the period of the 

study. 

Research Question 2 

 The second research question investigated by this study was similar to the first but 

took recidivism into consideration. Formally stated, what are the employment profiles of 

employed, unemployed, and recidivating Virginia former inmates? When organizing the 

collected data, the categories utilized by the Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor 

Statistics--gender, race, age, and training--were used to allow the researcher to more 

precisely profile the three general categories of employed, unemployed, and recidivating 

former offenders. The sub-groups of gender and race were combined to form four 

groupings: minority male, minority female, white male, and white female; each of the 

four groupings was further defined through the use of the age groupings defined in 
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Chapter Three of this study. The findings pertaining to the employed, unemployed, and 

recidivating released former offenders are reported by each of the four groupings. 

Recidivists 

 The common goal of all prison education programs is the elimination of 

recidivism. For this reason, the profile of those who recidivate may be considered to be of 

primary importance. A look at the recidivating population in general before considering 

more specifically their employment patterns would seem to be in order. 

 In this study, former offenders who recidivated mirrored the population of released 

former offenders in gender--2,200 (89%) were male and 271 (11%) female--but in little 

else. Minorities totaled 23,517 (65%) of the population of those released, but minorities 

accounted for 1,796 (72%) of those recidivating. The age groups 21-45 accounted for 

30,497 (85%) of the population of those released, and recidivists in that age group 

(2,156) averaged two percent higher. Those recidivists achieving a C-1 completion in 

academic or vocational training numbered 361 (15%), a percentage well below those in 

the population (20%). Seventy-seven (3%) of those recidivating achieved a vocational 

training level of C-2, a percentage equal to that found in all those released during the 

period of the study. 

 Employed recidivists numbered 1,702 (69%), a higher percentage than the 65% 

found in the population. However, the percentage of recidivists who were employed in 

any given quarter (1,038, 61%) was lower than the population’s average of 65%. The 

percentage of recidivists with more than one employer (46%) was equal to the average 

found in the population. 
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 Particular note is made of the number of released former offenders who 

recidivated during each year of the study. Unlike the population of those released, the 

number of those recidivating varied. In fiscal year 1999, 755 (7%) of those released 

recidivated, 469 (5%) in 2000, 438 (5%) in 2001, and notably 809 (8%) in 2002. Those 

released in fiscal year 1999 had the longest period of time to recidivate, and those 

released in fiscal 2002 the least; however, as a percentage of those released in those two 

years, those with the least amount of time had the highest average percentage rate of 

recidivism.  

The 2,471 recidivists found in this study represented nearly 7% of the population; 

however, careful note should be taken of the time period of this study and the operational 

definition of recidivism before drawing conclusions about recidivism. Yet, it is worth 

noting that despite the higher percentage recidivating among those released in 2002, the 

average percentage of released former offenders in fiscal years 2000 and 2001 

recidivating was 40% less than those recidivating in fiscal years 1999 or 2002. 

 Minorities represented 65% of the population studied, but minorities comprised 

73% of those recidivating during the period of this study. The findings show those 

released former offenders who were returned for incarceration as being employed 

minority males, between the ages of 21 and 45, with a higher operationally defined 

percentage rate of employment and a lower percentage rate of C-1 program completion. 

Table 2 provides a more detailed view of those recidivating. 
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Table 2 
 
Recidivating Virginia Former Offenders by Fiscal Year, Employment Status, Gender, 
Race, Age, and Training 
 

 F99 FY00 FY01 FY02 Total 
Total Recidivists 755 469 438 809 2,471
Employment Status  
  Employed 592 348 279 483 1,702
  Unemployed 163 121 159 326 769
Gender  
  Male 686 408 379 727 2,200
  Female 64 65 64 78 271
Race  
  Minority 548 350 325 573 1,796
  White 207 119 113 236 675
Age  
  16-20 24 9 2 1 36
  21-25 140 110 63 119 432
  26-30 130 68 80 139 417
  31-35 166 97 88 145 496
  36-40 137 79 82 154 452
  41-45 98 63 68 130 359
  46-50 35 31 41 66 173
  51-55 18 8 10 32 68
  56-60 5 2 2 12 21
  61-65 1 1 2 8 12
  >65 1 1 0 3 5
Training  
  C-1 82 80 66 133 361
  C-2 16 16 18 27 77

 
 
 
Employed Minority Males 

 The male minority population (21,046) comprised the largest percentage (59%) of 

the total population (35,882) of released former offenders during the four years of this 

study, and within this large group, 14,147 (67%) had reported earnings. Employed 
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minority males had the highest average percentage of employed among all of the four 

groups, above the 65% found in the population. 

 Minority males in this study had a higher rate (70%) of average employment in 

any given quarter than the white male (63%) group. Only 34% of the white males, 

however, had more than one employer, and 43% of the minority males had more than one. 

Minority males earned, on average, $7,802.50 per year, 11% less than the white males’ 

average income of $8,799.13 and 27% less than the $10,712 earned each year by an 

employee working 40 hours each week at minimum wage. Minority males age 36 and 

older reported earnings averaging $6,110.45 while those younger than 35 reported 

average earnings of $7,620.93. Table 3 offers specific earnings data of the entire 

employed minority male group, to include recidivists. 

 
Table 3 
 
Employed Minority Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 2000, 2001, 
2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 14,147) 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter  

Average % 
> One  

Employer 
16-20 4,089.10 64.66 38.24 
21-25 5,476.21 69.40 46.39 
26-30 7,230.12 73.79 47.94 
31-35 7,646.37 72.72 49.95 
36-40 8,582.37 74.92 50.06 
41-45 8,731.44 73.86 46.72 
46-50 8,958.99 74.16 43.47 
51-55 9,516.32 74.15 40.62 
56-60 8,047.67 69.78 40.44 
61-65 8,649.07 62.18 41.56 
>65 8,899.86 63.43 30.55 
All Ages 7,802.50 70.27 43.26 
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 Comparisons were made between those employed minority males who did not 

return to prison and those who did. The non-recidivating minority male had higher 

reported average earnings ($7,749.83) than the recidivist ($4,310.65); he had a higher 

average rate of employment in any given quarter (71%) than the recidivist (55%), but the 

non-recidivist was more likely to have more than one employer (44%) than the recidivist 

(41%) on average. The non-recidivists age 35 and younger reported average earnings of 

$6,262.74, and those older than 35 reported earnings of $8,599.46. Differences were also 

found between the two age groups in the recidivating minority males with those 35 and 

under averaging reported earnings of $4,213.67 and those over 35 reporting $4,366.06. 

The difference in earnings is skewed by the one recidivist in the age category 61-65 with 

reported earnings of $15.41. When this single recidivist is excluded, the average reported 

earnings for the over 35 recidivists rises to $5,091.17. A comparison between Tables 4 

and 5 more clearly indicate these differences. 
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Table 4 
 
Employed Non-recidivating Minority Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 
13,061) 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20 4,088.91 65.51 39.95 
21-25 5,640.09 69.99 46.86 
26-30 7,440.57 74.39 48.04 
31-35 7,881.41 72.79 50.49 
36-40 8,796.83 75.72 50.33 
41-45 8,949.46 74.58 47.60 
46-50 9,223.01 75.32 43.77 
51-55  9,734.69        75.03       40.30 
56-60  8,015.33        69.50       40.01 
61-65  6,578.06        63.25       42.45 
>65  8,899.86        63.43       38.51 
All Ages  7,749.83        70.86       44.39 

 
 

The 1,086 employed, but recidivating, minority males found in this study 

represented 5% of the male minority group, to include those who were employed and 

those who were unemployed, but 7.6% of the employed male minorities. Table 5 provides 

earnings details on those employed, male, minority recidivists. 
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Table 5 
 
Employed Recidivating Minority Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 
2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 1,086) 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average %
> One 

Employer 
16-20 3,728.39 48.75 41.63 
21-25 3,437.01 60.60 38.91 
26-30 4,652.19 67.34 47.19 
31-35 5,037.09 71.18 44.37 
36-40 5,536.89 64.55 46.50 
41-45 6,560.99 67.19 37.41 
46-50 4,199.33 59.45 37.57 
51-55 6,572.52 56.66 47.50 
56-60 7,677.34 75.00 37.50 
61-65 15.41 37.50 00.00 
>65 0.00 00.00 00.00 

All Ages 4,310.65 55.29 41.41 
 
 
 
 The 2,950 employed, male, minorities achieving C-1 completion status comprised 

20.8% of the 14,167 in the group. This percentage of completion was only slightly higher 

than the average completion rate (20%) achieved by the general population. A 

comparison between the employed, male, minorities with C-1 completion and those with 

C-2 completion found C-1 completions with lower reported earnings ($7,126.55) than C-2 

completions ($8,600.80). The C-2 completions had a higher average rate of employment 

in any quarter (77%) than the C-1 completions (70%), but the C-2 completions had more 

than one employer on average (53%) at a higher percentage than C-1 completions (51%). 

Tables 6 and 7 provide more detail. 

 



 
 

 

60

Table 6 
 
Employed C-1 Completion Minority Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 
2,950)* 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20   5,216.34 75.29 60.86 
21-25   6,597.81 71.45 51.77 
26-30   8,015.09 74.58 51.12 
31-35   8,508.94 72.59 51.60 
36-40   9,528.20 73.26 50.48 
41-45   9,297.66 73.24 47.15 
46-50 10,291.61 73.83 47.42 
51-55 10,112.55 81.22 44.09 
56-60   6,101.99 62.70 30.23 
61-65   3,756.89 47.91 25.00 
>65     965.00 66.66     100.00 
All Ages   7,126.55 70.24 50.88 

 
* includes recidivists 
 
 
 
 The 297 employed male minorities achieving a C-2 level of completion represent 

two percent of the employed male minority group. The average C-2 level of completion 

achieved by the population was three percent, but the two percent rate, although lower 

than the population, is equal to the rate achieved by employed white males. The reported 

average earnings of C-1 completions age 35 and younger were $7,084.54, and those older 

than 35 reported earnings averaging $7,150.55. Older C-2 completions reported much 

higher average earnings, ($9,955.39) for C-2 completions over 35 and $7,246.21 for those 

35 and younger. Table 7 provides details. 
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Table 7 
 
Employed C-2 Completion Minority Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 
297)* 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20   8,622.65 84.37 62.50 
21-25   6,141.52 74.66 44.74 
26-30   4,599.10 73.99 47.57 
31-35   9,621.60 77.16 55.86 
36-40 10,588.32 76.51 55.66 
41-45 11,325.96 80.77 49.67 
46-50  9,221.58 80.73 43.71 
51-55  8,685.72 67.70 62.50 
56-60      00.00 00.00 00.00 
61-65      00.00 00.00 00.00 
>65      00.00 00.00 00.00 
All Ages  8,600.80 76.98 52.77 

*includes recidivists 
 
 
 
Unemployed Male Minorities 

There were 6,901 male, minority former offenders operationally defined as 

unemployed in this study. Training, operationally defined as being C-1 completion, was 

achieved by 19% of unemployed minority males, less than the 21% found within the male 

minorities with employment. A slightly lower rate of training among the unemployed was 

also found in C-2 completion; 1.7% of unemployed minority males completed C-2, and 

2% of the employed minority males achieved C-2. The average C-2 completion rate 

among the overall study population was 3%. This lower percentage of training was more 

noticeable among those recidivating. The recidivating, male, minority group achieved a 
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C-1 completion average of 16%, below the 21% achieved by the employed and the 19% 

achieved by those who were unemployed but did not recidivate. C-2 completion for 

recidivists averaged 1%, and unemployed male minorities averaged 1.7%. 

 The average percentage of unemployed within the male minority group (33%) was 

lower than the unemployed percentage found in the population (35%). Seven percent 

(489) of the unemployed, male minorities recidivated, as did seven percent of employed, 

male minorities. Half of those without operationally defined earnings were within the age 

groups 35 and younger, and half were older than 35; this same distribution applied to 

unemployed recidivating male minorities. Table 8 provides further detail. 

 

Table 8 
 
Unemployed Minority Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 2000, 
2001, 2002 during the Period of Study 
 

Age Total Population (n = 6,899) Recidivists (n = 489) 
 Number C-1 C-2 Number C-1 C-2 
16-20      97      8    0 13  3 0 
21-25    974   129    7 70 10 0 
26-30 1,220   257  34 82 15 1 
31-35 1,157   275  32 80 19 0 
36-40 1,186   240  17 78 15 2 
41-45    950   196  14 79 10 1 
46-50    660   127    7 43     2 1 
51-55    369     74    9 29     2 0 
56-60    130     19    0   6     1 0 
61-65      83       5    0   3     0 0 
>65      75       4    0   6     0 0 
Total 6,899 1,334 118    489 77 5 
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Minority Females 

 The 2,471 minority females in the study comprised 6.8% of the total study 

population of 35,882. The 1,698 minority females who were operationally defined as 

employed had a higher average of employment (72%) than was found in the population 

(65%). Despite the higher rate of employment than the population, employed minority 

females reported the lowest average earnings of the four groups in this study ($6,009.46). 

Employed minority females had more than one employer (55%) on average compared to 

employed white females (51%), but minority females were more likely to be working 

(72%) than employed white females (70%). Minority male earnings averaged 

significantly more ($7,802.50) than minority females as did white males ($8,799.13) in 

this study. Higher earnings were reported by those older than 35 ($5,734.22) than those 

younger ($4,600.73). These distinctions are found in Table 9. 
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Table 9 

Employed Minority Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 2000, 2001, 
2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 1,698) 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
>One 

Employer 
16-20 2,726.00 72.91        54.16 
21-25 4,221.88 74.40        53.08 
26-30 5,681.12 75.89        48.12 
31-35 5,773.95 71.31        47.22 
36-40 6,349.20 74.99        50.49 
41-45 6,408.08 74.40        47.58 
46-50 7,448.12 77.84        49.32 
51-55 7,018.92 72.50        43.56 
56-60 5,263.88 79.16      100.00 
61-65 1,917.16 50.00        00.00 
>65     00.00 00.00        00.00 
All Ages 6,009.46 72.34        54.83 

 
 
 
 The employed female minorities who did not return to prison during the period of 

this study reported higher earnings ($5,492.92) than recidivating female minorities 

($3,516.40); they averaged a higher percentage of employment in any quarter (73%) than 

recidivists (70%), and they had a lower average percentage with more than one employer 

(45%) than recidivating minority females (47%). Non-recidivating female minorities, age 

35 and younger, reported average earnings of $4,580.15; those older than 35 reported 

$5,833.77. Recidivating female minorities younger than 35 earned less ($3,011.73) than 

those older than 35 ($4,108.55). Tables 10 and 11 provide more detail for comparison. 
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Table 10 
 
Employed Non-recidivating Minority Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 
1,568) 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20 2,726.00        72.91         40.62 
21-25 4,308.62        75.33         53.04 
26-30 5,443.93        76.37         49.16 
31-35 5,842.07        71.93         47.77 
36-40 6,468.91        75.40         50.74 
41-45 6,637.51        74.33         49.20 
46-50 7,696.27        78.56         51.59 
51-55 7,018.92        72.50         49.89 
56-60 5,263.88        79.16         62.50 
61-65 1,917.16        50.00         00.00 
>65     00.00        00.00         00.00 
All Ages 5,492.92        72.64         45.45 

 
 
 
 Of the 1,698 female minorities operationally defined as employed, 130 (7.6%) 

recidivated. The reported earnings, $3,516.40, averaged by female minorities are well 

below the $5,432.85 reported by white female recidivists. Minority females were 

employed in any quarter at a higher percentage (70%) than white females (57%), and 

recidivating minority females, on average, had more than one employer less (46%) than 

white female recidivists (65%). All of the employed minority females returning to prison 

were between the ages of 21 and 50. Table 11 offers a more detailed look at these 

findings. 

 



 
 

 

66

Table 11 
 
Employed Recidivating Minority Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 
130) 
 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20      00.00 00.00 00.00 
21-25 1,936.08 66.66 56.25 
26-30 2,072.77 70.62 61.11 
31-35 5,026.36 69.22 39.23 
36-40 4,465.98 72.15 42.70 
41-45 3,788.46 76.88 47.01 
46-50 4,071.22 65.97 33.33 
51-55     00.00 00.00 00.00 
56-60     00.00 00.00 00.00 
61-65     00.00 00.00 00.00 
>65     00.00 00.00 00.00 
All Ages 3,516.40 70.25 46.60 

 
 
 
 C-1 completion level was achieved by 22% of the 1,698 employed, minority 

females in the study population, a higher percentage completion rate than the 20% 

achieved by the general population. The average income earned by employed, C-1 

completion, minority females ($6,052.82) was higher than the earnings reported for 

minority females with C-2 completion ($5,067.45); further, the percentage of C-1 

completion minority females employed in any quarter of the study was higher (73%) than 

the 52% found in the C-2 completion minority females. Employed minority females with 

C-1 completion who were younger than 35 earned slightly less ($6,048.15) than those 



 
 

 

67

older than 35 ($6,056.32). The C-2 completions younger than 35 reported $4,556.09, and 

those older reported $5,476.53. Tables 11 and 12 provide more details. 

 

Table 12 
 
Employed C-1 Completion Minority Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 
371)* 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20     00.00 00.00 00.00 
21-25 5,639.96 71.96 39.04 
26-30 6,871.51 78.02 55.41 
31-35 5,633.00 69.88 43.21 
36-40 6,218.07 71.33 52.30 
41-45 5,481.19 74.94 51.98 
46-50 5,963.33 68.23 60.08 
51-55 6,562.71 73.61 55.33 
56-60     00.00 00.00 00.00 
61-65     00.00 00.00 00.00 
>65     00.00 00.00 00.00 
All Ages 6,052.82 72.56 51.05 

 
* includes recidivists 
 
 
 

Sixteen percent of employed, female minorities completed a program at the C-2 

level as compared to the 3% found in the overall population. Earnings for a minority 

female with C-2 level of completion were $5,067.45, lower than the average earnings 

($7,057.06) found for white females with C-2 completion. White female C-2 completions 

were employed in any quarter at a higher rate (74%) than minority females with the same 
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completion level (52%), but both groups had an average of more than one employer. 

Tables 12, 13, and 25 offer details. 

  

Table 13 
 
Employed C-2 Completion Minority Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 
266)* 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20 2,168.98        100.00        59.91 
21-25 5,553.30          77.01        63.79 
26-30 4,549.67          68.05        46.86 
31-35 5,952.42          69.32        45.34 
36-40 5,401.69          70.01        47.87 
41-45 6,019.17          71.94        47.13 
46-50 6,230.73          77.08        40.73 
51-55 7,813.94        100.00        62.50 
56-60      00.00          00.00        00.00 
61-65 1,917.16          50.00        00.00 
>65      00.00          00.00        00.00 
All Ages 5,067.45          75.93        51.76 

 
* includes recidivists 
 
 
 
Unemployed Minority Females 

 The average rate of unemployment for minority females in this study was 31%, 

which was 4% lower on average than the 35% rate found in the general population. 

Unemployed, minority females had achieved a higher rate (21%) of C-1 level completion 

than the population average of 20%, and their C-2 level of completion was 11% compared 

to the population average of three percent. 



 
 

 

69

 Unemployed, minority females returned to prison at a 9.6% average rate during the 

period of this study compared to the 7.6% of employed minority females who recidivated. 

The recidivating unemployed minority females had a 9% average C-1 completion 

average, well below the unemployed non-recidivating minority females ((21%) as well as 

the population average of 20%. C-2 completion was achieved by a strong 20% of the 

recidivists. Details are shown in Table 14. 

 
 
Table 14 
 
Unemployed Minority Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 2000, 
2001, 2002 during the Period of Study 
 

Age Total Population (n = 773) Recidivists (n = 74) 
 Number C-1 C-2 Number C-1 C-2 
16-20         4        0       1  0 0     0 
21-25       48      12       4  4 0     0 
26-30     102      17     12  8 0     2 
31-35     149      35     15 20 2     4 
36-40     195      42     23 16 2     5 
41-45     147      25     23 17 3     4 
46-50      75      21      6  5 0     0 
51-55      34       8      2  4 0     0 
56-60      14       2      2  0 0     0 
61-65        2       0      0  0 0     0 
>65        3       2      0  0 0     0 
Total     773   164    88 74 7   15 
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Employed White Males 
 
 The 10,975 white males in this study comprised 30.5% of the study’s total 

population. Sixty-three percent of the white male group in this study were employed, a 

slightly lower percentage than the 65% found in the population. White males’ earnings 

were the highest of the four groupings, averaging $8,799.13. Employed minority males 

reported $7,802.50, but the percentage of white males employed during any quarter was 

lower (63%) than minority males (70%). White males had more than one employer at a 

lower percentage (40%) than minority males (43%). Employed white males who were 

younger than 35 reported earnings of $8,368.14, and those older than 35 averaged 

$10,780.65 in earnings. More details on white males are found in Table 15.  
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Table 15 

Employed White Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 2000, 2001, 
2000 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 6,841) 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20   6,047.56 65.50 47.93 
21-25   7,547.22 69.93 49.06 
26-30   9,266.36 68.32 46.60 
31-35 10,611.44 65.39 43.82 
36-40 11,183.08 63.87 41.31 
41-45 11,789.06 65.02 39.89 
46-50 13,253.10 61.66 39.83 
51-55 12,968.37 63.44 38.90 
56-60 11,815.25 57.81 31.06 
61-65  6,277.39 40.73 23.61 
>65  8,178.36 55.00 42.91 
All Ages  8,799.13 63.15 40.44 

 
 
 

The employed, non-recidivating, white male group averaged reported earnings of 

$10,390.53 compared to the $6,117.06 reported by recidivating white males. Non-

recidivating white males had a higher percentage of employment in any quarter (66%) 

than recidivists (62%), but they averaged more than one employer at a higher percentage 

(44%) than recidivists. Non-recidivating males less than 35 years of age earned less 

($8638.54) than those older than 35 ($10,926.99). Tables 16 and 17 offer comparisons.  
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Table 16 
 
Employed Non-recidivating White Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 
2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 6,407) 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20   6,360.65 65.83 47.93 
21-25   7,798.79 70.68 49.48 
26-30   9,461.16 67.50 46.37 
31-35 10,933.57 65.69 44.58 
36-40 11,468.66 64.24 41.66 
41-45 11,947.37 65.36 40.14 
46-50 13,541.97 61.89 39.73 
51-55 12,955.09 63.59 38.51 
56-60 12,120.08 58.55 31.44 
61-65   6,277.39 41.19 24.02 
>65   8,178.38 67.23 36.87 
All Ages 10,390.53 66.39 44.04 

 
 
 
 Of those white males finding employment, 434 (6.3%) returned to prison. The 

percentage of employed white males returning to prison was higher than employed white 

females (5.6%) but lower than both employed minority males (7.6%) and employed 

minority females (7.6%).  

The rate of recidivism among the employed white males was higher (6.3%) than 

the average rate of recidivism for unemployed white males (4.6%) during the period of 

this study. Those employed white male recidivists 35 and younger reported average 

earnings of $4,730.52 and those older than 35 reported $5056.80. Tables 17 and 20 

provide more details for comparison. 
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Table 17 
 
Employed Recidivating White Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 
2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 434) 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20 2,477.13 71.39 62.45 
21-25 4,138.26 58.50 37.49 
26-30 5,855.22 69.81 49.54 
31-35 6,451.47 64.22 33.30 
36-40 6,208.91 56.34 32.09 
41-45 8,675.73 58.53 33.71 
46-50 4,893.02 53.42 38.42 
51-55 9,367.93 58.33 39.58 
56-60 1,195.23 50.00 00.00 
61-65     00.00 00.00 00.00 
>65     00.00 00.00 00.00 
All Ages 6,117.06 61.80 40.25 

 
 
 
 White males completing level C-1 had average earnings of $11,280.20; a higher 

reported average than white male C-2 completions ($10,331.56). White males with C-1 

completion were employed at a lower percentage (68%) than C-2 completions (70%), but 

both groups had a 51% average of more than one employer. The average percentage of C-

1 completion of 20% was equal to that found in the population. The white male C-1 

completions younger than 35 had average reported earnings of $8,340.37, and those older 

than 35 reported earnings averaging $10,962.80. Tables 18 and 19 provide more details 

concerning the comparisons. 
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Table 18 
 
Employed C-1 Completion White Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 
2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 1,383)* 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20   4,472.64 51.39 60.41 
21-25   8,105.17 72.23 48.11 
26-30 10,544.37 73.43 49.76 
31-35 10,239.32 64.60 46.61 
36-40 12,578.85 65.36 42.30 
41-45 12,728.24 69.72 43.40 
46-50 13,638.89 65.63 43.55 
51-55 15,490.02 69.43 38.14 
56-60 10,260.06 57.77 26.11 
61-65   4,902.00 37.22 26.67 
>65   7,141.63 81.25 100.00 
All Ages 11,280.20 68.14 51.89 

 
*Includes recidivists 
 
 
 
 White males with C-2 completion comprised 2% of this population group, a lower 

percentage of C-2 completions than the average found in the population (3%). The white 

male C-2 completions younger than age 35 earned more ($8,218.34) than those who were 

older than 35 ($6,886.42) on average. No other group reported higher earnings for 

younger workers. Table 19 provides more detail. 
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Table 19 
 
Employed C-2 Completion White Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 
2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 131)* 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20   1,839.14 75.00 45.83 
21-25   6,125.14 82.50 75.09 
26-30 13,382.74 64.79 48.26 
31-35 11,526.37 77.41 51.34 
36-40 11,799.64 67.97 45.36 
41-45   8,840.08 80.13 44.04 
46-50   5,299.35 50.00 33.33 
51-55   6,320.41 55.66 50.00 
56-60       00.00 00.00 00.00 
61-65       00.00 00.00 00.00 
>65   2,172.63 50.00 00.00 
All Ages 10,331.56 70.05 51.28 

 
* Includes recidivists 
 
 
Unemployed White Males 

 The percentage of white males without employment, as operationally defined, was 

38%, higher than the average found in the population (35%) and higher than the 33% 

unemployment found in minority males. C-1 completion was achieved by 16%, lower 

than the 20% found in the total population, and the C-2 completion average of 1.6% was 

below the 3% found in the population. 

 During the period of this study, unemployed white males experienced a 4.6% 

average of recidivism, a lower average than the 6.3% of employed white males returning 

to prison. The unemployed recidivating white males had a low 11% C-1 completion rate 

when compared to the 20% found in both the population and the employed white male 
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group. The C-2 completion rate of one percent was below the population average of three 

percent and the 1.9% found in the employed white male group. Table 20 provides details. 

 

Table 20 
 
Unemployed White Male Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 2000, 2001, 
2002 during the Period of Study 
 

Age Total Population (n = 4,134) Recidivists (n = 191) 
 Number C-1 C-2 Number C-1 C-2 
16-20       31     2   0         1  0 0 
21-25     470   44   5       34  4 0 
26-30     585   93 14       21  0 1 
31-35     676 125 19       34  5 0 
36-40     772 123 16       34  6 1 
41-45     618 124   4       30  4 0 
46-50     409   68   4       15  0 0 
51-55     238   41   0         8  0 0 
56-60     151   24   1         7  2 0 
61-65      90   14   2         5  0 0 
>65      94   17   0         2  0 0 
Total 4,134 675 65     191 21 2 

 
 
 

Employed White Females 

 White females accounted for 4% of the population; the smallest group profiled in 

this study. White females had a higher rate of employment (69%) than the percentage 

found in the population (65%) and higher than the 63% found in white males. However, 

despite this higher employment overall, the percentage (70%) of white females employed 

in any quarter was lower than the average number of minority females (72%) employed in 

any quarter. The average of reported earnings for employed white females was $6,903.71, 
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higher than the minority female earnings ($6,009.46), but below both male minorities 

($7,802.50) and male whites ($8,799.13). White females younger than 36 reported 

earnings averaging $5,637.38 while those 36 and older reported earnings of $8,1427.25. 

Table 21 provides details.  

 

Table 21 
 
Employed White Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 2000, 2001, 
2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 927) 
 

 
 
Age 

Annual 
Average 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20   4,620.49 65.62 72.91 
21-25   5,441.29 71.15 55.87 
26-30   5,752.07 68.94 53.70 
31-35   6,735.68 68.29 48.88 
36-40   6,876.74 66.59 51.16 
41-45   8,367.55 66.09 50.54 
46-50   9,145.97 63.06 41.58 
51-55 11,381.73 78.75 43.47 
56-60   1,965.19 37.50 25.00 
61-65 18,719.58 41.65 25.00 
>65     574.00 25.00 00.00 
All Ages   6,903.71 69.88 50.62 

 
 
 

A comparison between the non-recidivating white females and those who returned 

to prison found that non-recidivating white females had higher reported earnings 

($7,047.42) than recidivating white females ($5,432.85), non-recidivists had a higher 

percentage of those employed in any quarter (62.5%) than recidivists (59%), and non-

recidivating white females averaged more than one employer at a lower percentage (42%) 
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than white female recidivists (64%). Tables 22 and 23 more clearly indicate these 

differences. 

 

Table 22 

Employed Non-recidivating White Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 
875) 
 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20   4,598.53 65.62 72.19 
21-25   5,473.92 72.09 56.11 
26-30   5,966.88 69.17 53.69 
31-35   6,939.43 68.91 48.56 
36-40   6,864.11 66.52 51.43 
41-45   8,528.47 66.90 50.58 
46-50   9,314.13 62.70 42.32 
51-55 11,381.73 78.75 43.77 
56-60   1,965.19 37.50 25.00 
61-65        00.00 00.00 00.00 
>65      574.00 25.00 00.00 
All Ages   7,047.42 62.51 42.30 

 
 
 
 Employed white females recidivated at a lower average rate (5%) than any other 

group. The disproportionately large reported annual earnings for the recidivists in the 51-

55-age grouping of Table 23 were investigated. There were three recidivating white 

females in this age group, and a larger income was earned by one of the three, causing an 

increase in the average. 
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Table 23 
 
Employed Recidivating White Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 
2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 52) 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20     431.86   25.00 25.00 
21-25  1,379.69   52.08 47.50 
26-30  4,639.68   66.25 57.94 
31-35  3,958.99   60.76 48.49 
36-40  7,649.64   66.09 36.07 
41-45 5,746.66   67.84 45.98 
46-50 5,369.06   84.37 68.75 
51-55 16,295.43* 100.00 75.00 
56-60      00.00   00.00 00.00 
61-65      00.00   00.00 00.00 
>65      00.00   00.00 00.00 
All Ages 5,432.85   59.06 64.53 

 
* There were three in this age grouping. 
 
 
 
 Employed white females had a higher rate (27%) of C-1 completion than the 

average found in the population (20%). White females with C-1 completion indicated an 

average earned income of $6,358.64, and white females with C-2 completion earned 

$7,057.06. White females with C-1 completion had a lower average percentage of 

employed (61%) in any given quarter than C-2 completions (74%), and C-1 completions 

had a higher percentage with more than one employer (62%) than C-2 completions (53%). 

White females with C-1 completion under age 36 reported lower average earnings 

($4,817.19) than white female with C-1 completion age 36 or older ($5,786.73). Findings 

for white, female C-1 completions are found in Table 24. 
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Table 24 

 
Employed C-1 Completion White Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 
251)* 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20      00.00 00.00 00.00 
21-25 2,363.08 54.99 64.02 
26-30 4,474.25 64.51 68.12 
31-35 7,614.24 63.66 58.77 
36-40 5,453.68 62.78 61.44 
41-45 8,393.29 61.03 65.61 
46-50 5,480.08 55.55 56.20 
51-55 9,578.00 65.28 65.27 
56-60      28.60 00.00 00.00 
61-65      00.00 00.00 00.00 
>65      00.00 00.00 00.00 
All Ages 6,358.64 61.12 61.63 

 
* includes recidivists 
 
 
 
 Fifteen percent of the employed white females achieved a C-2 completion, a rate 

much higher than the average (3%) found in the population. A white female C-2 

completion reported average earnings of $7,057.06, more than the $5,067.45 in average 

earnings shown for minority females with C-2 completion, but below the $8,600.80 

average for minority males and the $10,331.56 average earnings found for white males.  

Table 25 details the reported average earnings of white females with C-2 completion. 
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Table 25 
 
Employed C-2 Completion White Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 during the Period of Study; All Income Shown in Dollars (n = 
141)* 
 

 
 
Age 

Average 
Annual 
Income 

Average % 
Employed in 
Any Quarter 

Average % 
> One 

Employer 
16-20   4,750.71 100.00 50.00 
21-25   4,544.72   71.98 58.41 
26-30   5,238.10   61.92 57.03 
31-35   7,342.38   67.42 47.24 
36-40   6,641.82   65.93 50.05 
41-45   4,776.29   68.32 46.93 
46-50 11,450.62   88.94 39.33 
51-55   8,751.06   96.66 47.22 
56-60   1,148.62   50.00 25.00 
61-65        00.00   00.00 00.00 
>65       00.00   00.00 00.00 
All Ages   7,057.06   73.78 52.70 

 
* includes recidivists 
 
 
 
Unemployed White Females 

 The white females in this study were unemployed at a lower average (31%) than 

the population (35%). This lower average was also found in the average of C-1 

completions (18%) when compared to the 20% found in the population. 

 Unemployed white females had a very high percentage of C-2 completions (11%) 

compared to the population average of 3%. After separation of the unemployed 

recidivists from the non-recidivists, C-1 completion was found to have been achieved by 

47% of the recidivists. The very small population (15) and the number of completions (7) 
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detract from this impressive percentage. All of the 15 unemployed recidivating white 

females had achieved a C-2 level of completion. Table 26 details these findings. 

 

Table 26 
 
Unemployed White Female Former Offenders Released in Fiscal Years 1999, 2000, 2001, 
2002 during the Period of Study 
 

Age Total Population (n = 463) Recidivists (n = 15) 
 Number C-1 C-2 Number C-1 C-2 

16-20     1    0   0  0  0 
21-25   36   2   4   2 2  2 
26-30   64 12 10   2 2  2 
31-35   97 12 12   4 1  4 
36-40   99 20 11   5 2  5 
41-45   92 19 10   0 0  0 
46-50   37 11   3   0 0  0 
51-55   23   8   0   0 0  0 
56-60     7   0   2   2 0  2 
61-65     4   0   0   0 0  0 
>65     3   0   0   0 0  0 
Total 463 84 52 15 7 15 

 
 
 

Summary of Findings 

 The total population of this study was large (35,882), and the study period was 

long, four fiscal years. The researcher has provided information in narrative and table 

format to profile the employment of those released from Virginia’s prisons during the 

study period, but a quick recap by group is in order because of the volume of information 

provided. 
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Minority Males 

 At 58%, minority males were the largest group in the total population. Sixty-seven 

percent reported earnings operationally defined as being one dollar or more at any time 

during the period of the study. However, of those indicating one dollar or more in 

earnings during the study period, only 70% were employed in any quarter on average. 

Forty-three percent had more than one employer, 22% had C-1 completion, and 2% had 

C-2 completion. A minority male had average annual reported earnings of $7,802.50, and 

the group experienced a recidivism rate of 7.6% among the employed and 7.5% among 

the unemployed. 

White Males 

 The second largest group (31%) in the total population was the white males. Sixty-

two percent reported operationally defined earnings of one dollar or more during the 

period of study, but only 63% of those reporting such earnings on average were employed 

in any given quarter. Thirty-five percent had more than one employer; C-1 completion 

was achieved by 20%, and C-2 completion by 2%. A white male reported average annual 

earnings of $8,799.13, and the group had a 6.3% rate of recidivism among the employed 

and a 4.6% rate among the unemployed. 

Minority Females 

 The third largest group (7%) in the total population was the minority females. 

Sixty-eight percent reported operationally defined earnings of one dollar or more, but of 

those reporting one dollar or more, an average of 72% were employed during any quarter 

and 55% had more than one employer. C-1 completion was achieved by 22% and C-2 by 
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16%. The minority females averaged $6009.46 in annual earnings, and during the study 

period the unemployed experienced a 9.6% rate of recidivism, while 7.6% of the 

employed recidivated. 

White Females 

 The white female group was the smallest of the four groups, comprising only 4% 

of the total population. Sixty-nine percent reported operationally defined earnings in 

Virginia; however, of those reporting more than one dollar in earnings, 70% was the 

average rate of employment in any quarter, and 51% had more than one employer. C-1 

completion was achieved by 27% and C-2 by 15%. The white females had average annual 

reported earnings of $6,903.71. Employed white females recidivated at a rate of 5.6% and 

the unemployed, 3.2%. 

 In answering the two research questions, a more detailed description of the 35,882 

former offenders released in Virginia in fiscal years 1999 through 2002 has been 

provided. A discussion of these findings concludes this research study.
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

Summary 

  When the literature was reviewed in Chapter Two, the problems facing a 

convicted felon were detailed as were the programs offered by prison educators and 

others in the effort to prevent recidivism. Various studies linking the important role 

employment plays in this effort were presented, and the methods used in this study to 

profile the employment of former offenders in Virginia were detailed in Chapter Three. 

The findings of this descriptive study were presented in Chapter Four, and this final 

chapter offers a summary and discussion of results as well as conclusions reached. 

 This study has profiled former offenders released in fiscal years 1999 through 

2002 under the three categories of employed, unemployed, and recidivating. Sub-

groupings of (a) race, (b) gender, (c) age, (d) employment stability, as measured by the 

number of different employers, and (e) training, operationally defined as C-1 or C-2 

completion, served to more precisely profile the population. These three categories of 

employed, unemployed, and recidivating former offenders with the sub-groupings noted 

form the basis for a discussion of the findings found in Chapter Four. 

Discussion 

Employed 

Those former Virginia inmates who earned a dollar or more in Virginia, at any 

time during the period of this study following release and whose earnings were reported 
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to the Virginia Employment Commission (VEC), were defined as employed former 

offenders for this study. Using this operational definition, 65% of the total population 

was considered employed. As disappointingly low as this number is, it does not tell the 

entire story. Within the 65% who found employment as operationally defined, on 

average, only 68% of those former offenders were employed in any quarter. Even more 

disappointing, the average earnings for an employed former offender in Virginia were 

$7,670.17 per year, an income well below the poverty level in the United States. 

 An answer to the question of how former offenders are able to survive on this 

level of earnings is beyond the scope of this study, but research into how they manage to 

survive would be in order. A former offender may be augmenting his reported earnings 

by working for private contractors or small businesses for non-reported monies or barter 

payments. The former offender may be living as a ward of the state, receiving welfare 

assistance for food and housing, living with the assistance of family or friends, or 

involved in illegal activities that have not yet been discovered by authorities. These are 

but a few of the many possible sources of income. An investigation into alternate sources 

of income would play a crucial role in understanding the economic pressures faced by a 

former offender. 

 Among those reporting income, white men and women had much higher reported 

earnings than their minority counterparts. This finding might be dismissed by some as an 

indication of a lack of effort on the part of the minority population; however, it should be 

noted that a higher percentage of minority men and women were employed, as 

operationally defined, during the period of this study than their white counterparts, and 
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minorities had a higher percentage with more than one employer. Regulations mandating 

equal employment opportunities for both genders and all races have been in place for 

more than a generation. Are minority former offenders still subject to discriminatory 

hiring practices, or perhaps cultural differences in work ethics contribute to these results? 

Research would be required before learning the variables involved in producing these 

results. 

Forty-six percent of the employed former offenders in this study had more than 

one employer; given the four-year time frame of the study, this finding would indicate a 

lack of job stability with women in both race classifications reporting a higher rate of 

employer change than men. The low reported average annual income would not suggest 

that former offenders were switching employment for economic purposes, although this 

may have been the case for some. The former offender may be creating job turnover by 

working temporary assignments or perhaps the former offenders’ work habits or skill 

levels create job instability. 

In all groups, those former offenders older than 35 years or age reported a lower 

rate of job change and higher earnings than those 35 and younger. The low reported 

earnings in both the younger and the older age groups would suggest that both are 

performing low-skill labor, yet the older released inmate earns more and changes jobs 

less often. A thorough study of the post-release employment patterns of former offenders 

and the reason given for employer changes from the view of both the employee and the 

employer would help identify training needs for the Department of Correctional 

Education. 
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 The former offenders in this study had a dismal percentage of employment, and 

those finding employment earned income below the poverty level. The percentage of the 

population reporting earnings decreased in each of the four years of this study, and there 

may be a tendency to attribute this drop to the higher rates of unemployment experienced 

by Virginia during the study period (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2002). A rise in the rate 

of unemployment may be a contributing factor; however, while compiling data in this 

study, the researcher observed that former offenders were employed at a higher 

percentage in the first few quarters immediately following release, and the averages 

reported in this study were lowered by the percentage employed in later months. 

The data provided by the Virginia Employment Commission for use in this study 

reported earnings on a quarterly basis, and a more detailed study of former offender 

earnings and job changes would require the reporting of income and employers on a 

monthly basis. If earnings information of former offenders could be obtained on a 

monthly basis, the employment patterns could be more precisely identified. Using this 

information, the Virginia Department of Correctional Education would be better able to 

evaluate current curricula. The causes for job changes found in the population may be 

more clearly identified. 

This study identified training within the broad categories of C-1 completion, 

which includes both academic and vocational training, and C-2 completion, which is 

vocational training only. The dramatic increase in the number of former offenders 

achieving C-1 and C-2 certification over the period of this study was noted, but the 

variables causing this increase were not known.  
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The average reported earnings of both C-1 and C-2 completions were noted in 

Chapter Four; however, the issue as to whether this training resulted in higher earnings 

was beyond this study. A more specific definition of the training each former offender 

received and the reported earnings the offender received post-release would help in 

understanding the outcomes of training as a factor in preventing recidivism. 

Unemployed 

 Much mystery surrounds those former offenders listed as unemployed in this 

study. It was learned that 769 of those unemployed returned to prison during this study 

period, but little is known of the 11,500 other unemployed former offenders. The study 

did show that the unemployed had achieved lower averages of training as measured by C-

1 or C-2 level completion, but little else is known.  

The 11,500 former offenders who did not return to prison in Virginia during this 

study period may have left Virginia and may be employed, incarcerated in another state, 

living with family, or deceased. The unemployed non-recidivating may be in Virginia 

working for barter or non-reported earnings, or they may be working in an illegal 

enterprise that has not yet been discovered. Perhaps a study that encompasses all of the 

states might locate these former offenders who have disappeared from the radar screen. 

Recidivists 

 Some may view those who are incarcerated as the mistakes of the social system. 

For some reason, they did not get the signal the majority of others receive outlining 

society’s expectations. If former offenders represent society’s mistakes, recidivists 

represent society’s frustrating inability to correct its mistakes. 
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 The study found that non-recidivists in all four groups had much higher reported 

earnings than recidivists and non-recidivists experienced a higher percentage of 

employment. The study also found that recidivists achieved C-1 and C-2 completions at a 

lower percentage than those who did not return to prison. The lower level of training may 

have resulted in less employment or employment earning less money, but those 

considerations were not included in this study.  

 Unlike the unemployed profiled in this study, the location of the majority of the 

recidivating population is known: They are incarcerated in Virginia. A properly 

instrumented and well-conducted research study using both qualitative and quantitative 

measures would provide much-needed information related to the question of what didn’t 

work and provide suggestions for enhancement of what did work. 

This study did find that fiscal year 2002 had the highest number of released 

offenders and the highest percentage of recidivists. This finding was noted because those 

released in fiscal year 2002 would have the shortest period of time since their release, yet 

the percentage of recidivists were nearly equal to fiscal year 1999. These findings were 

made more apparent by the low percentage rate of recidivists found in fiscal years 2000 

and 2001. A study of those recidivating in each of the fiscal years and the reasons for 

their return to prison as provided by VDOC and the recidivists would seem to be in order.  

Conclusions 

 The purpose of a descriptive study is to provide an information basis for other 

studies that might follow. The information found has been surprising to the researcher, 

and questions have arisen after completing analysis of the information. The low level of 
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employment of former offenders, despite increases in training, could well substantiate 

Martinson’s (1974) declaration that “nothing works.” Alternately, the low level of 

training found in those recidivating, their lower reported earnings, and the lower 

percentage employed in any quarter would indicate that something is working. A 

description of the glass as being half-empty or half-full can perhaps be answered by the 

research that will follow.
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