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Preface

The Transitional Aid Research Project (TARP) was a large-scale field
experiment which attempted to reduce recidivism on the part of ex-felons.
Beginning in January 1976, some prisoners released from state institutions
in Texas and Georgia were offered financial aid for periods of up to 6
months postrelease. Payments were made in the form of Unemployment In-
surance benefits. The ex-prisoners who were eligible for payments were
compared with control groups released at the same time from the same in-
stitutions. The control groups were not eligible for benefits. Comparisons
were made along many lines, including number of arrests for various
causes, wages, time unemployed, family status, and living arrangements.
All ex-prisoners were followed for one year postrelease.

The assumption that modest levels of financial help would ease the tran-
sition from prison life to civilian life was partially supported. Ex-prisoners
who received financial aid under TARP had lower rearrest rates than their
counterparts who did not receive benefits and worked comparable periods
of time. Those receiving financial aid were also able to obtain better-paying
jobs than the controls. However, ex-prisoners receiving benefits took
longer to find jobs than those who did not receive benefits. Thus, those
receiving payments generally worked less during the postrelease year.

This volume reports complete details of the $3.4 million Department of
Labor TARP experiment. The reader is referred to Chapter 1 for a descrip-
tion of the project and its findings. We have not supplied a subject index to
this volume. Instead, we have included a very detailed table of contents, a
list of figures, and a list of tables.

Large-scale field experiments, have been used increasingly in the social
sciences over the last two decades to serve the information needs of social
policy. Because they combine sample survey techniques, experimental
design, and econometric analysis, large-scale field experiments provide bet-
ter and more trustworthy information than is available through alternative
research methods. In the past 20 years, such field experiments have come

xix
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into use to solve critical issues about whether or not specific proposed
social policies are effective in achieving their goals. Their increasing use by
policymaking agencies for these purposes, despite their costs, arises out of
two developments. First, policymakers are increasingly skeptical about in-
novations in social policy, an agnosticism born of repeated disappoint-
ments with social programs that have not lived up to expectations. Sec-
ond, the social science research community has learned how to combine
effectively the several traditions that contribute to the methodology of field
experimentation.

We believe that the TARP experiment makes a strong contribution both
to an important policy area, the reduction of crime through reducing
recidivism, and to the further development of the field and experiment as a
policy research instrument. The reader is, of course, the final judge on both
claims.
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1

An Overview

INTRODUCTION

For 6 months starting in January 1976, some of the prisoners released
from the state institutions of Georgia and Texas were offered eligibility for
unemployment insurance payments for periods of up to 6 months or until
they managed to locate employment. These ex-felons were carefully
selected as part of an experiment run by the Department of Labor in
collaboration with the two states. Other prisoners who were not offered
unemployment benefits also participated in the experiment to serve as
controls.

The purpose of the experiment was to test a new way of helping persons
who had completed their sentences or were released on parole to reinte-
grate themselves into civilian life. The program was based on the realiza-
tion that ex-felons were sent out into the world with virtually no reserves of
savings or any sort of nest egg that would tide them over until they located
work and had earnings on their own. Ex-felons ordinarily got along finan-
cially through the generous help of their families and friends who, sharing
their own meager resources with the returned prisoners, provided food and
shelter.

The ex-prisoners who were offered unemployment insurance benefits
were compared with others released around the same time who were not
made the same offer. Comparisons included the number of arrests experi-
enced for various causes over the year beyond release as well as amount of
unemployment, wages, family status, and living arrangements.

The assumption that the modest levels of financial support ($63 per week
in Texas and $70 in Georgia) would ease the transition to civilian life was
partially supported by the analysis undertaken on what happened during
the year after release from prison. On the positive side, ex-felons receiving
benefits experienced fewer arrests on all sorts of charges and managed to
get better-paying jobs than their counterparts who worked comparable

3



4 1. AN OVERVIEW

amounts of time in the postrelease year and were not eligible for unemploy-
ment benefits. On the negative side, ex-felons receiving payments took
longer than their counterparts to find work and as a consequence worked a
shorter portion of the postrelease year.

This volume describes the $3.4-million Department of Labor experiment
and presents an analysis of the outcomes in behavior over the postrelease
year. In the remainder of this chapter, an overview of the experiment and
its outcomes is presented. Part I presents a detailed history of the experi-
ment and the rationale for its design along with a summary of the evidence
for the effectiveness of the policy (Chapter 5). Part Il provides a detailed
account of the participants in the experiments and the events over the post-
release year in their personal lives, employment, and, in some cases, arrest
experiences. Part Il contains a detailed discussion of the theoretical back-
ground of the experiment plus an account of the statistical approaches used
to measure the impacts of the payments. Finally, Part [V attempts to draw
out the implications of the findings for an effective social policy that would
reduce recidivism rates.

THE SOCIAL PROBLEM

In broadest terms, it is the social problem of crime that is the center of
concern of this volume. Specifically, however, we will focus on recidivism,
the unfortunate tendency of persons convicted of felonies at one point in
time to be arrested and convicted again, sometimes to repeat this sequence
over and over.

The extent of this problem and its impact on our society are both consi-
derable. The prison population of the United States—including those serv-
ing time in both federal and state prisons, but not those serving in county
and municipal jails—hovers around 290,000,' enough people to fill a
modest-sized urban center (in 1970 Rochester, New York, had a population
of 296,000). Most prisoners (94%) are men. Now in their middle twenties
and serving terms between one and two years, they have usually been in
prison before. Most prisoners also have long histories of brushes with the
law, starting with arrests as juveniles and often including some time spent
in juvenile institutions.

! As of December 31, 1976, the state prison population was 260,747 and that of federal
prisons 30,920: U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions, National Prisoner Statistics Bulletin (Washington,
D.C.: 1979), Table 1.
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Three out of five of the felons in state prisons have been convicted of
felony charges involving property crimes, the most frequent specific charge
being burglary. Another one in five are in prison because of crimes com-
mitted against persons, ranging in seriousness from simple assaults to pre-
meditated murder. The remainder have been convicted of a miscellaneous
set of charges, among which drug-related offenses are a major subgroup
(see Chapter 7).

Property-related offenses are therefore the bulk of the crimes for which
persons serve time in prison. Such offenses are even a larger proportion of
all crimes recorded, since crimes against persons are much more likely to
lead to arrests and convictions. In short, the prison population of the
United States is at present largely composed of persons who have been con-
victed of theft, larceny, fraud, burglary, and similar offenses, all crimes
whose common denominator is the fact that it is possible to derive income
from the criminal acts involved. Crime may or may not be a way of life for
some segment of the United States population of young men, but it most
certainly is an alternative occupation from which it is possible to derive a
living or at least to obtain some supplementary earnings.

The social costs of crime at this scale are considerable.? Besides the losses
inflicted on victims and victimized institutions, there is the expense of
maintaining police departments, courts, and the staffs of prosecuting at-
torneys. In addition, there is the cost of maintaining men in prison, which
averages $13,500 per prisoner per year in state prisons.

Each year, the state prisons release about 100,000 persons who either
have completed their sentences or have been granted parole. Although no
one knows for sure how many are ultimately rearrested and returned to
prison upon conviction, all estimates of recidivism rates—ranging from
30% to 60% —are unacceptably high from any social-policy viewpoint.
Each imprisonment incurs the costs of criminal justice processing and
prison maintenance. And each imprisonment represents some larger
number of crimes for which no person was apprehended.

While there may be some prisoners who prefer imprisonment to being a
free civilian, the overwhelming majority dislike prison intensely, and for
very good and obvious reasons. Most leave holding firm resolves not to re-
turn. Most probably do not come back. Yet, a significantly large number—
at least one in three—do end up back in prison. Those who do return are

2 The annual cost of crimes against persons and property was estimated at close to five
billion in the mid 1960s: President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Print-
ing Office, 1967).
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given longer and longer sentences by the courts and confront parole boards
that are less willing to take chances on felons with extensive conviction
records. Indeed, recidivism is so prevalent that at any one point in time a
large proportion of prisoners are repeaters, many of whom have spent half
or more of their adult lives behind bars.

About the only sure knowledge we have of the recidivism problem is that
aging and employment are effective antidotes. Older men and ex-felons
who find jobs and retain them are less likely to be returned to prison. There
is little that any social policy can do about the aging process, but there is
much that can be attempted to help ex-felons enter the employed sector of
the economy. Indeed, the policy being tested in the study reported here is
one of a set of social programs designed to affect the employment chances
of ex-felons.

Ex-prisoners might benefit a great deal from steady employment, but
they are also not very good employment prospects. To begin with, they all
suffer from the stigma of felony convictions, a condition that excludes
them from many occupations and lowers their acceptance by employers
and co-workers in other jobs. But they also have the disadvantage of com-
ing from groups that have difficulty on labor markets in any event. For ex-
ample, minority ethnic and racial groups are overrepresented among ex-
prisoners. In Georgia about 60% were black, and in Texas 16% were
Hispanics with another 48% black. Because ex-felons have spent so much
of their adult lives in prison, they have little in the way of job experiences
that build up skills and hence reenter the labor market as if they were com-
pletely without experience. Finally, average educational attainment levels
are low, the typical ex-felon in Georgia and Texas having left school in the
ninth grade.

Indeed, the test put to the idea of the Transitional Aid Research Project
(TARP) by the ex-felons to which the TARP experiments were directed is a
very difficult one. Ex-felons are among the least employable groups in our
society.

Given that prison is clearly noxious to almost everyone, and especially
noxious to those who have had some direct experiences with prison life, the
issue then becomes what causes some ex-felons to engage again in activities
that expose them to the risk of additional imprisonment?

The search for answers to that question has produced paradoxical
results. On one hand, it has been quite easy to understand why ex-
prisoners return. The circumstances facing them as they attempt to fit into
civilian life are such that perhaps the question ought to be rephrased to ask
why it is that most ex-prisoners do not find their way back into prison. On
the other hand, the search for remedies that significantly affect the process
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has met time and time again with failure.* Few programs have been effec-
tive in reducing recidivism significantly, consistently, and at reasonable
levels of cost.

The TARP experiment described in this volume is one of the more suc-
cessful attempts both to improve our understanding of the process that
leads ex-felons back into prison and to develop a cost-effective program
that affects that process in a significant way. TARP is the culmination of
more than a decade of effort on the part of the Department of Labor to
fulfill the mandate given to it in the Manpower Development and Training
Act of 1962 to help ex-prisoners find employment (see Chapter 3).

TARP demonstrated that the provision of limited amounts of financial
aid to released prisoners in the form of minimum unemployment benefit
payments for periods of between 3 and 6 months can decrease the ar-
rests experienced by the ex-felons in the year following release by 25% to
50%.* TARP was also able to demonstrate that the jobs obtained by the ex-
felons who received payments paid higher wages and probably had better
working conditions. Apparently, the unemployment benefit payments
allowed the ex-prisoners to search more effectively for better employment
than could their counterparts who did not receive payments.

The clarity of TARP results was somewhat obscured by the presence of
unanticipated and undesirable side effects. Largely because of the regula-
tions governing eligibility for payments from the unemployment insurance
system, TARP payments had rather large work-disincentive effects. Essen-
tially, these regulations require that persons be unemployed in order to
receive payments (see Chapter 4). Since unemployment raises the probabil-
ity of recidivism, the positive effects of the TARP payments were offset by
the rise in recidivism brought about through increased unemployment.
These undesirable side effects can be remedied by appropriate changes in
eligibility rules, as we argue in Chapter 14.

The TARP findings are especially trustworthy because of the research
design employed. Randomized controlled experiments are the most power-
ful techniques available for the assessment of the effects of social
programs.® In addition, TARP was undertaken independently in two

* Douglas Lipton, Robert Martinson, and Judith Wilks, in The Effectiveness of Correctional
Treatment (New York: Praeger, 1975), reviewed scores of rehabilitation efforts, finding that
no firm evidence for effectiveness exists.

4 Calculated as the relative decline in the average number of arrests, compared to the
numbers of arrests experienced by comparable ex-felons who did not receive payments.

* Thomas D. Cook and Donald T. Campbell, Quasi-Experimentation: Design and Analysis
Issues for Field Setting, (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1979), and Peter H. Rossi, Howard
Freeman, and Sonia R. Wright, Evaluation: A Systematic Approach (Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications, 1979).
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states, Georgia and Texas. Similar findings in both instances bolster the
trustworthiness of the conclusions drawn. (The design used in the ex-
periments is described in Chapter 3.)

ADJUSTMENT PROBLEMS OF RELEASED PRISONERS

The difficulties faced by released prisoners as they attempt to readjust to
civilian life arise partly out of their past histories, which they share with
others of the same social origins who have not been convicted of felonies,
and partly out of the special circumstances that stem from having been con-
victed and imprisoned. These conditions are summarized in this section,
based on data collected in the TARP experiments. Their significance ex-
tends beyond both the period of the study and the geographical limits of
Georgia and Texas, however, since their circumstances differ very little
from those of convicted felons in any state of the Union. (Chapters 7, 8, 9,
and 10 provide greater detail.)

First of all, ex-felons are typically ill-equipped to make much of a go of it
outside the prison walls, even if the civil society were to welcome them
with open arms. As amply shown in the TARP data presented in Chapter
7, the ex-felons of Georgia and Texas were far below average for their age
groups in several characteristics that count on the labor market. Because of
their imprisonment histories they have had little opportunity to acquire
work experiences, and their sparse work episodes involved employment at
the lowest levels of the occupational-skill hierarchy. Their educational at-
tainment averaged ninth grade, but their measured average functional
grade equivalent was only sixth grade. Only a minority held valid drivers’
licenses, and more than one in four did not know how to operate a motor
vehicle.

In addition, a prison record is scarcely an employment recommendation.
Some jobs are explicitly barred to ex-felons. Some employers would never
hire them for any but the most transient and lowest paying positions. Even
when explicit questions about felony convictions are not asked on applica-
tion forms or at the time of interview, it is often necessary for the released
prisoner to account for what he was doing during the period of his im-
prisonment. Employment about which no questions are asked of applicants
consists of jobs that pay so meagerly and have such poor working condi-
tions that employers are willing to take almost anyone who comes in the
door.

In short, ex-felons can get into the employed labor force, but the entry
points open to them are on the bottom of the pay scale and involve un-
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pleasant working conditions. Indeed, for those who worked during the
postrelease year, average weekly wages in Texas were $148 and in Georgia
$110 (see Chapter 9). Typical jobs were at the bottom of the skill hierarchy,
usually involving unskilled labor in the construction industry. And many
were unable (or unwilling) to find any work at all during the entire post-
release year: 11% in Texas and 29% in Georgia.

Legitimate opportunities for earnings therefore compete poorly with
illegitimate sources of income. Although we do not know how much can be
earned, for example, by being a “full-time” burglar, it is clear that what can
be earned by TARP participants from the kinds of jobs typically available
to them is the worst competition available on local labor markets.

An additional push toward illegitimate activities arises from the im-
poverished state in which ex-felons typically leave prison. There are few
opportunities for earning money in prison. For example, although at the
time TARP began, the Texas prison system required everyone to work at
some sort of prison enterprise, no wages were paid. Georgia's prisons had
fewer work opportunities, and those who did work were paid less than $.50
per hour. Typically, prisoners got by in prison with the help of friends and
relatives who sent small sums that enabled the former to purchase
necessities and small luxuries that the prisons did not provide. Very little
could have been saved to have on hand when released.

Nor do the prisons provide much to the prisoner on discharge. A dis-
charged prisoner is usually provided with a set of civilian clothes (of indif-
ferent quality), transportation to his home town, and a small amount of
gate money. Although there are some states that provide as much as $250
upon release, some provide nothing; the average amount is around $50.
The Texas prisons were among the more generous, providing $200 in gate
money. Georgia was on the low side, with only $25. High or low, the
amounts provided were scarcely sufficient to provide for more than a few
days of food and lodging. Indeed, the very first problem faced by released
prisoners was arranging for the very basic necessities of food and shelter.
(Chapter 8 describes these reentry problems as experienced by the ex-
felons.)

The social insurance systems and the welfare systems ignore or push
aside the problem of released prisoners. Unemployment insurance credits
that might have accumulated from preprison employment have been wiped
out by the ex-felon’s stay in prison. Eligibility rules in the public welfare
system often specifically exclude young, able-bodied, and unmarried
males. Sometimes private charities may assist. Ordinarily, however, the
ex-felon is on his own. (Since almost all prisoners are males, we feel
justified in using the male personal pronoun throughout this volume.)
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The burden of supporting the released prisoner beyond the first few days
typically falls on his family. The same relatives who have helped him out in
prison provide shelter and food when he is released. Thus, mcre than two-
thirds of the prisoners go back to live with their parents or other close
relatives upon release. (The few who are still married upon release gener-
ally return to their wives.) Often this means going back into a home where
a prisoner’s mother is the head of the household.

The ex-felons’ families are rarely prosperous. Many are on welfare and
trying to get by on less than $100 a week. When breadwinners work,
household incomes are less than $150 per week (see Appendix B). An addi-
tional mouth to feed and an additional person to house in crowded quarters
constitutes a considerable drain on resources that are very meager to begin
with. In addition, ex-felons often borrow money or receive small allow-
ances, constituting additional drains on available cash.

The comparatively few who have no relatives or friends to receive them
are, of course, even worse off. For these, finding some way to obtain in-
come within a week of leaving prison is an absolute necessity.

For all ex-felons, getting along in the sense of obtaining food and shelter
is a problem that looms large within a very short period of time following
release from prison. This income bind, mitigated somewhat by the gener-
osity of relatives and friends, constitutes still another pressure in the direc-
tion of returning to a life of theft or larceny.

THE TRANSITIONAL AID RESEARCH PROJECT

The Transitional Aid Research Project (TARP) was designed to provide
limited financial aid to released prisoners during the critical transition
period between prison and full integration into civilian life. It was the
culmination of a line of development that started with the Manpower
Development and Training Act of 1962, which gave the Department of
Labor a mandate to provide programs that would aid released prisoners in
obtaining employment. Department of Labor programs initially attempted
to provide vocational training within prisons and after release. Evaluations
of these attempts to raise the skill levels (and thus enhance employability)
of ex-felons indicated that the attempts were hardly successful. Although
this general strategy is still being followed by the Department of Labor,
with additional projects aimed directly at providing additional training or
actual employment opportunities to released prisoners,® another strategy,
that of providing income support, was also pursued.

¢ Notably the Supported Work Experiment, conducted through the joint sponsorship of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the Ford Foundation.
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A line of research and development, initiated by Howard Rosen,” con-
centrated on providing some minimum level of income support during the
period immediately following release from prison. The aim was to change
the balance of incentives in favor of employment and against engaging in
property crimes. This was a strategy that recognized severe lack of funds
upon reentry as a major source of the postprison adjustment problems of
ex-felons and sought a partial solution to this problem by modifying an ex-
isting social program, unemployment insurance, through extension of its
coverage to newly released prisoners.

The strategy of extending employment insurance coverage had many at-
tractive features. Besides the clear and obvious need for income during the
immediate postrelease period, there were also equity reasons for pursuing
this strategy. Almost all of the prisoners had lost eligibility or unemploy-
ment insurance benefits by virtue of imprisonment.® Estimates of the
amount of eligibility so forfeited (see Chapter 3) indicated that such
amounts were a considerable fraction of the costs of a TARP-like program.
In addition, it hardly seemed fair that the burdens of providing for released
prisoners largely fell on their impoverished families and that few of the
social welfare agencies recognized the income needs of the released
prisoners.

In addition, administrative and efficiency considerations made the
income strategy attractive. Administratively, the program could be
easily delivered by a slight extension of the mandate of an existing set of
government agencies—the state employment security agencies, which ad-
ministered the unemployment insurance benefit system under federal
legislation. The state employment security agencies covered every state and
had sufficient presence in each state to administer such an extension; a new
bureaucracy would not have to be established. The intervention also ap-
peared to be quite inexpensive and showed promise of having very
favorable cost-to-benefit ratios even if only moderately successful. The
costs of incarceration were so high that even moderate reductions in
recidivism could produce savings that could offset the costs of most levels
of unemployment insurance payments to ex-prisoners.

The a priori attractiveness of the DOL strategy, however, was not en-
tirely convincing to its originator, Howard Rosen. Appropriately skeptical
of interventions, Rosen initiated a set of experiments to test whether ex-
tending reasonable amounts of unemployment benefits to ex-felons would
in fact make a difference in recidivism. The evaluation strategy was one

7 Director, Research and Development, Employment and Training Administration.

8 Eligibility rules require that a person be employed in covered employment for two out of
the four calendar quarters preceding application. This requirement effectively rendered almost
all released prisoners ineligible for benefits since a prisoner was counted as unemployed.
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that led to cumulative knowledge through an initial small investment,
enlarging the investment of funds and time when the initial returns pro-
vided encouraging results.

After a short period of exploratory research, the first experiment in
Baltimore was commissioned in 1971. Prisoners released from the Mary-
land state prisons and returning to Baltimore were randomly allocated to
treatments consisting of 13 weeks of payments of $60 per week and/or in-
tensive job counseling and placement services or to a control group that
received no payments or counseling. The results of the Baltimore Living
Insurance for Ex-Prisoners (LIFE) experiment (described in detail in Chapter
2) were that ex-prisoners receiving payments were less likely to be re-
arrested for property-theft-related crimes than those who received only job
placement or no services or payments of any kind. This effect led to 8%
fewer persons being arrested for such causes, or a relative 25% drop in the
proportion arrested for property crimes over a year's period of time.

Although these results were very encouraging, they were also not en-
tirely compelling. First of all, the prisoners used in the LIFE experiment
were high-risk subjects, all men whose records indicated that they would
very likely end up back in jail. They were not representative of the full
range of ex-prisoners. Second, the experiment was administered by a
research team whose members were devoted to the intervention and whose
skills differed from those of employment security agencies personnel who
would administer the program if it were enacted into legislation. Finally,
the results were neither very large nor very far from the statistical
significance threshold set for the experiment.

Given these doubts, Rosen reasoned that the intervention should receive
an additional trial. First of all, the new trial should be administered by the
same sorts of state agencies that would be given statutory responsibility if
the program were enacted into legislation. Second, coverage should be
extended to the full range of prisoners typically incarcerated in state
prisons. Finally, the size of the research effort should be enlarged to raise
the power of the experiment to distinguish small intervention effects
reliably.

The additional trials resulted in two TARP experiments, started in
January 1976, in which approximately 4000 ex-felons participated, 2000
each in Texas and Georgia. Released prisoners were randomly allocated to
experimental and control groups, as shown in Table 1.1. They were fol-
lowed for a period of one year beyond release, all through the criminal
justice information systems of the states, and a subset, as indicated, were
interviewed repeatedly throughout the postrelease year.

Outlines of the experimental design are shown in Table 1.1. There were
two levels of treatment, 13 and 26 weeks of eligibility for unemployment
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TABLE 1.1
Summary of Benefits Available to TARP Experimental Groups in

Georgia and Texas®

13

Maximum Maximum Maximum

Experimental weekly  number of total Eligibility Forgiveness  Tax
groups State  payment weeks  allowance period amount ($) rate (%) N
1 Georgia $70 26 $1820 One year 13.75 100 176
Texas %63 26 $1638  One year 8 100 175
2 Georgia $70 13 $ 910  One year 13.75 100 199
Texas $63 13 $ 819 One year 8 100 200
3 Georgia $70 13 $ 910  One year — 25 201
Texas $63 13 $ 819 One year — 25 200
4 Georgia No Payment Eligibility. Job placement services available, 200
Texas with up to $100 grants for purchase of tools, special work 200
clothes, etc.
5 Georgia  Inverviewed Controls. $15 payment each for prerelease and 200
Texas three follow-up interviews. 200
6 Georgia Noninterviewed Controls. Postrelease follow-up through 1031
Texas arrest records and FICA earnings records. 1000

“In both states, unemployment payments are conditional on unemployment or on earning less than cut-off
thresholds. Eligibility was further conditional on being available for work: that is, not incapacitated by reason of ill-

ness, incarceration, or attending school.

insurance benefits; two types of treatments, unemployment insurance and
job placement; and two levels of tax rates applied, 100% (in which benefits
are reduced dollar for dollar for earnings received) and 25% (in which
benefits are reduced $.25 for each dollar of earnings). (Chapter 3 contains
additional details about the experimental designs.)

In both states, responsibility for disbursing payments was given to the
state employment security agency, while responsibility for data collection
in connection with the experiment was given to the Texas Department of
Corrections and to the Georgia Employment Security Agency. In both
states, the full cooperation of the departments of corrections was given in
the assignment of about-to-be-released prisoners to experimental or control
treatments and in the collection of data.

In both states, released prisoners falling into one of the payment ex-
perimental groups were offered eligibility for payments at the level and for
the duration indicated for their groups. A participant received payments by
certifying his eligibility with the state employment security agency, in-
dicating that he had been unemployed during the week for which eligibility
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was claimed and that he was available for employment during that period.
These rules of eligibility applied as well to persons ordinarily covered by
unemployment insurance benefits in those states. Persons employed par-
tially during a week were eligible for part-payment benefits, with reduc-
tions computed according to the tax rates and forgiveness amounts in-
dicated in Table 1.1.

A relatively large amount of data was collected about the participants’
experiences throughout the postrelease year. Persons in all experimental
groups but one were interviewed before release and three times during the
year. All participants were monitored through the computerized arrest
records of each state. Earnings subject to Old Age and Survivors Insurance
(OASI) taxes were monitored through social security wage records, and
those released on parole were followed through the parole department
records. (A full accounting of data collection efforts is given in Chapter 3.)

TARP Findings

The guiding idea behind the TARP experiment is the clear understanding
that released prisoners are sent back into civilian life without resources that
would facilitate their adjustment. The provision of a limited amount of in-
come for a limited period after release is designed to meet that condition
and to compensate for it. Beneath this surface, commonsense conception
lies a more complicated and theoretically relevant set of ideas. (See Chapter
11 for an extended exposition of the theoretical foundations of the TARP
experiments.)

Perhaps most important, TARP is guided by the simple notion that
poverty leads to property crime. This hardly startling idea is subscribed
to by such diverse scholars as the Marxist sociologist Bonger, writ-
ing at the turn of the century, and the neoclassical economist Gary S.
Becker, writing more than 60 years later.® If one regards participation in
property-related crimes as an alternative occupation (or as a supplemen-
tary occupation) that carries with it certain risks, then engaging in
property-related crimes is bound to be attractive to those whose available
legitimate occupations pay poorly, subject one to intermittent unemploy-
ment, and involve unpleasant working conditions and activities. Further-
more, if the risks of participation in property crime are low, then property
theft may appear to be even more attractive. For released prisoners with
urgent needs for income, poor employment possibilities, and high like-
lihoods of unemployment, property theft may be especially seductive as a
source of income. TARP payments were designed to compete with pro-

? Full references to these and other writers are given in Chapter 11.
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perty crimes as a source of income, providing a riskless but modest tem-
porary income.

However, TARP payments not only competed with property crime as a
source of income but competed with work in a very direct way. Especially
important in heightening the competition between the payments and work
were the eligibility rules that made payments contingent on unemployment
or partial employment. Payments of $60 or $70 per week with no work
may easily have seemed more attractive than before-taxes wages of $100 to
$150 per week that included 30 to 40 hours of hard or unpleasant work.
Another way of putting this competition is that TARP payments drastically
lowered the wage rates (or the value of working) to those who were eligi-
ble. Note that work disincentives in the TARP experiment were con-
siderably stronger than in its predecessor LIFE experiment, which had a
lower tax rate and a staff that faithfully administered the tax rate and
assured that participants were aware of the fact that they were entitled to
part payments of benefits if they worked. Indeed, as shown in Chapter 4,
we were to discover at the end of the TARP experiments that few par-
ticipants had adequate knowledge of the TARP rules governing their
eligibility for payments.

The work disincentives offered by TARP payments might or might not
have had any effect on recidivism, depending on what role unemployment
plays in crime. If one envisages the effect of unemployment on crime as
working primarily through lack of income, then the work disincentive ef-
fects of TARP payments should not have affected recidivism one way or
the other since the payments would substitute for earnings and would have
had the same effect on recidivism as working.'® On the other hand, if one
envisages crime as at least partially a function of aspects of unemployment
apart from earnings, then the work-disincentive effect of TARP payments
might have counteracted the property-crime-disincentive effects of the
payments. An alternative viewpoint might incorporate both effects: TARP
payments might have had a crime-disincentive effect to some degree, but
because the payments were so modest, the relative attractiveness of en-
gaging in property crime was not entirely wiped out. In addition, the
employment-disincentive effects of TARP payments might have made pro-
perty crime easier to engage in since there is considerable additional leisure
time and thus increased opportunity to engage iri that activity.

The increased leisure provided by TARP payments may also have had
the effect of inducing those eligible to engage in longer and more thorough

19 Actually, the issues are far more complicated than can be communicated here since the
TARP payments are transfers that are not tied to time (as is work) and for that reason have
different effects than work. These issues are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 11.
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job searches. If this effect did occur, such postponement of work could
have been more than compensated for by resultant better jobs with accom-
panying higher wages and more attractive working conditions.

Two main implications flow from these considerations: First, the TARP
experiments were not faithful replications of the earlier Baltimore LIFE ex-
periment, differing sharply in having a strong work disincentive attached
to payments. Second, because of the ambiguous role of unemployment in
property crime, the outcome of the experiment as far as reduction in pro-
perty crimes is concerned was problematic.

The overall results of the TARP experiments, as shown in Chapter 5,
bore out these expectations. First, there were no significant overall dif-
ferences in either state between experimental and control groups in average
numbers of arrests on property-related charges during the postrelease year.
Second, there were no overall differences in other types of arrests (not
related to property). Third, the work-disincentive effects of TARP pay-
ments were considerable in both states, with persons in payment groups
working considerably fewer weeks over the postrelease year. Finally, there
were no very strong differences in the total annual earnings'* of experimen-
tal as compared to control groups, a finding that suggests that the ex-
perimental subjects managed to get higher wages when they did work and
hence earned about the same amount over the year as the controls even
though they worked overall fewer weeks during that period.

These overall findings contain a mixture of good and bad news. On the
bad news side, it was clear that the TARP payments, as administered in
Georgia and Texas, did not fulfill expectations that they would lower
recidivism. TARP payments also wielded a strong work-disincentive effect.
On the side of good news, it was also clear that TARP payments did not in-
crease recidivism, despite the fact that the payments increased unemploy-
ment. This suggests that the TARP payments did reduce recidivism but that
such effects were masked by an increase in unemployment that in turn in-
creased arrests. (This counterbalancing interpretation of the TARDP experi-
ment is described in greater detail in Chapter 5.) The results also suggest
that the payments did work to some degree as intended by subsidizing a
more effective job search that in turn led to better wages and presumably
jobs with better working conditions.

The TARP Counterbalancing Effects Model

The findings suggest that the TARP payments had two effects that op-
posed each other and balanced each other out. On the one hand, for a given
level of employment TARP payments lowered the number of arrests exper-

1 As recorded in employer reports in OASI tax returns.
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ienced by persons receiving the payments. On the other hand, because
TARP payments increased unemployment, and unemployment increased
arrests, the payments produced a side-effect that wiped out the direct
arrest-averting effects. The postulated counterbalancing model of TARDP ef-
fects is shown in Figure 1.1 (and is described in greater detail in both
Chapters 5 and 11).

In Figure 1.1, it is important to note that the arrows connecting work and
the TARP payments are administratively defined: That is, the rules of
eligibility for unemployment insurance benefits in effect make it necessary
to be unemployed to obtain payments. The fact that the earlier LIFE experi-
ment did not find a work disincentive in payments indicates that there are
some administrative arrangements in which the separation between benefits
and work is not so complete. Thus the model shown in Figure 1.1 is consis-
tent with the results of both TARP and the earlier Baltimore LIFE experi-
ment. The model also suggests how an effective program of financial aid
to released prisoners might be better designed to enhance the overall
recidivism-reduction effects of such help.

The model shown in Figure 1.1 need not remain simply hypothetical. In
Chapter 12 we describe an approach that provides estimates of the effects
represented by the arrows in that schematic diagram. To do so, it is
necessary to write out a set of equations that expresses each of the main
variables in Figure 1.1 as a function of the links shown in that table and as
a function of additional variables as well. A set of five simultaneous equa-
tions were constructed and solved, using three-stage least squares.

The resulting estimates for the full model are entirely too numerous to
present here. For present purposes, we have extracted the coefficients of
major interest, as shown in Figure 1.2, for each state separately. All the
coefficients shown in Figure 1.2 have passed the .05 alpha test, except as
indicated.

The pattern and sizes of the coefficients of Figure 1.2 are exactly as the
counterbalancing model requires. Furthermore, the results in the two states
were very close to each other, adding considerably to our confidence in the

Tarp
payments \ Property

related
arrests

+

FIGURE 1.1. Postulated counter-
balancing model of TARP payment
effects on property-related arrests.

Jail/prison

Employment
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A. Texas estimates
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FIGURE 1.2. Empirical estimates of the counterbalancing TARP effects models for the post-
release year. The coefficients for the lines from employment and prison/jail time to TARP
payments are averages over the three TARP payment groups. Some of the coefficients that go
into these averages are statistically significant at the .05 alpha level, but the overall sig-
nificances of these averages are difficult to compute in a simultaneous equation framework.

results. Of special interest are the coefficients for TARP payments: In
Texas every $100 of TARP payments lowered the number of property
arrests by .019, meaning that for persons who received the maximum total
allowance of $910 for 13 weeks, a reduction of .17 arrests on property-
related charges was experienced, a hefty 50% proportionate reduction. The
corresponding reduction for Georgia TARP members was .09, leading to a
sizable 26 % fewer arrests proportionately. Also of interest are the sizable
coefficients for employment: In Texas each week employed led to .029
fewer property-related arrests; in Georgia, .022 fewer.
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Although the counterbalancing model was silent about payment effects
on arrests unrelated to property charges, such effects are also shown. They
are slightly larger in Texas than in Georgia; there were .016 and .014 fewer
arrests in those states, respectively, for each $100 of TARP payments.

If TARP payments had had no counterbalancing effects on employment,
the TARP experiment as administered would have had to be declared an
unequivocal success. Unfortunately, this was not the case: Every $100 of
TARP payments reduced employment by .639 weeks in Texas and .684
weeks in Georgia. Since employment had such strong effects on property
arrests, the resulting reduction in employment increased property arrests
by amounts that in effect wiped out the arrest-reducing effects of the
payments. Because of the effects of other variables affecting both employ-
ment and payments, as well as arrests, the actual counterbalancing system
is more complicated than we can present here or discuss in any detail. For
example, TARP payments set up processes that reverberated widely
throughout the system, affecting arrests and employment, which in turn af-
fected returning to prison or jail. And returning to prison affected payment
eligibility and employment. Processes of these sorts amplified or dampened
the main effects shown here.

Policy Implications

The policy implications of the counterbalancing model are quite clear.
First, the payments are useful in lowering recidivism. Second, such pay-
ments are likely to have attractive benefit-to-cost ratios, being relatively
inexpensive and averting costs that are several magnitudes greater. It is
cheaper to provide payments between $800 and $1200 to 100 released
prisoners than to process about five additional persons through the
criminal justice system and provide prison places for them for periods of
two and three years, not to mention the costs averted through reduced
welfare payments for dependents and other associated costs of imprison-
ment.

Third, the net effects of employment on rearrest are very strong, as
many criminal justice commentators have suggested. The contribution we
are able to make through the TARP analysis is to show that the effect of
employment holds up strongly net of the many other processes that affect
arrests. This finding strongly supports the potential effectiveness of social
policies stressing employment for released prisoners. Some sort of sup-
ported work strategy, properly administered, apparently has great poten-
tial for high payoffs. However, it should be noted that given past failures
with work strategies, an effective policy is likely to be relatively expensive.

The policy implications of the TARP experiments lend considerable sup-
port to an income-maintenance strategy to reduce arrest recidivism among
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released prisoners. Specifically, the counterbalancing model suggests that
the positive effects of such payments can be fully captured, as in the earlier
Baltimore LIFE experiment, if we can strip away the work-disincentive ef-
fects that surfaced in the Georgia and Texas TARP experiments. There are
a variety of programs that show promise for accomplishing that end. First,
it is possible to lower tax rates to provide an incentive for job searches and
accepting employment and to insure that participants and administrators
are aware of the tax rate. The overall tax rate in LIFE was about 25%,
similar to one of the plans in TARP; the crucial difference was that insuffi-
cient effort was made in the TARP experiment to make participants aware
of the generous tax rate. Whether one could incorporate such a feature into
an unemployment insurance system that ordinarily operates with a 100%
tax rate may, however, be problematic.

A second possibility is to shift away from the unemployment insurance
model to a severance pay model, providing money to prisoners upon
release, either as a lump sum, or, perhaps, more sensibly, in the form of in-
stallments to be paid out for a limited period of time. For example, each
released prisoner could be provided with eligibility for gate money in the
amount of $800, $200 of which would be paid upon release and the re-
mainder in 10 weekly installments of $60 each.

A third possibility is to build in positive incentives for working, with
bonus payments added on to the severance pay provisions just described
that would be paid out on positive demonstration of obtaining employ-
ment.

One may add additional wrinkles to such policies, although we suspect
that most would mainly be variations on the three themes presented above.
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Historical Background of the
Transitional Aid Research Project
Experiments

ORIGINS OF TARP

On January 2, 1976, Edwin L. Dulchin’ walked into the Texas State
Employment Service office in Dallas and was handed a check for $63.
Dulchin had just been released from the “Walls”—a state prison in Hunts-
ville, Texas—and was now on his way home, after having served 21
months for a burglary committed in 1973. Dulchin was the first of 4000
released prisoners in Texas and Georgia who would be participating in the
Transitional Aid Research Project (TARP), and this was the first of 13
checks he was entitled to receive over the coming year. The purpose of the
program was to find out whether providing a limited amount of financial
aid to released prisoners would reduce recidivism and help them make the
transition from prison life to the world of work.

Although TARP officially began to operate in January 1976, its origins
go back at least a decade. The program was the culmination of several
years of preliminary research effort and experience. One of the more im-
portant beginnings of TARP was the passage of the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act in 1962. Through amendments to the act in subse-
quent years, vocational training and other services were introduced into
the prisons with the hope of increasing employment opportunities after
release. Evaluations of these programs, however, did not bear out expecta-
tions. No discernible effects of vocational training on subsequent employ-
ment or recidivism could be found.?

' A pseudonym.

? See, for example, Abt Associates, Inc., Impact of the Training Program on Trainees.
An Evaluation of the Training Provided in Correctional Institutions Under the Manpower
Development and Training Act, Section 251, Vol. lIl (Cambridge, Mass.: May, 1971); R. Tag-
gart, The Prison of Unemployment: Manpower Programs for Offenders (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1972); W. J. Gearhart, H. C. Keith, and G. Clemmons, An Analysis
of the Vocational Training Program in the Washington State Adult Correctional Institu-

21
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In the early 1960s, the Manpower Administration commissioned George
Pownall® to study the postrelease work experiences of released federal
prisoners. His findings confirmed what many experts had long suspected —
it took a long time, measured in weeks or months—for ex-prisoners to find
a job. Even after 6 months many prisoners were still unemployed. The
study also revealed that prisoners were released with pitifully meager finan-
cial resources to tide them over until they found jobs. About half the ex-
prisoners in the study had less than $50 when released from prison.
Pownall’s findings raised the questions of how could they possibly get
along until employed, and, was it any wonder that so many ex-prisoners
returned to crime and later to prison so soon after release, despite their
fresh memories of the harshness of prison life.

The failure of vocational training in prison, high unemployment rates
among ex-prisoners, and meager financial resources upon release were all
realizations that led Howard Rosen of the Manpower Administration (now
the Employment and Training Administration) to consider programs pro-
viding limited postrelease financial aid to ex-prisoners in the hope that such
aid would ease the transition to employment and successful adjustment to
civilian life. To explore this possibility, a pilot study was begun in New
York City in 1970 to test the feasibility of conducting a more rigorous ex-
periment at a later time. The aims of the pilot study were to see what ad-
ministrative difficulties might occur, to develop procedures for random
assignment, and to construct screening and interview forms. After a few
months of negotiations with New York City Corrections Department offi-
cials, access to Rikers Island prisoners was gained. Six men, released during
the last week of May 1970, were selected to receive six weekly payments of
$60 each. Another 20 men, released at the same time, were selected as con-
trols (no payments), mainly to see if it was possible to interview them dur-
ing the first week after release and then again 1 month later.

The Rikers Island pilot study was a successful demonstration. Procedures
were worked out to recruit subjects, conduct interviews after release, and
dispense the weekly checks. At the end of the pilot study a meeting was
held between the men who had received payments and several Manpower
Administration officials. The six ex-prisoners heartily endorsed the pro-
gram and said it was badly needed. They also made two recommendations
that were heeded in subsequent studies. First, the ex-prisoners recom-
mended that the financial aid should be limited to only 13 weeks rather

tions, Research Review No. 23 (Tacoma, Washington: Department of Institutions, State of
Washington, 1967).

>G. Pownall, “Employment Problems of Released Prisoners,” mimeographed (College
Park: University of Maryland, 1969). A summary appears in G. Pownall, “Employment Prob-
lems of Released Prisoners,” Manpower, 13, no. 1 (January 1971): 26-31.
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than the 26-week period then being considered. They felt that 26 weeks
would be too long and that some men would simply “coast along” and not
look for jobs. Their second point was that they would much prefer to have
jobs than money. Although they appreciated receivirg the money when
they needed it—gate money at Rikers Island at that time was $.25 and a
bologna sandwich—it was a handout. They wanted job-placement services
added to the program. These two recommendations—money for only 13
weeks and a job-placement component—were to be incorporated into the
following year’s more ambitious experiment in Baltimore.

The Rikers Island pilot experience did cause some changes in plans. It
had been agreed earlier that heroin users and alcoholics would be excluded
from the program out of concern that the media might represent the pro-
gram as a handout to drug users and one used primarily to support their
habits. The program deserved a fair trial without unfavorable publicity.
Since prison records indicated that 80% of the persons then being released
from Rikers were heroin users or alcoholics (mainly the former), it was
necessary to find another site to conduct a more carefully designed test of
the program.

Other large cities were approached as potential sites. Several correctional
departments, which did not want outsiders looking over their records,
withheld cooperation. Other cities had competing programs that might
have interfered with the experiment. Finally, the Department of Correc-
tions of Maryland agreed to cooperate. Plans were made to start an experi-
ment in the summer of 1971.

Since financial aid was the essence of the new program being considered,
it was necessary to know for planning purposes how much gate money
released prisoners received throughout the country. How many correc-
tional departments gave out just bologna sandwiches, or did some vary the
menu? More seriously, it was desirable to know the average sum of gate
money given on release and how much, if any, savings were typically ac-
crued from working in prison. Glaser et al., in their study of gate money 10
years earlier, had shown that typical amounts were pitifully small (see
Table 2.1).* It was deemed useful to know whether any states had changed
their policies, particularly after the rapid rise in the cost of living during the
1960s. In the spring of 1971 a survey was taken of the correction depart-
ments of the 50 states and the District of Columbia (see Table 2.1).° Not
much had changed in 10 years. The survey found that states typically were

¢ D. Glaser, E. Zemans, & C. Dean, Money Against Crime: A Survey of Economic Assis-
tance to Released Prisoners (Chicago: John Howard Assoc., 1961).

> K. Lenihan, The Financial Condition of Released Prisoners (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of
Social Science Research, 1974). Also summarized, under the same author and title, in Crime
and Delinquency, July 1976.
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TABLE 2.1
Maximum Legal Cash Gratuities for Prison Releasees ,

United States Jurisdictions: 1961, 1971, 1975

State 1961 1971 1975
Alabama $2 per yr. served”? $2 per yr. served $2 per yr. served
Alaska $30 0 0
Arizona $12.50 $50 $50
Arkansas 0 $10 $25
California Discharge $40; $e8b $200"

Parole limit set at
official discretion
Colorado $25 $25 $100
Connecticut $20 $20° $75°
Delaware 0 0 0
District of Columbia $30 Felons $50; Felons $50;
Misdemeanants $10 Misdemeanants $10
Florida $15 $75 $100
Georgia 0 $25 (Felons only) Felons $150;
Misdemeanants $25
Hawaii $10 $100 $100
Idaho $15? $15 $15
Illinois $50 $50 $100
Indiana $25 $50 Felons $75;
Misdemeanants $30
Jowa Discharge $25; $100 $100
Parole $5
Kansas $25 $.05/day earnings $250
saved
Kentucky $10 $5 $20
Louisiana Served under 2 yrs., Served under 2 yrs., Served under 2 yrs.,
$10; served 2 yrs. $10; served 2 yrs. $10; served 2 yrs.
or more, $20 or more, $20 or more, $20
Maine $25 $25 $50
Maryland $20 $20 $20
Massachusetts $50 $50 $50
Michigan $25 $25 $25
Minnesota $25 $100 $100
Mississippi Discharge $10; Served 1 yr. or less,  Served 1 yr. or less,
Parole 0 $5; 1-10 yrs., $25; $5; 1-10 yrs., $25;
10-20 yrs., $75; 10-20 yrs., $75;
over 20 yrs., $100 over 20 yrs., $100
Missouri $25 $25 $100
Montana $25 $25 $25
Nebraska $30 $50 $100
Nevada $25 $50 $50
New Hampshire $20 $30 $100
New Jersey $25 $150° $150%
New Mexico $25 $100 $100
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State 1961 1971 1975

New York $20 $40 $40
North Carolina $25 $25 $25
North Dakota 0 $5 0
Ohio $25 $50
Oklahoma $5 $25 $50
Oregon Discharge $50 $100 $100

Parole $25
Pennsylvania $10 $10 $10
Rhode Island $20 $20 $20
South Carolina 0 0 0
South Dakota $15 $20 $25°
Tennessee $1.50 Discharge $75; Discharge $75;

Parole $30 Parole $30

Texas Discharge $100; $50 $200

Parole $5
Utah $25 $25 $25
Vermont $100 $200° $200°
Virginia 0 $25 $25
Washington $40 $40 $40 or $1430°
West Virginia $5 $50
Wisconsin $10 $10 $50°
Wyoming Discharge $35; $70 $50

Parole 0
U.sS. $30 $100 $100

Source: American Bar Association, “Back on the Street—From Prison to Poverty,” mimeographed
(Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, 1976). This report also surveys financial assistance available
under various state and local income-maintenance programs. Note that this table summarizes data from two
earlier studies (D. Glaser et al., Money Against Crime, John Howard Assoc.. 1961; K. Lenihan, The Finan-
cial Condition of Released Prisoners, Bureau of Social Science Research, 1974) as well as data from the ABA
1975 study.

Note: The figures in this table apply to all releasees from state correctional institutions unless otherwise
noted.

9 For all 3 years, Alabama qualifies this gate-money provision with a $10 minimum.

b California, Connecticut, Idaho, New Jersey, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wisconsin are jurisdictions
in which the limit is not set by statute. In each case the corrections department is delegated authority to
determine the ceiling amount. The amount shown for 1975 is the figure in effect on December 31.

€ $1430 is the maximum that may be given a releasee under a stipend program.

giving between $20 and $30 in gate money. In about half the states, the cor-
rection department simply supplemented a man's savings to make a total of
$20 or $30; in the other states, a man was given a fixed amount regardless
of savings. Not all states were confined to the $20 or $30 bracket; some
gave $50 and a very few gave $100 or more. In any case, gate money on
hand at release often barely covered a day’s expenses and at best merely a
few day’s. In addition, few prisoners were able to accumulate significant
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savings in prison, since most prison work paid only $.50 to $1.50 a day.
Given the cost of shaving equipment, candy bars, cigarettes, and sta-
tionary, most prisoners had to supplement their earnings in some fashion
(many with gifts from friends and relatives) simply to pay for the few per-
sonal articles allowed in prison.

About half the states provided free transportation back to the jurisdic-
tion in which the prisoner had been arrested (or to the state line if the
prisoners lived outside the state). The other half did not. Bus fare back
home can be expensive, since most state prisons are located in remote rural
areas and most prisoners come from urban areas, often several hundred
miles away.

In 1975, the American Bar Association conducted another survey of state
gate-money practices (see Table 2.1).® Although many states had increased
the amount of gate money dispensed on release—apparently in response to
inflationary trends—the amounts given were still pitifully small. A few
states gave nothing. Typical gate money amounts were $50 and $100, with
a few generous states giving as much as $250. Thus, as of the time prisoners
participating in TARP were released, gate money given to state prisoners
was scarcely sufficient to support a single person—much less a person with
dependents—for more than a few days beyond release.

In sum, the gate money surveys sustained a prima facie case of the need
for a program of financial aid; released prisoners were without financial
resources, and their first employment after release would take weeks or
months to find.

Although there are many benefit programs available to the usual un-
employed persons, released felons are typically ineligible. First, their stay
in prison has usually resulted in the loss of their eligibility for unemploy-
ment benefit payments. Special surveys conducted in both Georgia and
Texas at the behest of TARP uncovered the unemployment benefit losses
shown in Table 2.2.7 Among those who had social security numbers, 20%
in Georgia and 30% in Texas were eligible for unemployment benefits at

¢ Reported in American Bar Association, “Back on the Street-—From Prison to Poverty,”
mimeographed (Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, 1976). This report also
surveys financial assistance available under various state and local income maintenance
programs.

7 Data were collected from newly incarcerated prisoners in reception centers of the Texas
and Georgia prison systems by obtaining social security numbers from the prisoners. Since
some did not know their numbers or did not have their social security cards or gave invalid
social security numbers, data on their eligibility could not be obtained. Eligibility information
was obtained by submitting eligibility inquiries in the usual manner through the respective
state employment security agencies. See American Bar Association, Final Report on Activities
of the Transitional Aid Research Project (Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association,
1978), pp. 151-168.
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TABLE 2.2
Unemployment Benefit Eligibility of Georgia and Texas State
Prisoners: 1976 Samples of Newly Incarcerated Prisoners

Texas Georgia

Number of prisoners sampled 461 4842
Number without known social

security accounts 115 1230
Number with valid social

security accounts 346 3620
Eligible for benefits 105 (30%) 727 (20%)
Average number of weeks of

eligibility 15 13.5
Average maximum eligibility

amount $714 $785

Source: American Bar Association, Final Report on Activities of the Transitional Aid Research Project
(Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, 1978}, pp. 151-165.

the time of incarceration. Presumably the remainder had not accumulated
sufficient covered employment in the relevant eligibility-establishing pe-
riods to accrue any amount of eligibility.

Those who were eligible were entitled, on the average, to 13.5 weeks of
payments in Georgia and 15 weeks in Texas. The average total amounts for
which eligibility was established were $714 in Texas and $785 in Georgia.
In short, rather large minorities—from one in five to one in three—lose
eligibility by virtue of the period of incarceration, a not inconsiderable loss
to the persons involved. It should be noted that if eligibility for earned
unemployment benefits were restored to prisoners released, coverage
would be almost as much in amount and time for eligible persons as was of-
fered to felons in the TARP program.

Eligibility for help under various income maintenance programs is also
usually out of the reach of ex-felons. In many states, Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) payments are made to families only if there is
an absent father. The return of a released prisoner to his family under such
circumstances may indeed lead to the loss of payments for his wife and
children. Even in states that allow for payments to a family with an
unemployed father, the additional payments that accrue to the family unit
by reason of his presence usually amount to less than $20 or $30 per week.

Since most released felons are not married at the time of their release, the
only programs under which they are eligible for some sort of financial help
are those classified as general relief. Payments under such programs are
often dependent on proof of some disabling condition and/or a record of
local residence. Payment amounts are hardly sufficient for maintenance
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needs, amounting on the average to less than $100 per month and in some
states—for example, Alabama—as little as $37.50 per year.

There are, of course, other sorts of transfer payments that are sometimes
available to ex-offenders: food stamps, free medical care, housing sub-
sidies, and the like. Moreover, additional assistance can sometimes be ob-
tained from private agencies. Yet, these hardly put the ex-offender on easy
street and are typically difficult to obtain in any case.

In short, prisoners have few resources upon release, and there are few, if
any, public programs that can aid them with subsistence until they find
employment. Of course, this does not mean that they are completely
without aid. For most, it means that their kin and friends are their major
sources of financial help. Given the severe poverty backgrounds from
which such persons usually come, released prisoners can become an addi-
tional burden on households and persons who are already overburdened by
problems of their own.

Although the surveys conducted earlier indicated that there was surely a
need for some type of support for released prisoners to ease the transition
to civilian life, these studies, of course, could not specify what would be an
appropriate remedy. There are several directions that responsive policy
might have taken. Since gate money was customary, it might have been
sensible to urge the states to increase gate money amounts and to adjust
such amounts periodically to compensate for inflationary trends. Although
such a policy might have made some sense, it certainly would not have
been responsive to the congressional mandate that the Department of
Labor (DOL) do something related to employment of ex-prisoners.

Another possible policy would have been to modify existing DOL pro-
grams to include financial help for released prisoners. In this connection,
an extension of unemployment benefits would seem promising. Unemploy-
ment benefits are given out to unemployed persons, who have worked
more than some minimum period, the rationale being that such payments
ease the transition back into the labor force. Such payments to released
prisoners would help in two ways: First, they would provide sufficient in-
come to enable the released prisoners to subsist, albeit on a minimal level,
and hence lower the pressures to obtain some earnings at any risk. In par-
ticular, the temptation to resort to theft crimes would be lessened. Second,
the payments would provide the released prisoners with sufficient time to
engage in better job searches, making it more possible for them to obtain
employment that would take care of their income needs. Both of these ef-
fects would lower the attractiveness of property crimes as sources of in-
come and hence lower the probabilities of rearrest on property-related
charges. The existing unemployment insurance plans, however, largely
ruled out payments to ex-prisoners, since no credits could accumulate while
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in prison. In addition, some states specifically excluded released prisoners
from eligibility until they had accumulated sufficient credits through work-
ing after release. Modification of the existing state unemployment in-
surance programs could have been undertaken through federal legislation
that would have set forth general principles and regulations under which
the individual states set up their own programs. Aiding ex-prisoners
through the unemployment insurance system seemed to Department of
Labor officials an appropriate way for that agency to proceed in attempting
to discharge the responsibility for the problem given them by the Con-
gress.

In addition, a very good equity argument could be advanced for such an
extension of unemployment benefits. As shown earlier in this chapter, per-
sons convicted of felonies typically lost their eligibility for payments as a
result of incarceration. Hence, for a fairly large minority of released
prisoners, extension of coverage could be regarded as a restoration of rights
that were removed under current practices. Such a step could be regarded
as part of the general society-wide movement to restore convicted felons to
full citizenship rights when released from prison.

Accordingly, a major part of the plan was to test a program that could
be administered through state unemployment insurance systems and that
would be designed as financial aid to help newly released prisoners through
an initial period of unemployment.

Since the Department of Labor also had responsibility for job-placement
services through the United States Employment Service, another promising
direction would have been to offer some special job-placement services as
well as financial aid. Prisoners could be helped to find jobs by placing ex-
pert counselors at their disposal. This approach, too, was built into the ex-
periments that were to follow. Like the strategy of providing unemploy-
ment benefit coverage, job placement was also an extension of an existing
service provided generally throughout the states.

The history of programs designed to lower recidivism was a long series
of failures. While the strategy devised by the Department of Labor ap-
peared a priori to be sensible and worth a try, the many other programs
that had been tried and failed had also seemed sensible. Under these cir-
cumstances, it seemed most prudent to test this new strategy on a relatively
small scale. Furthermore, since the program could not be expected to pro-
duce extremely large effects on recidivism, given the intractability of this
social problem in the past, it seemed best to test it out using methods that
would be sensitive to small effects. Hence the decision was made to proceed
on a small scale using a controlled experimental design as the testing mode.
Although randomized field experiments are difficult to carry out, they have
the desirable characteristics of providing definitive estimates of the effec-
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tiveness of a program and providing results in which more confidence can
be placed than any alternative testing method. Indeed, randomized field ex-
periments are the preferred method for testing programs that are likely to
yield results that are difficult to detect because of their size and the possible
confounding effects of other events.

THE BALTIMORE LIFE PROJECT

The Baltimore Living Insurance for Ex-prisoners (LIFE) Project started in
the summer of 1971. Staff were hired and trained, final arrangements were
made with the Maryland Department of Corrections, and in October the
program began. It was set up as a true experiment, with random assign-
ment to the various treatment and control groups. In all, there were four
groups, three experimental and one control.

Grour 1: Eligible to receive $60 a week for 13 weeks and offered job-place-
ment services

Grour 2: Eligible to receive $60 a week for 13 weeks but not offered job-
placement services

Grour 3: Offered job-placement services but no financial aid

Grour 4: Offered neither financial aid nor job-placement services

This design was set up to test each of the two treatments—financial aid and |
job placement—separately and jointly. For financial aid, Groups 1 and 2
were the experimental groups, and Groups 3 and 4 were the controls. For
the job-placement services, Groups 1 and 3 were the experimental groups,
and Groups 2 and 4 were the controls. If there were any interaction effect
of financial aid and job placement—that is, something more than the addi-
tive effects of each—it would be reflected in the comparison of Group 1
with the sum of Groups 2 and 3.

Administrative responsibility for running the Baltimore LIFE experiment
was given to the Bureau of Social Science Research of Washington, D.C., a
not-for-profit social-research organization. Direct responsibility for the ex-
periment was in the hands of Kenneth ]. Lenihan, who served as principal
investigator for the project. Since the main activities and operating offices
of the project were located in Baltimore, the LIFE staff operated autono-
mously throughout the period of the experiment.

Selecting the Study Population

Any prison population contains a wide diversity of people—from those
serving a 1-year sentence for shoplifting to those serving 20 years for
homicide. Some are first offenders, not likely to get into trouble again, and
others are habitual criminals. Since this experiment was to be limited to
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about 500 subjects, spread across four groups, it was desirable to maximize
the chances of detecting any possible effects of each treatment. Thus, the
target population was purposely selected to be a high-risk group—ex-
prisoners with relatively high probabilities of being rearrested. The logic of
excluding low-risk subjects in experiments applies in other fields as well.
For example, in testing a drug to prevent cancer, one chooses a population
that is highly likely to get cancer; similarly, when testing a new contracep-
tive, one chooses a highly fertile population. This strategy maximizes the
chances that if the experimental treatment is effective, the effects will not
pass undetected.® If, for example, a population with a rearrest rate of only
10% had been chosen, it would have been difficult to show a statistically
significant difference with only 500 cases.

This strategy—using only high-risk subjects—precludes generalizing to
other populations, but the chief concern of this program was to test
whether payments would work at all. It was not designed to establish na-
tional estimates. The essential issue was, “Could financial aid or job place-
ment reduce rearrest rates and increase employment rates?” The LIFE ex-
periment was designed to provide evidence of any support for a positive
answer to the question. Generalizing to the total prison population in
Maryland or to other states had to await larger field trials.

Selection Criteria

To obtain a high-risk® group of subjects, the study population was
limited to males under 45 with multiple convictions and at least one arrest
on property-related charges. No alcoholics or heroin addicts were included,
nor were prisoners on work release for 3 or more months when released.
All subjects had less than $400 in savings. For reasons of convenience,

¢ Actually, there are two related issues implied in the decision to select high-risk subjects.
First, since one cannot reduce the proportion of ex-offenders who are rearrested below zero,
there is a floor effect. Thus, one wants to begin with likely proportion well above the floor. In
other words, if the initial proportions are near zero, one might be in fact reducing the propen-
sity to commit new crimes, but one’s measure would fail to detect it. Second, if one is going to
examine the impact of unemployment benefits on rearrests, there must be variance in the out-
come measure to explain. Rearrest proportions near zero imply very little variance.

° At the completion of the study, rearrest records of low-risk persons who had been ex-
cluded from the study were examined. Indeed, they were low-risk candidates: Only 13% of
the first offenders were rearrested in the year following on any charge, and only half of these
were for robbery, burglary, or larceny. Similarly, persons who had never previously been ar-
rested on a theft charge (typically they had been in prison for murder, assault, or rape) had a
rearrest rate of 8% and only 1% for crimes of theft. No one over the age of 45 was rearrested.
Among persons who had been on work release, or who had $400 or more in savings, the re-
arrest rate was 10% and 3% for a theft crime. In contrast, persons who actually became sub-
jects in the study had a rearrest rate of over 50% and 26% for a theft crime. In short, the
screening procedures had worked: They yielded a group of ex-prisoners who were highly
vulnerable to rearrest.
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only persons who were returning to live in the metropolitan area of
Baltimore were accepted, since it would have been difficult to conduct in-
terviews, dispense weekly checks, and provide job-placement services
throughout Maryland. Also, prisoners who had warrants or detainers were
excluded, since they are usually turned over to another jurisdiction on the
day of their release. Finally, persons who were released on a court order—
as a result of a reduced sentence or a reversal of conviction—were ex-
cluded. Such persons are released within 24 hours of the order; in this situa-
tion there is not enough time to arrange interviews before release.

Some prisoners excluded themselves by refusing to be interviewed in
prison (less than 1%), and others were unavailable for an interview, either
being in isolation for violation of a prison rule or working away from
prison on a road gang.

Recruiting Subjects

The Correction Department notified the research team a few weeks
before each prisoner was to be released, which usually allowed enough
time to examine the prison file, determine probable eligibility, and then
conduct interviews and determine final eligibility. Research workers iden-
tified themselves as working under a federal contract for the Bureau of
Social Science Research. Each candidate was asked if he would be willing to
participate in a research study for a period of 1 year after release. His par-
ticipation would require interviews—one while still in prison, and then 12
monthly interviews after release. He would be paid $5 for each interview,
plus carfare. Since the payment for the interview prior to release could not
be made in prison, he was told he could pick up his payment at an office in
Baltimore as soon as he was released.

If he agreed—and almost all candidates did—he was interviewed at that
time. The interviews covered such topics as whether he had a job arranged
or what kind of job he would be looking for, what his living arrangements
would be, and many questions about his past—work experience, educa-
tion, and family life.

Random Assignment

Eligible candidates were assigned to one of the experimental or control
groups by random assignment within one of 16 categories formed by the
cross-classification of three characteristics.’® After a random start, as-

1 The characteristics were (1) work experience (one year or more, versus less than one
year); (2) age (20 or less, 21-25, 26-30, 31 or more); and (3) marital status (married versus
all other possibilities).
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signments were systematic. For example, for persons who had 1 year of
work experience, who were between the ages of 21 and 25, and who were
not married, the random start was Group 2. Hence the first person falling
into that category would receive financial aid but no job-placement service.
The next person falling into that category would be assigned to Group 3,
receiving job service but no financial aid. The next person would be as-
signed to Group 4, receiving neither, and, so on."

The interview held in prison verified the subject’s work experience, age,
and marital status, and hence the group to which he was to be assigned. By
checking the sequence of random assignment, the interviewer could deter-
mine to which group a subject should be assigned. Persons assigned finan-
cial aid were each handed a card with an office address in Baltimore where
they could pick up their $5 for the interview just held. Persons assigned to
groups with no financial aid were given different cards with another ad-
dress. The two offices were set up to avoid commingling persons who were
receiving financial aid with those who were not.

A few points should be made about these procedures. First, those who
refused participation were simply refusing to participate in research—not
any particular program—since they were not informed about the various
services. Thus refusals do not become a self-selective factor that could in-
terfere with the statistical equivalence among the four groups that ran-
domization produced. Second, assignments could not be affected by the
conscious or unconscious preferences of the interviewer since the sequence
of assignment was preset. Finally, after the initial interview, the subject
was still not informed about what service he would be offered. He was
simply asked to report to one of the two offices in Baltimore to pick up his
$5 for the prison interview. Information about what services might be
available was withheld to preclude discussion of the fiancial-aid program
via the prison grapevine.

The Program

The first time a subject reported to one of the two offices he was told
about the services, if any, that he was eligible to receive. (If he was in
Group 4 and would receive no service, he was asked to report for an inter-
view in 1 month.) If he was assigned to a group receiving financial aid, he
was told that he could receive $60 a week for 13 weeks (a total of $780),

1 The purpose of the stratification was to reduce the intergroup variances (treatment
groups and control groups) on the stratifying variables, thus increasing the precision of the ex-
periment. Since it appeared a priori that recidivism was related to these variables, assuring
that each of the treatment and control groups were identical in these respects reduced the
chances that such differences might obscure treatment effects.
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assuming he did not find a job during that period. If he did find a job, he
was told, his payments would be reduced depending on how much he
earned, but eligibility for payments would be extended beyond the 13
weeks until he had exhausted his total amount of $780. For those who
found employment, the weekly financial aid was as follows:!?

Weekly gross Weekly
earnings financial aid
Less than $40 $60
$40-%49 $55
$50-$59 $50
$60-%69 $45
$70-$79 $40
$80-$89 $3s
$90-$99 $30
$100-$109 $25
$110-$119 $20
$120-$150 $15
Over $150 0

Each subject was free to spend the money any way he wished, and finan-
cial aid was given whether or not he looked for a job. If a person was
unavailable for work because he was in school or in other training, or was
ill or hospitalized, he still received his full weekly amount. If the person
was sent back to jail or prison, his payments were interrupted while he was

12 This schedule of payments, conditional upon earnings, amounts to rather complicated
marginal and gross tax rates. The tax on earnings up to $40 is 0. The tax rate then is sensitive
in steps of earnings. As a person enters a step the marginal tax rate is very large (e.g., a person
earning $40 loses $5 in payments, that extra dollar earned losing him $5 in payments,
equivalent to a marginal tax rate of 500%), but the marginal tax rate declines toward the end
of the interval, reaching a low of 10%. Assuming that the midpoint of an interval represents
the average tax rate within an interval, the marginal tax rate applying is about 100% for all
but the highest intervals, where the tax is somewhat lower. Perhaps a better way of looking at
this tax system is by considering the gross tax rate (i.e., dollars of payments lost per income
received, in which case the tax rate is seen as a sliding scale ranging from 0% for persons earn-
ing less than $40 per week, jumping to 11%, 18%, 23%, 27%, 29%, 32%, 33%, 35%, 33%
for subsequent intervals until the last interval, for which it is impossible to calculate the gross
tax). In short, although the tax rate for the LIFE experiment has been described elsewhere (K.
Lenihan, Unlocking the Second Gate, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1977)
as approximately 25%, in fact the marginal tax rate and the gross rate are quite complicated.
Because records concerning payments were not kept, it is not possible to compute the actual
marginal or gross tax rates experienced by LIFE participants. If we consider that average
weekly wages were somewhere between $100 and $150 per week, then the marginal tax rate
faced by LIFE participants was 100%, and the gross tax rate was about 33%.
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incarcerated and resumed once he was free. However, each subject was
eligible to receive financial aid for only 1 year after entering the study.'?

On their first visit, subjects receiving financial aid were given their first
check and a photo identity check-cashing card. Those who were assigned
to receive the job-placement service were told of the assistance available.
Two persons from the Maryland State Employment Service were assigned
to the LIFE project and were available at the project offices every day.
Released prisoners were free to accept or reject the service; no jobs were
forced on participants, and they could use the service as often as they
wished up to one year after release. About half never used the service;
some men had already arranged jobs before release and needed no help.
Others simply preferred to look for jobs on their own. But at least half the
men who were entitled to the service did talk with the job counselors at
some point during the year.

The main source of information about job openings was a “job bank”—a
computer-generated list of all job openings, produced daily by the State
Employment Service. Job openings listed in the daily newspapers were also
used, as well as a list of employers who has indicated willingness fo hire ex-
prisoners (a list compiled previously by the employment service personnel).
This list was augmented by placing ads in business magazines asking for
job openings for ex-prisoners. Finally, some job openings came through the
Project’s own staff (between 15 and 20 jobs) and through some of the sub-
jects who were employed.

It was generally left to the man himself to decide the kind of job he
wanted. Men with some previous work experience could usually narrow
their interest to two or three acceptable kinds of jobs. Finding suitable
work for men who had little or no work experience was more difficult. For
those never previously employed it usually took several days of searching
discussion and hours of counseling to work out a job plan.

Once an acceptable job opening turned up, every effort was made to help
the man get hired. First, the employer was called to get more details about
the job and to probe for objections to hiring an ex-prisoner. If bonding was
an issue, and the subject would be denied a bond by a private bonding
agency, the staff was prepared to get a bond through the state.' When a

12 Nine men did not receive the full $780 because they were sent back to prison and re-
mained there beyond the 1-year limit. In addition, two subjects refused to accept any financial
aid.

14 Under a Bonding Program (applicable to all states also financed by grants from the
Department of Labor, Employment and Training Division) the Maryland Employment Service
could obtain bonds required as a condition for employment if the applicant was denied a bond
by a private bonding agency because of his criminal record.
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job interview was required, one of the staff usually accompanied the ex-
prisoner and spoke to the employer on his behalf.

Sometimes help was given in filling out job application forms—in part
because of the limited literacy of some men, but also because their lives had
been so disrupted that it was difficult to construct a picture of their past ex-
perience. In many instances, a short resumé was prepared that a man could
carry with him, containing information likely to be asked for on a job
application. Resumés were mailed to potential employers, and training
sessions were conducted on how to look for a job and how to handle job in-
terviews,

Some men were helped to get social security cards or drivers’ licenses.
Physical examinations and special tools were paid for when necessary.
Where public transportation was not available, transportation was pro-
vided to the job each morning until the person could establish his own way
of getting there.

Job placement in the LIFE project was an all-out approach, tailoring ef-
forts to the needs of each man. Some needed very little—given an opening,
they could secure a job by themselves. Others were problems; no matter
what was done, they were never able to get a job. The job-placement ser-
vices provided by LIFE were not intended to be reproducible in a large-scale
program. The objective was not to test this particular job service (nor how
best to secure employment); rather it was to test whether being employed
reduced recidivism, no matter how the employment was arranged. The ob-
jective was to increase the amount of employment among Groups 1 and 3
to see whether subjects in these groups had lower rates of recidivism than
others who did not receive the services.

The recruitment of subjects began in October of 1971 and continued for
21 months, until June 1973, at which time 432 men were in the study (108 in
each of the four groups). Beginning in October 1972, as each subject com-
pleted his release anniversary, a follow-up was conducted to ascertain new
arrests and convictions. Since subjects entered the study over a 21-month
period, the follow-up period continued for 21 months, until June 1974.

To obtain arrest and conviction data, the records of the district courts
were searched. In Maryland, these records are comprehensive sources since
each arrest must be entered in them.'s

In this experiment an arrest rather than a conviction or a return to

> We also checked the court records in Washington, D.C. and Wilmington, Delaware, the
two largest cities outside Maryland where our subjects were most likely to be arrested. Few
arrests outside Baltimore were found. Indeed, one of the surprising findings from the LIFE and
the TARP experiments is how unlikely participants were to leave the communities to which
they were discharged or to travel long distances.
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prison, was chosen as the indicator of failure. This conservative decision
counts as failures all possible events that might indicate a return to crime.
Many arrests do not result in conviction for technical reasons that have
little bearing on what a person’s actions may have been. Returns to prison
also reflect the fact that persons with previous records are more likely to be
returned to prison. There is considerable erosion in numbers from arrests
to convictions to prison sentences: Over the postrelease year 53% of the
subjects were arrested, 29% were convicted, and 18% were sentenced to
prison.

Findings of the LIFE Project Experiment

When follow-ups were completed in the summer of 1974, the main find-
ing was that financial aid did reduce arrests on charges of theft. As Table
2.3 shows, an 8% difference between experimentals and controls was found
in the number of persons arrested on charges of crimes of theft.'* However,
financial aid had no effect on other kinds of arrests'’—disorderly conduct,
assaults, drug possession charges, driving violations, and a few rape and
homicide charges. The Baltimore LIFE experiment appeared to have found
a modestly effective treatment. Payments were intended to affect re-
cidivism for economically motivated crimes, and they were shown to
have that effect.

The differences between payment groups and their controls are not large,
either substantively or statistically. While the difference is statistically
significant at the .05 level, assuming a one-tailed test, it is only barely so.
In an effort to sharpen the findings,'® regression analyses were also run in
which the dependent variable was whether or not a LIFE participant was
arrested on a property-related charge. In addition to whether or not a per-
son was in a payment group, factors that were known from previous
studies to affect the probability of rearrest—such as age, parole status, race
and so on—were added as independent variables.

Table 2.4 contains the results of the regression analysis. The column
headed b shows the unstandardized regression coefficients (b = coeffi-
cients). These coefficients should be interpreted as the increment (or decre-
ment) in the probability of being arrested on property-related charges over

1o Theft arrests included those resulting from any charge in which property was involved,
regardless of other charges. Thus armed robbery was classified as a theft arrest even though
force or threat of force may have been used.

17 These are arrests resulting from charges in which no property-related charges were
involved.

'* Regression analyses reduce the error sum of squares, thereby increasing statistical power,



TABLE 2.3
Baltimore LIFE Experiment: Arrests during the First Year after
Release in Payment Experimental and Control Groups

Groups 1 and 2 Groups 3 and 4 Difference
(received financial (did not receive due to
Arrest charge aid) financial aid) Total tinancial aid

Theft crimes (robbery,

burglary, larceny, etc.) 48 (22.2%) 66 (30.6%) 114 (26.4%) 8.4%
Other serious crimes

(murder, rape, assault,

etc.) 42 (19.4%) 35(16.2%) 77 (17.8%) -3.2%
Minor crimes (disorderly

conduct, drinking in

public, etc.) 17 (7.9%) 22 {(10.2%) 39 (9.0%) 2.3%
Not arrested 109 (50.5%) 93 (43.1%) 200 (46.8%) 7.4%
Total 216 (100%) 216 (100%) 432 (100%)
TABLE 2.4

Baltimore LIFE Experiment: Regression of Theft Arrest Dummy Variable
on Financial Aid and Other Selected Variables

(Dependent variable = Arrested on
property-related charges in post-
release year—dummy variable)

Independent variables b SE

Financial aid (dummy variable for

membership in Groups 1 or 2) —.083* .041
Baltimore unemployment rate at
time of release (3-month average) .041* .022
Number of weeks worked in first
quarter, full or part-time —.006 .005
Age at release —.009* .004
Age at first arrest —.010* .006
Prior theft arrests .028* .008
Race (black = 1) .056 .064
Education (years) —.025 .022
Had prior work experience of
1 year or more —.009 .008
Married —.074 065
Parole (dummy variable) —.025 .051
Intercept .263 .185
R? .094*
N (432)
"p=<.10

Note that since the experiment was testing directed hypotheses, the .10 level of significance as a two-
tailed test is equivalent to the .05 level for directed hypotheses.

38
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the year beyond release that is associated with each unit change in the in-
dependent variable involved, net of all other changes contributed by the
other independent variables. Thus the b value for financial aid (being in the
experimental payment groups) is —.083, indicating that being in a payment
group lowers the probability of being rearrested on a property-related
charge by .083.

Note that the statistical significance of the effect of the experimental
treatment is enhanced by holding other factors constant.’® The effect is
almost identical to that shown in Table 2.3, but the standard error is
smaller. It should also be noted that all of the independent variables taken
together do not explain very much of the variance in rearrest for property-
related charges, R? for the regression being .094. In short, although the
major factors accounting for rearrest are apparently unknown, the pay-
ments are known to be effective, although only modestly so.%

Whether regarded as a simple outcome, as in Table 2.3, or in regression
form as in Table 2.4, the effect of being in an experimental group that
received financial aid was statistically significant. In Table 2.4, the proba-
bility that the b-coefficient for financial aid was drawn from a population
in which financial aid made no difference is .043. Since it was predicted a
priori that financial aid would make a difference, it is appropriate to con-
sider a one-tailed test, which lowers the probability to .02. While some
might want to have results that were more clearly different from no effect,
these were clearly encouraging outcomes for a pilot experiment. Further-
more, the outcomes remained encouraging when examined by alternative
outcome measures: Subjects who did not receive financial aid were arrested
earlier, were more likely to be convicted, and were more likely to be
returned to prison. In addition, a second year follow-up indicated that the
rearrest rate differential held over the entire 2-year period: Those in the

' Because a dichotomous dependent variable necessarily yields heteroskedastic errors
under ordinary least squares, the regression coefficients are inefficient, and the standard errors
(and thus, t-tests) are biased. Yet, since the distribution on the dependent is not badly skewed,
the results are not likely to be misleading. Equally important, Mallar and Thornton (Journal of
Human Resources, XIll, no. 2 {Spring 1978]:208-236) obtain almost identical results using a
probit model that is not subject to the problems associated with the linear probability
approach.

20 Note that one of the major advantages of the randomized experiment is that it is not nec-
essary to know a great deal about the phenomenon that is to be affected by the experimental
treatment. Since experimental and control groups are equated through randomization, the
same processes and the same mixture of factors can be expected in both groups. Since the
groups differ only in the treatment, the effect of the treatment can be estimated net of the com-
bined effects of all other processes. Of course, it is useful to know what are the processes in-
volved, since by specifying such processes, as intended in Table 2.4, the effect can be discerned
with greater precision.
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payment experimental groups had a property-related rearrest rate of 7.6 %
less over the 2 years than those who did not receive financial aid. The
regression analysis also indicated which other variables in the equation
were predictive of these arrests. In particular, the unemployment rate of
the city’s general population made a difference. (A 3-month average
unemployment rate was computed for each man, depending on when he
returned to the streets.) If unemployment was high when a man was re-
leased, he was more likely to be arrested for theft crime than if unemploy-
ment was low. During the course of the study, the 3-month unemployment
rates ranged from a low of 3% to a high of 6%. Each percentage point in-
crease in unemployment, on the average, increased the arrest rate of 4%;
or, over the full range, unemployment rates made a 12% difference in the
rearrest rate for theft. This is a sizable difference, considering only 26.4%
of all subjects were arrested for theft during the first year.

It is important to note that this effect of the city’s unemployment rate
was independent of whether or not the person himself worked (since the
number of weeks he worked during the first 13 after release was also in-
cluded in the equation). Thus, the ditference in the arrest rate due to the
employment situation should be seen as a contextual effect. Our best inter-
pretation is that the employment situation operates to affect arrest rates
through the released prisoners social circle—his family, friends, and
relatives—on whom he depends for support after release. If friends and

" relatives lose their jobs, they can be of little assistance to him. He must sur-
vive on his own resources, which are meager. This interpretation,
however, must remain speculative since we do not have the data to clinch
the argument. But it is clear that some contextual effect was operating since
the unemployment rate, independent of whether or not the person worked,
affected his chances of being arrested for theft. The regression analysis also
suggested that a person’s own employment during the first 3 months af-
fected his chances of being arrested for theft during the coming year. (We
say "suggested” because the significance level of the coefficient was .178,
above the commonly accepted level, and some readers may prefer to ignore
it.) The b-coefficient for each week worked during the first 13 was .006; or,
each week of work made a difference of .06% in the arrest rate. Since the
number of weeks worked ranged from 0 to 13, the difference between those
who did not work at all and those who worked all 13 was 7.8%, roughly
the same difference that financial aid made. Age also made a difference:
Older persons were less likely to be arrested for a theft crime. There was
almost a 1% decrease in the arrest rate for each year of age. Similarly, the
younger a person was when first arrested, the more likely it was that he
would be arrested again. In addition, the greater involvement in crime, as
indicated by the number of previous theft arrests, the more likely it was
that the person would be rearrested for theft. Several characteristics that
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are commonly thought to predict rearrest did not appear to have any statis-
tically significant value: race, education, prior work experience, marriage,
and parole status (as opposed to being discharged).

A finding that will turn out to be of particular importance in the under-
standing of later experiments was that those in the payment experiment
groups did not have significantly lower amounts of employment than those
in the controls. Since payments were lowered when a subject in the ex-
perimental groups earned money and ceased altogether if he earned more
than $150 per week, some degree of work disincentive is offered by the
payments. After all, a subject could receive $60 per week for 13 weeks if he
did not go to work at all, and such benefits might have turned out to be a
temptation. However, there was no statistically signiticant work-disincen-
tive effect, an outcome that is likely due to the generous tax rates on earn-
ings, whereby almost everyone could receive some payment while work-
ing. The released prisoners rarely could earn as much as $150 per week,
and hence most persons were eligible for some payments while working.
Indeed, except for those who were sent to jail or prison and hence became
completely ineligible for payments, all the men in the experimental groups
received, by the end of the postrelease year, all of the funds for which they
were eligible.

The effects of payment on weeks worked in each of the four quarters of
the postrelease year are shown in the regression analyses presented in Table
2.5. In these regressions, the dependent variable is the number of weeks
worked in the relevant period. Independent variables used are ones that are
likely predictors of postrelease employment, including a mixture of human
capital variables such as education and previous work experience as well as
status factors affecting employability, such as race and age. Included in
each of the regressions is whether or not the participant was in one of the
payment groups. The coefficients related to the payment-group member-
ship express the extent to which payment-group members worked more or
less than the control-group members—an estimate of the work-disincentive
effect of payments.

The coefficients for payment-group membership are negative for the first
two quarters and then turn positive for the next two quarters, when the
bulk of the payments were disbursed, but the effect is not large enough to
be revealed in the LIFE experiment.?' In short, it appears that no ap-

21 Since one cannot observe negative weeks worked, the dependent variable is truncated at
zero. This necessarily leads to biased and inconsistent estimates of the regression coefficients
and their standard errors. We will have much to say about such problems in Section III. Suf-
fice it to say here that even with proper adjustments it is very unlikely that work-disincentive
effects would surface. The observed effects are simply too small (and of varying sign in any
case).
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TABLE 2.5
Baltimore LIFE Experiment: Regression of Weeks Worked in Each Quarter
and in Total Year of Payment Experimental Groups and Selected Variables

Total post-
1st Quarter  2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter release year

Independent variables b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE
Payment experimental groups —.238 .426 -.289 .482 431 .522 739 .522 642 1.543
Age at first arrest .550" .061 -.084 .069 -.040 .075 694" 080 -.112 .222
Parolee 2.449* 510 .704 577 348 625 197 661  3.698" 1.848
Married 1.356 .674 2.013* .762 1.622 .825 1.323 .873 6.314" 2.440
Black -.718 .661 -.224 .748 .290 .810 631 .857 -.210 2.394
Education .035 .233 100 263 -.036 .285 -.106 .302 -.007 .843
No. of previous theft arrests -.218" .086 -.311* .098 -.276* .106 -.183 .112 -.988 .313
Age .060 .040 112 .045 683" .049 .046 .051 286 144
Previous work experience .350* .087 .482* .098 443" 106 429" 113 1.704* .315

Constant .803* .152 1.770 .172 1.186 1.771 .197 6.566 5.490

R? .181* .183* 122¢ .093* .201"

N (432) (432) (432) - (432) (432)

p=<.10

Note that since the experiment is testing directed hypotheses, the .10 level of significance as a two-tailed test is
equivalent to the .05 level for directed hypotheses.

preciable work disincentive in the LIFE experiment resulted from being a
member of the payment groups.??

Despite the considerable efforts of the Baltimore LIFE staff to obtain
employment for those in the employment-services experimental groups,
job-placement services did not succeed in raising the amounts of employ-
ment in those groups.?* Although these findings do not mean that any job-
placement service would fail, they do mean that job-placement services are
a difficult intervention. Certainly any less intensive set of services would
seem as likely to fail at least as much as the very intensive ones offered in
Baltimore. Furthermore, since such services are difficult to standardize by
their very nature (and hence to reproduce in a large-scale program), job
placement did not appear to be a fruitful way to proceed in the develop-
ment of a program to reduce recidivism.

22 This outcome, which contrasts so strongly with the TARP experiments in Georgia and
Texas, is probably due to the fact that eligibility rules were very carefully explained to par-
ticipants and to the diligence of the LIFE research team who tried to make sure that the
Baltimore participants received all of the monies for which they were eligible.

** Readers interested in the detailed presentation of these (and other findings) should con-
sult K. Lenihan, Unlocking the Second Gate, R & D Monograph 45, U.S. Department of Labor
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1977).



FROM THE LIFE PROJECT TO TARP 43

Following these findings, a cost-benefit analysis of the Baltimore LIFE
experiment was made by Charles Mallar.?* Any cost-benefit analysis is
somewhat inconclusive when many sources of benefits and costs have to be
estimated in the absence of relevant empirical data. Hence, Mallar’s find-
ings covered a range of cost-benefit ratios varying according to estimates
used and perspectives taken. On the most conservative side, Mallar
estimated a 4:1 benefit-cost ratio, indicating that $4 in savings accrued to
society for each dollar expended in LIFE payments. On the most liberal side
the computed benefit-cost ratio was 54:1.

FROM THE LIFE PROJECT TO TARP

When the findings of the LIFE experiment were conveyed to Howard
Rosen of the Department of Labor in late 1974, and when all concerned
were satisfied that the experiment had been conducted properly and that
the inferences drawn were appropriate to the findings, the question arose of
what policy implications to draw from these findings. Although the find-
ings were encouraging, there were several qualifiers that had to be placed
upon them. First, the findings were clearly significant by conventional
social-science standards, but certainly not beyond a shadow of a doubt.
Second, the findings had been obtained in an experiment administered by
an energetic and dedicated research team. A program that was adminis-
tered by even the best of federal or state agencies could hardly command
the same level of effort on the part of program personnel. Third, the subject
population in LIFE included only a certain portion of the released prisoner
population—all high-risk persons who could best benefit from financial
aid. The impact of payments on more representative ex-felons was prob-
lematical.

In short, the findings suggested that a policy that would provide some
financial aid to ex-felons might be helpful in reducing certain types of
recidivism, but the evidence was not strong enough or robust enough to
warrant immediate translation into national policy. To obtain advice on
what should be the next steps, Howard Rosen sought out two groups of
experts.

In January 1975 a meeting was held with members of the National Man-
power Policy Task Force. After considering the design, methodology, im-
plementation, and results of the LIFE project, the task force overwhelm-
ingly favored more research. It also urged that new studies be broader in

24 Charles Mallar, A Comparative Evaluation of the Benefits and Costs from the LIFE Pro-
gram (Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, 1978).
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scope, covering the full range of released prisoners, not just high-risk sub-
jects. In addition, the new studies were to be conducted in more than one
place. Although it would be ideal to have released prisoners from a large
number of states, such a research design would be too costly. But at the
least, the new studies should cover more than one state.

Most important, the task force recommended that in any new studies,
the program administration be carried out by an existing government
agency—either an employment service or a correction department; not by
a social-research group. Treatment results might be quite different under
“normal circumstances” of an existing bureaucracy. Furthermore, a new
study should be more oriented to likely policy outcomes. If financial aid
was shown to be effective again in a new set of experiments, the new
research should test that effectiveness throughout the range of possible
practical programs that would be likely to be enacted into policy. The most
likely agencies for implementing future programs were seen to be state
employment services, which would be given the responsibility by extending
unemployment insurance benefits to cover released prisoners. In short, the
new research should test what would happen it a financial aid program
were carried out by state employment services under the existing rules and
regulations of the unemployment insurance programs.

The second meeting was held in February 1975 with an ad hoc group
of professionals—economists, criminologists, statisticians, sociologists,
government administrators—who had expertise in the areas of crime,
employment, or program evaluation.?® Most participants accepted the find-
ings as important and policy relevant. Although some members recom-
mended time-series studies as cost effective, there was also general agree-
ment that randomized experiments led to more definitive findings, a
consideration that offset their greater cost.

Concerning the new research, the ad hoc group made the same recom-
mendations as the task force, stressing policy-relevant themes. Some par-
ticipants recommended varying the experimental treatment considerably
by having several levels of payments (e.g., $60, $80, and $100) and several
durations of payment eligibility (e.g., 13, 26, and even 52 weeks). Since it is

25 Attending the meeting were Stuart Adams, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA); Peter Barth, University of Connecticut; George Bohlinger, LEAA; Fred Bolton,
Department of Labor (DOL); Robert Boruch, Northwestern University; Michael Borus,
Michigan State University; John Conrad, Academy for Contemporary Problems; Joseph
Epstein, DOL; James Fife, U.S. Parole Board; Lafayette Grisby, DOL; Thomas Joyce, DOL;
Kenneth Lenihan and Robert Martinson, City University of New York (CUNY); Sylvia Mc-
Collum, U.S. Bureau of Prisons; Howard Rosen, DOL; Leonard Savitz, Temple University;
Laura Sharp, Bureau of Social Science Research; Herman Travis, DOL; James Vanecko,
Brown University; and Virginia Wright, American Bar Association.
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up to each state to set its own payment levels under existing federal
unemployment insurance laws, this plan was judged as politically un-
realistic, since each state likely would be given the right to set its own
payment levels. The group did recommend varying the number of weeks of
entitlement—13 and 26 weeks—to see if additional reduction in recidivism
could be made by providing aid for the longer period.

One dissenting opinion expressed at this meeting was that no further
research be done. The dissentor urged that the Department of Labor,
armed with the Baltimore findings, go immediately to Congress to seek
legislation for a program of financial aid for all released prisoners. The
argument advanced rested not so much on the reductions in recidivism
found in Baltimore as on the assertion that the payments were simply a
matter of equity. To release prisoners without sufficient resources to sur-
vive a period of adjustment was seen as continuing the punishment. In
addition, new research might show no recidivism declines. The time to
move was now, when both research findings and equity considerations co-
incided. It was a moral argument. Anyone familiar with the lives of
prisoners would find the argument persuasive.

However, the moral argument did not seem politically promising since
Congress does not look to the Department of Labor for moral instruction.
Singling out released prisoners as deserving of special benefits would re-
quire a political constituency to back up the moral claims. But there is no
political constituency (to speak of) concerned with released prisoners. It is
a transitional status, without an alumni association, and ex-prisoners
themselves shed the identity as soon as possible. In any case, arguing for a
financial-aid program on the basis of equity did not seem fruitful, and the
consensus was that further research, with an eye toward policy decisions,
should be undertaken.

With the benefit of hindsight, it appears that the decision of the Depart-
ment of Labor officials was clearly the right one to take. As we have seen in
this chapter, the overall results of applying a version of the LIFE experi-
ment treatment did not result in unequivocal support for the treatment.
Rather, as will be shown in later chapters, state employment services did
not provide payments to released prisoners in the same way as did the
dedicated researchers in the Baltimore LIFE experiment. Furthermore, these
differences were critical ones. To have plunged ahead in suggesting policy
changes to the Congress would have been to suggest a policy that was at
best ineffective and hence inefficient.

It is important to note that the sequence of fact gathering and researches
initiated and carried through by the Department of Labor was one that
tested a prospective policy on levels that were closer and closer to actual
policy as it would most likely be implemented. At any point in the se-
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quence, negative findings would have led to the abandonment of a prospec-
tive policy change. Thus, if the initial Rikers [sland exploratory phase had
indicated that released prisoners were not interested in postrelease financial
support, then it would have been highly unlikely that the next step of the
Baltimore LIFE experiment would have been undertaken. Rosen and his
colleagues would most likely have looked in some other direction for
measures that would fulfill the mandate of Congress for the Department of
Labor to help integrate released prisoners into the labor force.

The LIFE experiment was designed to be a fine-grained test of the
payments leading to easier integration of ex-prisoners into civilian life. It
was not a test of the policy as it might actually be implemented but of the
policy at its “best,” given the population most likely to be affected, ad-
ministered by a devoted research team that was most likely to implement
the policy as completely as possible, and whose beneficiaries would be
observed as carefully as possible in the postrelease period. In technical
terms, it was research designed to maximize “internal validity.”

The successful outcomes of the LIFE experiment meant that it was then
known that under some very favorable circumstances payments appeared
to be etfective in reducing arrests on property-related charges. The next
responsible step was to find out whether payments could be integrated into
state employment service systems with the same results. In short, the next
step was to test the “external validity” of the basic ideas behind the pro-
spective policy.?® Only if the prospective policy was clearly shown to be ef-
fective at this stage and if favorable cost-to-benefit ratios were estimated
would the policy be placed before the relevant decision makers.?’

This strategy clearly recognizes that some policies can be shown to be ef-
fective under special circumstances that are difficult to duplicate on a mass
scale. It is also a strategy that gives special recognition to the extremely im-
portant process of implementation, a usually neglected aspect of the ad-
ministration of human-services programs.

% A more complete discussion of the implications of this step-by-step testing of prospective
social policies can be found in P. H. Rossi, “Issues in the Evaluation of Human Services
Delivery,” Evaluation Quarterly, 2, no. 4 (November 1978):573-599,

# In fact, the outcomes of LIFE were persuasive enough in some quarters that policy
changes did result. In particular, legislation was introduced into the California legislature (and
passed) extending unemployment benefits to released prisoners in that state with eligibility to
be determined by number of days of prison work earned by the released prisoners. The pro-
gram was started in July 1978. An evaluation of the effectiveness of the program is currently
being undertaken by R. A. Berk and his colleagues at the University of California, Santa
Barbara.
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Design of the Transitional Aid
Research Project Experiments

INTRODUCTION

Having decided additional research was needed, the next steps were to
design experiments of appropriate power and scope, obtain the cooperation
of state agencies, and ensure that the experiments were carried out in ways
that were faithful to the design and the central substantive issues of the ex-
periments. At each of these points, decisions made could have conditioned
results in critical ways. States could have been chosen that were in some
ways quite different from “typical” states, the design could have been insuf-
ficiently powerful, the implementation of the design could have led to a
deterioration of the power of the treatment, and so on.

The purpose of this chapter is to describe these decisions in considerable
detail. Such detail is needed for two reasons: First, it is essential to docu-
ment how well the experiment was designed and carried out so that anyone
may judge whether appropriate procedures were followed. Second, the art
of conducting large-scale field experiments is scarcely a well-developed area
of social science methodology. It is hoped that the description contained in
this chapter contributes to the further development of this art.

EARLY DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

Without the cooperation of several states, the experiment could not have
been carried out at all. Hence, one of the first steps was to ascertain
whether there was any interest among any of the states in implementing the
experiment. Because the Departments of Labor and Justice were funding the
work,! the experiment could be carried out at little additional monetary
cost to the states. Undoubtedly, however, there would be some nonmone-

' See Chapter 4 for an accounting of the funds expended.

47



48 3. DESIGN OF TARP EXPERIMENTS

tary costs to the states, including administrative and managerial disrup-
tions, and it was possible that some of the vulnerabilities of either the state
correctional systems or state employment services might be uncovered.

The Department of Labor made inquiries of all but the smallest states
{where prison populations were not large enough to provide many releasees
over a short period of time). Twenty states replied, expressing at least
preliminary interest in running such experiments. With at least curiosity
being expressed, the Department of Labor felt it was worthwhile to take the
next step of designing experiments to be incorporated into a Request for
Proposal (RFP).

Several considerations were incorporated into the design phase. First, the
state prison system would have to be large enough to release a sufficient
number of prisoners within a relatively short period of time. Since the
projected total research time was 2 years (a projection that was quickly
abandoned), a sufficient number of prisoners would have to be released
over a 6-month period.

Second, following recommendations of the scientific advisory commit-
tee, it was decided that the number of weeks of benefits offered should be
varied. The LIFE experiment had provided benefits for 13 weeks: The new
experiment would provide benefits for two periods: 13 and 26 weeks.

Third, to remain faithful to the idea that the new experiment would offer
treatments that would resemble closely what such treatments would be like
if enacted into social policy, the benefits would be given out according to
the unemployment-benefit rules already established by the state in ques-
tion. This meant that benefits would be given only to those available to
work, excluding students and hospitalized or otherwise incapacitated per-
sons, as well as persons who did not express a willingness to at least con-
sider employment. And it meant that the tax rates applying in the state
system would also be used to govern payments to ex-prisoners. Since most
states had a 100% tax after a small “forgiveness” threshold, benefits would
be reduced dollar for dollar for each dollar earned while working. In addi-
tion, payment levels would be set at minimum payments given by the
states—$60 to $80 per week. Payments would also be made through the
state unemployment-benefit system, meaning that ex-prisoners would come
to state employment security offices along with other persons who were
receiving benefits. Perhaps the most practical significance of this feature is
that the ordinary working hours of the state employment security office
—approximately 8:30 am to 5:00 pm Monday through Friday—would
apply.

It should be noted that all these conditions were departures from those
followed in the LIFE experiment, which permitted persons unavailable for
work to receive payments and which set up separate offices for administer-
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ing payment, kept project offices open at night and on Saturdays, and ap-
plied a graduated tax on earnings that allowed participants to receive some
sort of payment until they earned more than $150 per week. To maintain
some comparability with the graduated tax provisions of the LIFE experi-
ment, a special experimental group would be added that would experience
a 25% tax rate.

Despite the discouraging experience of LIFE with job-placement services,
it was also decided to set up an experimental group to which job-placement
services would be offered. This decision was made because it was believed
that state employment security agencies would be more attracted to par-
ticipate if job placement, one of their primary missions for the unem-
ployed, was also one of the treatments. '

Note that this general outline of the experiment represented some major
departures from the LIFE experiment, although it maintained the general
thrust of providing financial aid for a limited period of time. The major
departures involve more the rules of eligibility and the tax rate than either
the amount of payments or the duration of eligibility. In other words, the
same treatment, but under different conditions would be administered in
the new experiment. The experimental design as described in the RFP that
went out to the 20 interested states was as follows:

Grour 1: To be eligible for financial aid of 26 weeks at minimum payment
levels and subject to on-going state unemployment insurance
rules, implying work availability and 100% tax.

Grour 2: To be eligible for financial aid for 13 weeks subject to the same
rules as Group 1.

Grour 3: To receive financial aid for 13 weeks but with a 25% tax on earn-
ings, that is, benefits would be reduced $.25 for each dollar
earned.

Grour 4: To be eligible for intensive job-placement services, including
limited money for necessary tools, work clothes, etc.

Grour 5: No services to be offered—a control group.

Each state was asked to provide 700 released prisoners to be randomly
assigned to the five groups—550 to Groups 1 through 4 and 150 to Group
5, the control group.? All participants would be interviewed before release
from the prison and at the end of the third, sixth, and twelfth months after
release. A 1-year follow-up on arrest information would be required.
States would be reimbursed from federal funds for the expenses, salaries,
and administrative overhead involved as well as for the payments made. In

 As the study progressed, these numbers were increased, as indicated in the next chapter.
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addition, state agencies were to collect the research data called for and ad-
minister the benefit program. A report analyzing the outcome of the experi-
ment would also be prepared by each state and would include copies of the
data sets generated. In addition, the states were expected to contribute per-
sonnel and other services to the running of the experiment, to the amount
of almost one-third of the total cost of the experiment within each state.
(See Chapter 4 for a full account of the budgets finally adopted for the
states involved.)

Several responses to the RFP were received. An outside panel reviewed
all the proposals and recommended awards to the states of Georgia and
Texas. The choice was made largely on the basis of an estimate of these
states’ ability to conduct the experiment and collect the required research
data postrelease and on the basis of the suitability of their prison popula-
tions. Both states had large prison populations that could easily generate
the desired numbers of released prisoners within the time period specified.
Both had statewide computerized criminal justice information systems that
were regarded as accurate and complete. Other states were passed over
because of their size or their unwillingness to accept randomization as the
basis for allocating released prisoners to experimental and control groups,
or because their criminal-justice systems were reputedly unreliable or not
yet on computers.

IMPLEMENTING THE EXPERIMENT

In June 1975, negotiations were started with each of the states to work
out the details of responsibilities of the state employment security agencies
and the departments of corrections. In Texas the overall responsibility was
to be lodged in the Texas Department of Corrections (TDC). The TDC was
to be responsible for the selection of subjects, random assignment, inter-
viewing, collecting arrest data, processing all data collected, and preparing
a final report. The Texas Employment Security Agency was to be responsi-
ble for preparing payments, determining eligibility, and providing job-
placement services. Under this arrangement, the Texas Department of Cor-
rections would bear almost all of the research load.

In Georgia, the division of labor was somewhat different. The Georgia
Department of Corrections was to select the subjects for the study and
carry out random assignment, but the interviews were to be conducted by
the Employment Security Agency in the prisons as well as during the first
year after release. Data processing was to be carried out by the Department
of Corrections, which would also be responsible for a final report. The
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weekly financial aid and job-placement services were to be dispensed by
the Employment Security Agency.

During the negotiations, the design of the research was changed some-
what. The number of persons to be released in each state over a 6-month
period was much greater than originally expected. At little additional cost
it was possible to add an additional control group (Group 6) of 1000 per-
sons in each state. These additional 1000 persons would not be inter-
viewed. Only data from existing records would be obtained on these per-
sons; that is, information from prison files, a record of earnings subject to
unemployment insurance, and arrest information from the statewide com-
puter system.? Thus, there would now be two control groups: One group
of 200 persons would receive the same number of interviews as those
receiving the experimental treatments, and another group of 1000 would be
followed up through existing information. All assignments, including those
to the new control group, would still be made on a random basis.

Although the administrative responsibilities for the experiment and
accompanying data-collection activities were worked out in the final
negotiations with each state, a number of details remained to be settled,
often while the experiment was under way.

To provide some measure of overall coordination between the two
states, the Department of Labor contracted with the American Bar Associa-
tion (ABA) to oversee the project. The ABA Commission on Correctional
Facilities and Services had a staff available which had considerable ex-
perience with prison systems and with the issues involved in the experi-
ment. The ABA’s commission could also help in providing legal research
that would be necessary to prepare new legislation if the findings of the two
experiments suggested that new policies should be adopted. Because the
ABA staff had little social-research expertise, they had to hire someone to
serve as the principal investigator for the two experiments. The principal
duties of this person were to oversee and coordinate the activities of the
two states. Kenneth Lenihan, who had conducted the Baltimore LIFE ex-
periments, was hired by ABA to perform this role. Lenihan was to spend
much of his time over the ensuing 2 years visiting the research staffs in
each of the states, coordinating activities and attempting to ensure that the
integrity of the experiment was maintained and that research data of high
quality were collected by the two states.* Finally, a name was provided for
the two experiments: Transitional Aid Research Project, or TARP.

* An additional advantage of this control group was that it could not be affected by inter-
views and hence could provide an estimate of interviewing effects.

4 See American Bar Association, Final Report on Activities of the Transitional Aid
Research Project (Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, August 1978), for a complete
account of ABA activities in connection with TARP.
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ESTIMATING THE EFFICIENCY OF
THE TARP EXPERIMENTS

Although the size of the study was set in the first place by the amount of
funds available, it would have been futile to carry out the experiments if
the sample sizes were not large enough to detect expected effects. Estimates
were needed of the expected proportions of persons to be arrested for pro-
perty and other charges during the first year beyond release from prison. In
Texas, a sample of 400 men released from prison during the period of July
1, 1973 to June 30, 1974 were tracked through the state criminal-justice
computer for a period of 1 year after release. As shown in Table 3.1,
21.3% were found to have been arrested for a property crime and another
11.2% for other kinds of crime, making a total of 32.5%. In Georgia, using
a similar procedure, the results were 24% for property crimes, and 12% for
other crimes, making a total of 36 % arrested during the first year after
release. (These results, incidentally, were lower than the arrest rates actu-
ally observed in the 1-year follow-up of TARP participants, as shown in
Chapters 5 and 10.)

Following the Baltimore LIFE results, the best expectation was that finan-
cial aid would cut property-arrest rates by about one-quarter, or make a
difference of roughly 5% between experimental and control groups. If
financial aid would cause reduction of this size on Georgia or Texas rates,
the planned-for sample sizes would be sufficient to detect such effects and
declare them statistically significant. Had the expected rearrest rates been
considerably smaller, an increase in the size of the treatment groups would
have been called for.

This judgment about the adequacy of group sizes was just an approxima-
tion. Since the released prisoners in Texas and Georgia were bound to be
different in some ways from the Baltimore participants, the effects of finan-
cial aid might be smaller (or larger). In addition, there was no way of
knowing whether varying the weeks of eligibility (13 versus 26) and vary-
ing the tax on earnings (25% versus 100%) would make any difference in
the rearrest rates. The best bet was to use effect estimates based on the
Baltimore LIFE experiments since these were the only estimates available.

WORK DISINCENTIVE

Although the evidence from the LIFE experiment was that there was lit-
tle, if any, work disencentive as a consequence of the payments under the
tax system applicable in the Baltimore experiment, there was good reason
to believe that the TARP experiments might encounter more work-
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TABLE 3.1
Rearrest Rates in Texas and Georgia,
1973-1974 (in percentages)

Texas Georgia
Property crimes 21.3 24
Other crimes 11.2 12
Ever arrested 32.5 36

disincentive effects. To begin with, work-disincentive effects were pre-
dicted by economic theory. Economists argue that any provision of pay-
ments that are conditional upon unemployment lower wage rates and
hence the work effort of persons to whom such payments are offered. Thus
the offer of $60 per week with a 100% tax on earnings has the presumed ef-
fect of making the first $60 earned by a person during a week of eligibility
equivalent to working at a wage rate of zero dollars. Persons who earned
more than $60 in a week of eligibility had their wage rates lowered accord-
ingly. For example, a person earning $100 per week was in effect working a
full week for $40, since without working he would receive $60 in payments.

Payment plans with rigorously enforced 100% tax rates could also be ex-
pected to have especially strong work-disincentive effects on ex-prisoners,
whose position in the labor market was none too strong and whose job op-
portunities would largely consist of poorly paid jobs that were unpleasant.
As a consequence, ex-felons could be expected to be especially attracted to
the choice of leisure (nonworking) as opposed to work.

Of course, these arguments applied as well to the existing unemploy-
ment-benefit system as applied to persons who were not ex-felons. Esti-
mating the actual amount of work disincentive, however, is quite another
problem. A recent study has shown that persons who were for one reason
or another disqualified for benefits upon application had shorter periods
of unemployment than those who were eligible, holding a set of relevant
worker characteristics constant.® But since disqualified workers (persons
who quit voluntarily, persons who are fired, etc.) are by that fact different
from those let go by their employers on other grounds, the evidence about
the work-disincentive effects of unemployment insurance benefits is
equivocal.

Thus, although economic theory predicted that TARP payments would
have some work-disincentive, the empirical evidence both from the LIFE

s Henry E. Felder, A Statistical Evaluation of the Impact of Disqualification Provisions of
State Unemployment Insurance Laws (Arlington, Va.: SRI International, 1979).
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experiment and from analyses of the regular unemployment benefit pro-
gram showed that economic theory was not at all clear about the size of the
resulting drop in working. The amount of the disincentive effect and its
distribution among subgroups in the ex-prisoner population was prob-
lematic. Nor was it possible to get some firm estimates from the analyses of
other types of income-transfer experiments. The New Jersey-Pennsylvania
Income Maintenance Experiment,® designed to measure the work disincen-
tive of various income-maintenance plans, found some overall work-
disincentive effect, but the effects were not particularly sensitive to tax
rates and varied somewhat depending on the ethnic background of partici-
pants. The income-maintenance experiments had been conducted on quite
different populations (intact poor and near-poor families) with inconclusive
findings; thus, they were little guide to what might be expected from a
released-prisoner population.

The best relevant findings on released prisoners were from the Baltimore
LIFE experiment in which little (if any) disincentive effect had been found
when payments were administered with an approximately 25% tax rate.” In
short, previous knowledge and experience did not lead to clear expectations
of whether a work-disincentive effect would appear or how large it might
be. Hence, the TARP design had to be sufficiently powerful to distinguish
between the effects of 26 weeks versus 13 weeks of payments as well as be-
tween 100% and 25% tax rates.

At this point, the budget was limited, with only enough money for 150
persons to receive 26 weeks of payments (with 100% tax on earnings) and
250 to receive 13 weeks of payments (half with a 100% tax and half with a
25% tax). If either of these experimental variations had effects, they would
most likely add marginally to the payment effects. Group sizes as then
planned would be too small to detect any but large (and unexpected) ef-
fects. To strengthen the design, Howard Rosen of the Department of Labor
sought to obtain more funds in order to increase the sizes of the treatment
groups. But since it would take several months to secure such additional
funds the study began with existing target figures in mind.

GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE

Both Texas and Georgia are large states. Georgia, with over 50,000
square miles, is the largest state east of the Mississippi; among the 50
states, Texas is second in size only to Alaska. Although released prisoners

¢ D. Kershaw and J. Fair, The New Jersey Income-Maintenance Experiment, Volume 1
(New York: Academic Press, 1975), and P. H. Rossi and K. Lyall, Reforming Public Welfare
(New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1974).

7 See Table 2.5 in Chapter 2.
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would be returned to all parts of each state, it simply was not practical to
provide financial aid and job-placement services in every county in each
state. Although it could not be known in advance to which places the
TARP participants would be returning, it was possible to use the experi-
ences of previously released prisoners to generate reasonable estimates
upon which to base an efficient strategy for providing payments and ser-
vices to TARP participants.

Georgia has 159 counties and Texas has 254 counties. In many counties,
only one or two released prisoners would be expected to return to live. The
solution was to extend coverage of the program mainly to places within
easy reach of existing employment security offices and to places to which
significant numbers of prisoners would be returning.

In Texas, 17 counties were serviced directly by employment security of-
fices located within the county borders. These same counties received
about 75% of the released prisoners. The other 237 counties received 20%
of the released population (the remaining 5% went outside the state). It
was decided that all prisoners returning to the largest 17 counties would
be covered. In other counties, only a sample would be eligible. These other
counties were formed into clusters of contiguous counties averaging an ex-
pected 50 prisoners in each, ending making a total of 15 county clusters.
Two of these county clusters were drawn randomly. All prisoners returning
to a county in these two clusters were eligible for the study, adding 14
counties to the 17 that were serviced by an employment security office.
Thus, coverage was 100% of the 75% of the released prisoners returning to
counties served by employment security offices and 13% of the 20% of
released prisoners who were returning to other counties. Those going out-
side the state upon release were excluded from the study.

In Georgia the coverage of employment security offices was more exten-
sive than in Texas. Of the 159 counties in Georgia, 121 were being serviced
by an agency office (or one of its satellite offices). These 121 counties ac-
counted for 91% of the released prisoners. Prisoners returning to any of
these 121 counties were all declared eligible. Contiguous county clusters
were formed of the remaining 38 counties in such a way that each cluster
contained an expected 12 released prisoners. In all, there were 12 clusters,
and two were randomly chosen. To sum up, 100% of the counties receiving
91% of the released population and a 19% sample of counties that would
receive 9% of the population were chosen.

It should be noted that the resulting underrepresentation of prisoners
returning to rural counties does not affect the interpretation of experimen-
tal results, since residence was not involved in assignment to either ex-
perimental or control groups. The resulting underrepresentation does affect
estimates of any state parameters that are related to urban or rural
residence. Thus, for example, if rural prisoners are more or less likely to
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return to prison, any estimate of the proportion of prisoners returning to
incarceration computed from TARP data will be either an underestimate or
an overestimate. As will be shown in later chapters, most of the differences
between rural and urban residents among TARP members are either negli-
gible or insignificant.

It bears emphasis that no discretion was allowed to the departments of
correction in either state concerning including or excluding any prisoner
released during this period who was eligible to be in the experiment under
the rules discussed above. All released prisoners who were returning to the
counties specified and for whom there did not exist any detainers or
warrants were included in the experiment until the target numbers were
achieved. An occasional prisoner released under court order unexpectedly
managed to elude the procedures set up in each state, but the exceptions did
not amount to more than a very small number in each state. In short,
everyone was included who was eligible until a sufficient number was
assigned to one of the six groups.

ASSIGNMENT TO EXPERIMENTAL AND
CONTROL GROUPS

Ordinarily, the department of corrections in each of the states knows for
some weeks in advance when a prisoner is due to be released.?® Thus lists of
such prisoners could be drawn up in advance, and the necessary processing
could be started. These lists were made available to the TARP research
teams, who screened them first to identify persons who would be eligible
for participation in TARP. All releasees were eligible for inclusion in the
study except those who (a) were returning to live in an unsampled rural
county, (b) were returning to live outside the state, or (c) had existing war-
rants or detainers against them.

Eligible persons were then assigned to one or another of the six groups
according to a set of procedures that assured both that there was no
systematic bias in allocation to any of the groups and that the groups were
comparable in certain important respects. This systematic assignment pro-
cedure amounted to a stratified randomization of eligible released pris-
oners. There are several desirable features of the procedures employed.
First, the procedure was unbiased: Any released prisoner had the same
chance of being assigned to any of the six groups as any other eligible
releasee. Second, the stratification procedures assured that the groups

% Exceptions are prisoners released under court orders who have to be discharged within 24
hours. Such persons were excluded from the TARP experiments.
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would be very nearly identical in certain important compositional
characteristics. Each would have the same proportions of males and
females, parolees and discharged prisoners, and so on. The main advantage
of stratification is to increase the precision of the experiment, making it
possible to estimate the effects of the treatments with a smaller band of
error.’

Since the stratified, systematic, randomized assignment procedure dif-
fered slightly in the two states, each state procedure will be described
separately. In effect, the procedure employed was first to classify each
releasee into one of a number of categories formed out of the combination
of sex, age group, parole or discharge, and urban or rural residence. Within
each of the classes so formed, prisoners were systematically distributed into
one or another of the six TARP groups.

In Texas, the first division was made according to whether the person
was returning to a county that was serviced by an employment security of-
fice; thus persons were either urban (serviced) or rural (not serviced)
residents. Urban eligibles were then further subdivided by sex. Urban males
were then classified according to the method of release (parole or dis-
charge), age (22 or less, 23-26, 27-33, 34 or more), and marital status
(married versus all others).

Urban women were divided by only one age break (26 or less and 27 or
more) and by method of release (parole or discharge). There were too few
women in the population to make any further divisions on age or marital
status.

Among the relatively small number of persons returning to rural counties
(not serviced by an employment security office), only two divisions could
be made: age (26 or less and 27 or more) and method of release (parole or
discharge).

The stratification scheme in Georgia was slightly more complex. Addi-
tional classes could be added because more information about the prisoners
was available from prison records. In addition to those distinguished in
Texas, an additional, marital-status class was added composed of persons
about whom no marital-status information was available. Further, persons
in urban counties were subclassified according to whether or not they had
been working at the time of the arrest that led to their present sentences.

Prisoners about to be released were systematically assigned to one or
another of the six groups in the order in which they appeared on the re-

° As we noted with reference to the design of the LIFE experiment, the stratification serves
to virtually eliminate any correlations between the treatments and stratification variables
(since equal proportions of prisoners were allocated) and increases the variance of observed
stratification variables. Both enhance statistical power.
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TABLE 3.2
Initial Target Allocations among TARP Groups, November 1975

Number of Proportion of the
Group Treatment prisoners released population
1 26 weeks' benefits, 100% tax 150 .083
2 13 weeks, 100% tax 125 .069
3 13 weeks, 25% tax 125 .069
4 Job placement 200 111
5 Interviewed controls 200 111
6 Noninterview controls 1000 .555

lease lists, using a systematic assignment algorithm.'® Within each of
the classification groups, persons assigned to that classification group
were allocated to TARP groups, after a random start, according to the
series 1, 6, 2, 6, 3, 6, 4, 6, 5, 6, etc. This allocation procedure was modified
slightly by periodically changing assignment rules to produce the proper
proportions of intended numbers in each of the TARP groups, as shown in
Table 3.2."

As Howard Rosen of DOL was successful in obtaining additional funds
for the TARP project on two occasions, the targets for the payment groups
were increased twice, necessitating corresponding changes in the allocation
algorithm. The final target numbers for the six TARP groups and the actual
numbers of persons assigned in each state are shown in Table 3.3. In Texas,
the TARP research group managed to obtain the exact numbers desired in
each of the TARP groups, whereas in Georgia, because advance informa-
tion on who was to be released was often late and sometimes incorrect, the
target numbers of each of the Georgia TARP groups were off slightly.

Since comparability in data from the two states was highly desirable,
much time was spent on getting a standardized instrument to be used in in-
terviewing released prisoners.'? While the allocation procedures were

1% In both Georgia and Texas the order in which a person appeared on a discharge list was
determined by factors (e.g., alphabetic or serial-number orderings) that could not affect
allocation to one or the other of the six TARP groups.

11 Since the intention (in November 1975) was to produce proportions in the TARP groups
as shown in Table 3.2, the assignment algorithm was modified every tenth run by adding and
deleting assignments as follows: Delete two assignments from Group 1; three assignments each
from Groups 2 and 3; add one assignment each to Groups 4 and 5; add five assignments to
Group 6. Note that it was the algorithm that was changed before being applied to persons.
Once a person was allocated to a TARP group, that assignment was not changed.

12 Complete standardization was not possible because definitions of conditions varied be-
tween the states. For example, Georgia had three release conditions—discharge, parole, and
release under supervision. Texas routinely used the Department of Labor's Dictionary of Oc-
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TABLE 3.3
Target and Actual Numbers of Persons in TARP Groups
Achieved at End of Recruitment

Target number Georgia Texas

Group Treatment for each state actual actual
1 26 weeks’ benefits, 100% tax 175 176 175

2 13 weeks, 100% tax 200 199 200

3 13 weeks, 25% tax 200 199 200

4 Job placement 200 201 200

5 Interviewed controls 200 201 200

6 Noninterview controls 1000 1031 1000
Totals 1975 2007 1975

worked out in detail in each state, work was also proceeding on the pre-
release interview schedule. Finally everything was ready. Interviewers were
trained. Names of persons to be released in January were transmitted to
TARP research staffs in December.

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS FOR TARP

Although general supervision over the TARP experiments was main-
tained by the American Bar Association through Kenneth Lenihan, each of
the states worked out slightly different arrangements to select participants,
to provide payments, and to collect research data. In Texas, the overall
direction to the experiment was provided by the research department of the
Texas Department of Corrections. A special research staff was hired, and
interviewers used for all of the interviews were young, male TDC em-
ployees, whose usual assignments were as guards or counselors.

In Georgia, overall direction of the TARP project was assumed by the
Georgia Employment Security Agency, which hired the interviewer staffs
needed. The Georgia Department of Corrections selected prisoners, made
the random assignment of prisoners to groups, and provided a research
staff that conducted the data processing and produced a report on the
Georgia TARP data.

The collection of research data was carried out in much the same way in
the two states. In Texas the TDC interviewers conducted the prison {before
release) interviews and made appointments to see each of the prisoners

cupational Titles as codes for preprison jobs, whereas Georgia had a special occupational
code, presumably custom tailored to the special needs of Georgia.
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after their release in the appropriate employment security offices in their
home counties. Follow-up interviews were also made by appointment in
the security offices. If releasees failed to appear for appointments, the inter-
viewers made efforts to contact them and to arrange for alternate dates.

It should be noted that because the interview sites in Texas were spread
widely across the state, the seven fieldworkers had to travel constantly in
order to keep their appointments in the several places assigned to them and
to track down releasees who were hard to locate.

In Georgia the initial prerelease interviews were conducted by an all-
female interviewing team that was hired for that specific purpose. Georgia
prisons are not as concentrated geographically as the Texas prisons, and in-
terviewers were hired locally. Another team of 10 persons was recruited
from among state employment security personnel to handle the postrelease
interviews and the disbursement of payments. In each of the designated
agency offices, a single person and an assistant conducted all the interviews
of releasees assigned to that office and handled all the contacts with
releasees in connection with their payments or job-placement services.
Since more than half of the released prisoners in Georgia were assigned to
the Atlanta office, the three interviewers and their assistants conducted the
bulk of the interviews and contacts in that state.

TARP participants in the two states who were eligible for payments and
who wished to receive payments had to report to the designated employ-
ment security office and certify that they had not earned more than the
threshold amounts and had been available for work during the week for
which they wished to claim benefits. At the employment security office
they were met by the same person each time (or a designated assistant). In
Georgia, the agency employee was the same person who conducted peri-
odic follow-up interviews. In Texas, payments were handled by specially
designated and trained employment security clerks.

The descriptions in the preceding paragraphs apply in principle; they
outline procedures described in the operations manuals of the TARP pro-
grams. One can safely assume that the interviews were conducted as des-
cribed. At the same time, there must have been some variation from place
to place in the way certification and payments were handled. After all, in
some Texas offices that handled only one or two TARP participants, the
amount of business generated by the participants could only have been a
very small fraction of the entire workload of the agency personnel assigned
to that function. Under such circumstances, it is easy to imagine that the
special rules that applied to TARP participants might not be rigorously and
consistently enforced or that other persons might be substituted for the
special personnel designated to handle TARP participants on some visits.
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RECRUITMENT OF TARP PARTICIPANTS

The interviewing of released prisoners assigned to Groups 1 through 5
began in December 1975. (Group 6 TARP members who were to serve as
noninterviewed controls were never approached by TARP staff or inter-
viewers. None of the Group 6 members in either of the states were
informed that they were part of any study.) As soon as a person was
scheduled for release and the staff assigned that person to one of Groups 1
through 5, interviewers were given the task of recruiting each person to
cooperate in the study. Interviewers also conducted prerelease interviews,
if prisoners were willing. Once the location of an about-to-be-released
prisoner was known, an interviewer was sent out to the prison to conduct a
prerelease interview. The state prisons in Georgia are spread throughout
the state, whereas in Texas prisons are concentrated around Huntsville; the
task of conducting prerelease interviews in Georgia was thus more difficult.

On initial contact with each prisoner, the interviewer asked first whether
the prisoner would be willing to participate in a research study for a 1-
year period. The prisoner was told that there would be four interviews—
one each at the third, sixth, and twelfth months after release as well as one
interview while still in prison. If the prisoner agreed, a prerelease interview
was conducted on the spot. Prisoners were promised payments ($15 in
Georgia, $5 in Texas)!? for the prison interviews and for each of the three
subsequent ones. Payment for the prison interview, however, was to be
made only after release. No mention was made at this point about program
services that might be offered—either financial aid or job-placement ser-
vice. In fact, interviewers were not aware of the subject’'s TARP group
assignment, which had already been made by the TARP research staff.

A small number of refusals occurred in each state, less than 1% in
Georgia and about 2% in Texas.* During the first month of interviewing in
Texas, it appeared that Chicanos were refusing to cooperate. The addition
of a member of that ethnic group to the interviewing staff soon brought
the refusal rate among Chicanos down to about the same level experienced
among blacks and whites.

At the close of the interview, the recruited TARP participant was told to
report to a specific employment security office at which he could pick up

13 Later raised to $10 for third-month and sixth-month interviews and to $15 for twelfth-
month interviews.

14 The Georgia TARP staff explained that the lower refusal rate in Georgia was because
they hired women as interviewers. Prisoners about to be released were anxious to talk to a
female. In Texas, under TDC rules, only male interviewers were allowed into prison.
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payment for the prerelease interview. The TARP research staff notified the
employment security office to prepare appropriate checks for delivery to
TARP participants when they appeared at the designated office for their
checks. For persons in payment groups (Groups 1, 2, and 3), checks would
be the first week’s benefits. For the remainder (Groups 4 and 5), the checks
would include only interview payments. The employment security office
was also notified about the benefits to which a participant was entitled if in
an experimental group (Groups 1 through 4) or that he was not to receive
any benefits (if in Control Group 5).

On their first visit to the employment security office, participants in the
tirst four TARP groups were told about the benefits for which they were
eligible, a summary of which is presented in Table 3.4. Persons in the con-
trol group were given their checks containing payment for their prerelease
interviews and reminded that they would be contacted for additional inter-
views at the end of 3, 6, and 12 months.

More than 50 employment security offices were involved in explaining
the program to eligible TARP participants. Unfortunately, no systematic
effort was made to observe how TARP participants were serviced in these
offices. It is therefore impossible at this time to ascertain the care and
diligence with which benefits and rules of eligibility were explained to
TARP participants. In many of the larger offices, specially designated
clerks consistently handled TARP participants, but often in smaller offices
any clerk who happened to be available handled the case. In every office,
TARP participants were only a very small fraction of the total client load
of that office. These characteristics are stressed here because of the contrast
presented in the LIFE experiment in which the research staff handled all
contacts with participants and such contacts were their only mission.

The benefits to be received as payments varied between the states: The
$70-level in Georgia and the $63-level in Texas were set by each state
roughly in line with the minimum payments dispensed under that state’s
unemployment insurance plan. Each state also had a different forgiveness
amount—%8 in Georgia and $15.75 in Texas—beyond which amount each
dollar earned was deducted from the benefit amount. In both states,
payments were made conditional on being available for work and on earn-
ing less than the cut-off threshold. The availability-for-work provision
meant that benefits could not be collected while a person was in school, in
the hospital (or otherwise too sick to work), or in jail. In both states,
eligibility for benefits was retained for a year beyond the person’s release
data or until the released prisoner used up the maximum amount of his
eligibility, as indicated in Table 3.4.

Persons allocated to Group 4, of course, received no cash benefits but
were entitled to special job-placement services. In addition, Group 4
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TABLE 3.4
Summary of Benefits Available to TARP Experimental Groups in
Georgia and Texas

Maximum Number of

Experimental weekly weeks at Total Eligibility Forgiveness  Tax
groups State  payment maximum allowance period amount rate
1 Georgia $70 26 $1820 One year $8 100 %
Texas $63 26 $1638  One year  $15.75 100%
2 Georgia $70 13 $910 Oneyear %8 100%
Texas %63 13 $ 819  One year $15.75 100 %
3 Georgia $70 13 $ 910 One year $8 25%
Texas %63 13 $ 819 Oneyear $15.75 25%

4 No payment eligibility: Job placement services available on request:

Some money available for purchase of tools, special work clothes, etc.
Four interview payments of $15 each in Georgia and $10 in Texas.

5 Georgia: Four interview payments of $15 each
Texas: Four interview payments of $10 each

Note: In both states payments were conditional on unemployment or on earning less than cut-otf thresholds. To
receive payments persons had to be available tor work, that is, not incapacitated by reason of illness or incarceration
or attending school.

members could receive some financial help to purchase work clothes or
tools, at the discretion of the job counselor, Unfortunately, no attempt was
made to systematically record the kinds of job-placement efforts offered to
TARP participants or the kinds of services of this sort actually rendered.
We have some information on the grants given for job-related expenses (see
Table 4.4 in Chapter 4) but very little else.'® Hence it is not at all clear what
special job-placement services were made available to the Group 4 parti-
cipants. It is a safe assumption, however, that the placement efforts ex-
pended by the local employment security office were several magnitudes
less than the efforts expended by Kenneth Lenihan and his research group
in the Baltimore LIFE experiment.

Persons in Group 5, the first control group, were simply paid for the
prison interview and asked to report again in 3 months for another in-

15 One of the consequences of this information gap is that although we are able to assess the
impact of the treatment given to Group 4 and to estimate that impact as essentially nil, it is not
possible to judge whether this lack of impact is an effect of a treatment or an effect of the
nondelivery of a treatment. See P. H. Rossi, “Some Issues in the Evaluation of Human Ser-
vices,” Evaluation Quarterly 3, no. 3 (November 1978), for a general discussion of the impor-
tance of measuring the amount of a treatment actually delivered.
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terview. Persons in Group 6, the other control group, received no inter-
views and therefore no payments. They never reported to an employment
office. In fact, they were unaware of their participation in the study.

As persons in Groups 1, 2, and 3 reported for their checks in subsequent
visits, they were asked a few questions about where they were living. They
were also asked whether they had worked during the past week, and if not,
whether they were available for work. If a participant reported that he had
been working in the past week, then the benefit check to be issued the
following week would be reduced according to the formulas shown in
Table 3.4.

Interviewing of prisoners who were about to be released continued in
both states until July, when the full complement of participants had been
recruited in each state. Around April 1, 1976, persons who had been re-
leased in January were beng contacted for their first follow-up interview
3 months after release. At the end of June, when the prison interviews
were almost completed, 6-month follow-up interviewing began for those
who had been first released in January 1976. Twelve-month interviews
began in January 1977. At any one time during the year and a half of
follow-up, enough interviewing tasks were in the field to keep interviewing
staffs quite busy. In the summer of 1977, all interviews were completed.
For each person in Groups 1 through 5, four interviews had been com-
pleted, starting with the prerelease interview and ending with a 12-
month follow-up. Appendix A contains examples of the interview forms
used.

In addition, relevant documentary materials were also obtained on all
participants, including the uninterviewed Group 6 members. Extracts were
made of the prison records of each participant that contained information
on previous criminal record, previous employment, and IQ and functional
literacy test scores, as well as standard demographic information such as
age, sex, race, and place of birth.

Because of the diversity and multiplicity of sources used in the analyses
presented in later chapters, it may not always be immediately apparent
from which source a particular measure may have been collected. Foot-
notes to tables are used consistently to indicate the data sources used.

While the follow-up interviewing was proceeding, data on each partici-
pant’s (including Group 6) wages subject to unemployment insurance
coverage were collected through the state employment services. These files
contained information by calendar-year quarters on all wages in covered
categories of employment. Starting with the calendar quarter in which a
person was released, his unemployment insurance wage files were collected
for four subsequent quarters.
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At the same time, a search began of each state’s computerized criminal
justice files for each TARP participant’s additional criminal records
(beyond the time of release) for the entire postrelease year. As the anniver-
sary date of a prisoner’s release came up, the criminal justice files were
queried about the entries for each participant using the criminal justice
serial number that had been established for that person (because of his
previous criminal record).

The criminal justice files turned out to have some deficiencies that arose
largely out of the fact that local police and court jurisdictions participated
in their state systems on a voluntary basis. Since arrests were usually
generated locally, the completeness and accuracy of the central state files
were dependent, to a great extent, on how faithfully local jurisdictions
reported arrests and dispositions to the central state files.

Because of his experience with incomplete records in Maryland, Lenihan
instituted a check of completeness in Texas and Georgia. Local records
were checked against the machine-readable state file. As in Maryland, the
local spot checks indicated that the state files were underinclusive, contain-
ing fewer records of arrests than could be discerned in local police depart-
ments, sheriffs’ offices, and local courts. In addition, it was found that
TARP participants in their interviews were reporting some arrests that
could not be found on their state records. To make the arrest information
as comprehensive as possible, a search of local sources was instituted. The
problem was especially severe in Georgia, where the greatest effort was
then made to supplement the state files by checking local sources. The
cooperation of the police departments in the nine largest Georgia cities was
obtained. Each department was sent a list of the approximately 2000
Georgia TARP participants. Police departments were asked to check their
arrest records against the list sent and to copy out the arrest record for each
person listed. In addition to checking these city police departments,
Georgia TARP interviewers were sent out to each of the 119 counties of
Georgia to make a comprehensive search of court records and sheriff’s of-
fice records. Recorded arrests for each of the TARP participants in Georgia
were copied when found.

In Texas, where nonreporting was not quite as serious, the search pro-
cedure was different. In the major counties—those in which large cities like
Houston, Dallas, Fort Worth, and San Antonio are located—there are
county computerized files of all arrests. By spot comparisons against local
police records the county computer files were found to be essentially com-
plete. These county computer files were then used to supplement informa-
tion obtained from the state computer file. In the remaining counties—
those without computer files—court records were searched and arrest
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records added to the state central files. In both states, considerable efforts
were expended to obtain arrest records as comprehensive and unbiased as
possible.

Two additional sets of official records complete the files that were col-
lected on TARP participants. From the agency administering parole in each
of the states, information was obtained on terms, conditions, and length of
parole given to each paroled TARP participant along with records of
parole violations, if any. From the employment security offices, records
were obtained on the number, amount, and date of all TARP payments
made to eligible members.

The amount of information obtained on each of the TARP participants is
considerable. Hence this study is based on a variety of data sources, only
some of which come from the released prisoners. First, there are extracts
from prison records, provided by the corrections departments, containing
much background prerelease information, scores on various tests done in
prison, and criminal-record history. Second, for Groups 1 through 5,
prison prerelease interviews obtained much additional information about
the participants’ pasts, especially work experiences, and their future expec-
tations after release: where they were going to live, with whom, job expec-
tations, etc. The 3-month interview covered Group 1 through 5 par-
ticipants’ activities from release date to the time of the interview. The
6-month interview with the same groups covered the period from the time
of the 3-month interview until the 6-month interview. Similarly the
12-month interview covered the interval from the 6-month interview to the
twelfth. (Copies of representative instruments used are reproduced in Ap-
pendix A.)

Third, the wage-file data provide earnings in covered occupations for the
quarter in which the person was released and for the four full quarters that
followed for all persons in Groups 1 through 6. (Cash, casual labor, civil
service jobs, and a few other exempt categories are not reported in these
files.) The arrest records of all in Groups 1 through 6 cover one year (365
days) after the release date. They contain information on each recorded
charge, the type of charge, dates, dispositions, and whether adjudications
took place within the postrelease year. Many adjudications are missing,
since the courts had not yet gotten around to hearing the case. Conse-
quently, many sentences are missing. But the arrest record is as complete as
humanly possible, and for the purpose of this evaluation it is the main test
of the success or failure of the TARP treatments.

The coverage and completion rates for each of these data sources are
shown in Table 3.5. For data that come from official records, very high
response rates have been obtained. Only in the case of wage-file data for
released prisoners for whom no social security identifying numbers existed
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in the files does the response rate fall below 100%.'¢ Response rates for
follow-up interviews are extremely high, especially when compared to
response rates for surveys currently conducted on general population
samples. The lowest response rate for any of the waves of interviewing was
81.1% for the Georgia control group at the time of the 6-month follow-
up. All other response rates are over 85%, and most of the response rates
for Texas follow-up interviews are 95% or higher.

It is especially important to note that complete coverage has been ob-
tained for the very crucial data file concerning arrests. Since this file con-
tains data on the critical outcome variable of arrests on property-related
charges, this high level of coverage is particularly important.

ANALYSIS OF TARP DATA FILES

As part of their obligation under their contracts with the Department of
Labor, the two research groups in the states were required to make final
reports concerning the outcome of the TARP experiments in each of the
states. These reports have been completed and submitted to the Depart-
ment of Labor.'’

The present analysis in part duplicates the work of the TARP groups in
each of the states, but mainly it goes beyond those reports to accomplish
two additional tasks. First, the report takes into account findings from both
states, pointing out in which respects they were alike and in which respects
different. Second, the state TARP research groups, because of their heavy
operational responsibilities in obtaining these data and processing them,
had little opportunity to look very deeply into the TARP findings. The
present analysis goes considerably beyond the state reports to investigate
more complicated models of the way in which TARP payments functioned.

It should be noted that there are no major contradictions between the
state reports on the TARP experiment and the present volume. Both state
research staffs were kind enough to go over an earlier draft of the volume
to point out differences and, whenever possible, corrections have been
made. Some differences still remain, however, mainly reflecting differences
in the ways in which certain variables were defined operationally.

'¢ This is mainly because of the absence of social security serial numbers for some of the
ex-prisoners.

17 Jack L. Stephens and Lois W. Sanders, Transitional Aid for Ex-Offenders: An Experimen-
tal Study in Georgia (Atlanta, Ga.: Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, 1978); -
and Charles L. Smith, Pablo Martinez, and Daniel Harrison, An Assessment: The Impact of
Providing Financial or Job Placement Assistance to Ex-Prisoners (Huntsville, Texas: Texas
Department of Corrections, 1978).
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OTHER RELATED RESEARCH CONDUCTED UNDER TARP

In addition to the main study of released prisoners described in this
chapter, two additional smaller-scale studies were carried out.

The "Significant Woman'' Substudy

A small-scale study centered on the reactions of women associated with
the released men on their return. The impetus for the study arose out of
some suggestions in the Baltimore LIFE study concerning the way in which
the payments aided the ex-felons to adjust within the households to which
they returned. Although the LIFE study provided relatively good empirical
evidence that financial aid reduced arrests on property-related charges, it
was not entirely clear how financial aid accomplished this effect. Some
hints as to the reasons for the success of financial aid came from some of
the responses given by LIFE participants to open-ended questions. In
response to such questions about how the payments helped them, par-
ticipants said that money reduced “pressure at home.”

From what could be pieced together, when a man was released and first
returned home, he was treated well, much like a returning veteran or
graduate from college. There was often a welcoming home party, some
gifts of clothing, and a few cash handouts. But this honeymoon period
ended soon.

After 2 or 3 weeks he was expected to be out of the house, working
and carrying his own weight. It must be remembered that most families
to which released prisoners returned were fairly well strapped financially.
There was nothing extra in the household, making it difficult to absorb
another adult member. A released prisoner needed a bedroom, food, and
incidental expense money to get through each day. In Baltimore, released
prisoners typically returned to households that were managed by women—
mothers, wives, sisters, or other female relatives. These women were the
providers within these households. Without jobs or financial aid, the
released prisoners became additional dependents. After a few weeks of
idleness, the relationship between the ex-prisoners and the women house-
hold-heads began to deteriorate. Nagging, antagonisms, complaints, and
bitterness ensued. To solve these problems, stemming at least in part from
not being able to contribute to household finances, the men turned again to
crime, as providing a seemingly easy solution to obtaining some money.

However modest may have been the payments given in the LIFE experi-
ment ($60 per week), they did provide the released prisoners with enough
to ease the financial burdens otherwise placed on the household and its
meager resources. At the least, the released prisoners did not have to bor-
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row small sums of money in order to have a little spending money, and
some may have contributed part of their payment checks to running the
households.

There was enough verisimilitude to this explanatory theme running
through the comments of LIFE participants that it was thought worthwhile
to interview TARP participants’ “significant women" to ascertain how
payments affected the relationships involved. The study was based on in-
terviews with around 200 women, each designated by a TARP participant
as the person with whom he was going to live upon release. The interviews
were to take place approximately 3 months after release from prison.

The significant woman study was successful in reaching 198 women.
Roughly half of this group were mothers, a quarter were wives, and
another quarter were mother surrogates or girlfriends. By design, half the
women were connected to men receiving financial aid and half to men not
receiving aid. Half were from Houston and half from Atlanta. Findings
from the study did not bear out the hunches from the Baltimore study—no
differences in the women's attitudes toward men and no differences in
reports of TARP participants’ behavior could be connected with receiving
financial aid. This study was carried out by Russell L. Curtis, Jr. and Sam
Shulman at the University of Houston.!?

A reanalysis of these data was undertaken by Jeffrey K. Liker of the
University of Massachusetts research staff. His findings indicate that the
payments did help to relieve some of the financial burdens of the significant
women and thereby contributed to a greater level of satisfaction among the
women with the released prisoners. This effect was especially pronounced
among significant women who were mothers (or mother surrogates) of the
ex-prisoners.

A summary of Liker's analyses is contained in Appendix B.

Measurement of Public Acceptance of Financial Aid
to Released Prisoners

After the TARP contracts were signed, both states formally announced
the new projects. When queried by the press, the states provided full
descriptions of the studies and their objectives. At no time, however, was
there any effort to give these experiments wide attention in the media. It
was feared that perhaps some ineligible ex-offenders would get the mis-
taken idea that they could receive benefits when in fact they could not,

¢ This analysis is reported in R. L. Curtis, Jr. and Sam Shulman, The Impact of Financial
Aid on the Home Conditions and Family Relationships of Ex-Offenders, Center for Human
Resources (Houston, Texas: University of Houston, 1978).
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Most of all, however, the project staff were reluctant to make the TARP
experiment a public issue until much more was known about how it would
work. As it happened, however, one of the tabloid national papers ran a
story on TARP headlined “Cash for Crooks.” It emphasized that murderers
and rapists were being given cash handouts by the Department of Labor.
This study set off a flurry of inquiries from some congressional offices, but
after a full description of the project, as well as its purposes, was made
available, congressional concern over the TARP experiment subsided.

Public reaction to this program was nevertheless a matter of considerable
interest since public-policy issues would be at stake. The public has shown
considerable antipathy toward welfare programs in general, and this pro-
gram, no matter how it might differ, might seem to be just another exten-
sion of the welfare idea.

A public-opinion survey was therefore undertaken to find out what the
average person thought about a program of financial aid to released
prisoners. Although the general principle of TARP was widely acceptable
to criminology and corrections specialists, some thought the idea imprac-
tical because it would not be politically acceptable: Certainly, they
thought, the public would not approve. Since the TARP experiments were
oriented to making policy changes, it was important to find out whether
the public supported or resisted the idea. To find out, a few questions were
added to a Roper survey of the national population.

In the question sequence used, the general situation that released
prisoners face was described. It was stated that prisoners are typically
released with $20 to $50 in gate money, an amount which must support
them until they find jobs. Each respondent was then asked if he or she
would favor or oppose a program that would provide a form of unemploy-
ment insurance until the released prisoner found a job. No mention was
made of the possibility that such a program might reduce recidivism. Sur-
prisingly, 63% of the respondents said they would favor such a program
(see Panel A of Table 3.6). Those who said they were opposed or gave
other answers were then asked what their opinion would be if such a pro-
gram was shown to reduce crime. As shown in Panel B of Table 3.6, 64.1%
of those initially negative or undecided said they would favor it. Thus,
given the stipulation that unemployment benefits had the effect of reducing
recidivism, a total of 78% were found to favor a program that extended
such benefits to released prisoners. It looked as if a successful TARP
experiment would achieve majority support.

While it may be tempting to read into these results a finding of consider-
able support for the principles underlying the TARP experiments, some
restraint is urged in drawing such implications. The idea of providing
financial aid to released prisoners is not one to which the general public has
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TABLE 3.6
Public Opinion on Financial Aid to Released Prisoners
in the Form of Unemployment Insurance Benefits

A. Distribution of Opinions on Initial Question

“At the present time, most men when released from prison throughout the
country receive between $20 and $50 to start life over. Would you be in
favor of or opposed to providing released prisoners with some form of
financial support, for example, like unemployment insurance, until they

found a job1”

Response Percentage
Favor 63.0
Opposed 23.5

It depends

(volunteered) 8.0
Don’t know 5.2
No answer 0.3

100.0 (N = 2002)

B.  Distribution of Opinions of Initially Negative or Undecided Persons When
Possibility of Recidivism Reduction Was Mentioned as QOutcome

“If it were shown that such support reduced crime among men coming out
of prison, would you be in favor of it or not?” (Asked only of those who
opposed, did not know, or gave qualified answers to question in panel A.)

Response Percentage
In Favor 64.1
Not in Favor 22.1
Don’t Know 10.3
No Answer 3.5
100.0 (N = 741)

Source: National Sample Survey conducted by Elmo Roper Associates, 1977,

given much thought. Nor was the program implied in the question on the
agendas of public bodies, with the consequence that the moral, political,
and economic issues involved were thoroughly aired. The American public
tends to be generous and openhanded on issues that have not been debated
in public. When issues come up on the agendas of public bodies and when
opponents and proponents have been identified, public opinion may rap-
idly crystallize into structures that show a great deal less (and perhaps even
more) support for the general principle that motivated the start of the
TARP experiments.

Furthermore, legislation does not exactly follow the majority opinion as
shown in public-opinion polls. Effective opinion may be the articulated
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statements of support or opposition on the part of spokespersons for strong
segments of the institutional structures of the United States or of regional
interests or of whatever interests might somehow become engaged when
the issue of financial aid to ex-felons comes before legislative bodies.

The best way to interpret these results is to draw the inference that the
general principle of extending unemployment insurance coverage to re-
leased prisoners did not meet with initial hostility on the part of the general
public. In short, there is no reservoir of existing disapproval that has to be
taken into account at the outset.



4

Implementation of Transitional Aid
Research Project Experimental Design

INTRODUCTION

It is one thing to design a randomized controlled experiment on paper
but quite another to carry out the design faithfully. Indeed, one of the ma-
jor lessons of the last decade of large-scale field experimentation is that the
art of implementation is as demanding in its way as the task of design.
Meticulous attention to detail is necessary to insure that random
assignments to experimental and control groups are carried out properly.
“Random” in this case does not mean “haphazard” but careful and faithful
adherence to procedures that avoid any possibility of bias in assignments.
Constant attention to the demands of data collection schedules is also
necessary to retain as many cases as possible with full information on post-
release experiences.

And among the most important implementation issues is ensuring that
the “treatment” is delivered appropriately. Fewer than 800 released
prisoners in each state were to be offered benefits or job-placement aid by
state agencies for which this mission was a small addition to their regular
duties. It would be entirely understandable but deplorable if, for one or
another reason, TARP participants were lost sight of in a bureaucratic
maze and never received some of the payments for which they were eli-
gible.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide some descriptive evidence
of the way in which the TARP experiment was carried out. We will first
address the issue of randomization, assessing whether there were any biases
in the assignment of released prisoners to one or another of the six groups.
Next we will take up the issue of payments, considering how well the
TARP participants understood the benefit plans for which they were eligi-
ble and how much in the way of payment was given out.

75
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RANDOMIZATION SUCCESS

The purpose of the randomizing procedures described in the previous
chapter was to ensure the statistical equivalence of the experimental and
control groups, a condition in which the six groups would differ from each
other only as much as one could expect to occur by chance. That is, in this
desired condition, one cannot distinguish between persons in one group
and persons in another group through tests of statistical significance. This
does not mean that the groups must be identical in all respects but only that
they must not vary from each other by more than is to be expected on the
basis of chance fluctuation.

A test of whether or not the randomization procedures were successful
can be made with a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). In brief, if the
random-assignment process is properly implemented, the means (or pro-
portions, in the case of dichotomous variables) for a given variable should
be nearly the same across all treatment categories. That is, there should be
no systematic tendency for older ex-offenders, for example, to be found in
a particular treatment group; the mean age of ex-offenders in each treat-
ment category should be approximately the same. The means will not be
exactly the same because while the chances of being assigned to a particular
treatment group are identical (within stratification categories), the “luck of
the draw” will yield some variation in the means across treatment groups.

Since the means are expected to be the same except for these chance fac-
tors, one can test to see if in fact differences in means for different treat-
ment groups can be attributed to chance or whether the randomization has
broken down. If the differences in the means are too large to be the likely
result of the luck of the draw, one’s randomization procedures become
suspect. For example, suppose the p-value for the analysis of variance is
.50. This implies that if the same group of subjects had been randomly
assigned over and over (i.e., if the assignment process were repeated a very
large number of times), one would obtain differences between treatment
group means as large as those observed 50 times out of 100 (i.e., rather fre-
quently). A p-value of .10 implies that the observed differences between the
means would have occurred 10 times out of 100 in numerous reassignments
(i.e., rather infrequently). Thus, as the p-value gets smaller, the randomi-
zation process is increasingly in doubt. In this instance, we will employ a
common social science convention that p-values of less than .05 (5 times
out of 100) allow one to reject the null hypothesis that the randomization
process was carried out properly.

Tables 4.1 and 4.2 compare the experimental and control groups formed
in each of the TARP experiments on a number of measures taken before
assignment from the prison records of the participants. None of the
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TABLE 4.1
Texas TARP: Experimental and Control Group Differences
at Qutset of Experiment Tested by ANOVA

ANOVA
Variable Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group5 Group 6 F p
Age (average) 29.0 29.5 29.6 29.3 29.8 29.7 .208 .96
SD 8.7 9.5 9.8 9.7 9.7 9.8
Female (percent) 6.9 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.9 .0017 1.00
White (percent) 37.1 33.0 35.0 36.5 36.0 37.3 .3141 .90
Black (percent) 44.0 53.0 53.0 48.5 46.0 46.8 1.208 .303
Chicano
(percent) 18.9 14.0 12.0 15.0 18.0 15.9 .945 .451
Paroled (percent) 52.0 51.5 52.5 53.0 52.0 52.8 .0347  .999

Average PIP rating® 116.4 114.3 119.2 119.3 118.0 116.1  1.061  .380

First offenders

(percent) 41.3 45.2 55.6 49.8 51.5 47.0 1.962 .082
N (174) (199) (198) (197) (198) (993)
Average educational
achievement score 6.5 6.6 6.7 6.8 6.7 6.8 1.095 361
N (172) (194) (195) (195) (195) (978)
Average 1Q score 93.6 95.4 93.1 94.1 95.5 95.3 989 423
(159) (175) (172) (171) (183) (889)

Average length of
sentence (years) 2.90 2.81 2.66 2.84 2.82 2.75 .203 961

Number of previous
property convictions  1.16 1.08 1.29 1.11 1.02 1.12 1.250 .284

Number of previous
personal crime
convictions .14 13 13 .16 11 12 391 .855

N (175) (200) (200) (200) (200) (1000)

Norte: All information comes from prison records. Ns smaller than total Ns indicate missing values.
2 PIP rating is a score given to each prisoner based on conduct, work effort, and attitude shown while in
prison. Roughly equivalent to a conduct score.

p-values accompanying each of the 25 sets of comparisons is smaller than
.08 and most are considerably higher. The overall pattern of findings in-
dicates that within each state the experimental groups and the control
groups are statistically equivalent with respect to sex composition, age
composition, ethnic mixture, educational attainment, previous criminal
record, and IQ scores and as to whether participants were given parole and
whether participants were first offenders.
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TABLE 4.2
Georgia TARP: Experimental and Control Group Differences
at Outset of Experiment Tested by ANOVA

ANOVA
Variable Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Group 6 F p
Black (percent) 53.4 60.3 58.3 58.2 58.7 58.4 410 .842
Age (average) 27.9 28.8 27.9 28.7 27.8 27.6 810 .543
Educational
attainment (years) 9.4 9.5 9.5 9.2 9.5 9.5 507 771
Educational achieve-
ment score (years) 5.9 5.7 5.7 5.5 5.8 5.8 299 914
N (117) (130) (120) (140) (124) (646)
Average 1Q score 93.6 90.9 91.8 91.4 92.3 94.4 1.59 .16l
N (117) (130) (120) (140) (124) (646)
Average years prior
confinement 1.65 1.61 1.93 1.65 .68 1.66 601 .699
N (136) (156) (151) (150) (157) (804)
Number of previous
property convictions .86 .70 .65 .68 .61 .64 713 614
Number of previous
personal crime
convictions .03 .06 .05 .02 .05 .05 .635 .673
Paroled (percent) 37.5 34.1 31.7 32.8 333 37.3 .857 .510
Female (percent) 5.7 5.5 7.5 6.5 4.5 5.9 372 868
First offender
(percent) 72.2 74.9 71.2 72.1 76.6 75.3 525 .758
Average length of
sentence (years) 1.26 1.23 .30 .20 .19 1.13 956  .444

N (176) (199) (199) (201) (201) (1031)

Norte: All information comes from prison records. Ns smaller than total Ns indicate missing values.

The measures shown in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 were selected because pre-
vious research has shown each to be related to recidivism and because they
were present in the extracts we were furnished from each prison record.!
Hence if the ANOVA results indicated that experimental and control
groups differed on one of these measures, we would be worried that our
findings might be reflecting such differences rather than the effects of the
payments. Such is not the case.

' Other measures available in the prison records were not tested since they were not con-
ceivably related to postrelease behavior.
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It should be noted that the two states did not yield equivalent groups,
reflecting differences between the populations and the criminal justice sys-
tems of the two states. Thus, the ethnic compositions of the Texas TARP
groups reflect the fact that Texas has a rather large Chicano population.
Georgia prisoners are slightly younger, have served shorter sentences,
and have had fewer previous convictions than their Texas counterparts.

THE GEORGIA COMMUTATION ORDER

Shortly before the selection of TARP subjects was to begin in Georgia,
the governor issued an order that shortened the sentences for certain types
of prisoners. The motivation was to speed up the release of prisoners in
order to lessen the crowding then existing in the Georgia prison system.

Although the impact of the governor’s commutation order on the assign-
ment of prisoners to experimental and control groups was minimal, as the
previous section indicated, it did have the effect of producing a different
mix of prisoners than would have ordinarily been the case. The governor’s
order in effect favored quicker releases for persons who were convicted of
property offenses. As a consequence, Georgia TARP members are more
likely to have been convicted of a property offense, are slightly more likely
to be young persons, and more likely to be white and male. Table 4.3
shows the critical characteristics of persons released under the commuta-
tion order as compared to those released under ordinary rules governing
time of release and parole. '

About 44% of Georgia’'s TARP members were released under the gov-
ernor’s commutation-of-sentence order. The effect of the order was in fact
quite favorable for the experiment. Since the run of prisoners participating
in the experiment was composed more heavily of those types of ex-
offenders who were most likely to “benefit” from the payments, the
Georgia TARP experiment’s efficiency was thereby increased to some
extent.

Since the persons favored by the commutation order were also more
likely to have had longer criminal records and slightly longer periods of
prison time in previous convictions than the more usual run of Georgia
prisoners, the contrasts between Georgia and Texas prisoners are more
likely to be stronger than those shown in the previous section of this
chapter. Georgia apparently incarcerates persons more frequently for less
serious crimes and is less likely to have its prisons filled with old-timers.

While the differences between the two states affect comparisons between
the states, within each state the experimental compared with control dif-
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TABLE 4.3
Georgia: Characteristics of TARP Member Released
under Commutation Order Compared to Regular Releasees

Released under

Characteristics Regular conditions Commutation order
Age (average) 29.4 26.0
Female 8.2% 3.1%
Educational attainment 9.5 years 9.5 years
Years of prior incarceration 12 .37
Total number of arrests .68 .69

Number of prior property-related
convictions .24 .33

Number of prior personal offense

convictions .05 .04
Total number of prior convictions .40 .47
Current personal offense

conviction 23% 3%
Current property offense

conviction 51% 87%
White 37 % 48%
Paroled 24% 51%
First offender 76 % 72%

N (878) (1129)

Source: Prison records.

ferences remain intact. Hence, neither the interstate differences nor the ef-
fects of the Georgia governor’s commutation order need concern us as we
discuss experimental outcomes.

THE EXPERIMENTAL TREATMENTS AND THEIR DELIVERY

The programs offered to released prisoners who were allocated to the
first three experimental groups consisted of eligibility for unemployment
insurance payments of $70 per week in Georgia and $63 per week in Texas.
A fourth experimental group was offered unlimited job-placement help
along with grants of up to $100 to offset the expense of acquiring tools and
work clothes and to offset other expenses that might be related closely to
obtaining employment. To qualify for payments a TARP participant had
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to report to a local employment security office, certify that he was not
employed, and indicate that he was willing and able to accept employment.
If he was employed and had earnings above certain amounts during the
period for which he was making a claim, his benefits were reduced dollar
for dollar if he was in Groups 1 and 2 and $.25 for each dollar earned if he
was in Group 3. The several plans are summarized as follows:

Forgiveness“ Tax“
State Group Maximum payment amount (percent)

Texas 1 %63 for 26 weeks $15.75 100
Georgia 1 $70 for 26 weeks $8.00 100
Texas 2 $63 for 13 weeks $15.75 100
Georgia 2 $70 for 13 weeks $8.00 100
Texas 3 %63 for 13 weeks — 25
Georgia 3 $70 for 13 weeks — 25
Texas and 4 Job placement and grants of up to $100 to cover certain
Georgia job-related expenses.

@ The "forgiveness amount” is the amount of income allowed to a TARP participant to which no tax ap-
plies. Thus in Texas, a person was allowed to earn up to $15.75 in any week without any reduction in his
benefit. The “tax” rate is the extent to which benefits were reduced if persons had some earnings beyond the
forgiveness amount in any week. Thus a 100% tax indicates a dollar-for-dollar reduction and a 25% tax in-
dicates that benefits were reduced $.25 for each dollar earned beyond the forgiveness amount.

Note that in order for an eligible participant to receive payments he had
to make a positive effort to obtain payments: He had to travel to an
employment security office. In addition he had to know enough about the
rules of eligibility both to give appropriate answers to office clerks when he
arrived and to estimate whether it was worthwhile for him to file for a
week’s benefits. For example, all participants were eligible if they were
available for employment, but that definition excluded attendance at
school, time in hospital, time sick, or time in jail or prison. Furthermore, if
a participant had earned less than a certain amount in any one week he was
still eligible for some sort of partial payment and not an insignificant
amount if he were a Group 3 participant.

Group 4 participants were offered job-placement help at the time they
received payments for their prerelease interviews and were also told about
the grants available for the purchase of tools and for certain other job-
related expenses. Although records made available by the state research
teams contain data on grants made, there is almost no information on the
extent to which members of this group availed themselves of the job-
placement services. As shown in the bottom panel of Table 4.4, 5 grants
averaging $43 each were made in Georgia and 35 grants averaging $87 each
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TABLE 4.5
Knowledge of Payments and Entitlements among
Payment Groups 1, 2, and 3

Percentages of persons giving correct answers

Georgia Texas

Treatment knowledge item Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3

Amount of weekly payments 93 89 89 84 77 70
Number of weeks’ entitlement 45 54 59 33 38 35
Benefit loss if $40 earned 39 46 12 29 30 3
Benefit loss if earned as much as

benefit ($63 or $70) 53 53 6 48 54 8
Benefit loss if earned $100 61 64 12 72 77 8
Entitlement if sick 7 11 7 13 14 18
Entitlement if in school 12 13 9 12 13 6
Entitlement if arrested 47 41 43 31 40 36
Period of eligibility 63 59 57 68 73 62
Average number of items

answered correctly 4.2 4.3 3.0 3.3 3.4 1.8

N (135) (165) (161) (147) (166) (156)

Source: 12-month interviews.

were made in Texas. Assuming that each of the grantees involved also used
the job-placement services, we have estimated 2.5% and 17.5% minimum
usage rates in Georgia and Texas, respectively. Clearly these are lower-
bound estimates in each state. Since data on the utilization of job-
placement services are so meager, the remainder of this chapter will focus
almost exclusively on the three benefit-payment groups.

TARP participants were not very knowledgeable about all the details of
the plans they were under, as Table 4.5 indicates. This table shows the pro-
portion of participants in the treatment groups at the time of the 12-month
interview who gave correct answers to questions about their benefits. A
charitable view was taken of correctness in computing these proportions:
That is, if a participant was approximately correct he was marked as cor-
rect; an incorrect answer was one that went wide of the mark. It should
also be borne in mind that these questions were asked at the end of the
postrelease year. Most of the participants had used up their benefits some
months earlier, and their recall of the details of the plans they had been
under may have suffered as a result of decay over time.

Almost all participants knew the amounts of the maximum weekly pay-
ments of $70 and $63 for which they were eligible. About one-half of the
Georgia participants knew how many weeks of eligibility they were given,
but about one-third of Texas participants got that number correct. One-
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half to two-thirds knew the correct period of eligibility and about two-
thirds of Groups 1 and 2 participants had a more or less correct idea of how
much of their benefits would be lost if they earned $100. Perhaps this level
of knowledge was enough for most participants to get by in the sense of
knowing more or less what they were entitled to, for how long, and some
of the conditions of eligibility.

Relatively poor levels of knowledge were shown by Group 3 partici-
pants. In particular, they appeared not to be aware of the fact that a rather
generous tax rate applied to their benefits and that they could get partial
payments if they earned up to $212 per week in Texas and $200 per week in
Georgia. ,

Most participants seemed not to know that they were not eligible for
payments while in school or while sick. Most participants were not very
knowledgeable about the tax rates involved in their plans, although Groups
1 and 2 had more knowledge than Group 3. ‘

At the bottom of Table 4.5 we have shown the average number of items
that participants answered correctly. Participants in Georgia Groups 1 and
2 average about 4 out of 9 items, with Group 3 getting 3 out of 9 correct.
Levels of knowledge in Texas were lower than those in Georgia, all groups
getting one less item correct than their Georgia counterparts. One may
speculate that the higher knowledge of the Georgia participants reflects the
fact that the employment service personnel that dealt with that state’s par-
ticipants were specially detailed for that purpose and thus may have pro-
vided more informed service. Whether or not such was the case, of course,
is impossible to tell at this point.

Although it is difficult to assess whether the levels of knowledge shown
in Table 4.5 are high enough for the experiment to work as planned—
assuming that detailed knowledge of benefits makes the treatments more
effective—it is especially disappointing that Group 3 participants did not
sufficiently appreciate the fact that a rather generous tax rate applied to
their benefit eligibility. The tax rate in this group was expressly designed to
encourage persons to work. It seems unlikely that it could have had such an
effect if eligible participants did not know about it and understand how it
worked.

Special analyses wre undertaken to determine the extent to which
knowledge about the benefit plans was differentially distributed among
TARP participants. Findings indicated that better educated, older par-
ticipants knew slightly more than less educated, younger persons. In addi-
tion, holding age and education constant, Texas Chicanos were slightly
less knowledgeable than other persons. These tendencies were so slight,
however, that few consistently survived statistical significance thresholds
when other variables were held constant. (In order not to clutter up the
text these findings are not reported here.)
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The impact of knowledge about the TARP payment plans on the
amounts of money received is shown in Table 4.6, in which correlations of
knowledge with the total number of payments and the total amount of cash
received are presented. By and large, the correlations are positive but quite
modest, indicating that the more the participants knew about TARP pay-
ment plans the more payments and the more money they received. The im-
pact of knowledge on payments is especially strong in Group 3, which was
under the most complicated of the three plans, indicating that for this
group knowledge made more of a difference.

The interpretations in the last few pages are based on the assumption
that knowledge affects payments. Since knowledge was measured at the
end of the postrelease period, an equally tenable assumption is that the
number and amounts of payments affected knowledge: TARP members
who had more experience with the steps involved in making claims and col-
lecting checks presumably accumulated more knowledge of how benefits
were calculated. At this point we cannot say what may have been the direc-
tion of influence between knowledge and payment. We can only say that
they are related.

It is possible, however, to assert with considerable confidence that
knowledge of TARP payment plans and obtaining the benefits were not
very highly related. There were many other events in the lives of TARP
members that affected whether or not they received a large amount of cash
or a large number of payments. Knowledge of the TARP payment plans
may have played a role, but it was certainly not a very large one, as the
modest size of the correlation coefficients indicates.

Still another way of looking at how well the experiment worked in the
sense of delivering payments to eligible participants is illustrated in Table
4.4. In this table we show for each payment group the average numbers of
payments made and the average amounts paid out of benefits. In the last
two columns of Table 4.4 we present the numbers of payments and dollar
amounts paid out over the entire postrelease year. Note that Group 1 and 2
participants did not receive, on the average, the full number of payments to
which they were entitled. Of course, this average covers a great deal of
variation—a few participants took no payments and a few took more
payments than their entitlement, some apparently being partial payments
that extended their eligibility beyond 26 and 13 payments.

But also note that Group 3 members, while showing such a low level of
knowledge about their tax rates, apparently took advantage of that provi-
sion in sufficient numbers to raise the average number of payments beyond
13 and to obtain more money in total benefits than their counterparts in
Group 2. Of course, this finding may only indicate that employment
security personnel in Texas and Georgia knew the regulations involved and
helpfully provided participants with the benefits they were entitled to.
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TABLE 4.6
Correlations of Knowledge about Payments with Number of
Payments Received and Total Amounts of Payments Received

Georgia Texas

A. Group 1 (26 weeks of eligibility)

1. Correlation with number of payments .09 .25

2. Correlation with total amounts received 12 .26
B. Group 2 (13 weeks of eligibility)

1. Correlation with number of payments .20 .20

2. Correlation with total amounts received 21 .18
C. Group 3 (13 weeks of eligibility

and 25% "tax”)

1. Correlation with number of payments .32 23

2. Correlation with total amounts received 21 .33

Source: Payment file and 12-month interviews.

There are virtually no differences between the two states in the numbers
of payments given out to each group. The differences in dollar amounts of
benefits are also negligible, once the fact that Georgia payments were
slightly more generous than Texas is taken into account.

The remaining columns of Table 4.4 show how benefits were given out
during various periods over the postrelease year. Group 1 members used
up about 60% of their eligibility in the first 6 months and the remainder
in the last half of the year. Group 2 members used up the bulk (75%) of
their benefits in the first 6 months, only small amounts, on the average,
were paid out in the last half of the year.

It is especially interesting to note that the patterning of payments for
Group 3, subject to a 25% tax rate, differs from those of Group 2. To some
degree, Group 3 members did take advantage of the more generous partial
payments that were available to them, as noted above. The tax rate also
apparently made it possible for the members of this group to use up their
eligibility faster; they received about 90% of their total eligibility within
the first 6 months after release. Group 3 members also used up a greater
proportion of their total eligibility at the end of the postrelease year than
either of the other two groups—about 92% as compared to about 75% for
Groups 1 and 2. Indeed, the Group 3 experience is quite similar to the
Baltimore LIFE experiment, in which all but a small handful of participants
used up all of their eligibility by the end of the postrelease year.

The evidence presented in Table 4.4 is that the state agencies in Texas
and Georgia were able to deliver the treatments, especially when the
eligibility provisions, as in Group 3, made it possible to make partial
payments when participants were working. It should also be noted that
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since the tax provisions used in Group 3 were different from the ordinary
provisions of the unemployment benefit systems of the two states, their
demonstrated ability to administer the special provisions is even more im-
pressive.

Did the payments fulfill the needs they were intended to meet? This ques-
tion, unfortunately, will have to remain unanswered, at least for the time
being. The data presented in Table 4.4 are consistent with a variety of in-
terpretations. On one hand, since we know that released prisoners gener-
ally have a hard time finding work, the fact that TARP participants used
up at least some of their eligibility for benefits must mean that the
payments averted some weeks with zero income. On the other hand,
perhaps the best result would have been if TARP participants had used up
even less of their eligibility because they quickly found jobs to support
themselves and their dependents. We can infer that something along these
lines occurred from the fact that few of the participants in Groups 1 and 2
received all of the benefits to which they were entitled. Indeed, the central
question, to which we will return time and time again throughout the re-
mainder of this report, is what the balance was between the work-
disincentive effects of the payments and the income-producing effects of the
payments.

TARP COSTS

The total costs of running the TARP experiments, including payments to
participants and research costs, amounted to a little more than $3.4 million.
Of this amount, approximately $1 million was spent in benefit payments to
TARP participants in the treatment groups. Of the remainder, it is difficult
to sort out expenditures for administration from expenditures for the col-
lection and analysis of data. Our best guess is that about two-thirds of the
$3.4 million (or about $2.28 million) went for research purposes and the re-
mainder to support the administrative costs of running the benefit system
in the two states. As detailed a breakdown as possible of the costs of the
TARP experiments is given in Table 4.7.

As field experiments go, the TARP experiments were quite inexpensive.
For example, the 3-year-long income-maintenance experiment in New
Jersey and Pennsylvania cost about $8 million, with about $3 million going
to 1300 families as transfer payments.® The Experimental Housing
Allowance Experiments have cost more than $34 million to date, with

* P. H. Rossi and K. Lyall, Reforming Public Welfare: A Critique of the Negative Income
Tax Experiment (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1976).
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TABLE 4.7
TARP Experiment Expenditures as of July 1979

A. Texas TARP:

1. Benefit payments to TARP participants $495,845
2. Texas Employment Commission administrative expenses 162,717
3. Texas Department of Corrections expenses (includes
payments to TARP participants for interviews) 547,335
Total Texas TARP expenditures 1,205,897
B. Georgia TARP:
1. Benefit payments to TARP participants 574,063
2. Interview payments to TARP participants 35,385
3. Administrative personnel costs (includes interviewer
payments) 738,530
4. Other Expenditures (supplies, space, computer, etc.) 174,309
Total Georgia TARP expenditures 1,522,287
C. American Bar Foundation:
1. Administration and ABA research 183,875
2. Principal investigator and staff 174,274
3. Special studies (“significant women” study, cost-benefit
analyses, etc.) 101,539
Total ABA expenditures 459,688
D. University of Massachusetts:
1. University of Massachusetts personnel 79,306
2. Subcontract to University of California, Santa Barbara 42,300
3. Computer and other expenses 91,886
Total Massachusetts expenditures 213,492
E. Grand Total $3,401,364
TABLE 4.8

Sources of TARP Funds as Budgeted

Dollars Percentage
Contributed by DOL 2,131,379 62
Contributed by LEAA 500,000 15
Contributed by State of Georgia“® 400,000 12
Contributed by State of Texas® 400,000 12
Total 3,431,379

Source: Budgeted amounts as furnished by Department of Labor.
Note: Funds shown in this table are budgeted amounts. Since actual expenditures totaled less than the
amounts budgeted, grand totals in this table and in Table 4.7 differ.

¢ Donations primarily in the form of services of personnel allocated to experiment plus facilities and
computer services.
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several years of expenditures yet to go. Other field experiments may be
even more expensive.

Not all of the funds used in the experiment were furnished by the Depart-
ment of Labor. All sources of funds are shown in Table 4.8, in which the
separate contributions of the states and the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration of the Department of Justice are also shown. While the ma-
jority of the funds were provided by the Department of Labor, significant
contributions were made by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion and the states of Georgia and Texas.

Of course, the key issue is not so much what was expended but whether
the sums involved yielded information that in some sense justified the
outlays involved. It will take some years for the final returns on the
benefits of the experiment to be tully appreciated; for the present, however,
the reader is invited to make his or her own assessment.

SOME CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING IMPLEMENTATION

The purpose of this chapter was to assess the extent to which the TARP
experiments were properly implemented. We have presented considerable
evidence that at least at the start of the postrelease year, the randomization
procedures that were followed resulted in experimental and control groups
that were statistically equivalent. And an examination of the payment
records revealed that the state agencies were able to deliver the benefits
despite the rather hazy notions that the participants retained of the terms of
their eligibility.



5

TARP Outcomes: Effectiveness Masked
by Unanticipated Side-Effects

INTRODUCTION

The policy-related purpose of the TARP experiments was to test whether
the provision of limited amounts of financial support could lower the
recidivism rates for property-related offenses committed by released pris-
oners. The encouraging results of the Baltimore LIFE experiment were to be
tested under conditions resembling more closely those that would obtain
if the policies involved were to be incorporated into state unemployment
insurance schemes.

This chapter examines the postrelease-year arrest records of TARP parti-
cipants and assesses the extent to which the expectations of lowered
recidivism were fulfilled. As we have already noted, the findings indicate
that the payments, as administered, were not successful in lowering arrest
rates for persons receiving benefits.

The important message of this chapter is that conditions were not as they
appeared on the surface. We will show that the payments actually did
lower arrests, but that this effect was counteracted by the fact that
payments also indirectly increased arrests by fostering unemployment. The
empirical evidence supporting this counterbalancing theory of TARP ef-
fects will be presented, along with some of the policy implications of the
model.

OVERALL EXPERIMENTAL QOUTCOMES

The rationale for the TARP experiment was that the provision of modest
amounts of financial aid would help released prisoners to make an accept-
able adjustment to civilian life. It was thought that such aid would lower
rates of property-related crimes and ease the transition to gainful employ-
ment. Ideally, one would want to judge the success of the TARP payments
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by contrasting the crime-commission rates of those eligible for payments
with the control groups who were not given any payments. Of course,
since the “true” crime-commission rates are not possible to estimate for any
given individual or for identifiable groups, it is necessary to use, as in the
Baltimore LIFE experiment, a criterion that, although clearly related to the
true crime rate, is at least one step removed. Arrests recorded in the states’
criminal justice information systems are the best measure available.

Arrests are made by the police either on the complaint of some witness to
a possible criminal act or on the basis of some direct evidence uncovered by
the police. As is well known, not all crimes committed are reported to the
police or witnessed by them. Furthermore, for those crimes in which there
are ordinarily no direct witnesses—for example, in most burglaries—citizen
reports do not often lead to arrests of suspected criminals. Hence, arrests
are undoubtedly biased downward, representing only some portion of the
crimes actually committed.

There also may be some compensating biases related to the fact that
TARP members are ex-felons and hence more likely to be arrested by the
police as likely suspects. However, these are biases that are not related in
any conceivable way to membership in any of the experimental or control
groups. Hence, although arrests are not exactly identical with crimes, the
differences in rates of arrest among the experimental and control groups are
not biased by being confounded with membership in TARP groups.

Tables 5.1 and 5.2 present data on arrests of various sorts experienced by
TARP members in the year following release. The top panel (Panel A) of
the tables contains the proportions ever arrested and the average number of
arrests on property-related charges experienced by TARP participants in
each of the six groups. On the average, 24% of the Georgia TARP mem-
bers and 23% of the Texas members were arrested on property-related
charges at least once during the year after release. The percentages within
each of the subgroups of the experiment vary somewhat but in no system-
atic way. Thus, the lowest arrest proportion in Georgia was for Group 5, a
control group, but in Texas, the lowest proportion shown was for Group 4.
In fact, in neither state were there systematic differences between ex-
perimental and control groups that passed the statistical significance tests
represented by the analyses of variance tests displayed in the last two col-
umns of the tables. The p-value for Georgia is .44 and for Texas .63, in-
dicating, respectively, that patterns of differences as large as shown would
have arisen by chance 44 and 63 times out of a hundred random samples of
the appropriate size from the same population.’

! These results and those in the tables that follow are subject to several important caveats.
First, for descriptive purposes, the comparisons across treatment and control groups are fully
valid and can be taken at face value. However, inferences to the parameters of the underlying
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TABLE 5.1
Georgia: Arrests on Various Charges during Postrelease Year
in Experimental and Control Groups

Experimental groups Control groups  ANOVA

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 F p

A. Property-related arrests
Percentage ever arrested 29.0 24.1 27.6 22.4 18.9 23.0 1.50 .19

Average number of arrests .41 .39 .38 .31 .28 .34 97 44
sD (77)  (88) (68) (68 (700 (.73)
B. Offenses against persons
Percentage ever arrested 5.1 10.6 10.0 9.0 10.0 8.6 90 .48
Average number of arrests .06 .15 13 .10 .10 100 1.30 .26
SD (.31) (.49) (.40) (.33) (.32) (.35)
C. "Significant” arrests®
Percentage ever arrested 40.3 37.2 37.2 35.3 32.3 34.7 69 .63
Average number of arrests .59 .64 .64 .56 .48 .57 .75 .58
SD (.88) (1.2) (1.1 (.93) (.84) (.98)
D. Arrests on all charges
Percentage ever arrested 49.9 49.2 49.2 49.1 48.4 48.7 .76 .58
Average number of arrests .69 72 .71 .73 .62 .68 24 .94
SD (.97) (1.2) (1.1) (1.3) (1.2) (1.2)

Source: Computerized arrest records, corrected by records search.
Norte: No values are missing. Ns for each group equal the Ns shown in Table 3.4.

4 Includes crimes against person, property-related crimes, and such serious offenses as the use of
weapons and drugs. Primarily excludes drunk and disorderly behavior and traffic-related offenses.

The second row in the first panel of Tables 5.1 and 5.2 contains the
average numbers of arrests on property-related charges in Georgia and
Texas, respectively. The analysis of variance results indicate that the ex-
perimental and control groups did not differ significantly on this measure
either. In short, there were no overall differences in property-related arrests
between those who received the experimental treatment and the controls.

causal processes must be handled cautiously. For nominal outcomes (reported as percentages),
one necessarily has heteroskedastic residuals and hence, biased standard errors. Therefore, the
significance tests (and their p-values) are not precisely correct. However, we spot-checked
several of the more important null findings with logit models and conclusions remained vir-
tually the same. For outcomes truncated at zero (e.g., the number of arrests, weeks employed),
both the comparisons across treatment and control groups and the standard errors are biased
and inconsistent. Again, however, the inferential distortions are apparently not substantial. In
Part 1II we make appropriate adjustments for the effects of truncated dependent variables
much like those reported here (in several cases the variables are identical), and the same basic
patterns (and lack of patterns) emerge.
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TABLE 5.2
Texas: Arrests on Various Charges during Postrelease Year
in Experimental and Control Groups

Experimental groups Control groups  ANOVA
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 F p
A. Property-related arrests
Percentage ever arrested  22.3 23.5 27.5 20.0 22.0 23.2 .70 .63
Average number of arrests .27 .30 43 .30 .33 33 1.15 .33
SD (.54) (.60)  (.94) (.74)  (.74) (.72)

B. Person offenses arrests
Percentage ever arrested 5.1 3.0 4.5 3.0 4.5 2.0 1.87 .10

Average number of arrests. .05 .03 .05 .04 .05 .02 1.41 .22
SD (.22) 17y  (.24)  (.26) (.24) (.17)
C. Total personal and property
arrests
Percentage ever arrested  44.1 43.4 46.4 41.9 43.7 42.9 99 42
Average number of arrests .32 .33 .48 .34 .38 36 1.24 .29
SD (.57) (.64) (.96) (.79) (.77) (.75)
D. Drinking-related charges
Percentage ever arrested 4.0 6.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.9 34 .86
Average number of arrests .05 .09 .19 .07 .06 .06 1.52 .18
sD (.23)  (34) (1.8) (.37)  (.25) (.26)
E. Total arrests on all charges
Percentage ever arrested  37.7 38.0 42.5 34.0 36.5 35.5 .87 .50
Average number of arrests .63 .53 .69 .70 .66 .59 .68 .64
sD (1.01) (.80) (1.12) (1.11) (1.16) (1.01)

Source: Texas computerized arrest files.

Nore: No values are missing. Ns for each group equal the Ns shown in Table 3.4.

The remaining panels of Tables 5.1 and 5.2 summarize arrests on non-
property charges. The expectation was that the payments were to be effec-
tive primarily in averting arrests on property-related charges. Frequently,
however, the charge entered upon arrest is not the charge made at the time
of the incident. Thus, for example, a person may be arrested on a “driving
while drunk” charge but later be charged with a burglary when evidence is
uncovered of possible participation in a burglary incident. As the evidence
from the analyses of variance indicates, however, experimental and control
groups cannot be distinguished on a variety of other kinds of arrests. In
Georgia, a little less than half of TARP members in each of the groups ex-
perienced at least one arrest in the postrelease year. In Texas, a little more
than one-third of the participants were arrested at least once. Within each
state, it does not appear that members of the groups receiving payment or
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job placement were significantly different in these respects when compared
to the control groups.?

Quite a different story emerges when the postrelease employment and
earnings of TARP participants are considered, as Tables 5.3 and 5.4 illus-
trate. TARP payment eligibility clearly had strong effects on work effort.
Panel A in each of the tables contains the average number of weeks worked
by members of each of the five groups. TARP members of Group 1 who
were eligible for 26 weeks of benefit payments worked an average of 12.3
weeks in Georgia, as compared with 24.3 weeks for controls; the cor-
responding figures in Texas were 20.8 and 28.3 weeks. These patterns over
the postrelease year amount to a reduction of work effort (compared to
controls) of about 51% in Georgia and 27% in Texas. On the average,
Groups 2 and 3, who were eligible for 13 weeks of payments, worked more
than Group 1 but still less than the controls. Finally, Group 4, eligible for
special job-placement efforts, worked slightly more than the controls in
Texas but less than their controls in Georgia.

Indicating substantial work-disincentive effects of TARP payment
eligibility, these patterns become even more pronounced when separate
periods within the postrelease year are examined, as in Panels B through E
of Tables 5.3 and 5.4. The differences between groups eligible for payments
and control groups were especially striking during the first 14 weeks after
release, when all members of those groups retained their eligibility for
payments. In later periods, Group 1, given 26 weeks of eligibility for
payments, tended to stand out as evidencing less work effort, with the
other payment groups becoming closer and closer to the controls.

For some not quite understandable reason, Group 4 in Georgia, eligible
for intensive work-placement services, had a consistently lower work effort
than the controls throughout the postrelease year. The same group in
Texas, however, was indistinguishable from the controls.

Data on weeks worked in the postrelease year came from follow-up
interviews with TARP participants who were queried in detail on work
during each of the follow-up interviews.* For this reason, no information

2 The information available in TARP data sets does not permit an interpretation of the
differences in total arrests between the two states. These differences may represent partly the
differential efficiencies of the two information systems and partly the greater unemployment
rates in Georgia during the period in question. (See Chapter 9 for a description of the state
unemployment rates in this period.)

> These data were subject to errors of recall. In addition, TARP members in the payment
groups may have underreported employment because payments were not supposed to be made
to persons who were employed. To test the amount of distortion entered into the reports of
weeks worked, we correlated number of weeks worked with employment insurance wage files
separately for payment groups and for controls (who presumably had no motive to under-
report work effort). The patterns of relationships for the payment groups and the controls
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TABLE 5.3
Georgia: Employment and Earnings in Postrelease Year
for Experimental and Control Groups

Experimental groups Control groups ANOVA

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 F p

A. Total weeks worked during postrelease year

Average weeks worked 12.3 174 17.7 19.6 243 — 10.71  .0000
SD 14.2 15.7 16.5 16.2 17.3 —
N (142) (155) (155) (146) (154) —
B. Weeks worked first 6 weeks postrelease
Average weeks worked 1.0 1.0 1.2 2.1 2.3 — 16.15 .0000
SD 1.9 1.0 1.2 2.1 2.3
N (167) (186) (188) (179) (177)
C. Weeks worked 7th to 14th week postrelease
Average weeks worked 1.4 1.8 1.9 2.8 3.6 — 16.51  .0000
SD 2.6 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.2
N (167) (186) (188) (179) (177)
D. Weeks worked 15th to 25th week postrelease
Average weeks worked 2.5 4.0 4.5 5.2 6.5 — 13.47  .0000
SD 4.6 5.0 5.2 5.4 5.5
N (157) (171) (171) (164) (164)
E. Weeks worked last 26 weeks postrelease
Average weeks worked 6.8 9.5 104 8.8 11.1 — 4.23  .0022
SD 9.2 104 10.5 10.3 11.2
N (152) (179) (171) (174) (176)

F. Eamnings and work unemployment insurance wage file data
Percentage with some

earnings 53.7 608 624 625 652 61.2 1.14 .33
Earnings $1064 $1525 $1433 $1088 $1553 $1531 2.50 .03
SD 2094 2277 2148 1784 2134 2336
N (175)  (199) (197) (200) (198)  (958)

Sources: Panel A through E: Weeks worked as reported in postrelease interviews with TARP participants;
Panel F: Earnings recorded in unemployment insurance wage files.

on weeks worked was available for Group 6; members of this group, it will
be recalled, were not interviewed.

Data on all TARP participants who had valid social security numbers
were available on wages earned that were covered by the state unemploy-
ment benefit system. These data were available in the form of total covered
wages during each of four calendar quarters. Since prisoners were released

were essentially alike. In short, it appears that weeks worked, as constructed from recall, is

not biased toward underreports in the payment groups out of motivation to receive benefits
illegally.
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TABLE 5.4
Texas: Employment and Earnings in Postrelease Year
for Experimental and Control Groups

Experimental groups Control groups ANOVA

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 F 14

A. Total weeks worked during postrelease year

Average weeks worked 208 271 246 293 283 — 6.98 .0000
SD 17.6 16.3 17.8 17.1 18.5
N (169) (191) (189) (197) (189)
B. Weeks worked first 6 weeks postrelease
Average weeks worked 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.8 2.9 — 11.08  .0000
SD 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.2
N (174) (199) (199) (200) (199)
C. Weeks worked 7th through 14th week postrelease
Average weeks worked 2.2 3.0 3.2 4.2 4.2 — 14.36  .0000
SD 3.0 3.0 3.2 2.8 3.0
N (174) (199) (199) (200) (199)
D. Weeks worked 15th through 25th week postrelease
Average weeks worked 4.5 7.3 6.8 7.4 7.6 — 10.4 .0000
SD 5.3 5.0 5.4 5.4 5.3
N (174) (199) (196) (200) (197)
E. Weeks worked last 26 weeks postrelease
Average weeks worked 124 148 127 149 139 — 2.18 .0695
SD 10.6  10.5 10.8 10.5 11.0
N (169) (191) (189) (197) (190)

E. Earnings and work unemployment insurance wage file data
Percentage with some

earnings 67.4 786 69.7 73.1 66.1 66.2 2.84 .02
Earnings $1922 $2215 $2242 $2069 $1960 $2043 .39 .86
sD 2941 2455 2242 2069 2698 3034
N (175) (196) (198) (193) (183) (913)

Sources: Panels A through E: Weeks worked as reported in postrelease interviews with TARP participants;
Panel F: Earnings recorded in unemployment insurance wage files.

continuously throughout the period from January through July 1976, it is
not possible to match the unemployment insurance wage files precisely
with the postrelease year. Although adjustments were made to obtain
better estimates of covered wages earned during the postrelease year, some
degree of inaccuracy existed in the files.* In addition, certain types of

¢ Adjustments consisted of allocating an appropriate proportion of the ending quarter of
unemployment insurance wages. Thus a person whose postrelease year ended the second week
of May, 1977 was credited with half the wages earned during the second quarter of 1977. This
amount added to the wages reported for the first quarter of 1977 and the last three quarters of
1976 was that person’s estimated covered wages during the postrelease year.
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employment were not covered by the unemployment benefit system, nota-
bly state and local government jobs, transient labor paid in cash, and cer-
tain types of agricultural employment. It is also possible that some TARP
participants had several social security numbers, opened under various
aliases, and that others made errors in reporting their social security
numbers to the prison records clerks.

The proportion of persons with at least some earnings reported during
the postrelease year is shown in the top line of Panel F in Tables 5.3 and
5.4. This proportion represents the percentage who were employed at least
once during the postrelease year in a covered employment circumstance.
No significant difference appeared in this respect in Georgia, but in Texas it
appeared that the control groups (Groups 5 and 6) had slightly lower
proportions, indicating that the controls were more likely not to work at
all, although the differences were rather slight.

The second row of Panel F in Tables 5.3 and 5.4 contain the average
covered earnings recorded for each of the six groups. In Texas, no signifi-
cant differences in average earnings were revealed. In Georgia, Groups 1
and 4 were sufficiently lower in average covered wages received to pro-
duce statistically significant analysis of variance results.®

The findings presented in Tables 5.3 and 5.4 suggest that TARP pay-
ments had considerable work-disincentive effects, but that this lessened
work effort tended to disappear toward the end of the postrelease year,
Furthermore, it appears as if the lessened work effort of those in the pay-
ment groups did not lead to correspondingly lowered annual earnings, a
suggestion that payment-group TARP members found employment that
paid somewhat better than did those in the control groups.

As a summary of the gross, overall outcomes of the experiment, the
following statements may be made:

e The TARP payments, as administered, did not decrease arrests for
property-related offenses in either state.

® TARP payments, as administered, neither decreased or increased ar-
rests on charges for a variety of other kinds of offenses.

* TARP payment eligibility exerted a clear and strong work-disincentive
effect, with participants in the payment groups clearly working fewer
weeks in the postrelease year.

* TARP participants in payment groups did not earn consistently less
than controls over the postrelease year. No statistically significant dif-

> Again we see that Group 4, as in the analysis of weeks worked, showed a lower work
effort than the controls as well as two of the three payment groups. No explanation for this
pattern comes easily to mind.
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terences were found in Texas. In Georgia, Groups 1 and 4 earned less
than other groups in the experiment,

In short, the benefits extended under the provisions of the TARP experi-
ment failed to produce their intended effects of lowering arrest rates on
property-related charges, and, by extension, of lowering the participation
in economically motivated crime that lies behind such arrest rates.

Given the more successful results from the previous Baltimore LIFE ex-
periment, it is also apparent that payments are effective in some contexts,
for example, those provided in the LIFE experiment. This consideration
leads us to place qualifications on the generality of the TARP findings:
Payments as administered under the TARP plan are apparently ineffective
for the intended purposes of lowering arrests on property-related charges.

It should be noted that the results presented in Tables 5.3 and 5.4 do not
provide complete comfort for pessimists. First, although the payments did
not reduce property-related arrests, they also did not increase such arrests.
A policy that would provide transitional financial aid to released prisoners
on equity grounds would certainly be sustained by these findings. In other
words, it is not contraindicated to provide money to prisoners to ease the
transition to productive civilian life, especially since those burdens fall
heavily on the families and spouses of the released prisoners.

Second, we may note that although the number of weeks worked in the
postrelease year was decidedly less for TARP payment groups, there was
no corresponding consistent drop in earnings over the entire year. This sug-
gests that the payments may have had the effect of allowing persons to
obtain better employment, as reflected in the fact that at the end of the year
those with payment eligibility earned as much as those in the control
groups. TARP payments may have allowed some of the participants the
leisure to conduct better job searches, to turn down poor jobs that were
available, and in the end to receive higher wage rates than those in the pay-
ment groups.

WHY DID TARP APPEAR TO FAIL? AN ARRAY OF
POSSIBLE EXPLANATIONS

It must be emphasized at the outset that when we discribe TARP as hav-
ing failed, we refer specifically to the failure of payments as administered in
the TARP experiments. In other words, the payments were successful in
reducing arrests, but the system of administering payments, including the
eligibility rules, used in the two experiments produced unwanted side
effects that masked the arrest-reducing effects of the payments.
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As administered and implemented in two states, the TARP plan failed to
produce the overall desired effects. It is not the first program designed to
reduce recidivism that has failed: Indeed, successes are rare among the
many that have been tried. It might be easy to dismiss the basic idea that
lies behind TARP as simply another notion that has had its day, except for
the fact that an earlier version of TARP did show some success. The seem-
ing contradiction between LIFE and TARP encourages some thought about
why payments should succeed in the one instance and fail in the other.

There are many reasons why social programs fail.¢ A review of some of
these reasons may provide leads to an explanation of failure in this par-
ticular case.

To begin with, the TARP experiment may have been a success but
through effects that were so feeble they could not be detected statistically.
Or the data collected may have had so many measurement defects that the
true effects of the treatments were obscured. This set of possible explana-
tions may be quickly dismissed on several grounds. First, there were few
signs in the arrest outcomes that the effects were pushing at the threshold of
statistical significance. Indeed, there was more evidence (but not statistic-
ally significant) that the payments increased arrests for property thefts than
the other way around. Second, the fact that results were identical in the
two states argues against feeble effects that were too weak to be measured.”
Third, although there were undoubtedly measurement defects in both
TARP experiments, such errors were at a minimum in the analysis of the
main effects of the experiment on property-related arrests. We are quite
certain that there were no errors in classifying an individual as receiving
TARP payment eligibility and that errors in the arrest data were at a
minimum.? In short we are confident that the experiment as conducted has
not falsely rejected as ineffective a truly effective treatment because the
research design was not powerful enough to detect that effectiveness.

Turning to another source of failure, a program may fail because it is
based on an incorrect understanding of the processes involved in the
phenomena in question. In the TARP case, the basic ideas underlying the

¢ See Peter H. Rossi, “Some Issues in the Evaluation of Human Services Delivery
Programs,” Evaluation Quarterly, 3, no. 3 (November, 1978).

7 In addition, we combined the data for both states, effectively doubling the size of the ex-
periment and increasing the power of the statistical test by a factor of 1.4, without essentially
changing the results. The combined Georgia and Texas TARP experiments also did not show
statistically significant differences among experimental and control groups.

# The inclusiveness of the Georgia and Texas criminal justice information systems was
tested by checking arrest records at the local jurisdiction level. In Georgia, where we found
many errors, we supplemented the criminal justice information arrest files with a hand search
through local jurisdiction records. (See Chapter 2 for an account of these measures.)
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provision of money during the early parts of the transition to civilian life
may be incorrect. TARP assumes that for released felons property crimes
are an important source of income, a source that competes quite favorably
with legitimate jobs, in the sense of being more available than such jobs
and more attractive than many available jobs. Hence, the provision of
funds may help released felons to get through a period of postrelease
unemployment without resorting to property theft. TARP findings provide
little that contradicts this view, since persons in payment groups who
received benefits were no more likely to be arrested.

The TARP findings, however, do indicate that it is very easy to compete
with the kinds of jobs typically available to released prisoners. The TARP
payments were quite modest in size yet were still quite effective in lowering
the work effort by magnitudes up to 50%. Jobs typically available to
TARP members paid between $100 and $150 per week and were likely to
involve unpleasant tasks. Hence, $63 or $70 per week with no work was
frequently seen as better than such jobs.

In designing the TARP experiments, apparently little consideration was
given to the possibility that payments might have a strong work-disincen-
tive effect. The designers were led to think along these lines because the
Baltimore LIFE experiment did not produce a strong or consistent work-
disincentive effect. Almost as a cautionary measure, Group 3—which
received 13 weeks of payments with a generous 25% tax—was added to
provide closer comparability to the LIFE experiment’s generous tax rate. In
any event, the fact that the TARP designers did not anticipate so great a
work-disincentive effect is a clue that the conceptual model underlying
TARP may have been at least partially at fault.

Another potential source of trouble in the conceptual model underlying
TARP was its failure to specify completely the role of employment in
recidivism. TARP looked at employment primarily as a source of income.
Men who work do not commit crimes because the main motivation to com-
mit crimes is to obtain financial resources. However, employment com-
petes with crime in other ways as well. For one thing, employment occupies
time and thus reduces opportunities to commit crimes. Were the crime-
averting effects of employment solely the effect of earnings, then the
substitution of payments for earnings (assuming a generous payment level)
should bring about the same crime-averting effects produced by employ-
ment.

A third source of social-program failure lies in defects of implementa-
tion. In this respect, there appears to be an important deficiency in the way
in which TARP was administered in both Georgia and Texas. TARP parti-
cipants were not aware of certain critical aspects of the TARP payments.
As shown in Chapter 4, TARP participants only dimly understood the
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terms under which they were eligible for payments and how payments were
reduced if participants had earnings during a given period of eligibility.
This deficiency was particularly serious for Group 3 participants, for
whom the nominal tax rate of 25% should have provided a clear incentive
for working. Indeed, this stands out in stark contrast to the earlier LIFE ex-
periment in which the research team went to great lengths to ensure that
participants were aware of their eligibility for partial payments in the event
of employment. (For example, each LIFE participant was given a chart that
showed clearly how his earnings would affect payment size, and partici-
pants were reminded frequently that they did not necessarily lose all their
benetfits if employed.)

Finally, it is conceivable that overall findings reflect conflicting results
among subgroups or conflicting processes that work in opposite directions.
There may have been subgroups or participants for whom payments pro-
vided sufficient incentive to abstain from property thefts; in other sub-
groups, the opposite incentives may have obtained. Or, it may be that
payments provided contradictory incentives to TARP participants in pay-
ment groups.

The main sources of failure in the TARP experiment appear to be in im-
plementation and in the underlying theoretical model. Thus in the next
section, we will review the conceptual links between earnings and crime.
We will construct a model that will attempt to explain the overall findings
of the TARP experiment yet remain consistent with the outcomes of the
earlier Baltimore LIFE experiment.

A CONCEPTUAL REINTERPRETATION OF
THE TARP EXPERIMENTS

As mentioned earlier, an important assumption underlying the designs of
both the LIFE and TARP experiments was that persons commit property
thefts largely out of economic need. This is not to deny that other elements
may be at work in the case of particular individuals or in the case of par-
ticular crimes. It merely asserts that on the average, persons in need are
more likely to commit property crimes than persons who are not in need.

Persons newly released from prisons are especially likely to commit pro-
perty crimes because they are so frequently in financial straits. Ex-offenders
have few occupational skills, meager job experience, and the stigma of a
criminal record, and they are equipped with very modest levels of gate
money and savings upon release. At best they are faced with an indifferent
labor market and, in some cases, a hostile one. They have been in close
contact with other convicted felons whose experiences with property theft
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have most likely been shared. They are also returning to an environment
that presents many opportunities for property crime. Clearly, newly re-
leased prisoners are faced with an array of economic opportunities,
legitimate and illegitimate, in which the latter must appear particularly at-
tractive. The balance of economic incentives favors a return to criminal ac-
tivities. High recidivism rates are the likely outcome, and experience with
released prisoners bears that expectation out.

Both the LIFE and the TARP experiments were designed to shift the
balance of incentives to favor legitimate as opposed to illegitimate ac-
tivities. This was to be accomplished by providing income that would
lower financial need while released prisoners explored their local labor
markets in search of legitimate job opportunities. The major differences be-
tween the two experiments lay more in how the financial help was provided
and the rules under which eligibility for payment was established. These
differences have been discussed in earlier chapters.

It is unlikely that many social scientists would quarrel fundamentally
with a working hypothesis that people steal in part from economic nec-
essity. As the Marxist political economist William A. Bonger wrote early in
this century,

If a man has not sufficient food, if he has not (at least in non-tropical countries)
clothing to protect him against the cold, if opportunity for rest is lacking, etc., his
life is in danger. In our present society there are always a number of persons who
are in want of the strict necessities of life, and who are therefore obliged to steal if
they do not wish to succumb to poverty. It is evident that the word “poverty” is
not to be taken in the most limited sense, so that one who can still buy a morsel of
bread, and yet steals, may still be considered a thief from poverty.®

Fifty years later, the neoclassical economist Gary S. Becker, working
from a very different underlying perspective and with a far less monolithic
set of causal factors, reached roughly similar conclusions:

This approach implies that there is a function relating the number of offenses
by any person to his probability of conviction, to his punishment if convicted,
and to other variables, such as the income available to him in legal and illegal ac-
tivities, the frequency of nuisance arrests, and his willingness to commit an illegal
act....

For example, a rise in the income available in legal activities or an increase in
law-abidingness due, say, to “education” would reduce incentives to enter illegal
activities and thus reduce the number of offenses.'

° William A. Bonger, Criminality and Economic Conditions (1916; reprinted, New York:

Agathon Press, 1967), p. 564.
v Gary S. Becker, An Economic Approach to Human Behavior (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1976), p. 47.
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Yet, it is one thing to document support for the general idea that people
may steal in response to their economic circumstances and quite another to
develop a formal model of the impact of the TARP experiment. To begin,
there are a host of problems involving operationalizing of economic need.
Should one focus on absolute or relative deprivation, an issue raised by
Leon Radzinowicz?'! Is the relevant causal mechanism unbridled egosim
fostered by our economic system, as Bonger suggested, or a mismatch be-
tween what society promises and what it delivers, as proposed by Robert
K. Merton?'? In short, it is not clear precisely what problem financial aid
is supposed to solve.

Second, if the problem is not well defined, the solution will of necessity
be poorly articulated. For example, TARP payments may reduce economic
need and consequently reduce the motivation to steal. Hence, fewer pro-
perty crimes will be committed overall. Alternatively, TARP payments
may raise the opportunity costs of apprehension, which means that the im-
pact of TARP payments cannot be understood outside the context of local
law-enforcement practices. Since apprehension and conviction means that
payment eligibility will be lost, one of the risks taken upon entry into
illegitimate activities is that loss of payment eligibility. Hence the provision
of TARP payments increases the costs of entering upon illegitimate ac-
tivity.

Third, the TARP experiment was embedded in a set of complicated rela-
tionships that link criminal activities to a number of other factors. In par-
ticular, if the TARP payments are viewed in economic terms, the role of
employment must also be considered. If income derived from the treatment
is supposed to reduce property crime, should not income derived from
work have much the same effect? Yet, once the impact of employment is
introduced, the ultimate benefit of the TARP treatment become more am-
biguous. Economists would predict that the provision of any sort of finan-
cial aid would lower labor-force participation. If, as in the case of TARP
payments, such financial aid is made contingent on lack of earnings or if
such payments are reduced if there are earnings (as in the case of Group 3
participants who were subject to a 25% tax) then the work-disincentive ef-
fect of providing financial aid should be very strong. With the cushion of
TARP payment eligibility, newly released prisoners would be less inclined
to seek work immediately upon release and less likely to take jobs as long
as some eligibility for payments remained.

1 Leon Radzinowicz, “Economic Pressures,” in L. Radzinowicz and M. Wolfgang, The
Criminal in Society (New York: Basic Books, 1971).

12 Robert K. Merton, “Social Structure and Anomie,” in R. K. Merton, Social Theory and
Social Structure (New York: The Free Press, 1957).
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The effect of reduced employment on property crime depends on two
additional links. First, if the payments are not large enough to compensate
completely for the income derivable from property crime, properly cor-
rected for the risks involved, then some incentive for engaging in illegiti-
mate activities would remain. Second, if part of the crime-averting effects
of employment operate through nonincome effects of employment—for
example, the effects of the time spent working or the effects of differential
association with noncriminals—then the provision of income through
TARP payments would not completely substitute for employment in the
prevention of property crimes. In short, it is possible that the induced
unemployment produced by TARP payments could actually increase the
number of property crimes committed.

In other words, TARP payments could have had two opposing effects on
the number of property crimes committed by those who received pay-
ments: a direct effect reducing property crime by lowering financial need
and an indirect effect increasing property crime by increasing unemploy-
ment. Were this the case, it would be possible to observe no overall reduc-
tion in property crime as a result of the experiment.

The counterbalancing model of the effects of TARP implied above
is shown graphically in Figure 5.1. Note that each of the arrows in the
diagram postulates an effect. The sign (positive or negative) given to an
arrow indicates whether the effect in question raises (+) or lowers (—) the
measure at the head of the arrow. Thus the negatively signed arrow con-
necting “TARP payments” and “property-related arrests” indicates that the
payments act to lower arrests on property-related charges. Similarly, the
positively signed arrow leading from "“property-related arrests” to “jail or
prison” represents the quite obvious positive relationship between being ar-
rested and spending time in prison or jail.

The counterbalancing model shown in Panel A of Figure 5.1 postulates
that TARP payments will have two effects on property arrests: a direct
effect, lowering arrests through the provision of income; and an indirect ef-
fect increasing arrests by lowering employment. The model postulates a
relationship between employment and property arrests in which increased
employment leads to decreased property arrests. The corollary of this is
that decreased employment leads to increased arrests.

Some of the arrows in the Panel A diagram derive from the eligibility
rules of the TARP experiment. For example, a person is ineligible for TARP
payments while he is in jail or prison. The negative arrows connecting
“employment” and “TARP payments” are also ones that are imposed by
TARP payment eligibility rules, since earnings reduce payments and
payments imply unemployment.

The model postulated to account for the LIFE findings is shown in Panel
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A. TARP Model—Counterbalancing Effects:

TARP
payments

Property-related
arrests

(+)

Jail/prison

B. LIFE Model:

LIFE
payments

Property-related
arrests

(+)

Employment

Jail/prison

FIGURE 5.1 Postulated models of TARP and LIFE payment effects on property-related
arrests and employment.

B. Note that the model is identical with that postulated for the TARP ex-
periments except that there are no arrows linking “employment” and “LIFE
payments.” Since the LIFE experimenters administered that program under
quite generous tax rates and made strong efforts to acquaint participants
with their rights to partial payments when they were working, the work-
disincentive effects of the payments were minimized to the point where
they did not appear as statistically significant (as we saw in Chapter 2).
The conceptual scheme constructed as an interpretation of the TARP
findings emphasizes criminal activity as an attractive alternative to
legitimate employment for the released prisoners who participated in the
experiment. [t should be emphasized that this model does not pretend to ex-
plain crime but only the tendency to engage in criminal activities under cer-
tain circumstances. It is especially appropriate as a model for explaining the
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postrelease behavior of released prisoners faced with the benefits to which
they were eligible under the TARP financial aid plan.

Theories that have been constructed to explain criminal behavior in the
general population tend to be irrelevant when dealing with a population of
ex-offenders. Our subjects were all convicted felons who had served at least
a year in prison. For many, this prison term was the latest in a series of
brushes with the law, some of which had resulted in previous prison terms.
Clearly, these are men (and a few women) who had been in close contact
with other convicted criminals in jail and prison. Hence, for example,
theories based on differential association can hardly hope to explain post-
release criminal activity, since all subjects had been in close association
with other convicted criminals.

Nor can we be helped by other theories of criminal behavior. TARP par-
ticipants come from much the same backgrounds—from neighborhoods
and communities with high crime rates. As we will see in later chapters,
they often come from families in which parents and siblings also have
criminal records.

TARP participants are also very homogeneous with respect to socio-
economic background. There are few sons and daughters of the middle
class among them. The vast majority have had little formal education and
have histories of erratic employment in low-status, low-paying jobs. Con-
sequently, if there is something about socioeconomic background and
family history that affects the propensity to engage in criminal activities,
TARP participants will scarcely manifest such differences since they tend to
be homogeneous in those respects.

Nor is this a group for whom deterrence theory can be helpful in under-
standing criminal activity postrelease. For one thing, these are persons who
have not been deterred earlier by the prospect of imprisonment or other
punishment. Within each of the states they all face the same criminal justice
system with a more or less uniform set of procedures. While there may be
some difference from locality to locality within each state (and we will see
that there are some differences along these lines in Texas), by and large all
face the same prospects of punishment for committing crimes.

Finally, even if early childhood experiences help explain participation in
crime, one must keep in mind that we are observing TARP members well
after childhood and after at least one demonstrated failure to stay out of
serious trouble. If childhood factors make a difference, for this group the
differences have already been made. That is, we really have no “successes”;
we cannot compare law-abiding citizens with law breakers. We have a
sample of adults who have been convicted before and can consider only
whether they have additional brushes with the law or change their ways.
The relevance of early socialization is therefore at best unclear.
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For these reasons, our reinterpretation of TARP findings rests heavily on
economic theory. TARP participants are too homogeneous in many rele-
vant respects to consider models that rely on other factors as sources for
criminal behavior. But most important of all, the TARP treatment itself is
an economic variable. Hence, if it is at all effective it must operate through
economic mechanisms.

TESTING THE TARP COUNTERBALANCING
MODEL

So far the counterbalancing model shown in Figure 5.1 is a reasonable
but not yet demonstrated hypothesis that can seemingly account for both
the TARP and LIFE results. However, the model need not remain on the
level of an unproven hypothesis since it is possible to use the TARP data to
estimate coefficients for each of the links shown in Figure 5.1.

In order to construct such estimates it is necessary to write a set of
simultaneous equations that express each of the main variables in terms of
each other, as applicable, and in terms of factors not shown in Figure 5.1.
These additional elements, derived from our understanding of what affects
postrelease behavior, make it possible to estimate coefficients for each of
the links shown. The additional factors considered are shown schematically
in Figure 5.2. Note that this diagram embodies a considerable amount of
information derived from prison records and from other data collected dur-
ing the follow-up interviews.

The actual solution of the simultaneous equation model implied in Figure
5.2 is presented in greater detail in later chapters. For present purposes it is
merely necessary to consider whether the factors incorporated into the
model make sense in some a priori way. That is to say that on the basis of
what is known about the recidivism of released prisoners, do the arrows as
drawn in Figure 5.2 make sense?

The extended model shown in Figure 5.2 can be regarded as composed of
three sectors: prerelease exogenous factors, postrelease exogenous factors,
and postrelease endogenous factors.

Prerelease exogenous factors, listed in the box on the extreme left of the
diagram, consist mainly of ex-prisoner characteristics as determined at the
outset of the experiment (and hence exogenous). Such personal character-
istics as race, age, sex, previous criminal record, and human capital fac-
tors (education, employment experience, acquired job skills, and the like)
are all characteristics of the released prisoners that we believe affect both
their employment chances and their recidivism. We know from previous
research that men are more likely to be recidivists than women, that older
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FIGURE 5.2 Extended model of counterbalancing TARP payment effects.

ex-offenders are less likely to be returned to prison than younger ones, and
SO on.

Postrelease exogenous factors are events and conditions that occur after
release and that affect employment and arrest but are not themselves af-
fected by employment and arrest experiences. For example, being placed in
an experimental group and offered eligibility for benefit payments is clearly
an exogenous event determined wholly by the systematic randomization
procedures described in Chapter 3. While parole status is determined before
release, the experience of parole occurs after release. Similarly, the com-
munity to which the ex-prisoner returns is an exogenous situation that
might effect both employment opportunities and arrest, depending on the
state of local labor markets and the patterns of law enforcement pursued
locally. Sickness and hospitalization experiences are also shown here as
postrelease exogenous events that affect both employment and TARP
payments.

Postrelease endogenous factors are essentially the elements contained in
the TARP counterbalancing model. Note that nonproperty arrests are in-
cluded among these factors. While the economic theory that underlies the
TARP mode] does not make the same predictions about nonproperty ar-
rests as it does about property arrests, it is conceivable that such events
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may be affected by both employment and TARP payments. For example,
the provision of some income support through TARP payments may re-
duce interpersonal conflict that might arise over finances within the
households to which prisoners return. Certainly, by preempting time,
employment may reduce nonproperty arrests by lowering the opportunities
for getting into trouble. TARP payments certainly raise the opportunity
costs of nonproperty crimes.

Coefficients for each of the lines shown in Figure 5.2 have been estimated
but are too numerous and complicated to present here (see Chapter 12). Of
particular relevance for our purposes in this chapter are those coefficients
for the lines connecting postrelease endogenous factors. Figure 5.3 shows
these coefficients separately for Texas and Georgia. Note that Figure 5.3
presents only those coefficients that have passed the .05 level of significance
threshold, except as indicated.

The pattern and sizes of the coefficients of Figure 5.3 are exactly as the
counterbalancing model requires. Furthermore, the results in the two states
are very close to each other, adding considerably to our confidence in the
results. Of special interest are the coefficients for TARP payments. In
Texas every $100 of TARP payments lowered the number of property ar-
rests by .019, meaning that for persons who received the maximum total
allowance of $910, there was a reduction of .17 property-related arrests,
a hefty 50% proportionate reduction. The corresponding reduction for
Georgia TARP members was .011, leading to a sizable 26 % proportionate
reduction.

Of special interest are the sizable coefficients for employment. In Texas
each week employed led to .029 fewer property-related arrests, and in
Georgia, .022 fewer. It should be emphasized that this finding concerning
the effect of employment on rearrest for both property and nonproperty
crimes is quite important. In a way, the TARP studies may be viewed as ex-
perimentally inducing unemployment through the work-disincentive effects
of payments. Hence the estimated effects of employment on postrelease ar-
rest are better estimates than have been provided in previous research. This
finding also has important policy implications, as we will discuss in greater
detail later on in this book. An employment strategy that would success-
fully provide employment for released prisoners is very clearly supported
by this finding.

Although the counterbalancing model was ambiguous about payment ef-
fects on arrests unrelated to property charges, such effects are also shown,
slightly larger in Texas than in Georgia, amounting to .016 and .014 fewer
arrests for each $100 of TARP payments.

Were there no counterbalancing effects of TARP payments on employ-
ment, the provision of financial aid would have to be declared an une-
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FIGURE 5.3 Empirical estimates of the counterbalancing TARP effects models for the post-
release year. The coefficients for the lines from “employment” and "jail/prison time” to
“TARP payments’ are averages over the three TARP payment groups. Some coefficients con-
tained in these averages are significant at the .05 level, but it is difficult to compute the overall
significance of the averages in a simultaneous equation framework.

quivocal success. Unfortunately such is not the case: Every $100 of TARP
payments reduced employment by .639 weeks in Texas and .684 weeks in
Georgia. Since employment has such strong effects on property arrests, the
resulting reduction in employment increases property arrests by amounts
that in effect wipe out the arrest-reducing effects of the payments. Because
of the effects of other variables—which affect both employment and
payments, as well as arrests—the actual counterbalancing system is more
complicated than we can present here or discuss in any detail. For example,
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TARP payments set up processes that reverberated widely throughout the
system, affecting arrests and employment, which in turn affected returning
to prison or jail, which in turn affected payment eligibility and employ-
ment. Processes of these sorts amplify or dampen the main effects shown
here.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF THE LIFE
AND TARP PROJECTS

The policy implications of the counterbalancing model are quite clear.
First, payments did lower recidivism. Second, such payments are likely to
have attractive benefit-to-cost ratios, being relatively inexpensive and
averting costs that are several magnitudes greater. It is cheaper to provide
payments of between $800 and $1200 to 100 released prisoners than to
process about five additional persons through the criminal justice system,
provide prison places for them for periods of 2 and 3 years, and cover
other associated costs of imprisonment as well as welfare payments for
dependents.

Third, the net effects of employment on rearrest are very strong, as
many criminal justice commentators have suggested. The contribution we
are able to make through the TARP analysis is to show that the effect of
employment holds up strongly net of the many other processes that affect
arrests. This finding strongly supports the potential effectiveness of social
policies stressing employment for released prisoners. Some sort of sup-
ported work strategy, properly administered, would appear to have great
potential for high payoffs. However, it should be noted that given past
failures with work strategies, an effective policy is likely to be relatively
expensive.

The policy implications of the TARP experiments lend considerable sup-
port to an income-maintenance strategy to reduce arrest recidivism among
released prisoners. Specifically, the counterbalancing model suggests that
the positive effects of such payments can be fully captured, as in the earlier
Baltimore LIFE experiment, if it were possible to strip away the work-
disincentive effects that surfaced in the Georgia and Texas TARP ex-
periments. There are a variety of potential programs that show promise to
accomplish that end. First, it is possible to lower tax rates to provide incen-
tives for job searching and for taking employment when offered. It would
also be necessary to insure that participants and administrators are aware
of the tax rate. The overall tax rate in LIFE was about 30%, similar to one
of the plans in TARP; the crucial difference was that insufficient effort was
made in the TARP experiment to make participants aware of the generous
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tax rate. Whether one could incorporate such a feature into an unemploy-
ment insurance system that ordinarily operates with a 100% tax rate, how-
ever, may be problematic.

A second possibility is to shift away from the employment insurance
model to a severance-pay model, providing money to prisoners upon
release, either as a lump sum, or, perhaps more sensibly, in the form of in-
stallments to be paid out for a limited period of time. For example, each
released prisoner could be provided with eligibility for severance pay in the
amount of $800, $200 of which would be paid upon release and the re-
mainder in 10 weekly installments of $60 each.

A third possibility is to build in positive incentives for working, with
bonus payments added on to the severance pay provisions just described
that would be paid out on positive demonstration of obtaining employ-
ment.

There are additional wrinkles one may add to such policies, although we
suspect that most would mainly be variations on the three themes laid out
above.

Before we plunge into the enactment of any of the programs suggested
above, it should be borne in mind that the counterbalancing model was
fitted to the TARP data with a considerable amount of custom tailoring
and creative stitching (at least so we believe it to be). While we did most of
our creative tailoring on the Texas data and then applied the model to
Georgia, a procedure which tends to reduce the possibility of Type I and
Type Il errors, we cannot be thoroughly confident that the model is robust
enough to survive yet another replication. In addition, despite the positve
precedent of the earlier Baltimore LIFE experiment, we cannot be entirely
sure that it is possible to detach work disincentives from payments. Hence,
although we run the risk of sounding like yet another set of self-serving
researchers, we would strongly urge another round of policy-oriented
researches, this time testing a larger family of payment plans, varying
more widely the amounts of payments and testing the efficacy of several
alternative methods of detaching work disincentives from payments. The
end result of such an additional round of research would be to capture fully
and more definitively the desirable arrest-averting effects of transitional
income-maintenance payments to ex-prisoners.
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The World of Ex-Prisoners

In the next four chapters, many readers will inhabit a world that is vastly
different from the world of their own experience. Most men (and women)
who have served terms in our state prisons are quite unlike the average
American citizen in a variety of ways. As a result, their experiences on
return to civilian life are not comparable to the experiences, for example, of
people who have shifted from one community to another or who have
returned to civilian status after military duty.

AN OVERVIEW OF PART 11

To begin with, released prisoners differ from other Americans in that
they have served at least one term in our state prisons after having been
convicted of, usually, a felony. But, perhaps more important, they are not
representative of all Americans nor of their own age and sex. To under-
stand what happens to these people when they leave prison, we must
understand from what segments of our society they have come and what
special acts brought them to prison. Thus Chapter 7 will examine the back-
grounds of TARP participants and the crimes of which they were con-
victed.

The rest of Part Il provides an account of how the prisoners fared after
release. Chapter 8 looks at the sorts o