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Project Overview

Integrated Reentry and Employment Strategies:
Reducing Recidivism and Promoting Job Readiness
Policymakers across the political spectrum agree that for people released
from prison or jail, employment can be the gateway to successful reentry.
Some evidence supports that reentering individuals are more likely to
be reincarcerated if they are unemployed,1 and these individuals report
that a job is key to avoiding criminal activity.2 Nevertheless, the barriers
that millions of adults with criminal records face as they seek to enter the
U.S. workforce, especially in a weak job market, are extensive and well
documented.3

Coming Soon

Although employment can play a critical role in reducing recidivism,
research has shown that simply placing someone in a job is not a silver
bullet for preventing reoffending. To help clients with criminal records
avoid reincarceration and succeed in the workplace, employment
programs will need to move beyond traditional services to address
individuals’ underlying attitudes about crime and work that make them
both more likely to reoffend and to have problems getting and keeping a
job.
The good news is that there is a foundation of research that reveals
effective strategies for reducing recidivism. These strategies include
using science-based tools to assess individuals’ risk for criminal behavior
and using that information to tailor services to their distinct needs
(such as cognitive behavioral therapy to address antisocial thinking and
behaviors). At the same time, the workforce development field has been
testing interventions to engage hard-to-employ adults in the workplace,
including people with criminal histories. The results demonstrate the
importance of matching services to individuals’ levels of job readiness.
While some individuals may only need help with conducting a job search,
others will need to attend GED classes, obtain intensive training on
workplace skills, and even be enrolled in paid, transitional work. The
problem is that these recidivism and workforce advancements have been
made largely on parallel tracks with limited coordination. What is needed
is an integrated approach that both systems can use to triage their scarce
resources in ways that reduce reincarceration and improve employability
for their shared population.
The forthcoming Integrated Reentry and Employment Strategies
white paper recognizes that corrections, reentry, and workforce service
providers cannot successfully serve every adult on probation or leaving
prison or jail who needs a job. There are simply not enough resources
and attempting to serve everyone would be largely ineffective. Also, some
*The white paper is scheduled to be released in early 2013.
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individuals require intensive services and programming, while others perform better with lighter interventions
and supervision. This white paper will help policymakers, system administrators, and practitioners collaboratively
determine whether resources are focused on the right people, with the right interventions, at the right time.

Coordinating Corrections and Workforce Development Responses: The Tool
The white paper introduces the Resource Allocation and Service-Matching Tool, which is based on two key
dimensions—an individual’s risk of reoffending (criminogenic risk) and job readiness. There are four groupings that
result from assessing individuals under correctional control along these dimensions. Each group can be assigned a
combination of employment program components and service delivery strategies that are tailored to individuals’ risk
for criminal activity and complemented by corrections interventions.

How to Use the Tool: Assessing for Risk of Reoffending and Job Readiness
The tool relies on validated corrections assessments to identify factors associated with individuals’ increased risk
for criminal activity (such as antisocial peers or substance abuse). These assessments also detect individuals’
responsivity needs that can interfere with interventions (such as mental illness or learning disorders) and can inform
how supervision and programming resources can be properly prioritized for higher-risk individuals to reduce their
risk of reoffending.4 Similarly, the workforce development field’s screenings—often a structured series of questions
about past employment and education or skill levels—can help identify areas of need. The information is used to
focus intensive job readiness interventions on groups with characteristics that put them at a disadvantage in the
workforce (such as limited work history and low levels of education or occupational training).5

The Resource Allocation and Service-Matching Tool
Step 1:
Assess Risk of
Reoffending

Risk Assessment with
Objective, Validated Tool

Low, or “Lower” Risk

Moderate/High, or
“Higher” Risk

This assessment helps inform supervision policies
and non-employment referrals/program placements
to address criminogenic risk and responsivity needs

Step 2:
Assess Job
Readiness

Step 3:
Deliver Targeted
Services

Job Readiness Assessment

Lower Risk/
More Ready

Lower Risk/
Less Ready

Higher Risk/
More Ready

Higher Risk/
Less Ready

(Group 1)

(Group 2)

(Group 3)

(Group 4)

Integrated Risk and Job Readiness Packages

Integrated Risk and Job Readiness Packages
Cognitive Behavioral Interventions

Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

Group 4

Employment
Program
Components

Employment
Program
Components

Employment
Program
Components

Employment
Program
Components

Less Intensive Application of Service
Delivery Principles for Groups 1 and 2

More Intensive Application of Service
Delivery Principles for Groups 3 and 4
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Because the tool groups individuals first by risk and then by readiness, resources are more efficiently
focused where they can be most effective. For example, a higher-risk person returning from prison that has
limited work experience and negative attitudes about legitimate employment will receive intensive, structured
services that complement close supervision. In contrast, a lower-risk individual with a history of successful
employment will benefit from minimal supervision and may need little beyond assistance writing a résumé or
reinstating a driver’s license.

Delivering Integrated Services: Addressing Risk Factors and Job Readiness Needs
Employment Program Components: The white paper outlines eight types of programming:

1. Education and Training

5. Non-transitional Subsidized Employment

2. Soft/Cognitive-Skill Development

6. Job Development and Coaching

3. Transitional Job Placements

7. Retention and Advancement Services

4. Non-skill-Related Interventions

8. Financial Work Incentives

Principles of Service Delivery: Simply delivering one or more of the eight program components will not
necessarily improve employment or recidivism outcomes. Program services must also address risk-related attitudes
and behaviors to better position individuals with criminal histories to succeed in the labor market.6 To that end, the
white paper describes five service delivery principles that can be applied to employment programs with more or less
intensity to reflect different risk levels:

1. Engagement: address antisocial thinking and behavior through high-impact staff and client
interactions (e.g., mentoring relationships or cognitive-based interventions).
2. Timing: provide services directly at release or the start of community supervision that address
individuals’ immediate problems, and adapt the services to individuals’ changing needs over
time.
3. Incentives: increase motivation for positive change and job performance with such measures as
stipends for maintaining employment and peer-supported recognition for program completion.
4. Coordination: collaborate with corrections, workforce, reentry, and service professionals to
ensure interventions are provided in ways that support recidivism-reduction and employment
goals.
5. Structured Time: organize individuals’ time with effective programming and positive activities
to minimize opportunities for criminal actions and time with antisocial peers.

Risk and Readiness Profiles: Tailoring Services to Match Distinct Needs
The following two examples demonstrate how services differ based on the tool’s groupings (more detailed examples
and service packages appear in the forthcoming white paper):
Accounting for different levels of risk (with the same level of job readiness):
A Group 2 and 4 service comparison
Group 2:

Lower Risk/
Less Job Ready
Group 4:

Higher Risk/
Less Job Ready

Groups 2 and 4 both need services that promote job readiness and connections to the labor force,
but they have different risk levels. Group 4 (higher risk) needs more structured services that are
infused with cognitive behavioral-based approaches. They should meet frequently with their
job coach and be closely supervised. Group 2 services should be less structured and supervised,
but still promote readiness (e.g., education and training vs. Group 4’s intensive transitional job
placement). Group 2, however, should not be placed with Group 4 into intensive classes, as this
increases Group 2’s risk of reoffending.
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Accounting for different job readiness levels (with the same level of risk):
A Group 3 and 4 service comparison
Group 3:

Higher Risk/
More Job Ready
Group 4:

Higher Risk/
Less Job Ready

Group 3 and 4 individuals need services delivered in ways that intensely address risk, such as
close supervision and cognitive behavioral-based approaches that promote positive workplace
behaviors and attitudes. However, because they have different readiness levels, their time
should be structured using different employment programming. For example, Group 4
individuals need program components that promote job readiness (e.g., basic education or
transitional job placement), whereas Group 3 is better served through highly structured job
coaching, development, and post-placement services.

This white paper can help corrections, reentry, and workforce professionals by
• stimulating discussions among policymakers and administrators about how to achieve workforce and recidivismreduction goals and identify gaps in existing efforts. It provides policymakers and administrators with a shared
language for establishing cross-systems policies and practices;
• helping policymakers and practitioners make more informed resource-allocation decisions by using the tool to
group individuals by risk and need and then leveraging each system’s investments;
• positioning workforce service providers to help reduce recidivism and stabilize neighborhoods where the
majority of individuals leaving prison or jail return by integrating service delivery principles that address risk into
their employment programs; and
• encouraging corrections and reentry professionals to more fully explore the outlined employment programming
options to structure probationers’ and parolees’ time.

Integrated Reentry and Employment Strategies: Reducing Recidivism
and Promoting Job Readiness and related resources will be posted at
www.csgjusticecenter.org/reentry/project/reentry-employment

The Council of State Governments Justice Center is a national nonprofit organization that serves policymakers at the local, state,
and federal levels from all branches of government. The Justice Center provides practical, nonpartisan advice and consensus‐driven
strategies, informed by available evidence, to increase public safety and strengthen communities (see www.justicecenter.csg.org).
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