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Abstract
This study was conducted in an attempt to find out whether disclosing possessing a criminal conviction before an interview and taking educational classes during incarceration affects job opportunities post-conviction. A plethora of research has gone into looking at how difficult it is for ex-convicts to get into employment and the consequences of that. Also, the usefulness of prison education, but the combined effect of prison education and criminal conviction disclosure on employment outcomes has yet to be studied, leaving it unclear whether education alone is enough to significantly improve access to work. The study utilised a one-way between subjects ANOVA to study 89 participants who were randomly assigned to rate the hiring likelihood of a participant’s CV with one of three levels of conviction, no-conviction, possession of a conviction and possession of a conviction with prison education. Overall, the study found that the likelihood of hiring was statistically significantly higher in the non-conviction compared to the conviction condition, the likelihood of hiring was also statistically significantly higher in the non-conviction compared to the conviction with education condition. However, although the mean likelihood of hiring was higher in the conviction with education condition than the conviction condition, this was not statistically significant. This suggests that while prison education can improve employment likelihood, it is not sufficient to fully overcome the stigma associated with a conviction that stops so many individuals getting back into work. The results highlight the need for structural change including employer education and inclusive hiring practices, to ensure that prison education actually translates to meaningful opportunities post release. Significant further research is needed to explore long-term outcomes of prison education on released individuals and to identify which interventions most effectively support ex-offenders in securing stable employment. 
Introduction 
Reoffending linked to recidivism 
Reoffending in the United Kingdom has historically fluctuated, ranging between 23% and 31%. According to the most recent data from the ministry of justice (2024), reoffending rates have risen by an average of 1.3%, highlighting persistent reintegration barriers, warranting further study of recidivism factors. Central to this study, is the ability to understand the barriers to offender reintegration, guiding strategies to reduce recidivism and improve employment outcomes (Gough & Coghlan, 2022).  
Jacobs and Gottlieb (2020) highlight one significant barrier as homelessness, they demonstrate that releasing ex-offenders without secure accommodation increases the likelihood of them engaging in theft or other offences to help meet their basic needs. The instability of homelessness contributes to worsening mental health, as the stress and anxiety associated with a lack of employment, and consequently, insecure housing, can lead to maladaptive coping mechanisms such as substance abuse or violent behaviour which without adequate support, can spiral into further reoffending (Padgett, 2020). Galletta et al (2021) reinforces this concern, demonstrating how ex-offenders with untreated mental health conditions are far more likely to reoffend within a year of release compared to those receiving support, emphasising the need to create targeted interventions for ex-offenders with struggles, such as those with inadequate housing and poor mental health, in order to break the cycle of reoffending. However, while mental health and housing play a crucial role in preventing offending, research suggests that access to stable employment remains the most significant passage to maintaining successful reintegration (Murphy & Turner, 2023). 
Employment barriers for ex-offenders 
The UK job market is ever expanding with job vacancies increasing to around 857,000 in August 2024, up from 827,000 the previous month (Ministry of Justice, 2024). Despite evidence that stable work reduces reoffending (Sheppard & Ricciardelli, 2020) securing employment remains a significant struggle for ex-offenders. Even with rising vacancies and a clear demand for workers, they are often refused glaring opportunities due to their past, even in industries currently experiencing labour shortages. The lack of inclusive hiring practices means these vacancies remain inaccessible to individuals with criminal records, contributing to cycles of unemployment and recidivism, reinforcing the need for policy reframing and employer shifts to prioritise second chances for qualified candidates (Holzer et al., 2003).
Extensive research highlights the significant employment barriers faced by individuals with criminal records and the impact of pre-release education on post-release opportunities. Specifically, research conducted by Dr Marti Rovira (2023) at Oxford’s sociology department sheds light onto how over 12 million individuals in the UK possess criminal records and how common requests for criminal record certificates are, even in industries that do not legally require them, from this, it discusses how those with a criminal conviction are significantly less likely to get an interview callback than those without. This highlights how discrimination is hindering the reintegration efforts despite the knowledge that former offenders in steady employment are significantly less likely to reoffend. 
This discrimination is supported by numerous other studies, one of which details how those with a conviction are often up to 18% less likely to receive a positive employer response compared to those without (Ahmed & Lång, 2017), these results can be explained by another study conducted by Hipes (2019) that indicated that offender labels are often associated with negative stereotypes, such as perceived dangerous and incompetence demonstrating the depth and extent of a convict label. One limitation to both these studies, and most of the existing research, is the lack of focus on the UK job market. As much of the research comes from different cultural contexts, the findings may not be fully generalisable to UK offenders and ex-offenders. 
Recognising the urgency of this issue, the Ministry of Justice (2023) has reported their intent to increase the numbers of ex-offenders in employment, aiming to reduce the £18 billion that reoffending costs the UK taxpayer each year. In light of this intent, it’s essential to understand how employment plays a crucial role in reoffending; employment provides financial stability and helps with social integration, reducing the stigma associated with holding an offender status, however, with the legal restrictions and limited access to job training, securing a job is often harder for ex-offenders, increasing the difficulty of reintegration and consequently the likelihood of reoffending (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2018). Further support for this point can be drawn from (Porter et al., 2022), demonstrating that individuals with a prior sexual offence were perceived as less valuable and suitable for employment, with up to 80% of candidates being rejected for an interview. Breaking down these barriers for employment can alleviate financial strain and reduce isolation and instability, factors which often contribute to criminal behaviour (Ramakers et al., 2016). 
In an attempt to improve this, UK prisons now offer excellent educational programs to their inmates, not only enhancing employability but serving as a safeguard against the challenges individuals face upon release. The social exclusion unit (2002) emphasise that stable employment is key to successful reintegration, yet many former prisoners struggle to find work due to the aforementioned stigma that is rampant in the working community. Butler and Taylor (2022) highlight that in the US, previously incarcerated individuals face an unemployment rate exceeding 27%, demonstrating the extreme barriers to securing legitimate income. Prison education programs address these obstacles by equipping individuals with skills and certifications that improve job prospects, reducing financial vulnerability and, in turn, the likelihood of reoffending (Holroyde, 2024).  
Access to education whilst incarcerated is incredibly important, as research suggests that it can mitigate the impact of post-release instability by fostering resilience and problem-solving abilities. The Ministry of Justice (2013a) demonstrates how ex-offenders who secured employment within one year were 9.4% less likely to reoffend, compared to those who didn’t, reinforcing the importance of initiatives that prepare individuals for the workforce before release. Without such initiatives, former prisoners may struggle to secure housing, access healthcare, or achieve financial independence, seemingly increasing their risk of recidivism by at least 6% (Ministry of Justice, 2013b). 
Impact of criminal records on discrimination.
Discrimination in the job market further exacerbates these challenges. Employers often perceive ex-offenders as a risk to workplace safety or business reputation, especially those with limited or no educational experience (Marziah et al., 2018). Nearly 1 in 3 hiring managers automatically reject candidates with criminal records, citing reoffending concerns, while 75% hesitate hiring individuals with a conviction, 73% fear potential damage to their organisation’s reputation according to a report by Working chance., (2022), it also highlights a positive shift, with 24% more employers in 2022 than in 2016 recognising the potential benefits of hiring someone with a conviction, suggesting a gradual change in attitudes, possibly caused by societal changes such as social responsibility and labour shortages. 
However, it is crucial to acknowledge that this report was self-reported, meaning social desirability bias may have influenced responses, considering the knowledge that this study was going to be publicly presented, it is unlikely that the participants would answer in a way that might put them in a negative light (Latkin et al., 2017). Consequently, the remaining two thirds of candidates who claimed a willingness to hire those with a conviction may not have been entirely truthful, potentially skewing the representation of the current job market for ex-offenders (Larson, 2019). While employer’s willingness to hire ex-offenders may be increasing, stigma from employers remains one of the significant obstacles ex-convicts face when attempting to re-enter the workforce. By studying the relationship between criminal convictions, education interventions and employment opportunities, polices can be shaped to better support reintegration and reduce offending, informing companies how employing ex-offenders can present notable advantages, such as addressing workforce skills gaps, enhancing company reputation through social responsibility, and fostering a more inclusive and diverse work environment (Castell-Britton, 2024). According to the chartered institute of personnel and development trust, 86% of employers who hire ex-offenders rate them as good employees, often citing higher loyalty and retention rates (Ministry of Justice, 2023). Demonstrating that employment opportunities benefit not only the individual ex-offender but also the wider community and the UK workforce. 
According to a systematic review completed by Voegtlin & Greenwood (2016), public opinion is slowly favouring rehabilitation over punishment, encouraging businesses to offer ex-offenders opportunities as part of their corporate social responsibility. This shift, combined with labour shortages following Brexit and COVID-19, is forcing employers to consider a broader talent pool (Ernst & Feist, 2024). This increases the necessity of rehabilitative education, as it enhances the employability of ex-offenders, employers are likely to recognise the benefits of hiring an ex-offender with these skills over one without (Petrich et al., 2021).
Another excruciatingly overlooked factor contributing to offender reintegration is the psychological impact of the stigma ex-offenders face. Moore et al (2015) describes how perceived stigma predicts worse community adjustment than anticipated stigma, this may reinforce maladaptive coping mechanisms, as suggested by the self-fulfilling prophecy, where expecting discrimination increases vulnerability and defensiveness, ultimately undermining reintegration (Madon et al., 2013). However, this perspective risks oversimplifying reintegration by neglecting individual differences in resilience, social support and coping strategies. 
Direct experiences of discrimination – such as facing rejection based on their criminal history– can reinforce internalised stigma, as demonstrated by Moore et al. (2016), who found that perceived stigma affects the self through multiple processes, indirectly leading to internalised stigma and directly leading to anticipated stigma through a separate avenue, this leads to a reduction in proactive behaviours that worsen social isolation and limit rehabilitation. Yet not all ex-offenders respond the same way; some actively challenge stigma, highlighting the need for a more nuanced approach. Additionally, focusing too much on internalised stigma risks overlooking systemic issues like employer biases and legal barriers. While stigma influences reintegration, structural factors may play a greater role in exclusion. Research must therefore critically assess both personal and external barriers to avoiding placing undue responsibility on ex-offenders for their own marginalisation (Kirk & Kosc, 2024).  
Educational programmes within prison systems 
Education is something that everyone should have the right to receive, including those serving prison sentences, it promotes pro social behaviour and particularly for offenders, helps facilitate social integration. Despite misconceptions that it is an undeserved privilege and security risk, research shows that educational programs can increase post-release employment likelihood by up-to 150% (Connell et al., 2023) and having the ability to enforce the right to education, for all individuals, regardless of legal status, is essential for fostering active citizenship and reducing recidivism likelihood (Rangel Torrijo & De Maeyer, 2019). Ellison et al (2017) demonstrates that education in prison settings can decrease the likelihood of reoffending by approximately 33% and can increase the likelihood of employment by 24%, however, it’s important to take the findings of this research with care as it is only based on a small number of papers from the USA, making the findings less generalisable. These educational programs across England and Wales include work readiness training, problem solving and emotional literacy (Ministry of Justice et al., 2023, October 30) which not only enhance employability but also address employer concerns surrounding hiring ex-offenders, fostering confidence and a strong work ethic. 
Research conducted by (Allred et al., 2013) found that participation in educational programs encouraged increased self-efficacy and engagement in positive health behaviours among incarcerated individuals, it highlights how education fosters critical thinking and decision making, enabling these individuals to take greater control over their wellbeing, inadvertently lowering the broader social and economic costs linked to reoffending (Mathlin et al., 2022). 
Key in breaking the cycle of reoffending, initiatives like Bounce Back have significantly improved employability post release and have reduced reoffending by between 3 and 15%, they help develop impulse control, problem-solving abilities, and constructive mindsets further enhancing workplace readiness (Ministry of Justice, 2018). The evidential behaviour changes from this, not only reduces the likelihood of reoffending, but also increases the appeal of ex-offenders to potential employers. Supporting this, Wetzel (2023), highlights that inmates who participate in educational programs are 14% less likely to reoffend, 6.9% more likely to secure employment upon release and gain an average $131 increase in quarterly wages. Consequently, it is crucial that as much research as possible is done into the implementation of these educational programs in an attempt to rehabilitate as many former inmates as possible (Connell et al., 2023).
The Ministry of Justice (2023) reported that the employment rate of ex-offenders within six months of release when these resources are used, more than doubled from 14% to 30% between April 2021 and October 2023, demonstrating their effectiveness, and reinforcing the need for their funding to continue, research into attitudes towards hiring individuals with criminal records shows some interesting results, with more recent studies suggesting that inclusive recruitment can be encouraged by planning policies aimed to improve social and environmental wellbeing for employees, resulting in commercial benefits and reintegration opportunities (Atherton and Buck, 2021). It is thought that this could be linked to the opportunities now being offered to offenders, especially since Duwe and Henry-Nickie, (2021), found that second-degree education programmes can reduce recidivism by 30%, however further research needs to be conducted in order to observe direct cause and effect.  
Ban the box movement.
Recent policy changes aimed at reducing employment barriers for ex-offenders have yielded mixed results. The ‘Ban-The-Box’ initiative, introduced in 2013, prevents employers from inquiring about criminal records during initial hiring stages, focusing instead on candidates’ skills and qualifications (Rose, 2020). While this policy has improved job prospects for individuals with criminal records, some studies such as one conducted by Agan & Starr (2017), suggest it may inadvertently lead to racial discrimination. They observed a 36% increase in white callbacks compared to black and it’s believed that this change was due to a reliance on racial differences to account for conviction rates. Such unintended consequences highlight the need for employers to be educated about ex-offenders’ job readiness (Doleac, 2016). 
Despite these limitations, ‘Ban-The-Box’ policies have gained popularity, with over 130 employers having implemented them in 2022, impacting more than 1 million job roles. By allowing candidates to showcase their abilities first, businesses are benefiting by filling their positions with loyal employees (Morgan & Simpson, 2019). These considerations are particularly relevant when examining the intersection of criminal convictions and education. Prioritising individuals’ current qualifications over their past facilitates a more holistic evaluation, directly tying into the research question about the effects of criminal convictions and education on job opportunities, as it offers an alternative pathway to employment for those who may otherwise be excluded based on their past mistakes. The broader implications for education demonstrate that individuals with criminal records may be able to prove their capabilities, reducing the stigma attached to prior convictions and improving access to job opportunities (McWilliams & Hunter, 2020).  
Moreover, concerns remain regarding the effectiveness of initiatives like ‘Ban-The-Box’ in truly improving employment outcomes for ex-offenders. While employers who have adopted these policies report positive outcomes, noting improvements in workplace diversity and inclusivity (Gray, 2024), the broader impact remains unclear. Given the relatively new adoption of these initiatives, ongoing research is needed to evaluate their long-term effectiveness and address any unintended consequences. Importantly, current research often considers the barriers ex-offenders face in securing employment separately from the role of education programmes, leaving a significant gap in understanding how interventions like prison education might mitigate these challenges. Further investigation is necessary, particularly in the UK, to develop more comprehensive strategies that promote reintegration and reduce reoffending. 
This study aims to deepen understanding of how employment barriers interact with post-release education for ex-offenders, with a particular focus on how discrimination limits access to work. Existing research, such as Pager (2003), has shown that individuals with criminal records face significant disadvantages in the labour market even after accounting for skills and qualifications. By exploring these dynamics in the UK context, this study will add to the growing body of evidence needed to inform more effective reintegration policies and support strategies for ex-offenders. Understanding the psychological impact of stigma, as well as it’s broader social and economic consequences, could help shape more effective interventions, targeting both ex-offenders and employers (Link & Phelan, 2001).  This research could also contribute to the development of strategies to combat discriminatory attitudes and foster more inclusive recruitment practices, ultimately reducing recidivism and promoting social and economic stability. Moreover, by exploring the effectiveness of educational training programs, the study will offer recommendations for improving current rehabilitation and reintegration policies (Bushway & Apel, 2012). Ultimately, this research aims to inform policymakers, employers, and social organisations on how to better support the successful reintegration of ex-offenders, facilitating their transition to stable employment and reducing the societal costs associated with recidivism. 
The research question guiding this investigation is: How do different levels of conviction, including no conviction, possession of a conviction, and possession of conviction with educational classes during incarceration, affect job opportunities post-conviction? The study will test the hypothesis that individuals with no criminal conviction will report significantly higher employment success rates compared to those with a criminal conviction. Additionally, it is hypothesised that while participation in educational programs during incarceration will mitigate the negative impact of a criminal conviction on employment success, individuals with a conviction, will still report lower employment success rates compared to those without a criminal conviction. 
Method
Design 
The study employed a between subjects one-way ANOVA to examine the effects of levels of conviction on employment success rate. The independent variable, levels of conviction, included three conditions: no conviction, possession of a conviction, and possession of a conviction with education classes. The dependent variable, likelihood of hiring, was assessed by asking participants to rate, on a scale of 1 to 100 (with 1 being ‘not at all’ and 100 being ‘definitely’) how likely they would be to hire the candidate for the role.  
Participants 
The study encompasses a diverse cohort of 89 participants, all aged 18 or older and mixed genders, although exact age and gender descriptives were not collected. Participants were recruited through a snowball sampling method, where initial participants were either contacted directly through social media or an online participant management scheme (SONA) advertisement or referred by friends and family. There were no specific exclusion criteria, other than participants needing to be at least 18 years of age. The participants were presented with one of 3 conditions: (1) an individual without a criminal conviction; (2) an individual with a criminal conviction who did not participate in educational intervention classes during incarceration; and (3) an individual with a criminal conviction who did participate in educational intervention classes during incarceration. The final distribution of participants across these three conditions are (32 non-conviction), (30 possession of a conviction) and (27 possession of a conviction and education classes). 
Ethical approval for the study was obtained from the university of Staffordshire ethics committee, and all participants provided informed consent. Participants were assured that their responses would be kept confidential and that they could withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
Materials 
The study was conducted using an online survey platform, Qualtrics, (https://staffordshire.qualtrics.com/homepage/ui), which hosted all materials. Participants first encountered an information sheet (Appendix 1), outlining the study’s purpose and ethical considerations, followed by a consent form (Appendix 2) confirming their agreement to participate. Participants were then presented with a job description (Appendix 4) and a CV (Appendix 3) of a hypothetical applicant. Both were self-designed to reflect a neutral applicant and application, ensuring that factors such as educational level and work experience were controlled alongside limiting special skills required to minimise external bias. Participants were then randomly assigned to one of three experimental conditions, the neutral condition displayed a standard statement of ‘please click to move onto the next question’, the criminal conviction condition described the applicant as possessing a non-domestic burglary conviction, having served 7 years of a 10-year sentence (Appendix 5). A buffer letter on rabbit welfare (Appendix 6) was included before proceeding to the employability rating, aiming to reduce fatigue effects. The criminal conviction with educational classes condition presented the same conviction description (Appendix 5) but also presented the applicant as having completed educational and behavioural programmes while incarcerated (Appendix 7). Employability was assessed using a custom Likert scale (1-100) (Appendix 8) where participants responded to the statement ‘considering all the information you have been given, to what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey?’. A continuous scale was chosen instead of a traditional 5- or 7-point scale to allow for greater sensitivity in responses (Sullivan & Artino, 2013). Finally, participants were presented with a debrief form (Appendix 10), which disclosed the study’s true aims, explained the use of deception to mitigate social desirability bias, and provided contact details for support services. 
Data Analysis
This study utilised a one-way between subjects ANOVA to assess the effect of levels of conviction on employability ratings, it was chosen due to the independent variable having three distinct levels (non-conviction, conviction and conviction with education), and the dependant variable (perceived likelihood of hiring) was continuous. All statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS.  The hypothesis for this study (while participation in educational programs during incarceration will mitigate the negative impact of a criminal conviction on employment success, individuals with a conviction, even when mitigated by education classes, will still report lower employment success rates compared to those without a criminal conviction) was one tailed due to the vast majority of previous research having the same outcome. It also helped to increase statistical power when testing planned comparisons. 
Prior to conducting the ANOVA, parametric assumptions were checked to ensure the validity of the results, and homogeneity of variance was tested due to there being unequal sample sizes. Meeting these assumptions was crucial in confirming that ANOVA was the correct statistical method. A Bonferroni correction was applied to control for type 1 errors across multiple comparisons. This analytical approach was selected to balance statistical rigour with theoretical relevance, allowing for a meaningful test of the hypothesis. 
Procedure 
Participants accessed the study through a unique survey link, which directed them to the online survey platform, (Qualtrics) Upon entering, they were presented with an information sheet (Appendix 1), which detailed the studies purpose, ethical considerations and their right to withdraw at any time before February 1st, 2025, without penalty. Participants then completed a consent form (Appendix 2), confirming their understanding and agreement to participate. To maintain anonymity, participants generated a unique identifier code by combining the last three digits of their phone number and a colour of their choice. 
Before exposure to their assigned condition, all participants were shown a job description (Appendix 4) and a CV (Appendix 3) of a hypothetical job and applicant. The CV was designed to appear neutral, to avoid confounding variables where possible. Participants were then randomly assigned to one of three experimental conditions. The first being a control condition where the participants were shown a neutral statement instructing them to move on to the next question (Appendix 9). The second being the criminal conviction condition in which participants read that the applicant had a conviction for non-domestic burglary having served 7 years of a 10-year sentence (Appendix 5). To reduce fatigue and bias, a neutral buffer letter on rabbit welfare (Appendix 6) was inserted before the employability rating question. The final condition presented an individual with the same conviction information (Appendix 5) but also presented information regarding an educational programme that the applicant had undertaken during incarceration (Appendix 7). After reviewing their assigned condition, all participants responded to the same employability rating question: ‘Considering all the information you have been given, to what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey?’. They provided their responses on a continuous Likert scale ranging from 1 (would not consider hiring) to 100 (definitely would hire) (Appendix 8). The survey software ensured responses were recorded anonymously to maintain confidentiality.
 Following the rating, participants were presented with a debrief form (Appendix 10), which explained the true aims of the study, disclosed the use of deception to minimise social desirability bias, and provided contact details for support services in case of distress. The study lasted approximately 15 minutes, after which participants responses were automatically stored in the survey platform’s database for later analysis. 
Ethical considerations  
This study received ethical approval from the Psychology department ethics panel at Staffordshire university prior to data collection. All participants were presented with an information sheet (Appendix 1), which outlined the study’s purpose, their right to withdraw at any time before February 1st, 2025, and assurances of confidentiality and anonymity. Participants provided informed consent (Appendix 2) before proceeding with the study. To minimise social desirability bias, minor deception was used regarding the study’s true aims. This was fully disclosed in the debrief form (Appendix 10), which explained the reasoning behind the deception and reassured participants about the ethical considerations taken. Participants were also given contact details for relevant support services should they experience any distress. Participants responses remained anonymous throughout, and their data was anonymised and securely stored in with no personally identifiable information collected, ensuring data protection in line with British Psychological Society (BPS) ethical guidelines (BPS, 2023). 
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Table 1: 
The mean and SD number of percentage of hiring likelihood across conviction conditions.  
	Level of conviction presented to the participant 
	Number of participants 
	Mean 
	Standard Deviation (SD) 

	Non-conviction 
	32
	73.53
	21.88

	Conviction 
	30
	35.67
	25.37

	Conviction with education 
	27
	49.70
	22.08



The data was screened before analysis with no missing or nonsensical values detected.  Z scores were calculated (Appendix 11), and all values fell between -3 and 3, indicating no outliers.  
The parametric assumptions for a one-way between-groups ANOVA were assessed. The skewness and kurtosis values were between -1 and 1 (Appendix 12), and the histograms demonstrated a normal distribution. Therefore, the assumption of normal distribution was met (Appendix 13). Homogeneity of variance was checked. Due to the sample sizes being unequal, the largest variance should not be more than two times greater than the smallest variance which was confirmed (Appendix 12). Hence the assumption of homogeneity and variance was met. As the parametric assumptions were met, a one-way between-subjects ANOVA was conducted (Appendix 14). The results showed that there was a significant difference in likelihood to hire between the levels of conviction, F(2,86)= 21.202, p<.001,  η 2 =.330. This is a small to medium effect size according to Cohen (1988). Three planned contrasts were conducted to compare the likelihood of hiring between the non-conviction and conviction condition (Appendix 15), the likelihood of hiring between the non-conviction and conviction with education condition (Appendix 16) and the likelihood of hiring between the conviction and conviction with education condition (Appendix 17). The alpha level was adjusted to .0167 using a Bonferroni correction. Each contrast was conducted using a between-subjects t-test. The likelihood of hiring was statistically significantly higher in the non-conviction compared to the conviction condition, t (60) = 6.305, p <.001, one-tailed, d=1.602. This is a greater than large effect size according to Cohen (1988). The likelihood of hiring was also statistically significantly higher in the non-conviction compared to the conviction with education condition, t (57) = 4.150, p < .001, one tailed, d= 1.084. This is also a greater than large effect size, according to Cohen (1988). However, although the mean likelihood of hiring was higher in the conviction with education condition than the conviction condition, this was not statistically significant, t (55) = -2.217, p=.031, one tailed, d= -.588. This is a medium effect size according to Cohen (1988).  
A retrospective power analysis indicated that, given the observed effect size (d = -0.588), a sample size of approximately 62 participants per group total (124 in total for this contrast, would be needed to achieve a power of 0.8 at the adjusted alpha level of 0.0167. Since the study’s sample sizes for these conditions were noticeably smaller (30 and 27), it is possible that the non-significant result was due to insufficient statistical power, rather than the absence of an effect. These results suggest that completing education classes while incarcerated may positively influence hiring perceptions, however, a larger sample size would be required to confirm this trend. 

Discussion
This study aimed to examine the extent to which a criminal conviction and participation in rehabilitative education influence post-conviction employability ratings. A one-way between-subjects ANOVA was conducted to assess whether there were significant differences in hiring likelihood across three conditions, no conviction, conviction, and conviction with education. The analysis revealed a statistically significant main effect of conviction status on hiring likelihood, F(2,86)= 21.202, p<.001,  η 2 =.330, indicating that, on average, an applicant’s conviction status significantly influenced how employable they were perceived to be. The effect size suggests that conviction status accounted for a substantial proportion of the variance in hiring likelihood, consistent with previous research highlighting the negative impact of a criminal record on employment opportunities. 
Descriptive statistics further illustrate the patten of results: individuals in the non-conviction condition had the highest mean employability ratings (M= 73.53, SD= 21.8), followed by those in the conviction with education condition (M= 49.70, SD= 22.08), while the conviction only condition received the lowest ratings (M= 35.67, SD= 25.37). These findings suggest that while rehabilitative education may offer some perceived benefits, the presence of a conviction remains a significant barrier to employment. 
Planned contrasts were conducted to examine pairwise differences between conditions. The likelihood of hiring was significantly higher for individuals without a conviction compared to those with a conviction t (60) = 6.305, p <.001, one-tailed, d=1.602, indicating a large effect size. A similar pattern was observed when comparing the non-conviction group to the conviction with education group, t (57) = 4.150, p < .001, one tailed, d= 1.084, also representing a large effect size. However, while the conviction with education group had a higher mean hiring likelihood than the conviction group, this difference was not statistically significant, t (55) = -2.217, p=.031, one tailed, d= -.588. This suggests that while rehabilitative education may improve perceived employability, it does not fully counteract the negative impact of a conviction on hiring decisions. 
These findings partially support the research hypothesis of individuals with no criminal conviction will report significantly higher employment success rates compared to those with a criminal conviction. Additionally, it is hypothesised that while participation in educational programs during incarceration will mitigate the negative impact of a criminal conviction on employment success, individuals with a conviction, will still report lower employment success rates compared to those without a criminal conviction. As expected, the non-conviction group scored significantly higher in likelihood to employ over the other two conditions, supporting the first half of the hypothesis, however, while the conviction with education was scored higher than the conviction group, the difference was not statistically significant, meaning that the second half of the hypothesis could not be fully supported. 
The findings from the present study align with the existing literature, highlighting the impact of a criminal conviction whilst also demonstrating the benefits - albeit limited – of education in mitigating stigma and improving employment prospects. With studies such as Sheppard and Ricciardelli (2020) and Rovira (2023) emphasising the reluctance of employers to hire ex-offenders, the current findings align with the same idea that a criminal record significantly lowers perceived employability and therefore creates barriers for reintegration. This stigma can be understood through social cognitive theories (Pager & Karafin, 2009), which suggest that employer decision making is based on deep rooted associations between criminality and unreliability. In addition, these findings make a positive contribution to the ongoing discission regarding the role of rehabilitative education in improving employment outcomes. Earlier discussed research, including Connell et al (2023), Wetzel (2023) and Butler and Taylor (2022) argue the positive benefits of rehabilitative education, such as providing individuals with a renewed sense of self that enhances employability. The current study demonstrated higher employability likelihood in ex-offenders with rehabilitative education compared to those without, however, this was not statistically significant, indicating that whilst there is a directional benefit, it is insufficient to make meaningful change to hiring perceptions when a conviction is still present. Because of this, these findings align more with Moore et al (2016) and Pager (2007), who have continued to show that regardless of positive action made by ex-offenders, employers will default to these heuristically driven judgements that prioritise perceived risk over behavioural change. From this perspective, the results indicate a disconnect between the theoretical value of prison education and its actual impact on employment outcomes when stigma remains unchallenged. 
Despite not directly measuring mental health or income directly, the current study supports assertions that lack of employment is not the only barrier that ex-offenders face. The significant reduction in employability for the conviction group – even when holding a suitable CV – reinforces the idea that exclusion from the job market can translate into both financial insecurity and heightened psychological distress (BMA Board of Science, 2013). Possibly, causing the offender to turn back to low level crime for survival. From this, the study supports the interconnected nature of these barriers and underscores the role that employment plays in mitigating many different effects. 
Unfortunately, these results diverge from optimistic accounts of employer openness such as those reported by Working Chance (2022), who previously reported an increased willingness by employers to consider applicants with convictions. These discrepancies could be explained by changes in the methodology between the two studies. Working chance (2022) relied on self-report data as discussed earlier in the report, which was possibly tainted by social desirability bias, whereas the present study presented a more controlled experimental setting. 
Similarly to this, Voegtlin and Greenwood (2016) argued that corporate social responsibility initiatives are driving more inclusive hiring practices, however, the present findings suggest such initiatives have not yet meaningfully influenced employer decision-making, particularly when considering ex-offenders. The current work appears to align more with earlier work by Larson (2019), who highlights that although employers often express a desire for more inclusive practices, many remain unwilling to take what they perceive as the higher-risk option of hiring ex-offenders. This gap between intention and action casts doubt on the assumption that changes in attitudes automatically lead to changes in behaviour. Instead, it suggests that deeper structural and psychological barriers – such as risk aversion, stigma, and organisational policies – continue to limit opportunities for ex-offenders in the hiring process (Khaw et al., 2022). 
The report earlier argued that structural barriers, such as the lack of employment, financial and housing insecurity are the primary obstacles to successful reintegration following incarceration rather than internal psychological processes. Kirk and Kosc (2024) narrate the idea that narratives that place the burden of reintegration on the individual – by focusing on mindset, resilience and internalised stigma - increase the likelihood of large systemic issues being overlooked and risks actively obscuring people from entering the workforce. The current findings reinforce this position, although the participants were presented with a rehabilitated applicant, employability ratings remained statistically lower for the conviction group and statistically insignificant for the conviction with education group, suggesting that the decreased hiring likelihood were related not to the applicant’s rehabilitative efforts but to the criminal label itself and the adjoining associations to that. That rehabilitation made no statistically significant difference points not to a failure of the intervention itself, but to a failure of perception – a structural issue rooted in bias and social attitudes (Moore et al., 2016).  
This distinction is critical to observe, when challenging the assumption that rehabilitation – even when executed flawlessly- is sufficient enough to overcome the exclusion of those with a criminal record, it highlights the role of systemic barriers that operate independently of an individual’s qualifications, CV or behavioural progress. While rehabilitative education marginally improved mean scores, the lack of statistical significance highlights the fact that it failed to shift employability in a way that could meaningfully impact real-world access to employment for ex-offenders and therefore the avoidance of further recidivism. These findings undermine singular explanations for post-release unemployment and confirms the need to shift focus onto measurable social accountability (Pager 2007). In doing so, these findings add to a growing body of literature that suggests reintegration is about so much more than individual transformation but more so the conditions in which this transformation is taking place. Without structural change, even the most committed rehabilitative efforts risk being rendered invisible in the eyes of those holding decision-making power (Cullen, 2013). 
The study results have significant implications for reintegration policy and employer practice. The considerably lower employment ratings for those in the criminal conviction and rehabilitative education condition highlight the need for wider systemic research as clearly the widespread stigma overrides rehabilitative efforts that are being seen from ex-offenders. This allows for significant questions to be raised regarding the reoffending rates talked about in the earlier sections of the report, as discussed by Gough & Coghlan (2022), recidivism rates are linked to much broader socio-economic issues, and without first addressing this, regardless of rehabilitative efforts from individual offenders, recidivism may continue to be the only option for survival. 
The study challenges existing practices and suggests a need for multifaceted interventions to promote the employment of rehabilitated individuals, one approach is the introduction of structured employer education programs, developed in collaboration with probation services and third-sector organisations, to raise awareness about the value of hiring individuals with convictions. These workshops could provide evidence-based training on implicit bias, legal rights surrounding spent convictions, and testimonials from successful hires to address misconceptions about risk, reliability and recidivism – particularly for those who have completed accredited prison education. Additionally, the study supports the expansion of employer incentive schemes, such as wage subsidiaries or tax reliefs, to encourage businesses to offer progression opportunities to individuals with convictions. Evaluating and scaling existing pilot schemes, such as those trailed by the Ministry of Justice (2018), could ensure that inclusive hiring practices are rewarded not just at the point of hire but over a sustained period. Beyond fostering corporate social responsibility, these initiatives would create tangible reintegration pathways and offer a more financially viable alternative to the ongoing costs associated with repeat incarceration. However, while financial incentives may encourage employer engagement, they may not fully dismantle the deep-rooted biases that prevent fair evaluation of ex-offenders at the early stages of recruitment. 
Another practical intervention could involve the introduction of anonymous initial work trials, rather than disclosing criminal history at the application stage, candidates should be offered short-term, paid trial periods to allow employers to assess skills and suitability based solely on performance, helping to shift employer focus from criminal labels to demonstrated ability, directly counteracting the early stage discrimination highlighted by Rovira (2023) and Ahmed and Lang (2017). For ex-offenders, being judged on competence rather than background could significantly improve access to employment opportunities, while for employers, it would provide a low-risk method to evaluate genuine candidate fit. Embedding anonymous trials into recruitment practices could therefore provide a critical bridge between rehabilitation efforts and successful reintegration. 
Without such services, education gains risk being underutilised due to a lack of structured transition from prison to employment. Ultimately, the findings reinforce the idea that while rehabilitation must begin within the prison system, it can only culminate in rehabilitation if the community – including employers – are prepared do their part too. Addressing the structural and perceptual barriers illuminated in this study requires a coordinated response across justice, education, and employment sectors. In this sense, the current research provides not only evidence of the problem but also a roadmap for strategic interventions that move beyond rhetoric to measurable change. 
Furthermore, findings highlight the limitations of policies such as ‘Ban the Box’ when applied in isolation. While delaying disclosure may reduce immediate bias, conviction status continues to shape employer perceptions, often leading to risk-averse decision making. To counteract this, the study recommends implementing a two-stage application process, requiring employers to justify the relevance of a conviction before making exclusionary decisions (National Youth Agency, 2021). In tandem, public-facing campaigns are necessary to challenge societal narratives surrounding ex-offenders and reduce stigma. Government-endorsed messaging across national media could play a vital role in humanising rehabilitated individuals, countering sensationalist portrayals, and promoting stories of post-release success (Webb, 2024). Together, these measures reinforce fair chance hiring principles while addressing the deeper biases that hinder reintegration. 
The current study – although offering positive insights – has limitations and it’s important to consider how this affected the overall findings. The sample size for this study was relatively small and did not have equal sample sizes, it is possible that this limited the statistical power of the study, particularly when detecting differences between the conviction and the conviction with education conditions. Although a medium effect size was observed (d= .588), statistical significance was not reached, likely due to these sample constraints. Furthermore, other factors were not able to be studied further due to the lack of demographic information on the participants, this may have restricted the use of the data. The study also focused on only a single offence type and occupation, reducing the application and generalisability of the study to one sector of real-world employment. Future studies should use larger and more diverse samples to improve generalisability. Expanding the scope to include multiple offence types and job sectors could help determine whether rehabilitation is perceived differently depending on context. Incorporating real-world hiring simulations or employer interviews would also provide richer insights into the gap between stated attitudes and actual behaviour. Allowing for further change to be made in relation to recidivism and rehabilitation. 
In conclusion, this study demonstrates that a criminal conviction significantly reduces employability ratings, even when applicants present strong credentials and evidence of rehabilitation. While prison education showed a directional benefit, it was not sufficient to eliminate hiring bias. These results reinforce existing literature on the role of stigma and suggest that employer perceptions, rather than offender reform, remain the primary barrier to reintegration. By offering clear, evidence-based recommendations- such as employer training, policy reform, and enhanced employment services – this research contributes not only to academic understanding, but also to practical efforts to reduce reoffending. Addressing these structural and perceptual barriers is essential to ensure that rehabilitation can lead to genuine second chances, benefitting not only the individual, but society as a whole. 
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Appendix 1: Information Sheet Presented to the participants 
	INFORMATION SHEET


An investigation into whether possessing a criminal conviction and taking educational classes during incarceration affect job opportunities post-conviction. 


	

	[Researcher Name] Francesca Sennett 
[Researcher Contact Details] s016506m@student.staffs.ac.uk 
	[Supervisor Name] Sunghwan Kim
[Supervisor Contact Details] sunghwan.kim@staffs.ac.uk 
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INVITATION PARAGRAPH
I would like to invite you to participate in this research project, which forms part of my undergraduate psychology degree at University of Staffordshire. The research will be conducted by Francesca Sennett Before you decide whether you want to take part, it is important for you to understand why the research is being done and what your participation will involve. Please take time to read the following information carefully.

What is the purpose of the study?
I am conducting a study looking at how differing life experiences and backgrounds affect job opportunities
Who has given approval for this study?
Approval for this study has been granted by the University of Staffordshire Psychology Department Psychology Ethics Committee.
TAKING PART
Why have I been invited to take part?
I am recruiting participants over 18 years of age to take part in this study. 
What will happen if I take part?
I am asking you to take part in a study lasting approximately 15 minutes. This will involve taking on the role of a hiring manager, you will be given the job description you are recruiting for, your candidates CV and their background information. You will then be asked to decide whether or not you would hire them for the position. 
The study/experiment will take place online
Do I have to take part?
Participation is completely voluntary. You should only take part if you want to and choosing not to take part will not disadvantage you in anyway. Once you have read this information sheet, please feel free to ask any questions that will help you decide about taking part. If you decide to take part, we will ask you to sign a consent form. 
Incentives  
If you are an undergraduate psychology student at University of Staffordshire, you will receive 1 SONA credit for taking part in the study. 
What are the possible risks of taking part?
There is a very low risk of participant distress during the study, if this happens you are welcome to follow the steps detailed in the next point.  
What if I am upset by anything during the course of the study?
If this happens you might like to take a break or, if you prefer, you can withdraw from the study at any point. If you decide to withdraw, you will be shown a copy of the debriefing sheet, which contains information about sources of support you can access if there is anything you wish to talk about in confidence.
What are the possible benefits of taking part?
Aside from any incentives discussed above, there are no direct benefits to you as a participant. However, the research may help us to better understand what hiring companies and the government can do to help a large, stigmatised population of society back into the workforce, therefore increasing the amount of tax paid to the government and hopefully improving some of the outcomes in society at the moment. 
What if I change my mind about taking part?
You are free to withdraw at any point of the study, without having to give a reason. Withdrawing from the study will not affect you in any way. 
You can also withdraw your data from the study after you have finished participating, for 5 days following your participation, after which withdrawal of your data will no longer be possible as the data will already have been processed. To withdraw from the study, please email s016506m@student.staffs.ac.uk using your unique reference code given 
If you choose to withdraw from the study, we will not retain any information you have provided us. 
What if I don’t want to answer any particular questions? 
You are free to skip any questions you would prefer not to answer, without penalty. 
DATA HANDLING AND CONFIDENTIALITY
Will the information I give you be kept confidential?
The information obtained will be treated with the strictest confidence throughout the study and the data will be stored safely in a secure location to which only the researcher and their supervisor has access. Your data will be processed in accordance with data protection law and will comply with the General Data Protection Regulation 2018 (GDPR). 
Data Protection Statement
The data controller for this project will be University of Staffordshire. The University will process your personal data for the purpose of the research outlined above. The legal basis for processing your personal data for research purposes under data protection law is a ‘task in the public interest’. You can provide your consent for the use of your personal data in this study by completing the consent form that will be provided to you. 
Who will have access to my data?
Only the researcher and the researcher’s supervisor will have access to the raw data. You have the right to access information held about you. Your right of access can be exercised in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation. You also have other rights including rights of correction, erasure, objection, and data portability. Questions, comments, and requests about your personal data can also be sent to the University of Staffordshire Data Protection Officer. If you wish to lodge a complaint with the Information Commissioner’s Office, please visit www.ico.org.uk
Who will see the finished report?
All data in the finished report will be presented in the form of group statistics. The final report will be seen by the researcher’s supervisor and a second marker from the Psychology department, and possibly by an external examiner. In addition, the completed report may also be made available to future University of Staffordshire students for teaching/reference purposes.
What will happen to my responses to the study? 
All data will be kept in secure storage (to which only the researcher has access) for ten years, according to departmental policy, and it will be destroyed after that.  
What will happen to the results of the study?
The results of the study will be disseminated in the final written report and in a student conference presentation. There is a possibility that results might be disseminated more widely, for example at a research conference or in an article published in a research journal. If the research is written up for academic journal publication your anonymised data may be stored permanently in an online research data repository. 
FURTHER QUESTIONS
Is there anyone I can talk to about the study before I take part?
You can contact me directly on the details provided at the top of this form. If you wish to talk to someone else about my study before taking part, please feel free to contact my project supervisor (contact details also available at the top of this form).
What if I have further questions, or if something goes wrong?
If this study has harmed you in any way, or if you wish to make a complaint about the conduct of the study, you can contact the study supervisor or the Chair of the University of Staffordshire Ethics Committee for further advice and information: 
Ethics Committee
Research, Innovation and Impact Services
University of Staffordshire
Cadman Building
College Road
Stoke-on-Trent
ST4 2DE 
ethics@staffs.ac.uk
I know a friend who may be interested; can they participate in your study?
Yes, as long as your friend meets the criteria mentioned above. Your friend should follow the same link as you were given, or they may email s016506m@student.staffs.ac.uk to get their own link. 
If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me Thank you for your time. 
Thank you for reading this information sheet and for considering taking part in this research.

























Appendix 2: Participant consent form 
[image: ]CONSENT FORM
	[Researcher Name] Francesca Sennett 
[Researcher Contact Details] s016506m@student.staffs.ac.uk
	[Supervisor Name] sunghwan Kim 
[Supervisor Contact Details] Sunghwan.kim@staffs.ac.uk

	I am over 18 years of age, and I voluntarily agree to participate in a research project conducted as part of a psychology undergraduate degree by Francesca Sennett, an Undergraduate Psychology student at University of Staffordshire. 
	Yes/No

	I understand that I am being asked to participate in a study lasting approx. 15 minutes and I will be asked to read information sheets and make a decision of hiring a candidate for a job role 
	Yes/No

	I understand that, if I wish, I may withdraw from participating at any time and my data will be destroyed. I have been informed that withdrawal after 1/2/2025 will not be possible.
	Yes/No

	I understand that I will be fully protected in accordance with the Data Protection Act of 2018, and in compliance with the British Psychological Society ethical guidelines, and that any personal details will be kept confidential. 
	Yes/No

	I understand that in the case that a report is published based on this study, the fully anonymised data may be made available for the use of other researchers for an indefinite period of time. Otherwise, they will be kept until ten years after the article has been published, and then destroyed.
	Yes/No

	I understand that any personal details will be anonymised in any report based on this study and if the research is written up for academic journal publication my anonymised data may be stored permanently in an online research data repository. 
	Yes/No


If you have any further questions about this study, please contact the researcher or the Project Supervisor (details above).
[Unique Identifier].
Because we are not collecting your name or other identifying information, we need a way to identify your data if you wish to withdraw it after participation. Please enter a code, made of the last 3 digits of your phone number and your favourite colour, and make a note of it. If you wish to withdraw your data in future, you must provide this code.

Appendix 3: CV of fictitious candidate. 
Name and personal information withheld for privacy. 

Profile:
A warm and friendly individual seeking employment. Highly motivated with a passion for success, I have a positive disposition and attempt to relay that to friends, colleagues and customers alike. I possess strong communication and teamwork skills gained through prior work experience and am familiar with a multitude of communities and backgrounds and the people within them.
Education:
Wrexham university 2005- 2008
Business Management: 
· Including modules relating to financial management, staff training and health and safety protocols. 
· Well-practiced in visual merchandising for large and smaller businesses, including window and table displays. 
· Highly efficient with customer service practices and being able to accurately describe a large catalogue of items plus their profit margins, benefits and negatives to interested parties. 
King Edwards VI college 2003-2005  
Business Management – A                                                        Maths- B
Biology- C                                                                                         Chemistry- D
Royal Society of Arts academy 1999-2003
10 GCSE’s, 9-5 including English, maths, science, and psychology. 

Experience:
Assistant manager: 2010-2014
· Was responsible for ensuring the cash drawers and safes were correct every evening, responsible for acting as manager when they were not available. Had to 
Key holder: 2005-2010
· Was responsible for opening and closing the store, had access to the safe on my own and had to ensure stock counts matched the expected figures. Was given access to the till drawers and was responsible for offering refunds to customers 
Sales assistant: 2003-2005
· Helped stock inventory, manage stock rotation, am till trained and highly experienced with cash handling. Performed multiple customer service interactions with members of different cultures and performed highly in sales department  

Relevant skills 
· Critical thinking: I am able to make quick decisions under pressure, in order to fulfil a customer’s needs and am able to separate the main goal of the task from the small detail in order for it to be completed efficiently and effectively. 
· Verbal and written communication: I am able to read and adjust my own tone as well as the tone of others to ensure that it is appropriate for the current situation and to enable me to finish conversations and reach joint decisions quickly and sensitively, this skill carries over into written documentation also, to make sure that they are clear and concise subsequently avoiding mishaps and miscommunication
· Teamwork: I have worked in multidisciplinary teams, leasing with colleagues and outsider companies from different walks of life with very different ideas to ensure that tasks are completed efficiently and to the best of their ability working to tight deadlines in high stress environments. 










Appendix 4: Job description of fictitious job.  

We are looking for ambitious and competitive applicants with a background in sales, customer service, hospitality or retail, to help support our team. The successful candidate will have a positive mindset, be a creative thinker and needs to be detail-orientated and well-organised. This position requires an individual who can work well independently and collaboratively in a team setting and has strong communication skills. 
Responsibilities 
· Approach customers 
· Answer customers questions 
· Help customers make selections 
· Ring up purchases and process payments
· Advise on correct purchases 
· Have good knowledge of the companies products 
· Make suggestions to customers about goods and services that might interest them based on the customers preferences, needs and financial situation 
Requirements 
· Must be passionate about working with people and shows a can-do attitude
· Must be able to work at least 3 days between Monday-Friday 
· Seeking a candidate with an entrepreneurial mindset seeking personal and professional growth. 











Appendix 5: Information statement regarding the criminal conviction 

Your applicant today is Steven Barrie. Steven has just completed 7 years of a 10-year prison sentence and was released earlier this year for good behaviour. On the evening of June 12th, 2014, Steven and three other men illegally gained access to the shopping mall where he worked and stole over £12,000 worth of stock and cash from 3 different stores. Upon trying to move the stolen goods, Steven was apprehended, charged with non-domestic burglary and handed the maximum sentence (10 years). 






















Appendix 6: Buffer information for non-educational classes condition 

Did you know, that despite being one of the most popular pets, rabbits are among the most neglected, with a vast proportion living out their days confined to a hutch, alone and unable to display the behaviours they would show in the wild. Rabbits aren’t just cheap and easy children’s pets. They have complicated needs. Under the fur, pet rabbits are exactly the same as wild rabbits. Scientific research confirms that wild rabbits live in colonies and pet rabbits should be kept in neutered pairs or compatible groups. They also need plenty of room, including a safe exercise area permanently attached to their hutch or cage.  They’d also enjoy a free run garden or a rabbit proofed part of the house when supervised.




















Appendix 7: Information detailing the education classes the fictional applicant took 

Whilst in prison, in order to increase his chances of reintegrating into society successfully Steve voluntarily took part in education classes in order to gain his GCSE maths and English. He also took part in an accredited offending behaviour programme which was aimed at increasing pro-social behaviour and goals for the future. It aimed to support Steve in not reoffending by helping to change his attitude, behaviour and way of thinking. Due to the positive change in both his attitude and goals in life that his support team saw from these interventions, and his positive behaviour on the ward, the decision was made to release Steve 3 years earlier than originally sentenced. 




















Appendix 8: participant question 
Considering all the information you have been given, to what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey? With 1 being would not consider hiring for the role and 100 being definitely would hire for the role. 


























Appendix 9: Forwarding statement
‘Please click to move onto the next question’ 

























Appendix 10: Participant Debrief 
Participant Debrief


[Project Title]: An investigation into whether possessing a criminal conviction and taking educational classes during incarceration affect job opportunities post-conviction. 


[Researcher Name] Francesca Sennett 
[Researcher Contact Details] email: s016506m@student.staff.ac.uk 




Thank you for taking part in this study. The purpose of this study was To see whether possessing a criminal conviction and partaking in intervention/education classes has an effect on job opportunities The research questions for this study were How does having a criminal conviction and participating in intervention, skill and education classes during incarceration affect job opportunities post-conviction. 

Unfortunately, we did deceive you slightly in the aims of this study, we did this in order to ensure that your answers were truthful and to ensure that you didn’t succumb to social desirability bias.
This was done by not informing you that the participation of this study was to determine your perception of a person’s employability based on their possession of a criminal conviction and so you were not fully aware of the implications of your answers in relation to the outcome of the study. 

For more detailed explanations, or if you wish to know the results of the study, please contact the researcher using the contact details above.

Your details will be kept confidential at all times, and complete anonymity will be maintained. Raw data will be kept  on University Sharepoint system, which will only be accessible to me and academic staff. Raw data will be destroyed after ten years. In the case that a report is published based on this study, the fully anonymised data may be made available for the use of other researchers for an indefinite period of time . Otherwise, they will be kept by University of Staffordshire until ten years after the article has been published, and then destroyed.

If you wish to withdraw your data you need to contact the researcher using the code you provided earlier, before 1/02/2025 No other information is required, and you will not be asked to provide a reason.

If you have been affected by any of the issues raised in this study, and would like to talk to someone in confidence about it, you may wish to contact the following organisation(s): 
Samaritans: 116123 
Mind, the mental health charity: 03001021234 
University of Staffordshire: Studentconnect@staffs.ac.uk , 01782294751 


Thank you again for your participation. 










Appendix 11: Z scores for all conditions 
Frequency Table
	Zscore: condition 1

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	-2.53755
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	3.1

	
	-1.66933
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	6.3

	
	-1.53224
	2
	2.2
	6.3
	12.5

	
	-1.30376
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	15.6

	
	-1.21237
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	18.8

	
	-1.07528
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	21.9

	
	-.93819
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	25.0

	
	-.61832
	2
	2.2
	6.3
	31.3

	
	-.16136
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	34.4

	
	-.02428
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	37.5

	
	.06712
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	40.6

	
	.29559
	3
	3.4
	9.4
	50.0

	
	.34129
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	53.1

	
	.47838
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	56.3

	
	.52407
	5
	5.6
	15.6
	71.9

	
	.66116
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	75.0

	
	.75255
	2
	2.2
	6.3
	81.3

	
	.84394
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	84.4

	
	.98103
	1
	1.1
	3.1
	87.5

	
	1.20951
	4
	4.5
	12.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	32
	36.0
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	57
	64.0
	
	

	Total
	89
	100.0
	
	



	Z score: condition 2

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	-1.40597
	2
	2.2
	6.7
	6.7

	
	-1.36655
	2
	2.2
	6.7
	13.3

	
	-1.24829
	1
	1.1
	3.3
	16.7

	
	-1.01177
	2
	2.2
	6.7
	23.3

	
	-.81467
	1
	1.1
	3.3
	26.7

	
	-.77525
	1
	1.1
	3.3
	30.0

	
	-.69641
	1
	1.1
	3.3
	33.3

	
	-.26280
	2
	2.2
	6.7
	40.0

	
	-.22338
	3
	3.4
	10.0
	50.0

	
	-.06570
	1
	1.1
	3.3
	53.3

	
	.17082
	2
	2.2
	6.7
	60.0

	
	.56501
	5
	5.6
	16.7
	76.7

	
	.95921
	2
	2.2
	6.7
	83.3

	
	.99863
	1
	1.1
	3.3
	86.7

	
	1.03805
	1
	1.1
	3.3
	90.0

	
	1.35341
	2
	2.2
	6.7
	96.7

	
	2.53599
	1
	1.1
	3.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	30
	33.7
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	59
	66.3
	
	

	Total
	89
	100.0
	
	



	Z score condition 3

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	-1.70787
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	3.7

	
	-1.57198
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	7.4

	
	-.89252
	4
	4.5
	14.8
	22.2

	
	-.66604
	2
	2.2
	7.4
	29.6

	
	-.57544
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	33.3

	
	-.43955
	3
	3.4
	11.1
	44.4

	
	-.34896
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	48.1

	
	-.30366
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	51.9

	
	-.07717
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	55.6

	
	-.03188
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	59.3

	
	.01342
	2
	2.2
	7.4
	66.7

	
	.46639
	2
	2.2
	7.4
	74.1

	
	.78347
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	77.8

	
	1.14585
	2
	2.2
	7.4
	85.2

	
	1.37233
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	88.9

	
	1.73471
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	92.6

	
	1.78001
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	96.3

	
	1.91590
	1
	1.1
	3.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	27
	30.3
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	62
	69.7
	
	

	Total
	89
	100.0
	
	

















Appendix 12: Descriptive statistics showing skewness and kurtosis values, and variance values proving homogeneity of variance. 
	Descriptives

	
	Level of conviction provided to the participant
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
	No conviction
	Mean
	73.5313
	3.86855

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Lower Bound
	65.6413
	

	
	
	
	Upper Bound
	81.4212
	

	
	
	5% Trimmed Mean
	74.7500
	

	
	
	Median
	80.5000
	

	
	
	Variance
	478.902
	

	
	
	Std. Deviation
	21.88383
	

	
	
	Minimum
	18.00
	

	
	
	Maximum
	100.00
	

	
	
	Range
	82.00
	

	
	
	Interquartile Range
	34.75
	

	
	
	Skewness
	-.826
	.414

	
	
	Kurtosis
	-.221
	.809

	
	Conviction
	Mean
	35.6667
	4.63156

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Lower Bound
	26.1941
	

	
	
	
	Upper Bound
	45.1393
	

	
	
	5% Trimmed Mean
	34.6296
	

	
	
	Median
	32.0000
	

	
	
	Variance
	643.540
	

	
	
	Std. Deviation
	25.36809
	

	
	
	Minimum
	.00
	

	
	
	Maximum
	100.00
	

	
	
	Range
	100.00
	

	
	
	Interquartile Range
	38.75
	

	
	
	Skewness
	.368
	.427

	
	
	Kurtosis
	-.249
	.833

	
	Conviction + education intervention
	Mean
	49.7037
	4.24862

	
	
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Lower Bound
	40.9705
	

	
	
	
	Upper Bound
	58.4369
	

	
	
	5% Trimmed Mean
	49.4486
	

	
	
	Median
	43.0000
	

	
	
	Variance
	487.370
	

	
	
	Std. Deviation
	22.07647
	

	
	
	Minimum
	12.00
	

	
	
	Maximum
	92.00
	

	
	
	Range
	80.00
	

	
	
	Interquartile Range
	32.00
	

	
	
	Skewness
	.472
	.448

	
	
	Kurtosis
	-.578
	.872















Appendix 13: Histograms showing normal distribution
To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
Histograms
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Appendix 14: One way ANOVA conducted for this study. 
	ANOVA

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey  

	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	22769.847
	2
	11384.924
	21.202
	<.001

	Within Groups
	46180.265
	86
	536.980
	
	

	Total
	68950.112
	88
	
	
	




	ANOVA Effect Sizesa

	
	Point Estimate
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
	Eta-squared
	.330
	.166
	.455

	
	Epsilon-squared
	.315
	.147
	.442

	
	Omega-squared Fixed-effect
	.312
	.145
	.440

	
	Omega-squared Random-effect
	.185
	.078
	.282

	a. Eta-squared and Epsilon-squared are estimated based on the fixed-effect model.
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Appendix 15: between groups T-test comparing non conviction condition with conviction condition. 
	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Significance
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	One-Sided p
	Two-Sided p
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
	Equal variances assumed
	.747
	.391
	6.305
	60
	<.001
	<.001
	37.86458
	6.00569
	25.85141
	49.87775

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	6.275
	57.430
	<.001
	<.001
	37.86458
	6.03465
	25.78236
	49.94681



	Independent Samples Effect Sizes

	
	Standardizera
	Point Estimate
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
	Cohen's d
	23.63212
	1.602
	1.023
	2.172

	
	Hedges' correction
	23.93274
	1.582
	1.010
	2.144

	
	Glass's delta
	25.36809
	1.493
	.856
	2.112

	a. The denominator used in estimating the effect sizes. 
Cohen's d uses the pooled standard deviation. 
Hedges' correction uses the pooled standard deviation, plus a correction factor. 
Glass's delta uses the sample standard deviation of the control group.

	

	




Appendix 16: between groups T test to compare no conviction condition to conviction with education 

T-Test - between groups t test to compare no conviction to conviction with education 
	Group Statistics

	
	Level of conviction provided to the participant
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
	No conviction
	32
	73.5313
	21.88383
	3.86855

	
	Conviction + education intervention
	27
	49.7037
	22.07647
	4.24862



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Significance
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	One-Sided p
	Two-Sided p
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
	Equal variances assumed
	.013
	.910
	4.150
	57
	<.001
	<.001
	23.82755
	5.74165
	12.33008
	35.32501

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	4.147
	55.175
	<.001
	<.001
	23.82755
	5.74599
	12.31314
	35.34195



	Independent Samples Effect Sizes

	
	Standardizera
	Point Estimate
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
	Cohen's d
	21.97191
	1.084
	.531
	1.630

	
	Hedges' correction
	22.26640
	1.070
	.524
	1.608

	
	Glass's delta
	22.07647
	1.079
	.482
	1.661

	a. The denominator used in estimating the effect sizes. 
Cohen's d uses the pooled standard deviation. 
Hedges' correction uses the pooled standard deviation, plus a correction factor. 
Glass's delta uses the sample standard deviation of the control group.
























Appendix 17: between groups t test comparing conviction condition to conviction with education condition 

T-Test between groups t test comparing conviction v conviction w education 
	Group Statistics

	
	Level of conviction provided to the participant
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
	Conviction
	30
	35.6667
	25.36809
	4.63156

	
	Conviction + education intervention
	27
	49.7037
	22.07647
	4.24862



	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Significance
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	One-Sided p
	Two-Sided p
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
	Equal variances assumed
	.816
	.370
	-2.217
	55
	.015
	.031
	-14.03704
	6.33175
	-26.72614
	-1.34793

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2.233
	54.945
	.015
	.030
	-14.03704
	6.28507
	-26.63288
	-1.44119



	Independent Samples Effect Sizes

	
	Standardizera
	Point Estimate
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	To what extent would you hire this applicant for the job briefed at the beginning of this survey
	Cohen's d
	23.86869
	-.588
	-1.117
	-.054

	
	Hedges' correction
	24.20046
	-.580
	-1.102
	-.053

	
	Glass's delta
	22.07647
	-.636
	-1.178
	-.083

	a. The denominator used in estimating the effect sizes. 
Cohen's d uses the pooled standard deviation. 
Hedges' correction uses the pooled standard deviation, plus a correction factor. 
Glass's delta uses the sample standard deviation of the control group.
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