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MANPOWER AND WEL.FARE 

DIVISION 

B-133223 

'The Honorable 

UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20548 

The Secretary of Labor 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

This is our report on the Department of Labor's past 
and future role in otfender rehabilitation. 

We want to invite your attention to the fact that 
this report contains recommendations to you which are set 
forth on page 38. As you know, section 236 at the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 requires the head 
of a Federal agency to submit a written statement on actions 
taken on our recommendations to the House and Senate Com­
mittees on Government Operations not later than 60 days 
atter the date of the report and the House and Senate Com­
mittees on Appropriations with the agency's first request 
for appropriations made more than 60 days after the date 
ot the report. 

Copies of this report are being sent today to the 
House and Senate Committees on Government Operations and on 
Appropriations; the House Committee on Education and Labor 
and its Subcommittee on lvlanpower, Compensation, and Health 
and Safety; the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel­
fare and its SUDcommittees on Education and on Employment, 
Poverty, and ~igratory Labor; and to interested Members of 
Congress, as well as to the Director, Office of Management 
and Gudget. Copies are also being sent to your Assistant 
Secretary for Administration and Management for further 
distribution within the Department. 

We wish to acknowled0~ the courtesy ana cooperation 
extended by your st<l[f to our representatives durinq uur 
review. 

Sincerely yours, 
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
REPORT TO THE 
SECRE'l'ARY OF LABOR 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR IS 
PAST AND FUTURE ROLE IN 
OFFENDER REHABILITATION 

Labor programs 

For years the Department of Labor has used 
appropriated funds for research and demonstra­
tion pilot projects in various ~tates to try 
to find ways of rehabilitating criminal 
-offenders in State and county penal institu­
tions. These were programs dealing directly 
with arrestees, inmates, and ex-offenders and 
include 

--inmate training, 

--the model ex-offender program (essen­
tially job placement), 

--pretrial intervention, and 

--bonding ex-offenders to help them get 
jobs. 

(See pp. 5, 13,21, and 28.) 

Two other programs were designed to improve 
coordination among Federal, State and commu­
nity agencies concerned with offender r,ehabil­
itation. (See pp. 32 and 35.) For these pur­
poses, Labor spent about $61.2 million in 
fiscal years 1969-74. (See p. 2.) 

Although programs dealing directly with of­
fender rehabilitation reached sizable numbers 
of people, many were not reached. (See pp. 6 
to 9, 21, and 28.) Some of these programs 
appeared promising, but GAO could not compare 
the results of various pilot projects because 
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of deficiencia~ in the maintenance of records 
on what hap;pened to offenders following their 
release from jail. (See pp. 4 and 37.) 

This data is a key element in Labor's present 
process of evaluation, and if there is no 
significant improvement in the data, it may 
be necessary for Labor to revise its evaluation 
concepts. (See p. 37.) 

Decisions need to be made on which types or 
combinations of programs and components would 
be most effective in operation, particularly 
in view of the new approach to delivery of 
manpower services under the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act of 1973. (See 
p. 37.) 

Many Federal, State, and local agencies are 
involved in offender rehabilitation, and coor­
dination is an important factor in attempting 
to alleviate this problem. Two programs devel­
oped or participated in by Labor to deal with 
coordination have evolved slowly and involved 
only selected States. Additional coordination 
will be needed. (See p. 37.) 

Under the 1973 act, the Secretary of Labor 
must be sure that as a special target group, 
offenders are adequately provided for. It 
appears that pilot projects will again be the 
primary emphasis, at least at the start, and 
GAO does not believe that, over the long run, 
pilot projects will adequately fulfill the 
Secretary's responsibility. (See p. 38.) 

The Secretary of Labor should (1) undertake an 
assessment of his Department's role in offender 
rehabilitation over the long run, (2) take 
steps to further improve coordination of its, 
efforts with other agencies, and (3) improve 
the data collection to make effective program 
evaluations. (See p. 38.) Labor concurred with 
these recommendations. (See pp. 40 to 42.) 
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CHAPTER 1. 

INTRODUCTION 

Criminal rehabilitation is a national problem. Recogni­
tion·of. the magnitude of the problem at all levels of govern":' 
ment W,tS long in coming, but there is no question .of the 
devastating impact of the economic, social, apd psychological 
cost of crime. A Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 
study shows that 65 percent of persons arrested during 1970-
72 had been previously arrested one or more times. 'An es­
timated 1.3 million persons are in the Nation's correctional 
system any given day. About 400,000 are in Federal, State, 
and local institutions and the remainder are ort probation 
and parole. Annually over 95,000 offenders are released 
from Federal and State prisons~ 

Many Federal agencies are involved in reducing crime. 
Although the Department of Justice and the Federal courts 
are charged with the broad basic functions relating to 
reducing crime; other agencies have prevention and suppres­
sion functions growing out of their primary program activi­
ties, or ability to bring special knowledge and competence 
to solving crime problems. 

Total Federal outla'ys for reducing crime were estimated 
to be almost $2.6 billion in fiscal year 1974 as compared to 
$2.4 billion in 1973 and $1.8 billion in 1972. These outlays 
cover Federal programs of civilian agencies and civil func­
tions of the Department of Defense directly related to or 
closely associated with crime reduction •. Crime reduction 
eXpenditures at Federal, State, and local levels of govern­
ment totaled an estimated $18 billion in fiscal year 1974. 
Included in the Federal Government's outlays are the follow­
i'ng estimated amounts for programs directed a't offender 
rehabilitation: 

1. 
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1972 
Fiscal years 

(note a) 1973 !2l! 

-------(millions)------

Federal programs $147 $190 $205 

State and local programs 126 - 216 - 316 -
Total $273 - $406 --

a 
Actual amounts. 

These programs involve custody and rehabilitation of 
criminal offenders including (~) operation of correctional 
institutions, (2) inmate training programs, (3) probation 
and parole services, and (4) construction of buildings and 
facilities. Estimated outlays during fiscal year 1974 by 
Federal agency 'are shown below. 

Department of Justice 
Department of Health, Education, 

and Welfare 
Department of Labor 
The judiciary (Federal court system) 
Department of Housing and ,Urban 

Deve19pment 
Department of Defense--civil 

functions 
Department of the Interior 

Tot.al 

Fiscal year 1974 
i 

(millions) 

$435.0 

61.6 
8.9 
8.8 

5.2 

1.0 
.8 

$521.3 

Labor's funding for offender rehabilitation was estimated to 
total at least $61.2 million in fiscal years 1969-74. 

OVer the years, the Congress has considered legislation 
for offender training and job adjustment as well as juvenile 
delinquency control, procedures for safeguarding criminal 

2 

records, correctional facilities 'improvement, and manpower. 
development an.d training programs for correctional institu­
tion's. Under the Manpower Development and Training Act of 
1962 (42 U.S .. C. 2571), as amended (MOTA), and proceeding on 
the concept that employment and iI~.come are critical elements 
of any comprehensive, strategy. to rehabilitate offenders, 
Labor had for years conducted. research ar~d demonstration 
efforts through pilot. pr()j.ects. 

The projects, which started as early as 1963, were de­
signed to learn more about the problems in offender training 
and job adjustments for cOl1.side,ration in future comprehensive 
programs. The primary thrust of Labor's efforts has been 
toward inmates in State and county institutions. Appendix II 
lists other criminal offender research, development, and 
demonstration projects Labor funded as of November 16, 1974, 
in addition to programs examined during our review. 

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973, 
as amended (CETA) (En Stat. 839), which repealed MOTA, pro­
vides that certail(l. manpower programs Labor had administered 
may be implemented and administered by prime sponsors at the 
State or local level under title I. This same title allows 
State prime sponsors to fund special model training and em­
ployment programs sim,ilar to the programs aut.horized for the 
Secretary of TJabor um.1er title III-A of the act. Prime 
sponsors may also use ti.tle II funds (public employment pro­
grams) for programs authorized under ti.tles I and III-A. 

A survey of many prime sponsor project operating plans-­
a financial and statistical summary of the CETA program 
objectives for a program year in a prime sponsor's area-­
conducted by a Labor representative in early November 1974 
showed that 

--73 of 354 title I prime sponsors planned services 
to an estimated 9,704 ex-offenders and 

--21 of 292 title II prime sponsors planned services 
to an estimated 603 ex-offenders. 

In addition, title III-A of CETA requires the Secre­
tary of Labor to provide additional manpower services to 
special target groups, such as offenders, having particular 
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needs and to insure that manpower training and related 
assistance and ~upportive services are provided to enable 
them to obtain meaningful employment. 

Title III-B of CETA requires Labor to provide for the 
continuing evaluation of all programs and activities con­
ducted under the act and tO,establish experimental and demon-
atr:ation projects. Labor has a plan for evaluating programs 
under the act but, as of November 1974, it was too early 
for the evaluation to produce results. 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

Our review was directed toward Labor's efforts to pre­
pare criminal offenders for life outside prison walls and 
reduce recidivism through educational, vocational, and 
employment activities. Because of deficiencies i,n available 
data and the lack of a common definition of recidivism, we 
could not effectively compare the results of the pilot proj­
ects and comp<?nents. Since the main thrust of Labor's ,pro­
gram was to fund demonstration projects, we also examined 
its evaluation efforts. We reviewed (1) pertinentlegisla­
tion, (2) Labor policies and procedures, (3) literature 
related to offender rehabilitation, and (4) records of 
various projects in seven States. We also met with officials 
of the Department of Justice and the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare (HEW) to obtain pertinent data. 

During our fieldwork, we obtained preliminary informa­
tion on offender rehabilitation programs in Georgia and 
South Carolina in the middle'of 1972. Our fieldwork was 
performed during 1973 on programs in Illinois, Massachusetts, 
and Oklahoma with some limited work in Maryland and Minne­
sota. Work at Labor headquarters was performed concurrently 
with fieldwo~k and was completed in November 1974. Appendix 
III lists GAO reports covering some past efforts in offender 
rehabilitation. 
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CHAPTER 2 

INMATE TRAINING PROGRAM 

Inmate training was authorized as an experimental and 
demonstration effort in 1966 by amendments to MDTA. During 
fiscal years 1968-74, training was provided primarily in 
State institutions in 43 States with Labor fu~ding totaling 
about $28.7 million. 

The purpose of these pilot projects was to g~~n experi­
ence for developing a comprehensive program of training and 
employment services for all inma.tes who needed such a program. 
Completion of the program by an inmate was expected to lead 
to a suitable, full-time job upon release from prison. There 
had been little experience with tr,aining prisoners under 
MOTA before the passage of the 1966 amendments. Labor felt 
that because of gaps in information, needed data, and the 
legal and physical restrictions peculiar to prisoners, a 
full-scale effort was not desirable in the early program 
stages. In later years the program reached a large number 
of prison inmates, but, there were many ,more "who did not 
participate. 

In our op~n~on, a critical step in measuring the success 
of inmate training is the evaluating of program results which 
includes. for the most, part, the progress of inmates that 
completed the program in finding 'jobs upon release and not 
returning to prison. Over the years, Labor has contracted 
for~program evaluations, including an extensive one that 
covered a 2-year period ending in March 1971. This study as 
well as ours was hampered by iriadequa~e data and difficulty 
in locating offender~ once they have been ~eleased from 
prison an~ from parole requirements~ 

Because Labor anticipates that inmate training will be 
continued by the prime sponsors under CETA, finding effec­
tive solutions to evaluation problems would be even more 
important. 
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state employment service offices were responsible for 

--developing preliminary proposals for inmate training 
programs, 

--selecting and referring inmates to training, 

--referring program graduates to jobs upon release, 

-,...,providing postrelease counseling and followup, and 

--maintaining records for evaluation and research. 

Under the program, inmates were provided vocational training 
and. aome remedial education. 

HEW was cesponsible under MOTA for the inmate training 
ourrioulum. Upon its ce(~ification that inmate training 
would be conducted' accordlng to its standards and procedures, 
Labor made funds available t, the employment service, ~E~, 
and appropriate agencies to cover the costs of the tralnlng 
projects. 

The following shows the results of our study of the 
program in five States. 

Goorgia 

tn Georgia, the program provided vocational training to 
Inmates at a State institu\ion in such occupations as auto­
mobile mechanic, welding, dnd,drafting. During 1972, about 
3,200 inmates were released from Ge'rgia's institutions. 

From April 1971 through~arch 1972, training project 
r.ecords showed that. 215 inmate~' had enrolled in the program. 
Of those, 114 had completed training, of whom 29 were still 
in prison and 85 had been released. Of the remaining 101, 
there were 65 still in training and 36 had dropped out with­
out completing training. 
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Project data for the 85 who had been released showed 
that 20 were employed and 1 was back in prison. Data was 
unavailable for the remaining 64. Project officials gave 
the following reasons for the lack of information: 

1. The job development and placement positlorl for the 
project had been vacant for 6 months due to the 
uncertainty of continued funding by Labor. 

2. The project counselor had kept inadequate records. 
l 

Illinois 

In Illinois, vocational training was given inmates at 
the State's minimum security institution for adult males in 
such occupations as office machine repair, farm equipment 
mechanic, and welding. At a county jail, the program also 
provided some training which included remedial education. 
During 1971, about 5,000 in~ates were released from the 
State's adult institutions. 

We examined project and employment service records for 
the 121 inmates who completed training at the minimum security 

. institution from October 1971 through Se'ptember 1972. Of the 
111 released from prison, the statu~ of only 57 could be 
determined 6 months later: 38 were employed, 6 were unem­
ployed,6 we~e students, 3 had died, and 4 had returned to 
prison. 

Massachusetts 

In Massachusetts, the prog~am provided vocational train­
ing to inmates at both State and'county institutions in such 
occupations as accounting clerk, diesel mechanic, and 
psychiatric aide. In 1972, about 6,800 inmates were' released 
from these institutions. 

Employment service records showed that from January 
1972 through July 1973, 94 inmates were enrolled in the pro­
gram, of which 60 c()mpleted,training, 23 were still in train­
ing, and 11 were' teJ:-minated without cornpletingt'raining. 
From the records, W49 estimated that of the 60 inma:tes who 
completed training :and were released from prison, at least 
12 became employed. 'The status of the remaining 48' was 
undeterminable from available records. 
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:Labo.r.' a quidelineseuggested tha.t State employment 
so):;vice: agenoLe.s pe.:tform 30-, 90-, and 180-day followup of 
t~rainin91?:z;-o9I'am9raduates. Our review of recordS! in Massa­
chusetts indicated that in some cases followup was not per­
formed" and when it was, some reports could not be lo~ated. 
~'urthel; analysis indicated that reports were of quest~onable 
ra,l,iability as to the job status of the ex-offenders. Em­
ployrne.r)t service .officials stated. th~t fo~low';lp of former 
l.ntn!;lte ttainees was hampered by d~ff~cult~es ~n locating 
tham. 

Oklahoma 

In Oklahoma, the program provided vocational training 
to inmates at State institutions in such occupations as 
tlutomObile mechanic, welding, and air-conditioning mechanic . 
. During 1911 and 1972, about 3,700 inmates were released 
:t;rOnl these ins ti tutions . 

Employment service records showed that from February 
1911 through ,December 1972, 421 inmates were enrolled in the 
program. Of these, 260 completed training, 113 were still 
in training, and 48 terminated without completing training. 
:Bmployment service 30-day followup records showed that, of 
the 260 who completed training, 56 were employed, 36 were 
unemployed, 122 were out of the labor force, and 46 cou~d 
,not be located. State employment service personnel adv~sed 
us that the majority of persons listed as out of the labor 
.Eo:r:ce were still in prison at the time of the 30-day fo1lowup. 

The 90-day and 180-day followup activities consisted 
OJ: If\l.l.iling a questiennaire to ,the. last known address of the 
,formel:: inmate, usually the penal institution. During the 
u""monbh period ending in January 1973, 92 fellewup questien­
n~ltes wer~ mailed. resulting in only 13 replies. An employ­
ml)!)t .service official said the primary preblem in follewup 
i;\ct,iviti,es was not. being able. to .obtain the correct address 
cit-\ce an inmate is released from prisen and from parele 
r~quil;'ement~. 

Inmates seeKing employment were influenced by parole 
;t;~ .. ~1)li):"ement8 . 1:n Oltlahoma, an inmate must have sec.ured em­
l?loym$r)t, aaa condition for parele. We ~nalyzed p~r~le 
:r.ec!Or'ds of the 99 inmates who completed ~nmate tral.n~ng as 
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of December 31, 1972, and had been released on parole through 
February 1973. Of these, 19 were helding training-related 
jobs, 35 were helding nen-training-relatedjobs, 10 were 
unemployed, and 10 had returned to prisen. The status of 
the ether 25 ceuld net be determined frem available records, 
but this group included 14 whese terms .of supervision as 
parelees had expired. 

South Carelina 

The pregram here previded vecational training to inmates 
at State institu.tiens in such occupatiens as heuse repair, 
autemobile bedy repair, and heavy-equipment .operator. During 
1972, about 1,900 inmates were released from these institu­
tiens. 

Empleyment service recerds shewed that frem mid-August 
1971 threugh mid-May 1972, 199 inmates were enrolled in the 
program, .of whem 69 had completed training, 104 were still 
in training, and 26 terminated without cempleting training. 
Of the 69 who cempleted training, 18 were still in prison, 
of whom 4 were en work release, 36 were employed, and 5 
returned to prisen. Data was unavailable fer the remaining 
10. 

RECIDIVISM AS A MEASURE OF 
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

Labor's guidelines for .offender rehabilitation programs 
covering December 1967 threugh July 1974 required that 

"The experience obtained in the pilot program must be 
recorded and evaluated in a way ·that will yield .optimum 
usefulness in designing and cenductinga comprehensive 
program. Reperting requirements sheuld make pessible 
an independent evaluatien .of each project and permit 
comparisens ameng alternative methods and 
appreaches. * * *" 

Labor established ne clear standards that would indicate the 
success .of inmate training projects. We believe one meas~re 
.of pregram success is the rate at which inmate participants 
are returned to prisen after release. Other measures include 
(l) the level .of skill develeped by the trainee, (2) the 
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~'du:c"'t:ion~l. Ie,va.l achieved, (3) the type of employment ob­
t::ain.¢Jd, and (4)wagcs earned. But all the latter measures 
b~corlle it}a.ign:ificant if the trainee .is returned t.O prison, 
although lack of achievement in these areas might have led 
to that .r~tu.rn. 

!l'h~ most commonly used term for describing an ex­
offender's return to prison is "recidivism," but there is 
no cOtrunon definition of the term. Law enforcement agencies 
dlsCl)l.Hl repeat offenders in terms of rearrests and the courts 
d(;lfine them in terms of reconvictions. This makes it diffi­
cult to compare the results of recidivism studies in the 
criminal justice system. 

Ita definition varied from State to State in our review. 
FoX' examp.le, the Massachusetts Department of Corrections 
cllJfined n recidivist as "a person who was returned to an 
institut.ionfor 30 days or more within a period of 2 years 
afto~ initial release." As defined, recidivists would in­
('Jl:udethoae lmprisoned for drunkenness and technical parole 
violations. Recidivism was used in Massachusetts as a 
measure of an institution's rehabilitative effectiveness. 

In Illinois, the Department of Corrections considered 
~ .l:Gcidivist to include any ex-offender for whom a warrant 
:La iss\.led. At. one Illinois county jail we visited, the 
defini.tion included anyone arrested or charged who had pre­
vloualy been in j'ail. 

tn order to e~amine recidivism by State for offenders 
who had participated in inmate training, we selected samples 
of' those who had qompleted training from October 1971 through 
SepbembEU:" 1972 and submitted our samples to the FBI, and in 
!lOrtlEl caae., to local law enforcement agencies to determine 
the offencters- status. 

Information obtained between June 19 and August 7, 1973, 
on 123 trillinees. who 'had completed inma.te training at a 
OO\Xoty j~il in Illinois ciuring the year ended September 30, 
1912f ·1. ahown. bEllow. 

10 

Number Percent --
Returned to jail 33 26.8 

Charges pending 22 17.9 

Clean record 66 53.7 

Insufficient data 2 1.6 

Total 123 
= 

Because county jail statistics on recidivism included all 
those arrested or charged who had previously been in jail, 
we could not compare our statistics on program completers 
with those of the total jail population. 

Based on information obtained between July 17 and 
August 1, 1973, the status of the 121 trainees who had com­
pleted inmate training during the year ended September 30, 
1972, at the Illinois minimum security institution and for 
all individuals released from the institution during the 
period October 1, 1971, through March 31, 1973, is shown 
below. 

Still in prison 

Returned to prison 

Charges pend ing 

Clean record 

Deceased 

Insufficient data 

Transferred to maximum 
security (note a) 

Total 

Trainee 
completions 

Number Percent 

3, 

14 

16 

.74 

3 

3 

8 

121 

2.5 

11. 6 

13.2 

61.2 

2.5 

2.5 

6.6 

Total 
inmates released 
Numb.er Percent 

51 10.4 

~/51 10.4 

338 69.1 

4 .8 

3 .6 

42 8.6 

489 

a/Persons in this category are those who, due to misconduct, 
- are returned to a maximum security facility for the remain­

der of their sentence. 

~/Includes nine persons charged with parole violations. 
\ 

11 

.,. 



gased on information obtained between Marcn 2 and 
Apeil 3, 1973, the status of a sample of 90 from a total of 
l~l trainees who had completed inmate training in Oklahoma 
during tbe yea! ended September 3D, 1972, was as follows. 

Number Percent -- ----

Still 1n prison 6 6.7 

Returned to pI: ison 4 4.4 

Charges pending 10 11.1 

Clean record 70 77.8 

Total 90 
-

Compared with tne data on released training completers 
1n Illinois, the lower rate for those returned to prison in 
Oklahoma may be due to the shorter time between inmate re­
lease and the time when our sample was taken. 

Data was not available for studyiny the status of in­
mate trainees in Massachusetts. 

8eoause there was no common definition of recidivism, 
we did not attempt to compare the "clean record" statistics 
of the State training program completers as evidence of 
success in combating it. 

rOTURE TRAINING UP TO STATES ---
In fisc~l year 1972, Labor began decentralizing the 

authority for ad~iniste[ing and funding inmate training pro­
grams to its 10 regional offices. Under decentralization, 
inmate training had to compete with all institutional train­
ing projects funded through Labor's regional offices. Labor's 
nahi6nal office ceased funding most of these projects. Total J 

decentt~liz~tion was accomplished in fiscal year 1973. With 
the enactment of etTA, Labor anticipated that prime sponsors 
unde( title I will assume responsibility for inmate training 
pr.oje.cts in thetc re·spe.c.tive States. Pr lme sponsors are to 
be provided tcc~nical assistance materials for planning and 
tmplementing correctional training projects. 
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CHAPTER 3 

MODEL EX-OFFENDER PROGRAM 

In fiscal year 1971, Labor established the Model Ex­
offender Program by funding models in Arizona, Georgia, 
~assach~sett~, Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania. Employment serv­
lce offlces 1n these States were responsible for their 
administration. They were an effort. to find effective meth­
ods of bringing manpower services to offenders. 

The program provided services to a large number of of­
fenders, both in and out of prison in the States where it 
was operated. Of the three States visited, one eventually 
assumed the program funding, another was still receiving 
Labor funds, and the third terminated the program for a 
time due to the absence of Labor funds. 

Labor's plans for fiscal year 1975 provided for more 
demonstration projects. Evaluation of these projects will 
be important but, based on past experience, even if the 
employment service becomes more diligent in its followup, 
evaluation will be difficult because of poor records in some 
locations and because many ex-offenders frequently move after 
release, making followup difficult. 

PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

The program was essentially one of job placement. To 
provide.a continuum of services both before and after re­
lease from prison, specialized counselors, job developers, 
and community aides were stationed in penal institutions 
and employment service offices in· major metropolitan areas 
of: the five States: correctional desks were set up in each 
State employment service headquarters office and in an em­
ployment service office in each State's largest urban area. 
Labor's funding amounted to about $3.4 million during fiscal 
years 1971-74. Program operations in the three States vis­
ited are discussed below. 

Georgia 

The Georgia program began in February 1971. The objec­
tives were to provide prerelease services, including pre­
release orientation, aptitude appraisal, and counseling. 
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With the offender's release, placement services were avail­
able at seven program locations throughout Georgia. L~bor 
f.unded the Georgia program through March 1973 after whl.ch 
the state assumed the funding. 

From February 1971 through July 1972, the program re­
ported that 3,792 individuals received services and there 
were 2,659 job placements. Our tests of 56Srep<:>rted place­
ments at 3 locations showed that the placements l.nvolved 
400 different individuals, some of whom were placed more 
than once. The program reported an average of two job re­
ferralr-l for each placement. 

Massachusetts 

The Massachusetts program became fully operational in 
.August 1971. Most of its objectives were the same as the 
Georgia program. In addition., the Massachusetts employment 
service subcontracted with a nonprofit corporation to pro­
vide services that included (1) establishing a manpower 
residential center for ex-offenders, (2) a supportive serv­
ice program, and (3) a staff of community workers to give 
ex-offenders employment assistance. 

M1en the program was first established in Massachusetts, 
it deployed several teams of two to five people to the penal 
institutions in the state to contact offenders before re­
lease. In March 1972, only one program staff member was 
regu~arly assigned to one of the prisons; periodic visits 
by the teams were made to other,prisons. A J?rogram,official 
stated that functions at the prl.sons became :unpractl.cal 
mainly because of crises at higher security prisons and the 
lack of suitable prison counselirtg space. These conditions, 
coupled wi to a ,reduced staff caused by employee retention 
problems, resulted in moving th~ teams to employment service 
offices in the ut:ban areas where many ex-Offenders were ex­
pected t.o .return. 

In June 1973, the program had 26 employees, including 
8 from the public employment program funded under the Emer­
gency Employment Act. of 1971, of whom 3 were ex-:-offen~ers .. 
The nonprofit corporation had seven employees, l.ncludl.ng 
five ex-offenders. 
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The program considered its target population to include 
anyone whose criminal record, regardless of offense, pre­
sented a barrier to employment. Generally, only offenders 
with less than 2 years remaining on their sentences were 
allowed to participate. From August 1971 through June 1972, 
the number of job placements could not be determined because 
program data on placements and referrals was combined. From 
July 1972 through June 1973, employment service records 
showed that 2,894 ex-offenders were enrolled and that place­
ment services were provided to 1,551. From 2,869 ex-offen­
der referrals, 1,234 were placed and the others were .referred 
to various manpower training programs. 

Labor was funding the program as of May 1974. 

Oklahoma 

This program began inl'VIay 1971. Its objectives were 
similar to those of the Massachusetts and Georgia programs. 

The program records showed that from May 1971 through 
December 1972, services were provided to 3,043 ex-offenders. 
During 1972, 4,055 job referrals were made resulting in 960 
temporary and 944 permanent job placements (those exceeding 
3 days in duration), which resulted ·in an overall referral 
to placement ratio of 2.1. to 1 and a referral to permanent 
placement ratio of 4.3 to 1. An official of the Oklahoma 
Employment Security Commission stated that the overall ratio 
of job referrals to job placements in the regular employment 
service activities was 1.75 to 1. ' 

Labor provided funding.fot the program until its termi­
nation in December 1972. Labor officials told us in January 
1973 that the State had discontinued t!:le program because 
Labor was not refunding it. However, a Labor'official ad­
vised us in March 1974 that, as part ,of an effort to acceler­
ate the release of offenders from the Oklahoma S'tate prison, 
Labor's Dallas regional office was providing funds of about 
$320,000 from April 1974 through March 1975, for the Okla­
homa program. 
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LABOR'S EVALUATION EFFORTS ----- --------
Evaluation i$ an important part of any pilot prog(am 

and is necessary to (1) determine whether the program i~ 
accomplishing the desired results, (2) surface problems 
that develop du(ing program development, and (3) recom­
mend actions that will accomplish program results. Labor 
evaluated the program through a series of studies and 
limited followup of ex-offenders. Our analysis of the 
information in Georgia and Massachusetts inditated that 
some of the data was questionable. 

Although Labor's program criteria specified that the 
program should contain ~ollowup, Labor did not specify how 
it~ should be developed. As a result, the intervals used to 
follow up on participants varied between the three States, 
as follows: 

--Georgi.a's Ex-Offender Office attempted to contact 
those offenders placed in jobs 14, 30, 60, and 90 
days after placement. 

--Massachusetts had no established standard inter­
vals for following up on ex-offenders' status 
and left it to the individual counselors to decide 
when to do it. 

--Oklaho:,.na tried to determine whether an individual 
was still employed at 5, 30, 60, and 90 days after 
placement. 

Interim studies were made by Labor during 1971; a final 
evaluation study was completed in December 1972. The objec­
tives of the interim studies were to (1) review the strong 
and weak points o.f the projects, (2) assess the program 
effectiveness in providing jobs and reducing recidivism, 
and (3) determine appropriate costs for services to inmates 
and ex-offenders. 'The studies were based on visits to the 
States and interviews with inmates and State and local offi-
cials. 

Among the findings of the interim studies were that: 

--Three program areas which required strengthening 
were job development, job placement, and followup. 
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--Federal guidelines were helpful in structuring 
what elements the program should contain, but 
not clear about how particular items should be 
developed. 

--The average placement rate of all pr9jects was 
percent of ex-offenders receiving services:'- . 

The objectives of the final study includea (1) assessing 
program results in relation to job placement and to the 
re~uction in ex-offenders returning to prison, (2) ~elation­
sh1ps of cost data to accomplishments, and (3) summarizing 
lessons learned as a result of the program. 

Among the benefits cited in the study report were: 

--Ex-offenders placed in jobs by the program could 
expect to earn between $2.15 and $2.40 an hour. 

--The degree of program benefit to ex-offenders and 
society was to be partially realized through a re­
duction in recidivism. 

--For every dollar spent by the program, $7 was 
gained by a State's Department of Corrections 
through a reduction in recidivism. 

Some data ,inaccurate 

,Placement data in Labor's final study differed from the 
1~formation we obtained from the Massachusetts program. The 
f1nal study reported that from,June 1971 through Augl,lst 1972, 
the program served 3,979 ex-offenders resulting in placements 
~or 1,121. The program had become fully operational only 
1n August 1971'and through September 1972 it had served 
2,892 ex-offenders. Also, the records on'placements and 
referrals were combined Ilntil.July 1972, so the number of 
placements during most of the period was not available. 

A Labor official who participated in the final study 
stated that the differences, .between the numbers of ex-offen­
ders served by the Massachusetts program are not significant 
and ~he data on ex-offenders included in the final study was 
obtaJ.:ned from program staff and lIavailable records." The 
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o£ficial stated that the,Massachusetts record system was 
the "worst" of the five program States and the data regard­
ing total ex-offenders served by the program may have con­
tained duplications pue to an individual being served more 
'.:han once. 

There were also problems with the data on recidivism. 
The final study compared project enrollee re7i~i~ism rates 
with projected Gtate rates. The project rec1d1v1sm rates 
were based on limited followup of ex-offenders (90 days), 
which included periodic checking of enrollee lists against 
prison admission rosters by most of,the pr~jects coupled 
with contacts with parole or probat10n off1cers. The pro­
gram rec:i.divism data in each of the five States was adjusted 
to compensate for any deficiencies,i~ attem~ts to locate 
and report on recidivists who part1c1pat7d,1~ the program. 
Figures on the annual State range of rec1d1v1smwere report­
ed to have been based on reports from,Sta~e Dep~rtmen~s of 
Corrections, special prison studies, and 1nterv1ews w1th 
State correction officials. 

The recidivism data in the final study had the following 
problems: 

--FOr Georgia, the study used an adjusted recidi~ism 
rate of 25.5 percent for participants. The we1ght­
ing factor and data were taken from data we had 
developed early in our review. We did not use the 
data in this report because it was developed sole­
ly to determine whether recidivism data could be 
obtained and was not of sufficient scope to deter­
mine a reliable rat~. 

--For 'Massachusetts, the study used an adj'usted 
24-.'percent recidivism rate for participants. 
We question the validity of the rate because pro­
gram records were in poor condition. As a result, 
we could not develop a recidivism rate for offen­
ders served by the program'and could not identify 
the individuals in sufficient detail for further 
processing through the FBI. 

There is no question that ,data problems exist in attempt­
ing to develop recidivism rates for measuring one aspect of 
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program effectiveness, but it is a good measure and efforts 
should be expanded to further develop this area. Results 
of our study of recidivism in Oklahoma follow. 

RECIDIVISM AS A MEASURE 
OF PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

Similar to our analysis of the results of inmate train­
ing, we selected samples of model ex-offender program par­
ticipants and processed them through che FBI to determine 
their status. In Oklahoma we selected 110 from 2,763 
offenders served by the program from May 1971 through Decem­
ber 1972. Based on information obtained between March 2 
and April 3, 1973, the status of the 110 persons is shown 
below. 

Status of 
participants Number Percent 

Still in prison 6 5.4 

Returned to prison 8 7.3 

Charges pending 17 15.4 

Clean record 72 65.5 

Insufficient data ......:L 6.4 

'l'otal 110 ==-= 
No systematic studies we~eavailab~e for comparison 

with our results. However, a fi~cal year 19'72 annual re­
port of the Oklahoma Departro.eI1-t of Corrections showeq that 
47.7 percent of the offenders rec~ived ~y the'State penal 
system were there for at least their second prison term. 
This shows the program in a favorable light, but a longer 
time between serving the ex-offender and a study would 
result in a better assessme~t. 

LABOR TO FUND FpTURE PROJECTS. 

Labor's fiscal year 1975 plans indicated that a model 
eX-Offender program demonstration project will be provided 
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in 1 State in e.ach of ita 10 regions. Because the progrc:un 
is statewide, Labor specified that under CETA a state ~r~e 

t ·be selected Labor provided about ~2. 7 m1ll1on 
sponsor mue • , 10 St t 
in CETA title III-A funds for these proJects. The, a e 
~ime sponsors will be required to provide,an addit10nal 

:~atching $0.9 million, at least half of wh1ch must be cash 
and may represent CETA funds. Funding is to cover 12 t~ 24 

-tha Labor's ob)'ective is to demonstrate to other State 
mo~ . • , . ices 

time sponsors, techniques for de11ve:1ng manpo~er serv , 
~o offenders under CETA. This was be1ng done w1th the V1ew 
toward the state prime sponsors' possible inclusion of the 
model ex-offender program in their future manpower planso 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRETRIAL INTERVENTION 

In fiscal years 1971 and 1972, Labor funded nine pre- , 
trial intervention program projects in the metropolitan areas 
of Atlanta, Baltimore, Boston, Cleveland, Minneapolis, San 
Francisco Bay (three projects), and San Antonjo. Labor 
also provided partial funding to a Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEM), Department of Justice, project ~n 
Hudson County, New Jersey. 

The objectives of the pretrial intervention projects 
were to (1) give individuals accused of certain crimes the 
chance to develop productive lifestyles, (2) give the crim­
inal justice system added flexibility in its rehabilitation 
efforts, and (3) help reduce the rearrest rates of individ­
uals in the community. Labor's funding for the projects 
totaled about $4.7 million during fiscal years ~971-73. 
Under CETA, Labor planned to fund 1 project in each of its 
10 regions. 

PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

The projects in the seven metropolitan areas worked 
closely with. the courts to permit ·some arrested individuals 
a continuance of their trials, usually for 90 day,s, While 
they participated in the projects. They were offered inten­
sivecounseling, education, job development, and other sup­
portive services. If a participant responded positively to 
the services, a recommendation was made to the courts for 
dismissal of the pending charge. If the court accepted the 
recommendation, the charges were dropped. If the court did 
not accept the recommendation, the participant was returned 
to court control for further processing. While involved in 
the project; the accused was provided the incentive to im­
prove his employability and avoid a criminal record. 

Project operations in three cities visited are discussed 
below •. 

Baltimore 

Labor funded the Baltimore pretrial project from 
September 1971 through April 1973. Additional funds were 
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,t)I;'ovi,dec1 by Labor, LEAA, ana. th~ Department of Housing and 
Ur'ban Development' a Model cities program. thus extending the 
p:t'ojec{:, into December 1973. LEAA was funding the project 
tlu:01J9h pecembex 1974. 

J?x;;imary cibjectivea of the project were to (1) implement, 
with the cooperation of the local police and court system, 
local 'bUBinesa community, and local community education 
;~eaO\lr;Ces, a process that would divert selected juveniles 
arxl)lsted put not yet tried from the criminal process to em­
ployment 0);' job training and (2) determine the extent that 
i;luoh employment assistanoe oould inorease the employability 
of arl;'cstees, reduoe their return to crime, and make addi­
tional prosecution and imprisonment costs and procedures 
unneceasary. 

lnftlally, the opportunity to participate was given to 
a:x:ref,l ted males 16 b,r 17 years old involved in minor offenses. 
'x.rhe pl:c)ject was expanded to include 15 year olds and females 
and tho$e arrested for major offenses except murder, rape, 
a:r r;l 01'1 ; a:r:med robbery, and narcotics. Preference was also 
given,to these persons with two or more previous assault-type 
~tr\ajo:r offense oharges. 

t.r'}'leproject centered its efforts toward counseling but 
did offer job ,r;eferral services. Counseling consisted of 
(1) gu!dancefortraining and personal goal metting, (2) 
no)tp,r;o,fessional family counseling, and (3) employment coun­
sel.ing, inclUQ.ing sessions on the world of work and employers' 
needs and ~t!4ndards. The p):oject provided preparation for 
ahd' i\omiri'is t.fat:iono~·.,tlie--1H9h-""SehOol . 'Eiq-~'i-va~\:y,.,·t&$~-Q:ftd·· " •. , .. -.-~ .. , 
renlt}dial training along with referrals for needed dental, 
eye, l!ltlQ ear oare. 

A project official said 4,988 complaints or arrests of 
15\;0 17 year old.s were .reported from september' 197'1. through 
Septenlbe.r 1973, tha.t came within. the scope of the project. 
Of 1,,492 arrested individuals screened by the project, 672 
~C&n'\8 participants. Of those who became participants, 
:reconunendations werema.de for dtopping criminal charges for 
402 ,and ~lUbsequently the chargee. were dropped by the courts: 
109 ~l;'Qret,u:('ned to the courts f.or further processing with­
QU,t reCOn\I"enda.tions after completing the program: 38 were 
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terminated before completion and returned to the court for 
further processing; and the remaining 123 were still active 
in the project. 

Boston 

Labor funded the Boston pretrial project from May 12; 
1971, through February 16, 1973. Additional funds were 
provided by Labor and LEAA, thus extending the project;. .. through 
February 16, 1974. Labor's funding of the project terminated 
at that time. 

The primary objectives of the project were similar to 
those of the Baltimore project. The opportunity to partici­
pate was provided to arrested persons 17 to 26 years Gld 
who were residents of Boston or the area of jurisdiction 
of the court, if outside Boston. Participants could not (1) 
be drug addicts, (2) be charged with a felony punishable by 
over 5 years' imprisonment, or (3) have more than one or two 
prior oonvictions exclusive of minor traffic violations. 
Also, they must have been unemployed or underemployed. 

The program provided services, including: 

--Group and individual counseling. 

--Assessment and testing services. 

--Arrangement for supportive se.rvices such as 
housing, education, and utilization of other 
agencies' services: 

--other manpower services such as stop-gap 
employment: direct job placement: and' , 
institutional, on-the-job, .and provocational 
training. 

From May 1971 through June 1973, project records 
showed that 894 individuals were screened for project 
participation and 533 were accepted. The 361 individuals 
not accepted were classified as follows: 

1, _______ -." .. " .. , 
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... -i3.? prefer.red to gO to trial or were uncooperative 
during the screening period. 

... -1,02 had seVere drug or alcohol problems. 

--24 Whose requests for 90-day continuances of trial 
to partioipate in the project were rejected by the 
courts or who had extensive criminal histories. 

. 'l11rough June 1973, project records for the 533 partici­
p'a.n~a showed that court dismissals were granted for 244: 
(5 We)::e not granted dismissA.ls but most received further 
~ontinllance of their trials; 142 did not complete the re:'" 
q\lired 90-day period .because·of l,.ack of cooperation, ab­
aconding, rearrest, or other reasonl3 and were returned to 
OOUl;t control; and 141 were still in the program. 

}\ccordin9 to program officials, there were 282 direct 
pa:I:'tic,iplult job placements; including some individuals 
J?)..aced, more than once. In addition, 103 participants were 
refe.tredtotraining programs, 51 were placed in on-the-job 
trl!1inin9, and 45 were aS$isted in prevocational areas. Also, 
201 Participants were given social service assistance, such 
as 1)OU61n9, education, mental health, and welfare. 

,M.inneai?olis 

Labor :funded the Minneapolis pretrial project from 
Jllbuaxy J.8, 1971, through November 30, 1972. Additional 

. funds were provided by Labor, LEAA, and local sources, thus 
e~te.\1din9 the project through December 7, 1973. Labor 
terminflted its f;undingof the project at that time and LEAA 
Was o>cpectedto terminate its funding in Jul~ 1974. project 
official$ said that after July 1974 funding was expected to 
COlne fto", state or local sources. 

!l.~heproject provided counseling and other services, 
such as aid in l3eeKing training and. job placement. After a 
specific period of time, generally 6 months, and based on. 
tha particip&.nt.s' performance in the program, recommendations 
Wore made to the courts. Services of the project were ini­
ti.lly provided to se.lected adults arrested on a first offense 
for nonviolent misdemeanor crimes. The project was subsequently 
eXl?~ndedt.oinclude those arrested for felonies, juvenile 
cas~,s, and selected individuals who had previous offenses. 
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From April 1971 through August 1973, project records 
sho~ed that about 960 individuals had participated. Another 
est.unated 584 were screened for participation, but not 
accepted for such reasons as a criminal record, court denial, 
defend~lt refusal, or use of drugs or alcohol. 

Through August 1973, an estimated 699 participants had 
been terminated from the project. Of ·these, the project 
recommended that the courts dismiss the cases of 452 due to 
progress in the program. The remaining 247 were returned to 
the courts due to lack of progress. 

Municipal court Officials estimated that the project 
enrolls less that 1 percent of the estimated 65,000 cases 
arraigned each year in the county. Specific groups of 
individuals that were not being served by the project include 
traffic offenders and court cases in the Minneapolis suburbs. 
A municipal judge advised us that some youth traffic offenders 
had social problems similar to those of misdemeanants served 
by the project and that the pretrial intervention concept is 
suited for those cases. A project official stated that traf­
fic cases were not considered for the project because they 
were not criminal, and that the Suburban court cases, while 
included in the projects's potential caseload, were not 
served because the project's caseload capability was more 
than filled by the downtown court. 

LABOR'S EVALUATION EFFORTS 

Labor required all the pretrial intervention projects 
to collect data on project participants and individuals in 
control groups which consisted of those who had character­
istics similar to participants but were not enrolled. The 
data on both was to be used for comparison purposes in 
program evaluation. The projects were required to forward 
the data to a <:,:!ontractor hired by Labor to evaluate the 
program. 

The contractor's final report of July 31, 1974, showed 
that basic data on project partiCipants after successful 
co~pletion of the program was provided by all nine projects, 
whl.le useful data on the control groups '''''as provided only 
by the Minneapolis project and it could compare the results 
only in Minneapolis. The report cautioned against general­
izing the results of the Minneapolis project with the other 
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eight. The other eight projects had difficulties in follow­
ing u.l? on participante unfavorably terminated from the 
J?rogram. Minneapolis was the only project to provide follow­
up data,. 

As a result of the data provided by the Minneapolis 
PJ:o:)cct,the contractor concl.uded that 

........ there was an insignificant difference in the number 
of rearrests between participants and nonparticipants 
duting the period following the original arrest: 

--theU:$e of the pretrial intervention project as an 
alternative to the regular criminal justice process 
did not increase the risk of crime to the conununity 
and may have decreased it in the short run; but 

~~over the long run, individuals unfavorably termina­
ted by the project were rearrested no more often 
than participants that completed the program: their 
tGarrests just occurred sooner. 

Labor's contractor provided periodic reports on the 
:pX'ojects; but officials at Minneapolis stated that the 
;reports had not been useful to them because they were merely 
ata,tistics. 

1.abot'sfiscal year 1975 plans indicated that a pre­
trial intervention demonstration project will be provided 
in 1 State in each of its 10 regions. Because pX'etria1 
i.ntel:'Vention is conut\uni.ty oriented Labor specified that 
und~.r CE'l'A a 10cal prime sponsor must be selected. Labor 
p.rovided about $1.8 million in CETA title III-A funds for 
thesep.rojects. The 10 local prime sponsors will be required 
to provide an additional matching $1.8 million, at least half 
at which .niUstbe cash and may represent CETAfundso Funding 
lato cover 12 to 24 months. 

I 
i 
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Labor's objective is to demonstrate to other local 
~~~~fsp~nsors techniques for delivering manpower services 

en ers under CETA. This was being done with the view 
:~;:~di~:r!°c:i priime sponsors' possible inclusion of pre­

en on n their future manpower plans. 
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:Y'FlDE!VH' l?O~DI'NG PROGRAM 

1,N,J.£1 v.t'q~r:~'Uli .'b~GM\O opeX'atd.Qn~l. in 10 Gi'tie~ and 4 
Gtat:(;}$ J,n 1966lU1d():t' 19fL5 runenc;unol1ba t:o MlYJ.1l\. It WaS set 
up a~ a pilot effort, under contracb with a bonding company, 
to IJIJ.iJ,d t\ hody oJ! expc:ciet1ce wi bh n high-risk 9r:o~l? and 
ptovide 'pi;)}'v.1inS/ 'l:,Q ex"'o:e£endeJ;'~ m)4 certa;Ln other$ who 
p~u: td.cd,l,)t\\'t;;(lcl :i.:n f~d(}:r.l;\l,1.y na tid,aced il\anpOWE);r: p;r:og rams 1m t 
(Jou:Ld no t: ~{(1j·t; :)01,)$ 'bectul/iiQ they had police records or 
ol,;h.;;n: p:t:'ot)lelT\$\U):r;'t:11l1.ted '~O ul:>:l.l.:i;tywhich ,l;n,;,eventec1 ,their 
b(},tl'i9 j'on,d~d by ,t'e~J\'t It\): con\n\e,ro.io'l :bonda. 

nat~Qd Ql"lthQ. f;i,,'t'$'j; :3 yet\:l~fl of oJ?er~'tions, ~abor oon­
cl~lded that the ,pil.ot. offort hnd peerl sUQcessfuL. 'itnlploy­
motH: $t;;r.'v;i.ce l=>(;}:r;'sQnoe). ha.d :been l?l~\oin9 WO,l;)<:era having 
<~X'a,min~l .rt\co).~d$ w:i.th emp),Q,Ye:r;'s who forl"erl,y would not 
h~vo 1;\OCf;\pt~~dthem. l\cco;rding to Labor, elt\ployers had 
o:ft~eI1 1>0.0'1') lo.d, to J;<at;)x(;Uni,11e thEli:r: otl5t(,lln~ry hiring and 
).)oncling stan~1a:r:da f;ll'ld WO:J;'e hi;x;i1l9 ma.ny pe,raons wit;h criminal 
:r.()oorda, often wit:hol1 t drt'\wing on the available bonding 
~a~i~:H;~r\ce. 

In 19?1, c))9progl:i;\l\\ 'becal'oe available :i.n 2,200 lecal 
(;lm,ploymex\t;; f:lE,u:v:toe o:f:f;i.ces. trhrough fiscal year 1974, it 
In:ovi.<:1ed bonding :for ex-of:fel\ders and others who were con­
~liClQ):;ed poor employmen.c ,riaks. .Maxi~\\Um bending cove;r:age 
J,:t"u:, et\oh p(lraonwa.s $10,000. tabol:' planned to' (1) continue 
f\U:1ding and m<:mitoringthe progrZUl1 through its national 
office dUring fiscal yea.r 1975, (2) continue using the 
bonding ¢OI\\pal1Y, and (3) n\ake the program avai.lable to CETA 
l?ril'l1(\ ~\POt1$o,rB as well a$ to employment service offices. 

t\ltho~ltJh a ponding c.ompany p;r:ovides the bends under a 
contra.ot with !.abe,;:, which Was to expire in June 1975, ern­
pl,oymentservice offices in each State were respensible for 
adm.inistering the prO<;p;'am. The State employment service 
nQti:fie.st::he bonding compan¥ that an individual is eligible 
to Pe pond.ed. The company sends copies of the bond to the 
individl.,\al's ernpl,oyer and. to' the state employment service.' 
The ~n.ly individuals the company can refuse to bond are 
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people who were previously bonded under the progrrun and had 
bonding claims paid against them. 

In lilinoj,s, Massaohus'etts, and Minneseta, job appli­
cants qualify for the progrcun by being unahleto ebtain 
bonding 'through the employe:r's commercial honding company. 
Generally, the applicant's staten\ent ef his 1na.bili ty to 
get bonding through cemmercial $ourceS i~ 8u:fficientto , 
qualify him. We were advised by employment Set'vice Officials 
in Illinois and Minnesota that the bond ceiling of $10,000 
has been' adequate. I.n Massachusetts, an of:fidia,;t. of the 
state employment service conunented thatllH:my ~"ploye:r$ do 
not believe the $10,000 ceverage is sufficient, and there­
fo;r:e, will not hire ex-offenders. 

O)<.lahoma was the only State reviewed tha.t had not 
used the program. Accerding to state employmen't t;Jervice 
off;ioiaJ,a, bonding- coverage had not 'been. an obstacle to 
employt1\ent, since many jobs did notreqld.:re bond;Ln9 and 
employet's have secll:t'E~d coverage through their bondin9 
oompanies when needed. 

J\ total of 6, 149 pel::'sens --both ex-e:ffende:rs and. non­
offenders--were bonded under the program from Ma):;,ah 1966 
threugh December 1973. Labor does.not know how many of 
the participants were'ex-offenders, because the data on 
whether a bondee is an ot:fender is in the local employment 
service offices and is not centrally reported. Based on 
available informat:i,on, we estimated that 

--of the 493 bonds issued in Illinois l 452 were 
for ex-offenders: 

--about ,half of the 93 bonqs in Massachusetts were 
for eX-Offenders: and 

--a majerity of the 40 bonds in Minnesota were for 
ex-offenders. 

Employment service officials said that the low level ef 
activity in Mi.nnesota, compared to Illineis, was due in 
part to many ex-offenders filling jobs which did not re­
quire bonding and the lack of publicity in Massachusetts 
contributed to low utilization ef the program. 
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The following table shows the bonding activity in 
three states reviewed. 

Bonds Claims 
Period issued Coverage Premiums paid 

ll11.no1,8 10/66-3/73 493 $3,178,000 $73,300 $ 6,300 

M~lI8achuBet,t8 7/67-8/73 93 673,000 14,700 4,500 

Minnesota 1/71,-:-5}/73 ~ 319,500 3,900 

Total 626 - $4.170.500 $91.900 $10" 800 ---
Bonding coverage under the contract costs $20.40 per $1,000 
inc'tem.~nt each year. Labor funded the program for fiscal 
years 1966-74 for abollt $851,000. Through March 1974, 
I!ClbOr had paid about $792,000 of this amount in premiums 
to the ponding eornpany which had paid only about $104,000 
in claims. 

Although the eoncel?t needs more study, it appears that 
the low claims paid rate in relation to the premiums paid 
indicates that consideration should be given to,the Federal 
Government's paying claims directly dUring the initial 
phase of a project rather than providing bond coverage 
with a commercial bonding company. We understand that a 
Labor,..funded study of the program, discussed later in this 
Chapter, will include at\ evaluation of this issue. 

Program monitorins 

Labor monitored -the program by reviewing reports and 
~ .. nvoices submitted by the bonding company. From July 1972 
'thrOllgh March 1974, Labor paid abO\lt $34,898 in premiums 
in Illinois, Massachusetts, and Minnesota. Our analysis 
of reports and invoices for bonds terminated during this 
period showed computation errors in premiwn charges for 
126 of the 191 bonds terminated. This was due to the bond­
ing company's charging a month's premiwn when a bondee's 
coverage was terminat.ed before the end of the month, a 
contract violation, which resulted in Labor paying $1,500 
in unnecessary premiums. \~e advised a Labor official of 
the need to adjust this item. 
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When bondees reached the 18th month of consecutive 
coverage, the State employment service bonding coordinator 
was required by Labor to try to convert the coverage to 
the emp~oyer's commercial. bonding, thus making the employer 
re~pons1ble for bond prem1urns. A bonding company official 
sa1d the l8-month period should provide evidence as to the 
reliability of the bondee. If a State bonding coordinator 
was unable to obtain.cc;munercial bonding, the ~onding company 
agre~d to bond or obta1n commercial bonding for the bondee~ 
In e1ther case, the premiums were expected to be pai,d by 
the bondee's employer. 

From January 1971 through March 1974, Labor's records 
showed that 131 bonds exceedea the l8-month period in the 
3 States reviewed. Of these, 23 were still active at the 
end of March and had not been converted to commercial bond­
ing, resulting in Labor's paying about $3,300 in excess 
premiums. Labor had also paid excess premiums for bonds 
not active at that date. One individual had been bonded 
over the life of the program for 77 months. We advised 
Labor Officials of the need for corrective action on these 
items. 

LABOR TO CONTINUE BONDING PROGRAM 

Labor's fiscal year 1975 plans indicated that it would 
(1) administer the program nationally, ~2) continue using 
the bonding company, and (3) make the program available to 
~ployment service offices under title III-A of CETA. Also, 
t1'7 le I of CETA provides for administration of bonding by 
prJJne sponsors. Labor contracted in rnid-1974 for an his­
torical evaluation of the bonding program. 
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CHAPTER 6 

.COMPREHENSIVE, OFFENDER MANPOWER PROGRAM 

:r,n 1971, ,Labor established the Comprehensive Offender 
J1adpOWe,r Pl';ogram on a pilot basis because of apparent prob­
leIDtif in coordination among Federal, State, and community 
a~Hm¢ie,9 involved in offender rehabilitation and Labor IS 

4x:pe:r,ience in thi,s area,. Development of comprehensive 
offeDd8~ programs was begun in six States in 1971; two 
rtu:n;o, $tatel'J were added in 1972. These programs were to 
shift focus fxom State manpower agencies to the respective 
GO'l(~tno,rs' offic6s with thd view toward alleviating coor­
d,;i.n~t;ton problems '. 

!j!he compre;hensive programs were to emphasize inter­
(il~gency coordination and cooperation and involve community 
gt'OUP$ with a demonst,rated commitment toward serving offend­
tn:t;l. 'The programs were to include a full range of services, 
auch as pretrial intervention projects, services for pro­
bat.d.oners, ski1.l training, and a variety of followup services 
fo:r: Gx-oefendets. 

La'tXH7 ,funded comprehensive programs in Florida, Illinois, 
Mtu:yland, Michigan, New Jersey, North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Dnd ~.xa$ for about $14.1 million during fiscal years 1972 
1.1ho' 1973. They were funded in two phases, planning at about 
$35$,00Q arid operati.ons at about $13.7 million. Planning 
W~$to .la$t about 6 months, but several programs required 
l;l~lditional time., The operationa 1 pha$e was to be funded for 
1a mon.t.h$,with no further funding . by Labor anticipated. 
We examined the program in Illinois. 

t,.l,'lbor corltt:acted with the Office of the Governor for 
thfl planning phase. This W,UI or iginally scheduled for 
July 1, 1971, through January 14, 1972, but was modified to 
eOv('!,r Oetober 18, 1971, through September 14. 1972. Labor 
pt'oV'id.~d about $56,000 for the planning effort. 

An interim report by the l'11inoi9 program planning 
9';t'ClU\JW8Q isau.ed in .f~eb'ruary 1972. It contained (1) an 
an.fllys in of the, stat..e' s criminal jus tice population, (2) its 
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problems and needs, and (3) the Federal, State, and local 
resources available to meet the needs. Information from the 
report was used to develop the program units making up the 
Illinois program. 

Based upon information from the planning phase, Labor 
awarded a contract for about $2 million to the Office of the 
Governor for the operational phase of the program to cover 
July 1972 through December 1973. By December '1973, there 
had been seven modifications to the contract, including a 
6-month extension through June 1974, revisions of the budget, 
and changes in the program units making up the program. By 
July 1974, there had been an additional four modifications 
with a fifth pending. With the latest modifications, the 
contract had been extended another 6 months and the program 
received an additional $100,000 to continue certain program 
units scheduled to expire before December 1974. A Labor 
official advised us that the Illinois program was u.nder 
constant ·modification and Labor should have spent more time 
reviewing its plans. 

The Correctional Manpower Services Project was the State 
unit operating under the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission 
that coordinated program activity in the State. It also 
provided long-range planning, research, and evaluation. In 
add.i,.tion, State units wer'e providing (1) vocational coun­
seling, (2) family reintegration for juveniles, (3) planning 
for a comprehensive automot,ive curriculum for the State 
Department of Corrections, (4) fellowships in corrections, 
(5) job placement, (6) a training academy for correctional 
officers, and (7) a training program at a county jail. 

Labor required the State program to prepare monthly 
progress reports and statistics on enrollees. Labor also 
required an evaluation which did not have to directly con­
sider determining whether the program resulted in better 
coordination at the local level among organizations pro­
viding ~ervices to offenders. 

The first monthly summary of enrollee characteristics, 
submitted to Labor in May 1973, provided cumulative statis­
tics on the program through April 30, 1973. The report 
showed 417 enrollees in three program units, but a State 
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official indicated the figure was misleading because about 
half the number were served to only some extent by the 
program. 

liQ FtlTURE LABOR FUNDS 

Labor :had no plans to continue funding the comprehensive 
i?:rogram. A Labor official advised us that, if the program 
units were to continue, funding from sources other than Labor 
wouldbB needed. 

In June 1975 Labor told us that the Illinois program 
had had a significant impact and it now appeared that most 
pt'ogram components would receive non-Labor funding. The 
[>rogram's central administrative unit had been made a regular 
part of the Governor's office and the program director was 
chairman of the Law Offenders' Planning Task Force on the 
Govetnor's Advisory Council on Manpower. Represented on the 
Planning Task .Force were 11 State agencies that deal with 
offender problems. Further, Labor s.aid t~e key role assigned 
to. the program director seemed to indicate a success in 
coordinCltion. Labor also said that comprehensive programs 
in 1:'10xida, Maryland, Michigan, and Texas enjoyed similar 
Hllcoess in terms of being retained for purposes of coordi­
nating offender rehabilitation activities after Labor fund­
ing ceased. 

CHAPTER 7 

COMPREHENSIVE OFFENDER PROGRAM EFFORT 

As a result of discussions in late 1971 between officials 
~f ~abor, HEW, and Justice, these three Departments jointly 
~nv~ted the Governors of the 50 States and territories to 
participate in the Comprehensive Offender ProgFam Effort. 
The program was designed to coordinate Federal, State, and 
local resources devoted to offender rehabilitation and to 
provide funds in addition to those the States had for offender 
rehabilitation. To accomplish coordination, a national com­
mittee was established consisting of representatives from 
the three Departments to receive and review State offender 
rehabilitation plans. Based on a review of the State plan, 
Federal funds would be committed under the program to the 
State to aid in carrying out the plan. 

As of July 1973, 41 State plans had been received and 
reviewed by the committee which determined that 14 plans, 
including Illinois, were usable. As of May 1974, the only 
funding which had been made available was $4 million by 
Justice. 

A Labor official stated in April 1974 that for "all 
practical .purposes" the program no longer existed. He said 
it would take additional discussions by the three Departments 
to bring future national support to the program. 

Of the States reviewed, Illinois submitted in early 
1973' a program plan to the national committee. An Illinois 
official indicated in July 1973 that no action had been taken 
in the State since the planning phase of the program and its 
future appeared uncertain. 

At the time of our review, neither Oklahoma nor Massa­
chusetts had submitted program plans. 

FUTURE DEPENDS ON STATES 

With the enactment of CETA, Labor's consideration of 
the program included emphasizing coordination of offender 
efforts at the State rather than the Federal level. In 
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,fi~cal year 1915, this was to be accomplished by encouraging 
GOiJeX'rto:r.s and prime sponsors to use part of the CETA resources 
allocnte,qtotnem to achieve effective coordination between 
ma,tll'?OW~r programs and offender efforts within the respective 
$tAt~a. Labor "'as considering transmitting the State-developed 
p.t'ogrArn plane to the ,respective State prime sponsors for 
incorporation into fiscal year 1975 CETA operations. 

:rn !.Tune ,1975 Labor advised us that six States--Alabama, 
.Mic'higar1; Minnesota, Oregon, Texas, and Wisconsin--had been 
•• lecte~ in late April 1975 to participate in the program. 
The Governors of these States were notified of 'their selec­
tion in late May 1975. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCLUSIONS 

Labor has tried a wide range of research and demonstra­
tion projects to find ways of alleviating the difficult prob­
lem of criminal offender rehabilitation. Some programs 
appeared to have promise. Pretrial intervention is a preven­
tive program which seeks to save ir.\dividuals from having 
criminal records while putting them on a constructive path to 
productive lives in society. Inmate training seemed to offer 
some help to offenders in developing employable skills. The 
model ex-offender program, as a job placement effort, as­
sisted offenders in finding jobs. After approximately a 
decade of experimentation with offender rehabilitation, some" 
decisions should be made on which type of program or combina­
tion of programs and components would be most effective in an 
operational mode. Such decisions are particularly needed in 
view of the new approach to delivery of manpower services 
under CETA .. 

Because the objective of any research and development is 
to determine the best method for solv.ing a problem, evaluation 
of these efforts is important and they are needed to decide 
the best courses of action. Labor's past efforts to evaluate 
criminal rehabilitation programs have been hampered by poor 
recordkeeping and difficulties in locating ex-offenders 
after release from prison. Because followup data on ex­
offenders who have completed rehabilitation programs is a key 
element in the present evaluation process, it may be necessary 
to revise evaluation concepts if there is no significant im­
provement in obtaining this data. 

with the many Federal, State, and local agencies involved 
in criminal rehabilitation, coordination is an important fac­
tor in implementing any approach to alleviating this problem. 
The two programs developed or participated in by Labor to 
deal with coordination problems have evolved rather slowly 
and involved only selected States. One appears to be result­
ing in some success while the other is just being implemented. 
Additional coordination will be needed. 
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Under CETA,the Secretary of Labor is to insure that as 
a ,I;l1i~c,:ial t.a:q;let group, offenders are adequately provided for. 
13,cc1;tuse it appears that pilot projects will again be the pri­
ma.ry emphasil1,at least initially under CETA, there is a . 
question a.s ,to how effectively the offender target group. Wl.l1 
be 8erVea~ Wa do not believe that, over the long run, p110t 
p:t'ojectawill adequately fulfill the Secretary's responsi­
h:l.lity. 

.RBCPt11'u:lNOA;rIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF LABOR 

w. :t"ecommend that the Secretary: 

-""AS.fH~$S in depth what the Department's role in offender 
rehabilitation ought ~o be over the long run. Such an 
a.$S8Ssment: should include an evaluation of prior ex­
periences as well as those gained by local sponsors 
unde.rthe .pilot del1\onstrations. The objectives of 
t:he lUlBf;3SSment should be to determine (1) what and 
how m\.lch g\lidance the Department should give prime 
aponsor.(Ii\wder CETA about which programs and compo­
n~nt8 are most effective for local use and (2) the 
types and extent of programs to be funded on.a 
national basis j 9iving consideration to the level of 
e;ffO.rt of p:rime sponsors and other Federal agencies • 

....... coordinate the Department's efforts with other Federal 
and S·taee agenc.ies involved in offender rehabilitation • 

...,. ... lnsure that offender rehabilitation projects maintain 
aoequate.records and concentrate additional efforts 
on iocating offenders after participation in the 
ptograIl\sto improve program evaluations. 

We also suggest that Labor send a copy of this report 
'to oach primo sp<>n.sor as a summary of its efforts in offender 
:x:(dl.a.~ilita tion .• 

Labor cOllcur.:ed with ourreconunendation for an in-depth 
11lls ••• mOl'lt, (,):t ;i:~s long-run role in offender rehabilitation, 
1hc:l,u,din,g evaluation of pilot project experience. (See 
tl,pp. I.,) It stated that a set of goals and objectives is now 
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under review and, in addition to already completed evaluations 
of some programs, oth(;X's are currently being evaluated. 

Concerning our recommendation for coordinating its efforts 
with other Federal and State agency offender rehabilitation 
effortej Labor said it was continuing to take advantage of 
such opportunities through an interagency council and 
through a requirement that nationally funded projects demon­
strate coordination efforts with othex agencies. It believes 
that the recently funded Comprehensive Offender Program Effort 
(discussed in chapter 7 of this report) holds promise for co-
ordination at all levels. 

On our recommendation for adequate project records and 
for concentrating additional efforts to locate offenders who 
participated in projects, Labor said a study would be made 
to find the best way to make postre1ease fo11owup on offenders. 
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.i\p,l? ENDIX I 

JUN 18 1975 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Orl'lCa 01' 'rIIt! AssISTANT SOCRBTARY 

WASHINGTON 

APPENDIX I 

Mr. Gregor.Y J. Ahart, ,Directo.r 
Mat1pOWer and Welfare Divi.sion 
U. S. Gene.ral, Accounting Office 
Wu.shington, D. C. 20548 

Sub;;oct: GAO Dxaft Report on the Department of Labor's 
past and Future Role in Offender Rehabilitation 

D~tl): M.t;:. • Ahart : 

f.'olJ.owing'are our comments on and reaction to recommendations, 
aug90.stions and statements contained in your draft report on 
the :Oepartment of !,abo,r I s (DOL) past and future role in offender 
rehnbilitation. 

RQcommendation: 
"" 

The Secretary should undertake an in-depth 
assessment of what the Department's role in 
the o.ffender rehabilitation area ought to be 
over the long run. such an assessment should 
include an evaluation of prior experiences as 
well as those gained by local sponsors under 
the pilot demonstrations. The objectives of 
the asse.ssment should be to determine (1) what 
and how much guidance the Department ~hould 
provide to prime sponsors under the 1973 act 
as to which components are most effective for 
local use, and (2) the types and extent of 
programs to be funded on a national basis, 
giving consideration to the level of effort 
of prime sponsors and other Federal agencies. 

We agree with tlTis recommendation and are 
already in the process of performing all of 
the suggested actions contained in the recom­
mendation. We have drafted a set of goals 
and objectives to s9rve as the basis for the 
Department's action in this area for several 
yea-rs to come. 
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APPENDIX I 

Reconunendation: 

Response: 

Recommendation: 

Response: 

.. 

APPENDIX I 

The document is in the initial stages of review. 
The evaluation of prior experiences. i.8 'a sepa­
rate task and is being performed now in the form 
of assessing our Comprehensive Offender Manpower 
Programs (COMP's) and model projects for special 
ex-offender target groups. Evaluations were 
previously completed on our three other offender 
rehabilitation programs: Inmate Training, Model 
EX-O:Efender Program, and Pretrial Intervention. 
We fully intend to evaluate the experiences of 
prime sponsors in the operation of our regional 
demonstration programs. This should be helpful 
in dE~termining which programs, components and 
designs are m6st effective for local use, as 
well as help in identifying the national 
f 

. I ... undJ.ng needs. 

The Secretary should coordinate the Department's 
efforts with those of other Federal and State 
agencies in offender rehabilitation. 

We will continue to take advantage of ~ll oppor­
tunities to effectively coordinate our ac.t.ivities 
with other agencies. We are using the Interagency 
Council on Corrections as the main forum for. this 
activity., As a matter of routine,. all nationally 
funded projects are required to demonstrate co­
ordinating efforts with other appropriate.ageric~es. 
In addition, the comprehensive,Offende:r Program : 
Effort program was recently funded in six States 
and promises to be a major step forwa,rd in co­
ordination of offender rehabilitation at all 
levels. 

The Secretary should insure that offender reha­
bilitat~on projects maintain adequate records 
and concentrate additidnal efforts on locating 
offenders after participation in the program 
to improve evaluations. 

A staff study will be made to determine the best 
way to conduct followup activities on offenders 
in our nationally funded operational and research 
development programs. 
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
RELATING TO OFFENDER REHABILITATION FUNDED BY LABOR 

AS OF NOVEMBER 16, 1974 (note a) 

Contractor 

One America. Incorporated 

Sam Harris and Associates. 
Limited 

One America. Incorporated 

Juarez and Associates 

Learning Systems,Incorporated 

Description of the project 
Projects which totally serve offenders 

A model for female offenders in Houston. 
The model will concentrate upon the needs 
of female offenders on probation or parole. 
Women who successfully participate in the 
program will have their convictions ex­
punged. (June 27, 1974. to Dec. 27. 1975) 

A model for drug-addicted offenders in 
Baltimore and Des Moines to explore dif­
ferent approaches to providing manpower 
services as a part of an ongoing drug 
treatment program. (Nov. 27. 1973. to 
May 26. 1975) 

A coopera·tive effort to assist LEAA in 
providing training for female offende.rs 
in Tennessee and Ohio. (Aug. 31. 1973. 
to Feb. 28. 1975) 

A model to act as an employment service 
for Spanish-speaking offenders before and 
after release from prison in Ca lifornia. 
(Mar. 5. 1974. to Oct. 5. 1975) 

A comprehensive model program for juvenile 
offenders in Pinellas County. Florida, for 
a medium-sized city. (Feb. 15. 1974, to 
Aug. 15. 1975) 
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Narcotics Addicts Rehab~litation. 
center Ocganizatiol} Incorporated 

The S.L.it. Group} Incorporated 

National Office for Social 
Responsibility 

Contract Research Corporation 

U.S. Jaycees Foundation 

Georgetown University 

American Correctional Association 

Na~ional Council on Crime 
~ and Delinquency 

Battelle Institute 

The Murton Foundat.~lC.l for 
Criminal Justice, Incorp'.~rated 

Entropy Limited 

Chase Manhattan Bank 

American Bar Association 

A r::odel • .... h:icn combines drug treatment Wl.,th: 
participation in Department of Labor-financed 
institutional training programs in Atlantic 
city, New J.ersey. (Jan. 18, 1974, to Jan. 
18, 1975) 

A project. to de.velop a manpower model 
which meets the particular needs of 
the older, and/or long-term offender 
in the Phoenix and Tucson areas. The 
model stresses counseling to help the 
ex-offender cope with the immediate and 
long-range problems of reentry into the 
community upon release from prison. 
(Apr. 16, 1974 to Dec. 31, 1975) 

A model which focuses upon provision of 
service to predelinquent youth and tries 
to discover methods to overcome institu­
tional barriers to the employment and 
training of youth in Oakland, California. 
(June 24, 1974, to Dec. 31, 1975) 

Provides program support (technical assis­
tance) to Labor's national office staff, 
regional office personnel, and prime 
sponsors in the implementation of offender 
programs. Provides assistance in design­
ing and conducting related training and 
training materials related to the program. 
(June 29, 1973, to Jan. 17, 1975) 

Promotion and merchandising of correctional 
programs among CETA prime sponsors n~tion­
wide. (Aug. 1, 1974, to July 31, 1975) 

A plannipg study on the role of prison 
industries now and in the future. (July 
1, 1972, to Jan. 15, 1975) 

A demonstration-research project using a 
contingency contract to establish a parole 
date in return for specific behavior in 
prison. (June 30, 1972 to Feb. 1, 1975) 

To provide information about community­
based correctional programs and to develop 
a handbook to guide developers. (July 1, 
1972, to Dec. 31, 1974) 

A $urvey of vocational training in Federal 
'and State correctional institutions. 

(June 22, 1972, to Dec. 31, 1974) 

To deveJ.op a model for shared decisionmaking 
as a tr,eabnent tool in prison management and 
to determine the administrative and practical 
feasibili,t_y of implementing the model. 
(Mar. 15, 1974, to Mar. 15. 1975) 

To develop a model £emale offenders program 
demonstrating the viability of alternatives 
to incarceration. (Aug. 15. 1974, to Aug. 
15, 1976) 

To demonstrate the viability of employing 
female ex-offenders in the banking incustry. 
(Aug. 1, 1974, to Aug. 1, 1975) 

A national pretrial intervention service 
center to help promote pretrial intervention 
projects. (Mar. 1. 1973, to Oct. 31, 1975) 
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J\PPENPIX .111 

GAO REPORTS ON 
. J, 

OUiPENDER REHABILI'l'ATION 

I'Review to :r:dentify toe Va:r;io\.l!i";l l1'edet'al 1\genoiera Operating 
l?togcams Designed to Benefit the Ctiminal Offender" 
(:0 .... ),71019; .May 17, )'97~) 

Lette;r; RepO;r;"\! 'l~Q t~he Ohairman, $\;lJ~committee No.3, Coromi ttee 
OD the J~l(lj,ciatY, HQu~e of Repre$eotativea, on "lnforillation 
on Cor~eatiQns ana Pretrial Diversion projecta Funded by 
G;r;ants lrrom the X~aw ~nforcement Assistance Adminil;ltration, 
Peparc;merl't of ~r\1atice" 
(l) .... 17101,9,A)?;r;'. 4, ),973) 

"Reha·bi,l;t'l:F.~t~inql Inmates. 0:1;1 lrederal Prisons: Special p)':."o9:t;'ams 

Help But Not Bnougb~ - Department of Justioe 
(13-133223, 1:-To'\1.' 6, ],973) 

iI));Lffiou),'t:i.es of Assessing Results of T.Jaw Enforce)nent 
Assistance Administration projects to Reduce Crime" -
Department of Justice 
(B-171019, Ma~~ 19, 1974) 

"proposals and 2\ot;i,cms fo);' Improving 'the )j'ederal Parole 
System~ - Department of Justice 
(:8-133223, May 24, 1974) 

"Use o:f stc;.I.'tl,.1tory Authority for l?roviCling Inmate Release 
Funds" - l)epar tment of Justice 
(B-133223, Aug. 16, 1974) 

"pX'o9ress in PeteX'mining Approaches Which Work in the Criminal 
Justice System" - Department of Justice 
(8-171019, Oct. 21, 1974) 

")federal Guidance Needed if Halfway Houses Are To Be a Viable 
Alternative to prison" - Department of Justice 
(GGD-75-70, May 28, 1975) 
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APPENDIX IV 

pRUWIPAL OFFICIALS 

J}E!§'[QN~HBLE E'OR ACTIVITIES 

12J .P.CY-§[E=D"--"I=N"'--'T::..::H:.;;I;;..:S;;.......;:;R.:.;::E::..::;P-=O~R::.;::;.T 

Tenure of office 

.(1r;!CJ?'£'l'A RY : 
John :I;'. Dutllop 
peter J. Brennan 
J'ami:.'If;J O. Hodgson 
Geor~Je P. Shultz 
W. Willard wirtz 

I\'ISSIsrr.ANt Sl~CRETARY (MAN'POWER): 
'William H . Kolberg , Jr. 
i?a\,l,). iJ'.C'a.sser, Jr. (acting) 
Malcolm l\. Lovell 
Arnold R. Weber 
St~nle,y H. Ruttenberg 

,M/'\Nl?OW'ER ADMINIS~rRATOR: 
Ut:inti!..lrdeta'ky (note a) 
Vacant 
Pau:1J:, .Fns a ex:; , Jr. 
.Malcolm a.Lovell 
;j,f Nicolas. Peat 
W;tllian\ H.Kolberg , Jr. (acting) 
St~l)nleyH. Rutten'berg 

From ~ 

Mar. 
Feb. 
July 
Jan. 
Sept. 

Apr. 
Jan. 
July 
Feb. 
June 

Aug. 
Apr. 
Oct. 
June 
Feb. 
Jan. 
Jan. 

1975 
1973 
1970 
1969 
1962 

1973 
1973 
1970 
1969 
1966 

1973 
1973 
1970 
1969 
1969 
1969 
1965 

Present 
Ma.r. 1975 
F'2b. 1973 
June 1970 
Jan. 1969 

Present 
Apr. 1973 
Jan. 1973 
July 1970 
Jan. 1969 

Present 
Aug. 1973 
Apr. 1973 
Oct. 1970 
June 1969 
Feb. 1969 
Jan. 1969 

~l')'\.e d.\l.tieso.fthe, Manpower Administrator were assigned to 
th(!iOeputy ,Mu.tiatant:: Sec.retaty for Manpower in AU7ust 1973. 
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