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ABSTFACT

This report reviews the experience of the PEG Program, an
experimental enployrent program, using volunteer community experts
in personnel, manpower training, and employment fields to counsel
Monroe County probationers. The Monroe County Probation Department,
under the directorship of Dennis A. Walsh, operated PEG as a pilot
project with the support of the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration. Richard P. Van Auker served as Project Director.

The report provides a description of program procedures
and a detailed view of the sequence of events experienced by the
participating probationers. Also included is an overview of the
program development and a sumary of the results of the formal eval-
uation of impacts on client employment and recidivism.

The preparation of this document was supported by Grant
74 NI-02-~0002 from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice of the ILaw Enforcement Assistance Administration,
United States Department of Justice. Statements or conclusions
contained in this paper do not necessarily indicate the concurrence
of the Institute.
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I. INTRCDUCTION

The Probation Employment and Guidance Program, funded with

support from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and

operated by the Monroe County Probation Dep: rtment, involves a mmulti-

disciplinarian panel approach to the problems of unemployed and under—
employed probationers, age 18 and over. A pool of volunteer community

experts in such fields as personnel, manpower training, and industrial

relations sit on weekly Employment Guidance Councils to advise referred
probationers about their employment problems and possibilities,

as well as training and educational options. Supportive services,

including screening and intensive follow-through assistance, are.
provided by a program coordinator (a senior probation officer) and a

personnel specialist.

The report which follows sketches in the background of the
program, summarizes the results of an evaluation of the impacts of
the PEG Program on client recidivism and employment, and describes
the programkprocedures and process in more detail. In descr‘ibing the
process, an attempt has been made to reflect some of the more intangible
and qualitative benefits of the PEG approach, as well as its difficulties
and frustrations, as seen by key program staff. It is hoped that such
reflections can be of assistance to those who are interested in

attempting similar experiments.




ITI. PROGRAIM HISTORY

The concept for the Probation Employment and Guidance (PEG)
Program originated with the Rochester-Monroe County Criminal Justice
Pilot City Program, as part of its federally-supported program
development activities in criminal justice agencies.1 The PEG Program
was designed as an adaptation of a panel approach to unemployment
problems, utilized in the 1960's by the New York State Employment

Service and based on heavy involvement of community volumteers.

Fortuitously, the Director of the Pilot City Program had
some familiarity with the former Older Worker Program, as the Employ-
ment Service program was called, and had once witnessed a demonstratioﬁ
of its key element, the Employer Advisory Panel, in action. In

Janvary of 1973, when the Pilot City staff began exploring ideas for

1 ,
The Pilot City Program, funded by the National Institute of Law Enforce-
ment and Criminal Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion and operated by tie University of Rochester's Graduate School of
Management, is one of eight similar criminal justice research and
development programs introduced nationwide. The locai program, in
operation since June, 1972, is scheduled to terminate on June 30, 1975.
The goals of the Pilot City Program were: " (1) to develop new and
improved techniques for reducing crime and delinquency; (2) to test
and demonstrate these techniques or innovations in a series of commmity
action programs; (3) to measure and evaluate the project results; and
(4) to dissemihate research and denonstration project results to the
community, and to the nation through the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice" (Rochester-Monroe County Criminal
Justice Pilot City Program: Interim Report, Graduate School of Manage-
ment, University of Rochester, December, 1972). To facilitate the
development and implementation of demonstration programs, the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration reserved for each Pilot City
community $500,000 yearly for implementing action programs reccmmended
by the Pilot City staff. These funds were granted directly to the
implementing agency.

. 1
experimental programs for Monroe County adult probationers, there was

interest in somehow addressing the problems which apparently kept many
offenders from "integrating" or "re-integrating” themselves with the
"normal" community of productive citizens —- problems such as wemploy-
ment, inadequate housing, school difficulties, as well as the more
obvious crj_minél record. There was also strong interest in somehow
involving the larger commmity in this integration effort. It was in

this context, therefore, that the possibility of adapting the Older

Worker pamel approach to meet the needs of probationers soon came

under discussion.

Since little or no published information was available about
the Older Worker Program, -Ehe Pilot City group sought out two indivi-
duals who had been heavily involved with the Rochester effort-- Mr.
Herbert W. Watkins, former chairman of the Employer Advisory Panel
for the Employment of the Older Worker and vice president of a firm
specializing in educaticnal and training programs, and Mrs. Grace Kime,
a former supervisor of the Older Worker Program for the New York State
Employment Service. The first hand information these individuals
provided about its problems and potentialities was to prove invaluable,

and as nore detailed program planning got underway, Mrs. Kime became

a consultant to the Pilot City staff.

We now tumn to a brief outline of the Older Worker Program,

as it was described to the Pilot City group by two of the key

1
The term "adult probationers" is here used to designate persons 16

years of age or older who have been placed on probation by a criminal
court. ,



- 1
participants. Quite simply, the panel approach of the Older Worker

Program was a technique devised by the State Labor Department's
Employment Service to utilize local employers as a panel of experts

t0 help older workers in locating jobs. The Employer Advisory Panel
component operated through the combined efforts of the Employment
Service and the local Industrial Management Council. It brought
together a group of people primarily from employment specialties —-
";knowledgeable about the job market, the requirements for jobs and

- the process of interviewing applicants -- and representing fields

"‘ of manufacturing, retail sales, banking, hospitals, service, education,

and small business.

Under the program, unemployed older persons coming to the
Rochester Proféssional and Commercial Placement Center for the Employ-
ment Service were assigned to an Older Worker Counselor. This counselor
then selected and briefed persons considered "job ready" for referral
to the Employer Advisory Panel; subsequently, the counselor would work
with the individual in fellowing up the suggestions of the panel.
Clients referred to the panel ranged in age from 43 to 60, were
predominantly male, married, and with families, and the majority had
some training or education beyond high school. In the area of
anployment experience, "sixty-eight percent of all applicants related
to one main job -- average service eighteen years ... Jobs held were

in main administrative and sales with a high .representation of super-—

1
It should be noted that the Employment Service also operated a
Handicapped Worker Program along similar lines.

visory J:esponsibility“.l

The panel's designated function was to come to grips with
the particular individual's situation and his employment problem
through a group interview and counseling session, lasting roughly one
hour. The panel activity was characterized as involving three phases --
inquiry and fact-finding, critical analysis, and "brainstorming".
Panel objectives were to suggest new avenues of employment for the
client, to help hin} organize his job search, to provide feedback, to
motivate, and to restore lost confidence. This panel activity was

viewed as supplemental and supportive of the efforts of the Older

Worker Counselor.

While no formal evaluation of the Older Worker Program was
conducted, it was known that approximately three-fourths of the clients
who appeared hefore the panel did find employment. It was felt +hat
same of the program "failures" had been in need of intensive professional
counseling and that better screenine would have identified them as not

appropriate for referral to the Employer Advisory Panel.

The initial examination of the panel approach suggested to
the Pilot City staff that it had shown promise in dealing with employ-
ment problems, and certainly, unemployment and underemployment among
offenders were a persistent concern to those working in the field of
corrections. It was evident, however, that criminal offenders would
constitute a taiget population for the panel approach markedly different

from the older Workers in terms of age, work experience, and training.

1

Herbert W. Watkins, "The Employer Panel - A Resource for the Older
Worker Counselor", paper delivered at the National Conference on
Manpower Training and the Older Worker, sponsored by the National
Council on the Aging, January 17-19, 1966. ,

~G-



On the other hand, the »lder worker and the criminal offender
might share some characteristics other than the sheer circumstance of
unemployment. In addition to the "social liability" of age, it was
observed that older workers frecuently suffer from lack of knowledge
and experience in job-hunting, lack of feedback and advice about
their job hunting problems and failures, and lack of confidence,
defeatism, and bitterness. It was expected that unempléyed offenders
might suffer from very similar problems, including a "social liability"

that in this case tock the form of a criminal record.

In the next few months, the Pilot City group worked to
develop a detailed proposal and program outline. During that period,
a survey of thz Monroe County Adult Probation caseload was conducted
with the assistance of the probation officers. This survey showed
the unemployment rate for probationers running at about 17% in April,
1973, in comparison with a County-wide rate of 2.9% at that time.
The survey confirmed that a sufficient reservoir of clients with
employment prcblems was available within the Probation Department
to operate a program for a pilot phase. It was recognized that
jail releasees, parolees, and other offender or ex-offender groups
might be equally well served by the program, but for ease of admin-
istration and research follow-up, restriction to one group had clear

advantages.

Once the decisicn to concentrate on probationers had been
made, several further aspects of the program demanded specification,
including the criteria of client eligibility, the actual program
outline, and a research/evaluation framework. Critical to the

entire program was an exploration of the response to the concept

AT . e

among local experts in the personnel and employment fields and among
the Monroe County Adult Probation staff and administrators, since

without the support of these groups no program would be possible.

As soon as the outlines of a potential program were sketched
in, a number of persons from local business and education fields, as
well as the Industrial Management Council, were approached about
possible support and participation. Potential volunteers were told
that the program might involve a time commitment of cne to two after-
noens per month and that no one would be required to promise a job to
a program client. Several willing panel members were quickly identi-

fied, many of whom volunteered their services to the former

Older Worker Program.

Meanwhile, contacts were made with the Monroe County Probation
Department and a draft proposal was circulated and discussed with a
small group of probation officers. They viewed the proposed program
with some skepticism —- regarding both the probable success of efforts
to employ probationers and more particularly, the annoyance of
complying with research design requirements. However, there was a much
more positive response to the promise of strong and expert commmity
involvement in the program, and coupled with support from Probation

administrators, this encouraged the Pilot City group to proceed with

planning.

The procedures of the PEG Program were designed to parallel
those of the Older Worker Program, with screening, identification of

the "job-ready" client, referral to the employer panel, and subsequent



follow—through as necessary elements in the process. The PEG sequence
outlined was more elaborate, however, both because the Probation
Department lacked employment counselors as part of its regular staff
and because the experience of the Older Worker Program had suggested
a need for better screening. Additionally, the need for a research/

evaluation framework imposed complications.

Under the PEG Program design, an individual was to be referred
by his probation officer, the staff member responsible for direct super-
vision of his case. At this stage, the criteria were relatively
clearcut, requiring no employment counseling expertise: the officer
could refer any probationer, 18 years of age or over, who was unenployed
or "underemployed". An "underemployed" person was operationally defined
as:

"any person employed part time, seasonally, or temporarily

who desires full-time employment but is wnable to secure
it;...[or] any employed person who desires employment
commensurate with his experience, education, and training
but is unable to secure it."l
Although there are 16 and. 17 year olds on probation for criminal
offenses, it was decided to exclude them since their job search is
severely limited by licensing and raployment statutes, and in any

case, it was assumed that this age group would be less oriented to

permanent or long-term employment.

l o™
Rochester-Monroe County Criminal Justice Pilot City Program,
Probation Employment and Guidance Program, Septenber, 1973.

A Re&iew Panel, drawn frim a pool of commmity experts, was
to perform the actual screening function and identify the "job-ready"
for referral to the more intensive panel session (drawn from a second pool
of voclunteers), dubbed the Employment Guidanse Council (BEGC). The desig-
nation "job-rendy", in use by fhe New York Suste Employment Service, was

left undefined -- for the Review Panel to decide by consensus.

The I'GC was to function similarly to the Imployer Panel of the
Older Worker Program, except that not all the "job-ready" would receive its
attention. The job+ready client would be randomly assigned either to an
experimental group (EGC treatment) or to a control group (no further special
services), to enable future evaluation of program effects. Assistance in
follovw~through on EGC suggestions would be provided by a Cammunity Liaison

Officer who was a persomel specialist.

In addition to a researcher and a part-time Project Director,
the program developed would recquire full-time services of a senior proba-
tion officer in the role of program coordinator and a stenographer, as
well as part-time services of a personnel specialist to handle liaison

with the comunity and follow-up assistance.

The PEG Program propcsal was sulmitted to the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration for review in June, 1973; on June 29, the LEAX
awarded $57,633 to the Adult Probation Department of the County of Monroe

for implementation of the program.

The project actually got underway in early September of 1973,
with further planning, recruitment of volunteers, development of a

detailed research design, form preparation, and orientation of volunteers

-10-



o

and probation officers requiring about two months. Projemt operations

began in Novenber and lasted through May, 1974.

Through the spring of 1974, response to the program had
been encouraging and preliminary research follow-up also was showing
some gainsg in the experimental group. Therefore, it was decided to
seek a continuation grant in order to give the promising program a
longer test. A second proposal, PEG II, developed collaboratively
by the PEG staff and the Pilot City Program, was approved by the

L.E.A.A. in June, 1974.

The second award, amounting to $52,437, extended the opera-
tion of the program through June, 1975, and also provided for an
expanded evaluaticn effort. Program modifications called for in
this second phase included the abolition of the Review Panel and
the transfer of screening duties to the cﬁdordjnator, the addition of
vocational testing, and a general up—-grading of the amount of :Lnfoi:—

mation provided to the EGC about each case.

During this period, a major reorganization of probation
services in Monroe County got undexrway, w1Lh the result that the
formerly separate Adult Probation and Family Court Probation Depart-—
ments were fully merged in Januvary, 1975, wder ﬁhe directorship of
Dennis A. Walsh. In anticipation of the mergér, the PEG Program oriented
Family Court Probation staff and began accepting their referrals —-
usually men on probation. for non-payment of support —— in December, 1974.
Since Adult Probation referrals had fallen spmewhat short of expecta—

tions, this experimental extension of the program services was both

-11-

logical and feasible.

Overall, from the implementation of the PEG Program in
Noverber of 1973 to May, 1975, 321 persons have received Screening
interviews and 122 clients have appeared before a session of the
Employment Guidance Council.l Operations are expected to continue

with Federal support through June.

1
’Ihe_program was not continuously operational throughout this period,
having temporarily stopped accepting new referrals during the sumer

of£1974 —— when details of the continuation grant were being worked
out. : ,

-12~



III. AN OUILINE OF PEG PROCEDURES

Before turning to a more detailed description of the PEG

process and its participants, it would be well to review the sequence

of procedures involved, to provide a kind of "road map" for the reader.

Figure 1 charts the flow of adult probationers through the
program; the nmumber of clients involved at each stage since the
inception of the program is also represented. Figure 2 similarly
displays the wolume of Family Court probation clients handled thus
far. Throughout this report, the main focus will be on the experience
of the program with adult criminal court probationers, however, since

the incorporation of Family Court clients is relatively recent.

Referrals: Referrals to the PEG Program come from probation
officers responsible for supervision of offenders. Officers may refer
anyone age 18 or above who is unemployed or underemployed and assigned
to probation supervision; cases assigned for investigation by the
court are not eligible at that stage. The probation officer briefly
explains the program to the individual and if the individual agrees to
participate, sets up an appointment with the PEG Coordinator. Subse-

quent to referral, a nurber of clients are lost, either because they

locate jobs or training opportunities, remove themselves from the 1-bor

market, or simply fail to appear for the screening interview for

unexplained reasons.

Screening: The referred probationer next undergoes screening,

1
Major portions of this chapter were prepared by Robert A. Norton,
PEG Coordinator. : -
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which currently takes the form of an "employment interview" with the

PEG Coordinator. The referred client first completes an employment

1
application form; around which the interview is conducted. The
Coordinator attempts to determine whether the individual is “job
ready" and can appropriately be served by the PEG Program, or whether

he needs other assistance prior to entering the job market.

In the first phase of program operations, screening was
performed by a volunteer Review Panel consisting of a. personnel spe—
cialist, manpower specialist, and an industrial psychologist, which
met weekly with rotating membership. This screening procedure ——
while not without merit -——- proved somewhat cumbersome, both in terms
of actual time involved for all participants (panel members, PEG
staff, probationer, and officer) in scheduling and conducting the
screening and in terms of the wait for screening this scmetimes

imposed on the prcbationer.

Other Assistance Needed: Characteristics frequently leading

to identification as being "in need of other assistance” include:

lack of any work experience, training, or marketable skill; a mental
or emotional problem; an alcohol problem; drug addiction or dependency
reguiring iﬁmediate attention; unwillingness to work or take training;
any serious health problem requiring medical attention or Sevérely
restricting ability to work; and being handicapped and on welfare (a

special program is available for clients in this last category).

Referral: For those not ready for a job search, the Coordi-

nator in every case makes referrals to existing camamnity resources,

1
A1l forms used appear in Appendix I.

~16-
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making specific contacts and appeintments as necessary. Among the
resources employed are the Manpower Skills Center, which provides
clerical, auto mechanics, welding, machine operator, and nurses aid/
orderly training; the Concentrated Employment Program, with services

such as a two-week work orientation program, job training, aptitude
testing (where applicable for training programs), counseling, placement,
and physical examination; Threshold, with drug counseling, medical atten-
tion, and a learning center for youth; Literacy Volunteers, a tutoring
rosource; the Monroe County Mental Health Court Clinic, for psychiatric
observation, treatment, and psychological testing; the Singer/0.V.R. Pro-
gram providing vocational evaluation and job placement for handicapped
welfare recipionts; the Youth Opportunity Center, an office of the State
Employment Service; the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, which assists
the mentally, emotionally, and physically handicapped; the Veterans Out-
reach Program, which assists veterans with a wide variety of problems; the
Urban League, for clerical training; and the Ibero-American Action

Ieague, with employment services for Spanish-speaking persons.

Designation as Job Ready and Random Selection: If, on the

other hand, a person is identified as "job ready", the Coordinator
comsults a prepared table of random nunmbers, which places the appli-
cont in either the control group or the experimental group. Those
applicants who fall into the control group are given a few ideas and
suggestions regarding their job search and are told to report back

to their probation officer for continued follow-up.

Selection for the Experimental Group: Those applicants who

are randomly scelected for the experimental group immediately receive

-1 J—

an explanation of the remainder of the program process. Three further
steps are then taken: (1) the probationer is asked to £ill out a self~
evaluation questionnaire (designed by the Personnel Specialist to
stimulate the applicant's thinking); (2) he is scheduled for testing,
usually within five days; and (3) he is scheduled for a session with

the Employment Guidance Council, usually within five to ten days.

Testing: A battery of tests, lasting two and one-half to
three hours, is administered by the Personnel Specialist. These tests
are designed to measure general learning ability, mechanical compre-
hension, manual dexterity, visual perception, interests, and level of

mathematics achievement (see Appendix II).

Employment Guidance Council (EGC): The Council meets weekly

(Wednesday afternocons fram 1:00 to 5:00 p.m.) in a conference room in
the Probation Department. The probatiocner/applicant appears before a
group of four to five professional commnity volunteers (drawn on a
rotating basis -— pre-scheduled —- from a pool of 30 with expertise

in Personnel, Industrial/Employee Relations, Manpower Training, Service
Organizations, Hospitals, and Colleges). This session lasts approxi-
mately one hour, during which time the Council goes through the

three phases of fact-finding, critical analysis and brainstorming for
specific reccmmendations. Prior to the session, the scheduled volunteers
receive in the mail a copy of the referral form, the applicatidn, and
the summarizedlresults of the screening interview for their perusal

and prepafation.

Each of the PEG staff members attends these sessions, with

-18-
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definite roles to play. The stencygrapher takes shorthand notes of all
pertinent discission t0 enable her to prepare detailed minutes. The
PEG Coordinator briefs Council menbers, ewplains any data on forms
supplied, answers any legal questions relative to the court system and
the criminal justice process (e.g., legal terminology, sentences, crimes,
offenses, disposition, conditions of probation, etc.), and generally
acts as a friend of the probationer/applicant who confided in him
during the screening interview. Later, he prepares a detailed sumary
of the session and recommendations made. The Commmnity Liaison Officer/
Personnel Speclalist attends to brief Council merbers on applicant
information supplied on the self-evaluation questionnaire, and reviews
his test results (in general terms); she is also there to make personal
observations, gain the confidence of the applicant, and to prepare

herself for in-depth follow-up on a one-to-one basis with him.

The applicant's probation officer is also invited to accompany

his probationer to this session.

Intensive Follow-Through Assistance: At the close of the

EGC session, the probationer is scheduled for an appointment with the
Comuunity Lialson Officer/Personnel Specialist within three to five

days. The Personnel Spegialist's follow-up interview includes dizcussion
of the Council's recommendations and the probationer's general reaction
to the experience, preparation for job interviews, general vocational
and employment counseling, and specific referrals to jobs, training
programs, educational programs, etc. The client receives at this

{ime a typed copy of his PEG application form, a copy of the Council's

-G~

comments, suggestions, and recommendations, and a professional inter-
pretation of his test results. The probationer is urged to report the

results of his fallow-through on referrals to the PEG staff. Additional

follow-up interviews are scheduled as necessary.

—20~
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IV. A CLOSER LOOK AT THE PLG PROCESS AND ITS CLIENTS CHART 1
1
. CiJARACTERISTICS OF JOB READY PROBATIONERS
Who is the PEG Client?
' . ’ Job Ready
ILet's talk about adult probationers as a group and the | Variable Probationers
general inmpression they make as they proceed through the PEG Program. ‘ AGE wnder 20 years 43.0%
) o . . " 21-24 years 26.0%
(See Chart 1 for some supporting statistics.) Who is the "job ready ; 25-30 years 15.0%
‘ , , 31-35 years 6.0%
probationer, the program's primary client? 36 years + 10.0%
. . . . SEX male 92.0%
First, he is male. His age is around 23; he may be black or female 8.0%
vhite. He is likely to be single, although he generally does not live RACE white 61.0%
_ % black 39.0%
alone. Usually, he is a city resident. He may be from a broken home, other —
but generally, he is not on welfare or in a house receiving welfare. MARITAL STATUS married 16.0%
‘ single 72.0%
other 12.0%
More often than not, he is free of known drug use. Usually
. . _ . EDUCATION mean years 10.88 years
he has no history of alcoholism, and no history of institutionalization
CONVICTION TYPE drugs 30.0%
for mantal problems. His health is generally good. burglary 12.0%
property 32.0%
_ violent crime 14.0%
In terms of education, he is a tenth grade drop-out and vice 5.0%
other 7.0%
probably attended two or three secondary schools. Frequently, he makes
. CONVICTION CLASS misdemeanor 62.0%
comments like: felony 38.0%
. PRIOR CRIME prior arrests 55.0%
- "School just never interested me." no prior arrests 45. 0%
) . unknown ——
- "I was always getting into trouble ..."
i . RESIDENCE city 79.0%
- "I just couldn't get along with the teacher." county 21.0%
‘ out of county -
- "I couldn't see any reason for me to learn that stuff."
. 1
1 . . ) Statistics compiled on all probationers identified as job ready
A major portion of this chapter was prepared by Dorothy Greenwood, during the first phase of operations, PEG I. Note that no
Community Liaison Officer/Personnel Specialist. - Family Court probationers participated during this pericd. Chart 1
is adapted from Chart 2, page 20, in James E. Phillips, The Probation
Employment and Guidance Program: An Evaluation of Impacts on

Enmployment and Recidivism. Also, see chapter V of this report.
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- "I wanted to go to work. They kicked me out."

Interestingly coo, these same kinds of probaticners, when tested in
the PEG prograin, were found to be in the upper part of the average
1

range for a general population group.

Most often our average PEG probationer depends upon some
family member for his lodging; sometimes he rents. Rarely does he own

his own home, or depend upon non-relatives.

What about jobs? In most cases, his highest job ever held
was as an wnskilled laborer. On his last job prior to PEG, he worked
six months or less. Often, he left his last job by quitting or being
fired. During the past year, he has had three jobs or has not worked
at all. His jobs are those he has found through convenience -- they
are located near where he lives, a friend has worked ’L:here, or he

heard they were hiring from a buddy or relative.

Our "typical probationer often goes to look for a job with

someone else, goes unprepared, tells the interviewer he wants "anything”.

and that he "can do anything". He goes to some big companies and
becomes discouraged easily when they have long lines of people waiting.

He concludes that "they probably aren't hiring anyway".

The PEG probationer is apt to think that he has to lie about
his criminal record - "otherwise, they'll never give me a chance."

"Why should they? I have a record." On the other hand, the probationr

1
See Appendix II.
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1
with Youthful Offender status , wro may by law answer "no" to the

question "have you ever been convicted?", frequently does not know

this and therefore tells more than necessary. "I thought I had to

tell them. Won't they get me for lying?" When he does put down on

his application what his conviction was, he is liable to f£ill in

"Shot scmebody", or "Grand Larceny 3rd", with no explanation whatsoever.
His concern about his record either makes him feel that he has to lie
to get an interview, or to tell such direct truths for fear of not

being exact.

Transportation is a real problem in his job search. He is
not in a position to follow up leads, to try jobs everywhere. If he
finds a job sone distance away which requires more than one bus, it
is apt not to last long as it is too costly, too long, or too dis-
agreeable to make him contin@. The ride "with a friend" he sometimes.

relies on invariably comes to an end -— and so then does his job.

The PEG client's motivation for working is immediate money.

He wants a car or a motorcycle. Perhaps he has bills and "lots of

1
A defendant who has not been indicted for a Class A felony, who has
no prior felony conviction, and whose alleged offense was committed
between his sixteenth and nineteenth birthdays, is eligible for
Youthful Offender (¥.0.) treatment. Such treatment has several
benefits for the offender including that discussed in the text: he
may not receive an indeterminate prison sentence of more than four
years and his adjudication is not considered a judgment of convict‘:lon
and does not affect his ability to hold public employment or cbtain
various licenses. After conviction in City Court or a justice court,
it is mandatory that an eligible youth be "found a ¥.0." if he has
no prior criminal recoxd and has never been accorded this status
before. In other cases and in County or Supreme Courts, the decision
is discretionary. In the mandatory case, a definite or intermittent
sentence of more than six months may not be imposed.
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court costs." If he is thinking of working for a few wonths, then
he goes to a place that probably does not require much of an appli-

cation, that maybe doesn't check too much.

Because he has never held a job for a year and most likely
never comple'téd his schooling, he is just plain not used to staying
with things. His personal likes and dislikes come first; they are
not considered the luxury for him that they are for the white middle-—

class worker who puts the job first!

Another notable part of his background as he approaches the
job world is his general lack of success experiences. Seldam along
the way has he accomplished something tl?at he could let us know about,
that he could talk about with pride. He has only occasionally been
involved in sports. He did not do "well" in school. His jobs have

not ended because he was promoted or was seeking more training.

Entering the PEG Process: Screening

Why did the probationer come to PEG? His probation officer

told him that "it was a voluntary program and it might help me with a

- job." One came because he thought a job was available on the spot.

Another came thinking that because his probation officer suggested

it, he had to participate. Another thought, "it couldn't hurt,

could it?"

The probationer's first real contact with the PEG Program
came at the employment screening interview with the PEG Coordinator.

He was asked to fill out an application — it looked like an employment
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application, and the Coordinator told him "it will help me in talking
to you about 'your employment situation". It may have taken the

probationer 10-20 minutes to complete -- some clients have a good bit
of trouble remenbering dates, names, places or do not read well. Then

the interview begins.

The Coordinator's approach was friendly, sincere, and direct.
He tried to put the individual at ease and convey that this office is
something different from other probation offices, that here people are
concerned solely with assisting a probationer with his employment
problems. He began by verifying that the probationer wnderstood the
nature of the PEG Program, and then proceeded to an employment-oriented

interview, structured around the completed application.

The Coordinstor needed, first of all, to gather sufficient
information_to determine whether the aéplicant was job ready. In
addition to the application, he had a copy of the probation officer'vs
referral form, containing information about the offense and any
impressions of the individual offered by the officer. Consider the
types of comments he may have found: _ ‘

- "Open, friendly, cooperative; good potential, good
mechanical aptitude."

- "R. seems sincere in his desire to find work. He says he
is presently living off of friends and relatives and that
he doesn't like that." :

- "His work record is poor. If he is not fired, he quits
‘because there is no future.

- "Arrogant. Unstable living situation. Tends to blame
others."

~ "Lacks self-confidence."
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- "Thin-skinned. Borrows money from employees without
rekturning it."

- "Shrewd, blunt, energetic. Ileaves many low paying menial
jobs. His education is limited and he becomes discouraged
with jobs and managers very easily."

Overall, the Coordinator attempted to estimate the balance of work-
related versus other problems, to determine whether the individual

was ready to launch a job search. While he pressed for any information
necessary to determine eligibility, where possible he did not probe
into areas that elicited negative feelings from the probationer. At
this stage, he was often dealing with a person who was wary, skeptical
about what the interviewer had to offer.

1
The Coordinator moved through the application form , starting

with verification of relatively non-threatening factual information,
such as address, telephone, availability of driver's license. Often,
| the client had no caxr -- l}é gets around by "thub", "walking", or
"friends". Usually, he knew how to drive, but maybe had never gotten

a license because he "just can't afford the permit fee".

The Coordinator asked about health problems, hobbies, sports
activities, schooling ~- moving back and forth from potentially more
threatening to less threaténing topics. He aéked the probationer
what he thought he could and could not do -- also, "if you had a
chance for school or training, what would you like to learn or improve?"

As he proceeded, he filled in omissions on the application.

1
See application form in Appendix I for sequence of items.
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He also reviewed the way the probationer responded to the
question about convictions. For some prcbationers this was the first
point in their contact with PEG where they got samething "positive".
For exanple, the Coordinator frequently asked, "Did you know that
because you are a Y.0., you didn't have to answer yes to this question
(have you ever been convicted of an offense other than traffic?)?"
And many were surprised: "I didn't know that! Really? I was there

with my lawyer when I got sentenced, but all I know was I didn't have

to go to jaill”

Finally, the Coordinator moved to the probationer's job
history, probing for dates and places. He also wanted to know where
the applicant had been looking for work —- to assess how active the
job search had been and to make a record for future reference. By
this point, the Coordinator had usually assessed the candidate as job
ready, 4and therefore was assembling information that might be rneeded

if the candidate was selected for the EGC session.

At the conclusion of the interview, the probationer was asked
to wait outside so the Coordinator could “see what ideas and suggestions
I can come up with for you.” In this interim, the random selection table
could also be oonsﬁlted For those who were not jd ready and for the
jOb ready mleldualS who fell into the ‘control group, the Coordmator
called them back and gave some job search suggestionsi‘,‘ or set up
specific referrals (in the not job ready case) . For the probatibner
selected for the experimental group, he was lagnchédf-.into;the rest

of the process.
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Preparation for the Tmplovment Guidance Council Session

After his preliminary employment interview, the probationer
complatedbthe seif;evaluation questionnaire and was tested. He probably
hadn't given nuch thought to the kind of things on the questionnaire —-
Ywhy do I want to work", "what have I learned from my past jobs", "what
would I want to do if I didn't have to work", "what have I done in the
past few years of which I am proud", "if I were paid the same amount
wf money for any job, what would I choose?" —- but it started him

thinking about working.

For the first time, the probationer met the Personnel
Specialist, who shared the PEG Office with the Coordinator and the
reseaxchere She administered the tests, and explained that only the
ﬁfobationer and the Council he was going to talk with‘would know the
results. (Later, if to his advantage, and if he agreed, soms results

might be shared with a potential employer.)

The tests took 3-4 hours. They were not a part of the
original PEG I Program, and had been introduced later for several
reasons. First, it was difficult by interview alone to judge the
potential of this type of applicant, who generally had poor work
records, limited interests, and little success background. The EGC
needed such information to make more realistic recammendations. Other
resourcee of testing were not able to handle PEG requesté, particularly
in the short time frame. The testing program was initiated with a
consultant, who assisted the Persomnel Specialist, qualified in testing,

with test selection and interpretation.
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As part of the entire PLG approach, the testing becene a
positive tool for encouragenent in same direction and for building
confidence so that new ideas might be considered. It became a most
positive concrete reinforcement to the prcobationer. The probationer
wanted to know how he compared with other applicants and was eager to
know of any aptitude, achievement, or interest areas; it was an
cpportunity for him to gain more information about himself. For same,
the chance to be tested and get feedback about results was one of the

most attractive program benefits.

Ermployment Guidance Council

The Employment Guidance Council represented a one—hour session
of concentration on the probationer's situation. Iet's take a look at

what goes on here.

When the probationer arrives, the Coordinator introduces him
to four or five people sitting around a table; the "testing lady" is
there too, and several people taking notes. He is tola that he will
get a type-written copy of all the suggestions later, so there is no

need to worry. about remembering everything.

The EGC has a chairman -~ a special person who knows the
labor market, knows jobs, and has been placing‘peeple in jobs for the
last 30 years. He knows the location of plants and how near they
are to where the probationer lives. He knows the names of people and
the right person to see when you go to apply. The rest of the EGC

is made up of representatives from industry, banking, retail, hospi-

‘tals, colleges and universities, service organizations, recruited by
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the original and subsequent Commuriity Liaison Officexr/Personnel
1
Specialists and assigned to serve on specific dates, on a rotating

basis.

The #CC is made up of policy-making people, therefore mostly
high level. Two-thirds are white. They range in age from the 30's
to the 60's. They are mostly conservative, work-oriented, and
concerned and willing to give their time and professional assistance.
Same relate well, some appear remonstrative, same expostulate, some
are direct, some are non-direct. All are trying to come up with
suggestions, consider any contacts they can make, provide specific
information and realistic evaluations. They face negative and positive
issues. They cake their concerns back to their companies and it is
hoped they may change attitudes there and provide insight which will

help many more probationers than just the ones being seen.

Bach volunteer comes to the Probation Department, to this
small, conference room, about once every five weeks. The volunteers
are here for four hours and they work. They meet some old associates
and make new contacts, and they also learn a lot about the criminal
jusL:lco system and the people in it. The gain is mutual. They have
comea tok spcnd one hour with the probationer in trying to arrive at
specificfysugge;stions and alternatives for him to resolve his employment

prablem. At this particular EGC session there may be a black man (or

I

Two persons have served in this capacity since the program's inception.

The current Persomnel Specialist has been with the program since
Novenber, 1973.
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woman) , someone from a umiversity, and someone from a big company.

The chairman starts the questions ...

"There is a lot of talent at this table. All volunteers,
here to help you with your employment problems. You do realize the
importance of mrk, don't you?" "Now we would like to have you tell

us about your last job ...

How did the probationer approach hig interview as one sitting

opposite four high level representatives of industry, banking, retail,

schools, service organizations? Not as scared as you would think.

Usually he was not quite sure of what to expect, even after being told
several times. He came being wary of "another group to see" —- suspicious
of what they could do, expecting the program to do too much, or wanting
everything >done for him. Some probationers were disappointed, but most
recovered to enjoy participating, and feel comfortable; some would

even say 'you people are really different. This isn't just another

group that sits around and talks. You do things and you really spend
time helping me." Later, some reflected, "I'll never again see people

like those guys sitting around the table talking to me."

The EGC questions the probationer about what work he has

done in the past, what he would like to do, why he left his last job.

The goals expressed by most probationers are not so unusual,
but seldom has he considered the means of getting there. He can
express his wants, but without knowing how to get there, he has done

little preparing, heading off in different directions rather than
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building in one. Consider his answers to the question: "Why do you
want to work?"

~ "Bocause I have two cars to pay for plus I need noney for

lots of things."

- "o live."

- "Support my family."

- "I want to make it on my own."

- "Iy survive."

-~ "For money and training.”

- " get married."

~ "y build a future."

Some who want to "better themselves" want to do so without
going to school, studying, or training. For many, however, training

might be the answer if they could afford the time.

The reasons for work are often more clear than what he wants
to do or to become. In all probability, he has never thought too much
about the kind of job he could do or the kind of place he should work.
He is often limited by knowing only what his friends did, what his
relatives worked at, and what jobs he knows about that are near where

he lives.

When he is asked to talk about work, one of the things that
scems to crop up repeatedly is his desire to be left alone on the job.
The types of jobs he talks about are construction, gas station, food
service, stock, truck driving, or factory Qork. Many would work in

the parks if there were enough jobs. But cleaning is a job "I
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wouldn't take". Without long range goals and plans for advancing, he
has allowed himself a short fuse. If he doesn't like his boss or the

job, he gets mad ‘and walks off the job, or his attendance is poor and

~ he gets fired for absenteeism. He "never thought much about references"

or how to leave a job properly.
- "I didn't think about it. I just go mad at the boss and
walked off the job."

- "He wouldn't pay me ... never paid me for overtime. I
wasn't going to keep working for a guy like that."

- "I didn't like the job. Naw, I didn't miss that much time.
How much? Not more than 4-5 days a month."

- "¥Yeah, I enjoyed parking cars, but they let me go for
absenteeism. I was only out a few days and I was doing
pretty well. No, I didn't mess up too many cars. No, I
never called in ..."

More often than not, when asked is he wanted to try samething
new or go back to a job he had done before, he would choose the latter,
even if he had indicated he was not particularly happy with any of his
former jobs. The EGC came along and told him about the things he
could expect in a factory, where he could get some training (often
free, but not often enough), which companies needed what types of skills.
They explored with him different kinds of jobs that he might not other-
wise have known about. He might be encouraged to go for his high
school equivalency, if his tests indicated the capability. They would
show him the steps to take and let him know too how much time it took.
For many, it was a disappointment to find that success was just what
he thought it was: something he wanted, but just too long a route
to be worth it. Back he went to a job he knew —- the gas station, the
grocery store, painting, doing carpentry work -— for the immediate

dollar and the complaint of not getting ahead. For others, there
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appeared a new path. One step at a time: he might make the high

school equivaloncy, might take a vocational course, might get some of
that free training through the Comprehensive Employment and Training

Act (CETA), might even take the -job using that training.

Some had great problems with "going legitimate". There was

money to be made in hustling, where the training was short and the

success quick. But then, there were hazards too; and sometines there

was a girl or a wife who was pushing the probationer to "get a job"

and "get off the streets". ID made about $200 a week playing pool.

- "Bk I know I'm going to get my head blown off. Besides,
mS ¢ld lady wants me to get a job. She doesn't like me
ot wll weekend ... I start Thursday night when people
get +..id ... go to 2-3 a.m. Friday, Saturday, and Sunday.
By Monday, I'm too tired to think about a job."

The EGC tried to consider what ID could do to get into a legitimate
job without curtailing his "hustling" completely, with the hope that

gradually he would pull himself away from the lucrative, but dangerous
work.

In each session, the EGC tried to go over the application,

the interview process, what to say, what to expect; they would explain and

describe types of -obs; they would probe and talk about goals and planning.

B e

Questions about the offense might be touched upon, might be

probed in detail, or might be skipped entirely. The EGC might suggest

schooling, training, high school equivalency, college, apprenticeship
programs. They talked about the chances of getting scamewhere on

certain jobs, how long it would take, and how to get there. They
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asked a lot of questions, and they gave a lot of information. They
served the primary purpose of evaluating, recommending, and offering
concrete suggestions and practical alternatives

. 1
Follow-Through with Personnel Specialist

wWhat do you think of the meeting last week?" The Personnel
Specialist would start from there, supporting or balancing the efforts
of the EGC.

The probationers reacted in various ways to the EQC experience.
There were those who thought it was the best thing that had ever
happened to them. They had held their own with the big guys and they
were interested in proving themselves further. There were those who
were pleased, a bit overwhelmed, but anxious to consider some of the
new ideas. There were those who thought it was interesting, and they
probably learned something, but really "had tried most of those ideas
anyway". Usually, though, there was some cne bit of information which
was of importance to them, and they added, "I quess it dig scwe good” .
And then there were a few who thought they had been completely misunder—
stood, had not heard anything new and were no better off. "I've been
to some of thgse places and they're just rot doing any hiring -- no
matter what anvbody says". There were only a few whe stated nega-
tive feelings. (There also were a nunber who did not follow through

with PEG -~ which could have been for many wnidentified reasons. )

1
g;;i(ieafioéliw;he nghcvovoaidjtiletgrmary responsibility of the Personnel
necessary. ! ator also assisted in this activity as
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Where the reactions were good and strong, it was a case of
setting recommendations in motion. Where the reactions were mild, it
was a continual attempt to effect some action; to have something
positive happen fast and to move on step by step. Perhaps his resume
was revised; perhaps there was great concentration on building self-
confidence. H2 might do a practice interview, learn how to apply and
how to ask and answer quescions. He would hear something about his
test results which would interest him and provide him with scmething
positive. There might be courses and schedules discussed, catalogs
reviewed, occusations and employer requirements reviewed (like attendance,

calling-in, sick time, transportation, wages, etc.).

Refecence information would be obtained for the individual
which might make a real difference in his chances of getting hired.
The PEG staff could check whether a past employer would give or had
been giving him a bad or good reference. A temporary job might be
arranged, where appropriate. The Personnel Specialist might discuss
his abilities with employers to enable him to get interviews. He

would get much help here, but he would do the leg work.

The probationer received from the Personnel Specialist
appointment slips for exact times and places and people to see. Making
appointments was a particularly difficult task ;Eor many probationers.
For some, getting information about available programs and services
was not enough. An appointment made, with an appointment slip from

PEG, was often a great start.
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In general, setting contacts in motion and assembling crucial
information was a central part of the follow-through effort and was
something the prc;bationer appreciated and had great difficulty in doing
for himself. Many probationers had not even heard of the various
agencies available to assist them, agencies such as the Office of
Vocational Rehabilitation, the State Employment Service, the Urban
League, or the Manpower Skills Center. Others had been through scme
of these routes and had become discouraged. Sometimes it was useful

and possible to re-open these contacts.

Sometimes the probationer was misinformed on scome
critical point -- about past references, for example —— and therefore
failed to explore opportunities that were open to him. PC, for
instance, had been fired from his job because he had broken a rule.
He had been a supervisor of a foods place. The supervisor who had
hired him originally asked him to do a favor, he did it, and as a
result, he was fired. He loved the fcod business, but he was sure
that he oould never get another job in that area. Therefore, he
was looking for a new route -— what schooling, where could he start,

what should he try?

PEG contacted kthe manager of the food chain. He gave BPC
an outstanding reference, stating that he was sorry that PC had to
be fired, but that it was a firm policy and could not have been
handled differently. He said he would be happy to recommend FC as

an exceptional food supervisor.
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Armed with this crucial item of information, PBG then sent
PC for interviews. He was hired as a manager in training and shortly
thereafter was put in charge of a fine restaurant. All this was

possible in spite of his criminal charge.

In the case of PC as in many others, the PEG staff advised
the probationer about how to handle the information about his criminal
charges and how to explain the circumstances. This was particularly
important, because out of his concern and worry about providing
information about his record, the probationer was apt not to dare
question or defend other areas of concern in his job search. If he
had left an ea‘r:liér job abruptly, for example, he was likely not to
attempt to justify or explain this, even if he had reasonable
grounds. Or he might simply fail to emphasize his qualifications for
a job or fail to check back at the time the interviewer suggested.
The PEG staff would try to reinforce what, often, the EGC had told
him -- that it was not so much his record that was holding him back,
but saome of the attitudes and approaches to employment that he had

developed.

Often a lot more information poured out during the follow-
through process, and occasionally it was qulte different fram what
had been said before the EGC. ES was a case in point. He had told
the EGC what he had wanted them to hear, what he hoped he was —- an

industrial engineer and a rehabilitated alccholic. His entire EGC
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interview had been spent in that direction. The next day, he walked
into the PEG office and said that he was neither of those things. He
wanted to level with us and wanted our help.
- "I thought I could make it. I thought I was ready to

go back to what I was. I'm not, and I don't want

& ything with responsibility or where the pressure might

mzke me want to drink. Could you help me get on a

construction job?"

Within three weeks, ES was at work as a carpenter's helper.

He performed well. He worked about two months and came in to see PEG

weekly. He was pleased with himself and wanted the staff to be pleased.

Then his ex-wife committed suicide and ES went on a binge. It was
downhill for the next few months until he attempted suicide and wound
up in the hospital. The PEG staff visited him in the hospital and he
returned to PEé as scon as e got out. He was disappointed at not
receiving sympathy, but he continued to drop in. He is just about
back to where he started with PEG, thinking of getting some schooling,
back to living with his girl, back to being sober, and to thinking
ahead to work. DNot exactly a success, but apparently in PEG he found
a place to relate to people and sought out various menbers of the PEG

staff throughout.

With other probationers, there was a pattern of
expanding and building upon the directions taken in the EGC session.

This was the case with LD, the probationer discussed earlier who made
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his living as a peol hustler. ID today actually thinks of himself in
terms of real work. He took a job with an established ccmpany and
bought a new car: Subsequently, he got laid off along with 200 others
and had a rough time of reevaluating things while collecting unemployj
ment. WNow he is planning to run a tractor, which he has done before,
and wants to return to the foundry when jobs open again. His record
is good. He is proud of his achievements. He knows both worlds,

and so far he is choosing the legitimate. PEG did not get him his
job, but he stuck with the program because "as I explained to my old
lady, those peuple up there likes me" and he likes to let the staff

know of his achicvements.

The PEG staff were to stay with a probationer as long as he
needed or until he obtained employment. BAs the probationer left his
first "follow-up interview", he always had several specific things
to do or leads to follow. He would be urged to return or call in to
give news of his contacts, or to obtain more information and additional
ideas. Depending upon how things went for him, he might be back once
or twice, or any nuber of times. Many of those who did not get jobs

nonetheless regularly visited PEG.

The Coordinator kept in touch with the client's probation
officer to let him know of PEG's efforts and results. The officer,
responsible for continuing supervision of the probationer, ocould feel
free to provida PEG with information and add his evaluation all along

the way. Sometimes, the probation officer provided the impetus needed
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to get the probationer in for appointments. The Coordinator, having

himself been a probation officer, played a vital role in making this

relationship between the officer and PEG one of mutual support.

Other Reflections on the PEG Process

In concluding our discussion of the PEG process and its

clients, a few other points about the general context of the program

deserve mention.

The program's ability to establish good relations with proba-
tioners and probation staff may be related in part both to its
accessibility and to its emphasis on a "non-criminal' matter, employ-
ment. The PEG staff has been located within the Probation Department
itself, but it does not confront the probationer as a representative

of the courts or as a group in any position of authority over him.

" While the program was defined and presented to the probationer as

voluntary, it must be recognized that the voluntary character of any

1

It should be noted in passing that often the probationer generally
does not feel much of an obligation to keep appointments or interviews.
Even appointments with the PEG staff were broken without notice. "My
car broke down." "I had to go to the grocery store for my sister.”

"I was waiting for the mailman with a check." "I overslept, how about
tomorrow?" "I was working on my car." He might not even show up for
a job interview arranged for him. Without the guarantee that a job
was ready and waiting for him (which obviously could never be made),

he was apt to let just about anything else come first. However, the
more involved he got with PEG, the more he could be relied upon.

There were many others who kept their appointments from the beginning --
the problem was never knowing who would arrive and who would not. This
created obvious scheduling problems for the staff, and sometimes meant
that a client would not even appear for the EGC session, an cbvious
inconvenience for the busy commmity volunteers.
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program within a correctional setting is always problematic -- the
prcbationer may not feel that he has a choice. Therefore, the staff
makes every effort to convey the irrpressioﬁ that the program is an
option for him, that he does not need to worry about the relationship
he establishes there, and that the office exists solely to help him

with his employment problem.

Another aspect of the program, not present by any conscious
design, was tha multiplicity of roles and personalities for the
probationer to relate to within the PEG office. The Personnel Specialist,

a female, and the Coordinator and the Research Analyst, both males were

all located in one room. The first two had formal program responsibilities

vis-a~vis the probationer, while the researcher offered another person

with whom many of the probationers could simply "rap" and feel at ease.

There were many probationers who were not used to "working®
with a woman, but who responded especially well nonetheless. Perhaps
it was a change from their male probaticn officer. There were scme who
related better to a male, particularly one in a role which represented
no threat of probation authority; there were others who seemed to be
less defensive and more able to discuss problems with the female staff
member. The point is that different roles and personal styles meant
that within this group, the probationer could usually find scmeone that

hé could especially relate to.

Sane final comments refer to the wider setting in which the
program has operated. At the start of the PEG experiment, the job

market in the Rochester-Monroe County area was quite good. Early in

—~d] 3

PEG IT, however, there was a drastic change in the local labor market —-

paralleling ths economic picture nationwide. How did this affect the

value and approach of the PEG program ? Obviously, there were more

placements on jobs when companies were hiring. Successes (and failures)
could be more readily identified. However, PEG maintained its importance

to the probationer when jobs became scarce in several ways:

- The prohationer could be professionaly told in most cases
that it was not he nor his record, but rather simply a lack of Jjobs
causing his unemployment. It was a relief to be assured that others
who had no criminal offense were in the same position, and that his

chances were not being shattered at least for that reason.

- He could get some bolstering up with hope and plans for

later on, at a time when he needed to feel some confidence.

~ He could accept the honest necessity of taking a much
lesser -job, as long as he had realistic and possible plans for the

future based on professional assessment.

— He could be encouraged to get further training and schooling,
since jobs were not available ényway. (Same might never have done this

if jobs were easier to come by.)

Thus, in PEG II, there were those who went into the military
serviqe, several who went to college, others to school and training
programs, and a few to jabs. For those who wanted to plan ahead and
could, PEG gave them a chance to get information, test their ideas

about jobs, and set some goals. The lack of jobs did discourage same
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from participating (and incidentally, probably reduced initial referrals

as vell), but it could offer support and direction for some who would

have had very little encouragement otherwise.

L
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V. AN EVALUARTICN OF I[VH?AC‘I‘S ONl ,
CLIENT EMPLOYMENT AND RECIDIVISM
The DEG Program was based upon this premise: there 1s a
real relationship between wnemployment and crime; Or more specifically,

it
wmenployed offenders are more 1ikely than employed offenders to cammi

i i am’ $
additional offenses. We now turn to the evidence regarding the progr

impact in the two crucial areas of employment and recidiviem. First,
what was the effectiveness of employment counseling administered
through PEG in increasing the level of employment of a group of pre-
viously unenmployed or inderemployed probationers? Second, what was
the effect of the expected gains in employment on the rate of retuwrmn

to crime?

Here we report the results of a study of the impact of the
PEG Program on the group of Monroe County adult probationers exposed
+o the program during the first operational period (PEG I). The
findings reported are pased on a nine month followup oﬁ thé partici- |
pants who were randomly assigned to control and experimental groups.
Random assignment was made from the groap of clients identified as
vioh-ready" by the Review Panel, which acted as screener during the

first phase of operations. 'The assessment of program impact 18 based

The research/cvaluation effc;it dimtbﬁq? igyquiiychtggt;ioxgzsct?uﬁ—
o by a full-time research analys : .
S?alx{lzrllopséd the research design (within the broad guidelines of the

i ed
grant proposal) and all necessary instruments, collected and analyz

i " This chapter has been
-2, and prepared an evaluation report. Thie :
?lggti:ﬁéd frolr?l tlgzrfull report by James E. Phillips, The Probation

Evployment and Guidance Program: An Evaluation of Impacts on Employ-

on a comparison of the performance of the respective groups with
regard to attaining employment and avoiding further trouble with the
law. Performanceé on the dimensions indicated was measured at two
intervals -- six and nine nonths after the onset of “treatment". The

"treatment" received by the experimental group was, of course, the meeting

with the Employment Guidance Council and the associated PRG follow-up

services.

During PEG I, 161 referrals were made to the program, of
which 127 eventually made an appearance before the Review Panel. One
hundred cases were actually sampled into the experiment (i.e., were
judged "job-ready"); of these, 42 persons were assigned to the control
group and 58 to the experimental group. Seven experimental group
merbers subsequently dropped out, leaving a total of Sl.l

We emphasize that the results reported here should be
regarded as tentative, pending the outcome of a scheduled analysis
of followup data based on a 12-month period. It should also be
noted that the data only reflect the experience of participants

during PEG I, the first operational period. Insufficient time has

elapsed to evaluate the impacts on the PEG II group.

Finally, we point out that the data primarily are discussed
in terms of their statistical significance, with a confidence level

of .10 (p < .10) required as the criterion of statistical significance.

: o : The
Toent and Recidivism, which Will be available in 1its entirety from

OFfice Of Public Relations, Graduate School of bl/llaGI;gerrent, The
University of Rochester, Rochester, New York 1 .

=47~
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All results reported here are based on analyses which exclude the
seven drop-out:s. However, the full report also presents in an
Appendix the results when the drop-outs are included.
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The designation N.S. (not significant) appears in all tables where
this level is not attained. A note on the meaning of statistical
significance is appropriate here: tests of significance alone do not

211 us whether or not treatment "worked" in any absolute sense.

Whae they do tell us is whether or not to reject the premise of a -

null hypothesis (e.g., that the differences observed between groups
oould have occurred by chance alone). When the difference between
groups is statistically significant this supports our counter-
hypothesis that it was the "treatment" administered to the experi-
mentals which accounts for the observed differences. It is important
to remanber, however, that one result cannot be viewed in a vacuum
which ignores the other results. Moreover, the reader is free to
arrive at his own conclusions about the substantive significance of

the findings, whether statistically significant or otherwise.

Employment Findings

With regard to employnent we observe results indicating a
modest: impact Of treatment, attenuated by time. At six nbnths and
again at nine months, the experimental group betters the control
group on the primary criterion of employment success, the portion of
the followup period worked, but by a less than decisive margin. (See

Tables 1 and 2.)

Of those enployed at the start, the members of the treatment

group worked an average of three weeks more than the controls during v

the six-month period (data not shown); this difference is not statisti-

Y

cally significant, and thus we cannot conclude it is a result of the

~49- |

TABLE 1

Portion 3ix Month Followup Employed, By Program Status

Program Status

Portion Followup Employed CONTROL GROUP EXPERTMENTAL GROUP
did not work - | 8 5

(19.5) (9.8)
employed 0—9 weeks 6 13

(14.6) (25.5)
employed 10-18 weeks 12 14

(29.3) (27.5)
arployed 19-24‘ weeks 15 19

(36.6) (37.3)

a1t 512 w.s.

(100.0%) (100.0%)

1

One case from the control group was dischar H i i
. ged from probation durin
the third month of followup and therefore is not included in our figdings.
2
Seven drop-outs excluded.

program's impact. At nine months the margin differentiating the two
grouwps on this variable is only two weeks, with experimentals averaging

19 weeks of work and controls averaging 17 weeks.

A sef:ond measure of employment success —-— employment status
ﬂ@rovenmt —— shows relatively larger gains on the part of the group
receiving treatment. At six months, 59 percent of the experimentals
who entered the program wmenployed had found jobs, as opposed to 43

bercent of the controls who were wmenploved at the start. OFf those

-50-
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TABLIL 2

Portion Nine Month Followup Employed, By Program Status

Program Status

Portion Followup Employed -

Ninhe Months __ CONTROL_GROUP - EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

worked less than 2 months 11 9
(28.9) (19.1)
worked 3-4 months 5 12
(13.2) (25.5)
worked 5-8 months 10 13
(26.3) (27.7)
worked full time 12 13
(31.6) (27.7)
38l 47 n.s.
{100.0%) {100.0%)
1
Three cases lost to followup between six and nine month points.
2

Four cases lost to followup between six and nine month points.

who entered the program with same form of employment, 40 percent of the
experimentals and 8 percent of the controls had raised thelr employment
status at the six month interval (i.e., moved from part-time to full-
time jobs, etc.). We combine these two measures -- movement from
wnemployed to employed and movement to higher employment status -— for
an overall look at "upward employment mobility" in Table 3. A signifi-
cantly larger number of the experimental group have enhanced their

enployment status than have menbers of the control group. At nine

~5]-

TABLE 3

Upward Employment Mobility (6 Months), By Program Status

Program Status

Employment Status at 6 Months CONTROL GROUP EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

No increase in employment 28 23
: ‘ (68.3) (45.1)
Increased employment 13 28
{31.7) (54.9)
41 51 P <
(100.0%) (100.0%)

i

rmonths, the relationship is basically unchanged, and is significant at

the .10 level.

Our next measure of employment status change includes
persons indicated in the above two measures (i.e., persons who found
jobs and persons who improved their employment status) and adds to
that grouwp persons who have made an intermediate step toward improving
their status through involvement in educational or training programs.
As shown in Table 4, at six months 71 percent of the experimental
group and 44 percent of the control group have either improved their
employment status or their educational standing. This 27% differential

at the 6-month point is reduced to 20% in the 9-month camparison (42%

of the controls improving their standing as opposed to 62% of the

experimental group).

On our final indicator, income earned, the measurement of

aggregate income of the control and experimental groups shows a

—52=
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TABLE 4

Emploment or Educational Improvement (6 Months),
By Program Status

Program Status

At 6 months employment or

education improvement CONTROL GROUP EXPERIMENLAL GROUP
No improvement 23 ‘ 15
(56.1) (29.4)
Employment or nducational 18 ) 36
improvement (43.9) ; (70.6)
41 51 P < .05
(100.0%) . (100.0%)

marginal difference in favor of the experimental group. At six
nonths, experimentals who were unemployed at the start had earned

an average of 5250 more than their counterparts in the control group;
at nine months they had earned an average of $290 in excess of the
average earnings of the control group. Neither of these differences

is statistically significant.

In sum, two themes run through our findings on the criteria
of employment. TFirst, we find that the treatment group does relatively
better than the control group on each measure of employment success;
and the broader the measure, the greater the relative differences
observed. However, in many cases the relative gains of the experimental
group are not of sufficient magnitude to be statistically significant.

—-53—

Secondly, we find that in several cases, the initial gains
observed»at the six month interval are attenuated at nine wonths. Thus
we conclude that “the effects of treatment are modest, and that the
margin of improvement over the control group is reduced with time.

This is only an initial assessment of treatment inpact, and really

must await the twelve month interval of followup for confirmation.

We conclude from the overall pattemm of results that the
major impact of the PEG Program on participants was in getting people
to take the "first step" (i.e., getting jobs, improving job status,
or entering educational programs to improve their employability).
However, the gains in employment status do not fraﬁslate themselves
into working significantly larger portions of time, or earning
significantly more incomz. Thus we cannot safely conclude that treat-
ment has made any fundamental change in the employment behavior of

those exposed to it, based on the evidence of nine months followup.
Recidivism

In the previous section, we saw that the experimental growp
showed marginal gains over the control group on the various criteria
of’eﬁployment success. The question we address now is whether or not
these gains on the employment dimensions are of significant magnitude

to be translated into lower rates of recidivism.

The data in Tables 5 and 6 show virtually no difference in
the rates of recidivism of the experimental and control groups as

measured by new arrests. Comparisons of the proportions actually

-54—
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TABLE 5

_lew Mrrests (6 Months) By Program Status

Program Status

Porcont rearrcsted at 6 months COTROL GROUP EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

no arrests 30 40
{73.2) (78.4)
new arrests 11 11
(26.8) (21.6)
4] 51 . N.S.
(100.0%) 100.0%)
TABLE 6

New Arrests (9 Months), By Program Status

Program Status

Peorcont rcarrested at 9 months CONTROL GROUP EXPERIMENTAL GRCUP

no arrests 26 33

(68.4) (70.2)
new arrests » 12 14
38 47  N.S.
(100.0%) (100.0%)

convicted in each group at 6 months and 9 months show no significant

differences —= the number with new convictions amounts to 13% of each

~55~
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group at the 9-month point. It appears, then, that the modest gains

in employment status experienced by the treatment group do not trans-

late into reductions in the rate of retwrn to crime.

We do discover, however, a strong relationship between the
portion of time worked and success in avoiding further trouble with
law enforcement agents as measured by new arrests. As can be seen
from Tables 7 and 8, where the experimental and control group
menbers are combined, this relationship attains the highest statis-

tical significance of any reported in our study.

TABLE 7

New Arrests by Portion of Followup Worked (6 Months)

Portion Worked During 6 Months

New Arrests Worked 0-9 Weeks _10-24 Weeks
Not arrested 17 53
(53.1) (88,3)
New arrests . 15 7
_(46.9) _ar7_
32 60 P <
(100.0%) (100.0%)
1

Note that the relatively short duration of follow-up covered in th%s
analysis means that many arrests have not reached a final disposition
in the courts —— whether conviction or otherwise -- in the time
allotted. :

56—
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TABLIS

Yo hrrests by Portion of Followup Worked (9 Months)

Portion Worked During 9 Months

Wewr Brrosts 4 Months or less 5-9 Months

40
Not arrested (5’2’:(?1) (E1o6)

9
Now arrests (435_”‘}9) 18,4

49 P < .02

37
(100.0%) (100.0%)

yorioe

These Findings support the premise of the progranm that wmemployment
ig closely associated with probation failures. We cannot tell from
our data what is the direction of the relationship, however —- that
is, whe,ﬂmr people work less: because of their arrests oOr get into

further trouble bacause they are working less.

We conclude from the pattern of recidivism findings that
the gains in cuployment among experimental group menbers were too
slight to affect the outcome on rates of recidivism. The basic premise
aboul the relationship between wnerployment and crime evidently was
not in error hosever. We can only speculate that a "better program"
(i.¢., one that significantly raises the portion time spent employed)

might produce a corresponding decrease in recidivism, but we have 1o

. elear evidence of this.
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We now present one final and wexpected observation with
regard to recidivism and portion of time worked. Table 9 shows the
relationship between recidivism and working, controlling for treatment.
While the relationship does not attain statistical significance, it
appears that among the "marginal worker" group (the 0-9 week category),
the experimentals are less likely to be rearrested than their
counterparts in the control group. The conceptual organization of
our task does not provide a "ready-made" explanation of this observed
tendency, but we speculate that it may result from the increased
attention the employment "failures" receive by the fact of their
program participation. In any case, we offer the subject as one
warranting further exploration. Alas, at nine months, the relation-
ship has virtually disappeared (36% of marginal workers in the control

group rearrested, and 33% of the marginal workers in the experimental

group) .
TABLE 9
New Arrests (at 6 Months), By Program Status
By Portion Followup Worked
Portion Followup Worked
0-9 Weeks - 10-24 Weeks
New Arrests CONTROL EXPERTMENTAL CONTROL EXPERTMENTAL
6 Month GROUP GROUP GROUP - GROUP
No arrests 6 11 24 29
- (42.9) (61.1) (88.9) (87.9)
New arrests 8 7 3 4
(57.1) (38.9) (11.1) (l2.l)
14 18 27 33
- {100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)
N.S. | N.S.
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A POSTSCRIPT TO THE EVALUATION

Bs we go to press, the analysis of a complete year's follow—
up data on probationers participating during PEG I is underway. While
no change in the overall recidivism picture has been identified,

preliminary results indicate that clear and statistically significant

differences have cmerged between the experimental and the control
groups on most of the employment measures used in the earlier analysis.
Final results of this analysis will be submitted to the Project

Director within the next few weeks.

=59~
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VI. CONCLUSION

How does one define a successful program? It is both useful
and necessary to identify desired outcomes which are quantifiable and
measurable for many types of programs, particularly those which are
new and inposc new costs. It is all too tempting to rely on intuition

heer feiih that one's efforts have somehow made an impact; fortun—

L R Y X e

ately, the PLG Program was able to avoid this pitfall.

The PEG Program's two prinmy goals —— reduction of unemploy-
ment: and recidivism -- are susceptible to measurement. The results of
the program of forts in these two areas have been and continue to be
evaluated; the cevidence thus far has been presenmd in the preceding

1
chapter, and indicates some positive impacts.

But what of the unmeasurable results? What was the broader
valuz of the commmity participation, and what did the program mean to
the probationer, whether or not he "succeeded" on the measurable indi-

cators of jobs found, dollars earned, and weeks worked?

Here we can only speculate. Those of us who watched the
program evolve over time believe that it was a place where representa-
tives of the commmnity increased their understanding of the criminal

justice systew, and increased their understanding of the applicant

with a criminal recorxd. We know in some individual cases, this was

instrumental. in placing PEG clients. Might company policies and

L
Information on one other measurable program dimension —- its costs ——

is provided in Appendix IIT.
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ment?  As on i
e wlwnteer put it - "We've been sheltered. Thig pProgram

allows a i L
confrontation with a group of people that we haven't turned

14

force' gener 1 i
g ally, have in making the System work for them!.

As to i
the benefits to the probationer, consider same of

their comments:

= I never thought T'g ever again fight back 'm going +
. g to

90 to college, and I'm goj .
my new job. ¥ ! M going to start achieving again on

- "I'm just checking i
) & g lnl be .
and I get new ideag, " cause I feel good coming here,

— "I . 1 '
bu‘tdid‘?;iflwan}: égn t:]g: the high school equivalency exam

: . ) you're goi \ ’

% might as well do it now. T° gelgggggdkeep after it, so
riend. We'll do it together, " up with my girl-

. - S a .
\Y/ - ’

I'm glad I took i
courge. it., Now I really want the automotive
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axposure?

"T'11 do a good job at that temporary fjob you got. If I
can get a good reference, I can get me a good job."

"Iz that really me on that resume? I lock pretty good,
soebody should want me.”

"I'm checking in cause I'm hitting a lot of places for
jobs. Could you set me up for an interview for tomorrow
and then I'll check in with you next week."

"T never knew there were jobs like those. I'm very excited
about that one, and I feel sure I'll get in eventually."

"Naw, no job yet, but I came in to ask you awout ...
"What do you think of this thing I've written. You really

think I should keep going back. It's ok, huh? Yeah, I'll
try..."

"L never knew so many people would go out of their way to
help me. My whole life is tuwming around. I'm going to
invite you to the opening ..."

And those are but a few. Are these successes? Was there new

Some worthwhile effort? We can only suggest the broader

value of the PEG Program to its client may lie, not simply in helping

the probationer get a job today or tomorrow, but in helping him to

approach and porhaps realize his employment potential through develop-

ment of realistic present and future goals.

-63~
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APPENLIX I

PROBATION EMPLOYMENT AND GUIDANCE PROGRAM FORMS

Following are the forms and brief hand-outs which have

Leon in use during the second phase of PEG operations. The general

approach has baen to minimize the amount of paperwork and to make

all aspects of the program as clear and simple for the probationer

client as possible.

Form/Handout:

1. Orientation/Summary

2. Momorandum of referral
procedures

3. Referral Form

4. Explanation of PEG
Program

PEG Application

i

6. "For PEG Use Only"
(Roverse side of
Reforral Foimm)

7. nployment Guidance
Council Appointment Slip

8. Probationei's Pre-
Interview Self-
Evaluation (5 pages)

Etag

Appointment Slip for
Intexvicws

Purpose/When Campleted

For reference by probation officer
and community

For reference by probation officer

For campletion by probation officer
at time of referral to Pru

For presentation to probationer at
time of referral

For completion by probationer prior
to screening interview

For oompletion by PEG Coordinator at
conclusion of screening

For presentation to probationer selected
for the experimental group (EGC)

For completion by probationer prior
to the EGC session

Conpleted by PEG staff for probationer

—-65-

PROBATION EMPLOYMENT AN GUIDANCE PROGRAM (9.E.G.)

ORIENTATION/SUMMARY

The Probation Employment and Guidance (P.E.G.) Program is
a federally funded, community-based action project developed
by the Rochester - Monroe County Pilot Clty Program, in coopera-
tion with the Monroe County Probation Department. The operational
phase of :P,E.G. I consisted of a b6-month period from November,
1973, toc May of 1974, and P.E.G. II will extend the operational
phase for a 12-month period commencing September, 1974.

Purpose: ‘The P.E.G. Program is designed to maximize employment

for unemployed and underemployed probationers in Monroe County
?hrough utilization of the skills of community volunteers from
Industrial Psychology, Manpower Training, Personnel, and Employ-
ment'fields. in other words, the probationer will receive pro-
fessional assistance in solving employment problems to compete

more effectively in the local labor market. The central mechan-

ism for achieving this goal is the referral of probationers screened
by the P.E.G, Coordinator to a session of the volumieer Employ-

ment Guidance Council (E.G.C.)

Operation: " The P.E.G. Coordinator will initially interview,
screen, evaluate, determine job readiness, and make reccmmenda-
tions on each applicant referred by his/her Probation Officer.

(The Officer will fill out a referral form, and the probationer
will fill out an application form.) If other assistance is needed,
the applicant will be referred to existing community agencies,
training programs, or for needed professidmnal, medical, and/or
psychiatric care,.

The Job Ready applicants will participate in a testing process
in preparation for a scheduled Employment Guidance Council ses-
sion. Follow-through on the Council's suggestions and recommen-
dations as well as assistance in vocational counseling, job de-
velopment, and vreparation for job interviews will be performed
by the Community Liaison Officer (Personnel Specialist) in co-~
operation with the P.E.G. Coordinator and Probation Officers.

Research: The evaluation of the P.E.G, Program has been placed

in an experimental framework, and its impact oan recidivism, em-
p}oyment, and social functioning of participating probationers
will be monitored by a full-time Research Analyst.
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To:

From: Bob Norton, P.E.G. Coordinator (P.E.G. Back Office)

5..0ject: Referral Procedures for P.E.G. II -- Referrals

PROEATIOH EMPLOYMENT AND GUIDANCE PROGRAM (P.E.G,)

September 5, 1574

All Probation Officers

accepted effective Monday, September 9, 1974

Screén casseload for unsmployed or underemployed probationers
ape 18 and older.

Explain P.E,G., Program to eligible probationers--to ensure ;
uniformity, present the probationer with a copy of the brief §
bandout explaining the intent and function of the P.E.G, :
Program.

Probation Officer to fill out the front page of the Revised
Referral TForm on all probationers who volunteer for the
program. (EBlanks can be obtained at both bulletin boards
or the P.E,C. Office.)

Submit the referral form to Sheryl to be typed. Jim will
£411 out his research forms using the information on the
P.E.G, Application and Referral plus a brief visit with
you at your convenience.

Take probationer to P.E.G. Front Office (Room #155-D) where
he/she will £ill out a P,E.G. Application and will be given

an appointment to see me for initial interview and screening--
approximately 20-30 minutes. (It is important to channel

all referrals through the P.E.G. IFront Office first for
adequate control.)

s
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Refexral Form

PROBATION EMPLOYMENT AND GUIDANCE PROGRAM (P.E.G.)

P.E.G. No. Case No. Date

Name

Address Zip Code
Convicted Of: Court Plea _  Trial
Sentence: Effective date
Any iegal charges pending? Yes No

If Yes, charge Court Indicted(?)

Date of next court appearance

Residential Situation (where? with whom? rent? own?)

Probation Officer's Assessment of Probationer: (Personality, Motivation,
Attitude, Behavior, Potential; - Also, any History of Medical, Mental,
and/or Emotional Problems)

W e e e

Brief Descriptioh of Present Offense: ~ xS R -

Probation Officer Supervisor

~-68—
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Hlandout for Probationer

EXPLANATION OF P.E.G. PRCGRAH

The Probation Evployment and Guidance (P.E.G,) Program 1s an experl-
mental, voluntary project of the Monroe County Probation Denqrtmenﬁ de~
gipned to help you in your efforts to get a job or a better job. lozr
Prabation OFFficer will refer you to P.E.G. and you will be required to
£411 out an application. You will be interviewed by Mr., Norton, the g.E.G
UosraTnator, who will evaluate your employment situation and pOfenyia<-
You may rocelve additional help from the EmplgymenthGuldgnce Counci fa
group of professional, community volunteers with skills in the area ©
Parsonnel and Employment.) We have no Job Bank. We make no guarantees
for a job, Ve will wake every effort, however, to help you solve your
enmploymént problems.

Your appointment with Mr. Norton (Room #18%) is:
at . (Scheduling by P.E.G. Office)

69—
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P.E.G. APPLICATION

Mx.,
Hrs, Naume . Date
fiss
Zip
Address Code Telephone No.

Address change New Tel. No.

back sight other

[ESEE N

Social Security number - - Birth date:
: Height Age __ Driver's license Car available
% . VWeight Depgndentsi~Aqults Child. Living w/ you?
g " In case of emergency, notify " Tel. No. -
E Do you have any health problems such as: heart herniéd‘ hearing
L

Have you been under the doctor's care during theApast 3 months?
For what? -

Can you drive. truck? . What size? o s e v e

Hobbies, Sports, or things you like to spend your time doing?

s sk ok e st sk e o S st o s sk o o o okt e s s s e s s ook ke sk s ok s ok o N6 ek s 3ol KRR S K KNI ook ok ksl ok ok ok

Name of schools attended: Dates Reagon left:
from to
from to
from to
from to

What grade did you finish? o

What courses did you like?
What subjects did you dislike?

What were your best subjects in school?

HoodOawm

What training programs have you had? Dates

(WVhat did you learn?)

If you had a chance to go to school now or to learnm a skill now -
what would you like to learan or improve?
Vhy?

What skills do vou now have?

etttk o ok skl o sk il ok ok s o ok sk ok s ke e s o skl i sk koK SR SR s el Kook SRR R ok

Have you ever been convicted of an offense other than traffic?
For what, please explain : o

Date probation started: ends:

koK S o ok R R o o O R ok R R SR R R kR sk e sk ok o Sk oo SRR R R ROk ok o ook
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1
b1
L
1
T
A
R
¥

From to

Branch of S8ervice

Rank at Discharge

Service Schoolg or Special Training

Type of'Discharge

If rejectsd or exempted, give reasons:.

Ao o oot Ao o oo oK oo o e o oo e oo o o ok oo o ook o ot o kot ok o K o o ok e o ot o ot s ke e o oK oo ot o o 8 ok R o

1

K

Description
Place Dates of Work Reason Left W,
from to
from to
from to
from to
; from to
I can work: days___ 2nd shift _ 3rd shift _ Shift  ends

Summarize your work experience according to:
(length of time, type of work - e.g., 3 months - glass cutter)

St

oK e O oK o R BN o o ok o e o ok o ok e sl o R ok 3 s o ol o e o o R A s s R OB R ok Nk S Ok ok R K

What type of job are you applying for?

What minimum rate of pay do you require?

AR AR R A oo M o 8 8 o e kel o ok i e ol sk of St s o e ke o ol of e ot ofe ke ok R ok ok sk koK o

Wk

Where bave you looked for a job? (Pending Applications)

Interviewed by: , Date applied:

Means of Financinl Support Now? Public

V.1i,B, & Zwk.

SIRNTOrE o1 Appiichnt

Assistance $§ /wo. S.5.I.°$ - /mo.

5.U.B. §__/wk.--Other

1te
71 pat

FOR P.E.G. USE ONLY

Job Search ! Personal Data Summary ‘ Summary of Interview(Recommendations)

- Deterwination: - Job Ready Needs other Assistance

COMMENTS & RECONMMENDATIONS

Sigpature : i ~72- - ., . Date
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DELG. IY Handout for Probationer

EMPLOYMENT GUIDANCE COUNCIL

vYou will be appearing before a group of proiessionals skilled in
business, vocational counseling, personnel, and employment, who have
volunteered theis time to assist you in your search for a meaningful
oeceupation, You will only have one (1) opportunity to meet with the
£.G.C,--z0 don't miss it. You also will receive individual attention
from Hrs. Greeawood, a Personnel Specialist, who will prepare you fpr
the Council session and help you follow the Council's suggestions a:&:\d
recommendations.

Your noxt appointment with P.E.G, - Date: Time: & i

Your appointment for the E.G,C. ~ Date: Time:

Exs

P .E.G.:

L.

Like

Probationer's Pre-Interview SELF-EVAILUATION

These are jobs which often need people. If you had a choice. which ones would
you like to do or not like to do. Check off each oue.

Not

Like!

iJDo
Not
Know

Cashier

Shipning clerk
Auto parts clerk
Cook

Hospital Attendant
Waiter -~ Waltress
Cleaning job

Construction (builder/
painter/carpenter)

Structural iron worker.
(3 yr. apprenticeship)

Truck driver/delivery -

Machine operator
Avppliance Serviceman
Gas station/Body repair
Mechanic (apprenticeship)
Beautician

Technician (auto/t-v/
radio/etc.)

File clerk

Typist

_74_

Like

! Do
Not ¢ Not
Like Know

{
i

]

Computer operator

Electric sign
' repairman

Electrician
(aporentice)

Farmer

Factory worker
(machine operator)

Factory worker
(assembly)

Furniture
upholsterer

Jewelry repairman
Shoe repairman
Welder

Foundry molder
Hotel housekeeper

Stock man
(fork lift)

Repair
Inspector

Other
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P, E.G,: Prcbationer's Pre-Interview SELF-EVALUATION

7. Did you know that more people 13 se their jobs due to poor work habits and
11, Thiz is for your personal use. Do you know what employers look for from you attitudes than lack of skill or ability? Check yourself -~ are youw:
in interviews and as an emnlovee? Check yourself. —

careful ?

willing to follow orders?

hard working ?

absent less than b times a year?
late no more than 5 times a year?
able to get along at work?

able to do the job as you should?

1. When you go to a job interview, do you:

dress neatly? ___ look clean?
show un early? not chew gum?
go alonz and not with anyone else?
act interested and polite?

know what kind of job you want? .
(not say, "I11 take anything")? ‘ 8. If the interviewer asked you, "Why should I hire you ?" or © Why would

thank the interviewer at the end? - you make a good worker for this company?" What would you answer ?

leave your troubles at home so that you can concentrate on the
interview?

T

1]

9. Do you know what employers say they want from a worker ? Check yourself -

2. Do you take with you a personal fact shest to fill out the application quickly
I are you:

and accurately? Does it have:

helpful/willing to assist?

one who is at work daily and on time?

one who is trying hard to do a good job?

someone who will call in (do you know the telephone number ?) to
the company when sick/and who will go to work unless it is a
really serious illness? Not a headache?

someone who goes to his boss with a problem/or to the Personnel
Dept. and tries to talk over a problem but whodoes not walk off
the job?

someone who has a good work record (reference) from his last job?
Employers check where you have worked before - so you want to
leave a company with this in mind.

able o meet appointments on time?

your exact dates of employment/name and address of company/pay/?
the type of job you did/why you left?

exact dates and names of schools/subjects you liked?

any training programs you have taken?

Soc. Sec. #/Driver's license/Military data?

arrangements for babysitting/transportation?

state ability to work shifts/swing shift?

names of 3 people you can use as reference? (minister/employer/

person you worked with) ?
a telephone number where you can be reached?

|

1]

|

3. Do you know what general kind of job you want?

At st

(factory/driver/stock/machine/auto/food/other)?

10. Do you know what questions you should as‘f in the interview? Check your-
4. Do you know why you want a particular kind of job? (Think of some reasons!) self, Do you ask:

what does the job involve?
how will T learn the job?
. . . will T al'ways be working in the same location?
After the interview, do you write down the name of the person you what are the hours® - rate of pay ?
saw and telephone in order to call back? e

R

o]

: ; . ¢ th .- 11. You might even want to ask the interviewer - "What are some jobs you
8. go you know why people often do not get a job? Check yourself on these, | think I could do in your company 2"
0 you: :

not appear on time or miss a scheduled apgrointment? 12. How could you get a good rating (reference) from a company ?

not appenr willing to work?
seem more interested in what the company should give you than what

you can do for the company? ; ;
: ﬁ%?{t gfﬁﬁ?nmgnev taan the Job pays? ‘ L 13. What information can the P.E.G. Program provide which WQLI].d help y;ou _
C;thel ? - v : o é ' in your job search?

L T anaa—
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Protvationer's Fre-Interview 51 LF-EVALUATION

IOI. There is a job that is right for youl Knowing yourself will help you choose
rightl On the ibllowing questions, state your feslings and thoughts about jobs
and working, Think about how you really feel and what is imoortant to you.

1,

a.

1.

13

What things alt.out the job are most important to you?

P

People

IMoney Able to get training
Hours Able to help people
Type of work Near a bus

Boss Pressure

Working conditions (Indoors/dirty/standing/
easy/heavy/smelly/oily)

What did you not like about your last job (or jobs)?

What have you done since you left school?

Have you looked in the newspaner for jobs? Can you pick out 3 jobs you
would like?

What jobs do you think you could do now?

In order to stay on a job, it must be a job you like. What would make you
like a job?

Why do you want to work?

If you were paid the same amount of money for any job - what job would
you choose?

Why do you fecl you are having trouble getting ajob?

How long do you feel you can stay on one job?

If you didn't have to work, what would you like to do?

Why 1s it difficult for you to keep a job for one year or more?

-7

III

13.

14.

15,

16.

17.
18.

19.

21.

22.

23.

24.

2.

Why did you leave your last job?

What was your most favorite job?

What was your worst job?

How would you like to be treated on a job differently from any of your past
jobs?

Do you meet appointments on time?

"Wanting" a job is not enough - why are you ready to take a job now?
(Anything different from the last time)

What have you done in the past few years which you are proud?

What have you learned from your past jobs?

Is it hard for you to get to work on time? What hours would you like to
work best?

Are you willing to do the same work over and over?

Would you like to try somethirig new or go back to a job you have had before?

What jobs do you wish you knew more akout?

If you were paid the same amo‘unt of money for any job, what job would
you choose?

How old were you when you went out on your own?

What kind of job do you think you'll be doing 5 years from now?

~78-
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Date/Time: To See:

Place

Address

M is

being referred for

by the P.E.G. Council

Chairman ~ Ted Spong
Coordinator -~ Robert Norton
Community - Dorothy Greenwood
Liaison 4547200 X4¢6

79~
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BPPENDIY. 11 ' L

TR PLACSH OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING IN THE PES PROGRAM
4 basic assumption of the P.E.G. Program is that being
amployed, rather than unauployed, will promote the rehabilitation
of a probationer. Employmént of probationers benefits society in

general, as well as benefitting the individual probationer.

There is cvidenoe that the job tenure of a peféon tends
e b related to hig suitability for the type of work he is doing,
in regard to iuterests, intelligence, aptitudes, values, and pex-—
sonality characteristics. Any rchabilitation placement program
attenpts to idntify relevant factors in individuals and relate
these factors to demands and opportunities in a particular kind

of cnploynent.

Sournes of job-relevant information aboﬁt individuals
include:  school records, information from previcus employers, infor-
wation from fanily, information obtained from the person through
group or individual interviews, written responses on an application

blank or rosum:, and test results.

Information about personality characteristics and values
may be obtaired from all of the sources named. Tests are the most
acourate soure: of information about intellectual ability and

gpeoial aptitedes.  Information about interests may be cbtained from

i .
This swmary of the psychological testing effort was prepared for
digsemination to commmity participants by Dr. Laurence Lipsett,

" eonsultant to the PBEG Program in the development of a viable testing
conpenent.

81
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both interviews and tests. The contribution of test results tends
to be greater for persons who have not had enough enployment to
provide evidence:about their abilities and interests. It is also
greater for persons with varied potential and less for persons with

handicaps or limitations which narrow their choices.

Potential contributions for the specific parts of the PEG

testing érogram are set forth below:

General ILearning: The Army General Classification Test

can provide evidence of trainability -- for skilled and semi-skilled
trades and for various programs of formal education. Reference can
be made to published information about typical General Ability scores

in a variety of occupations.

Mechanical Comprehension: The Bennett Mechanical Campre—

hension Test can provide evidence of aptitude for skilled trades.

This test has been used in Rochester industry for selection of

apprentices.

Spatial Visualization: The Minnesota Paper Form Board Test

has also been successfully used to select apprentices in skilled
trades. In addition, it may be more specifically relevant to drafting,

architecture, and some oécupations in the graphic arts.

Arithmetic: The Wide Range Arithmetic Test has norms on

students from first grade to college. Mathematical ability is

required in many occupations.

Dexterity: Several aspects of manuel dexterity are measured

—80~
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by the Purdee Yegboard Test, which also has been used for selection
in Bechestor industry. This type of dexterity is required in bench
anoenbly and a varicety of jobs in manufacturing. In selected cases,

finer dextority will be measured with the Q'Connor Tweezer Dexterity

N

eloetrenios, wiere small tools are used to deal with tiny objects.

Vocational Intorests: This testing program measures

intrrocks with either the XKuder Prefoerence Record or the Picture

Interest Inventory.  Doth provide a systematic record of a person's

vocational interests, and this record can be compared with the known
interests of oople in a variety of occupations. There is evidence
that both tenuce and job satisfaction are related to patterns of

veational interests.

During the second cperational phase of the PEG Program, ol

probationers were testoed using one or more of the instruments described.

ALl of these poesons conpleted the hrmy General Classification Test,
which meagures guneral intellectual ability, or learning ability. Most
of the examing s also completed the Bennett Mechanical Aptitude Test,
the Purdue Peguoaxd, the Wide Range arithmetic test, and an interest
inventory == cither the Ruder or the California Picture Interest
Inventory. The Minnesota Paper Form Board, a test of spatial visuali-
pation, was adadnistered to 22 of the prdbatibnars. The O'Connor

Twoezer Doxterity Test hos not been used to date.

The charactoristics of the tested group, based on established

norms, can b sumarized as follows:

—g 3

A. Intellectual Abili‘;y: The median AGCT score, 105, falls

into the upper part of the average range for a generalkpopulatim group,
indicating that these probationers were like the rest of the population
in average mental ability. The range of scores, however, was somewhat
éurprising -— from a low of 49 (severely retarded) to a high of 141
(very superior and above the average of any professional group).
Thirteen of these examinees were comfortably in the range where college
students are found, and another 10 had scores in the technician, oxr
juior college, range. For the most part, however, these probationers

had not made full use of their intellectual abilities.

B. Mechanical Aptitude: The median score of the probationers

on the Bennett test was better than the scores of 20 percent of a sample
of industrial applicants for mechanical jobs, or better than the scores
of 35 percent of a group of technical high school 'seniors. As in the
case of intellectual ability, the mechanical aptitude scores of these
probationers covered the entire range, although their average was in

the lower half of the general population.

C. Dexterity: The median dexterity score of the group
(Pegboard assenbly score) was better than the scores of 72 percent of
a sample of male industrial applicants, and there was a definite

tendency for scores to cluster toward the high end of the range.

D. Mathematics: On the Wide Range Arithmetic Test, scores
clustered toward the lower part of the range for adults; the median
score of the group was at the 6.9 grade level. This does not mean

that these adults were functioning exactly like the average student

-84~
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and paying his own college tuition. Two other probationers expressed
an interest in mechanical or electrical apprenticeships, and this
interest was supported by test scores J_n intellectual ability and
mechanical aptitude. One of these men obtained employment in an auto-
motive establishment, and the other joined the Air Force, presumably
for technical training. A third.probationer with high mechanical
aptitude has been recalled to a mechanical job with the reassurance

that he is suitably placed.

In a negative sense, test results made a contribution in
identifying seven persons with mental retardation or borderline intell-
ectual ability. Although this finding would need confirmation through
individual testing, it has identified persons who might be eligible
for other community services, and it contributed to the crystallization

of ideas for placement or training of these individuals.

In a majority of the cases, test results were consistent with
other evidence about the examinees, and this contributed to the assurance
with which plans could be made. There were at least three probationers,
however, who showed abilities substantially exceeding those that would
have been inferred fram their backgrounds alone, although up to the
time of this writing, this finding has not been utilized in placement
or training. In at least six cases, test results were instrumental
in encouraging probationers to attempt to acguire High School Equi-

valency Diplomas.
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APPEIDLL TIT cost per referral, cost per experiwental group client served, etc.
PROGRAM OPERATIONAL COSTS _ S _ For example, one could divide total operational costs byA 321 cases screened,

| resulting in an average cost per client screened of $241.64.
Budg:ted program costs for the two successive grant periods, '

PG 1 oand PEG 1T, amounted to a total of $115,8%7, exclusive of any Of course, it is evident that this method of stating the

cotimated valuy of community volunteer time and other "in-kind" cost per client, based on varying levels of service has serious draw-

-

mnt;ributims‘l Of this amount, $77,568 was budgeted for actual | backs, since ot some levels very little staff time is involved on any
prexgram operations ~- that is, for expenditures other than planning '~ given client, and the client who stays with the program longest gets
and start-up, rescarch, or purchase of equipment. While there were ' the most value of service. To get a little closer to a realistic -

of course some reallocations of funds during the course of the ; figure, we have estimated, based on cbservation of staff responsib-.
program, these reallocations primarily affected line items within the : ilities .and activities, that approximately 40% of program services
mjor category of program operations and therefore, for purposes of o are devoted tC serving individuals who are referred and screened only,
this broad overview, we have made no attempt to reflect these changes. : ' ‘and 60% are devoted to clients who make an appearance before the

Employment Guidance Council. Apportioning costs on that basis, we
About. 95% of the $77,568 appropriation for program operations
arrive at the following cost per client estimate:
wis oxporded for program staff and consultant costs. Cperational

e e o i L

personnel and consultant pdsitions included: PEG Coordinator (a Senior Screening Only Screening and EGC
Probatdon Officer) , Cowmmnity Liaison Officer/Personnel Specialist, o ' Portion of Prcgram Costs $31,027 - $46,541
Stenographer, smployment Guidance Council Chairperson, and Testing ; No. Clients Receiving this 1 :

i Service 199 122
Consultant.  Tae remaining operational expenditures involved such ‘

Cost per Client - $155.91 $381.48
items as loeal travel, supplies, postage, and printing. : .

We caution that these crude estimates are no substitute for

Using the figure of $77,568 for operational costs, one can

5 ] .

L i . . = . detailed cost lysis — t e merel sented for the reader
simply divide by nunber of clients  to get rough estimates of the ace S QST aha.ysls 16y, ax ey presen e re

who desires a general notion of the expenditures a program like

——

»

1 R
Theoe ineluded time contributions of pro-riion officers and adminis- E . PEG would entail.
trative staff, as well as office space, som: equipment, and general
Rc:avc}rhmd* —C

In actwality, our client statistics reflect services rendered through

May, 1975, while fedoral funds will support operations for another

ponth.. Therefore, we are understating the nmuber of clients actually

served and thus slightly overstating costs per client.

1 4
; Calculated by subtracting total receiving EGC treatment (122) from
~87- ; ' total screened (321).- :
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