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2) The lll;q~llituc1e :111<1 ~;(,V0rjtY of crimi})n.] rc'cidivjSl,1 \·.'ilS hiph. ----- .. , ... - .. _-,------_ .. -._--"' .. _--_. __ ._--_._~-_._---_ .... - .. --..---- lhll:ing 
This report dcscriucs three nnt! one half yC!nn.l of \.'orJ~, rer;ultn, conclusions, . 

the yenr n[ter IJroject entry, 41 p('rc('nt of the 2,860 clienLs, or 1,182, Here orrc'!:l"c'cl 

• and recomrnc~ndntions of [In evaluation of the criminolo~icnJ. effectiveness of IIpcople • a total of 2)072 times. Of those arrests, 29 pcre.ent, or 605, were for the vioJc'nt 
projectnll [und(,d by the Cr.iminnl Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC) of the City of 

cdJlles of homicide, rape, robbery, agGrnvated cuisClult. 
New York. The projects provided educational, vocational, counseling, and divers:i.on 

• services, in a variety of models and under a variety of auspices, to a population • A~e: The highest l!wnnituc1e and the most severe criminal rt'cidivisH1 \·!as <Hllonij 
typical of thone involved in the city's criminal justice system. 

j\lveniles agee! 13 to 15. Of 559 such clients 51 percent, or 286 had one or more 
From among 53 CJec projects, 18 were measured for their ability to affect the 

arrc>sts. Their 552 ;:n:rests Here, in number, almost as many as the numbl'r of clients. .. cdminal behavibr of 2,8GO of their male clients. The cost to the. Lmv Enforcement • Of the arrests 18LI,or one out of three, ,,,ere for violent cl:i;llCS. 
Assistance Administration CLEM) of the 18 projects was $14.5 million. 

Severit~: The severity of the average number of arrests before project ~ntry, 
DESIGN: The common goal for the projects \V'as to be the Crime Control Act's 

related to recidivism for those clients 20 and younger. TIte higher the severity of 
bnsic goal of reducing cl:ime. The common measure by Hhich they Here to be eval-

arrests before project entry, the more the recidivism afterH~rd. There was no such 
uated was arrests. To assure valid comparisons, among proj ects, the clients \·]ere 

relationship found for clients 21 and older. 
to be divided into groups according to age and severity of criminal history prior 

• to project entry. On.l.y those groups that \'lcre equivnlent \.1('re to be C0!!1pared. 
the year after project entry. The year after had significantly higher rates for 

HETHOD: 1) For client data from the projects, a standardi7.ed intal~e form system 
clients 18 or younger apd lower rates for clients aged 21 to 39. 

vlaS deveJ.opc>d, implemented) and monitored to p!'ovide the evaluation \dth ac.cura te 

• identifications and background information. 
5) Violent crime before project entry was related to violent crime after 

~!) The idcltifica tion8 Here then used to retrieve the arrest hif;tories of the 
CONCLUSIONS: 

clients from the NClv York City Police Department. 

• .3) For thc·meusurCIilcnt of severity of criminal history prior to project entry 
1. 'l'hp. rehabilitation by the pro,~ects \VClS a failure, pm;ticularly \"it11 juveniles 

and in relation to violent crime. The judgment \\'as based primn.d.ly on the cost of the 
the avarag~ number of arrests was selected as.a result of validation studies that 

recidivism to its victims. There were 605 violent crimes in relation to 2,860 clients. 
compared that measure wi til a modification of the Sellin Scale. 

• These represent about 50 persons Idllcd or raped ,and about 555 robbed or severely assaulte, 
RESlJLTS: 

The judgment \\'ns partially based on a comparison oj: thc recidivism rates of the pr0j eets 

L~t:..~~~_(?..r s:imilnr types of clients. The evaluation method assessed project difference 

by the chm:acLerisU.cB of type, mix or quality of services, staff-cJ.·Lent ratios, pcr-

cnpHn cl:i.0.nt fundinn nud all others DS an aggregate. 

• 
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fOlllld so lli.gh thot it Has concluded there is no jtl!lLificat:Jon for contJ.m.ll'tl fundIng 

of stich projecLs \.]j til cr.i.me control and preveul:.lon funds. 

2. The f 11il~t.!2·0. \:~~:J~p~~ryn tll. not re]:1 t_ed .J:..~i m.l:}:.~nwn tn ~i'2.1':~ . .LproJ;r ~l 1'10~ el:; , ~I~.­

C'lIlploY!llcmt or povortv. The> vnd ety amol1lj proj ec ts clil1d.nated SOUle of these possibil-_ .. ___ . __ _______ ,, ___ ..J_ 

ities, \~hi.le the ot-hc't's \.)ere primar.ily I1ccountc.d f01: hy the poor match bet\·:een the 

);isc in crime j n recent yenrs and the relative stability of poverty and unemployment. 

3. Effc·c.ts oLviQ]cnt cdm0. on NCH York Ci.ty.~ 

}'rom 19GB to 19i' Lf, there HaG a 67 percent increase in murders to 1,530, or about four 

a day. In the same period rape increased 122 percent to 4,000, robbery 43 percent 

to 78,900, or 220 a day, and aggravated assault by 44 percent to Ill,OOO. 

The increase in: the casual killing of and serious injuries to non-resisting 

victim£J) sadistic daytime rapes, violent crimes against the elderly by adolescents 

and juveniles, 11ave altered the quality of crime in the city. 

As a result) people feel vulnerable and afraid, their use of such public f~~ilitics 

as parks, sub\\1nys, and certain streets has been curtailed either informally or offic:i all?, 

and some 1.3 million middle class whites have left the city since the 1960s,seriously 

u'ndermjning its tax base, Under present conditions crime should continue to incrense. 

4 •. Io lo_~er tlw inci~!ence of crime, sanctions Hhich c:an prevent _and deter 

_criminal hehavior ~;hould be tried, vlhich present court policies on detention, 

prosecution and sentencing do not do. To be effective, punishment should be adequate 

immecliate, certain, and consistent. The city's criminal justice policies on incarc.era-

Cion are judged as deficient on all four counts. 

hy d:iverting from d ctention 01= prosecution persons ch,:rq~ecl with violent crimes. Other 

forms of dIversion by prosecutors and judges, t11rou8h dismissal or reduction of cl1Drljcs, 

have also contl:ibllt'.cd to the problem. Host serious consequences pertain to the diversion 

of pL!l"BOlW ",:l.th records of vi.olent cdllle. They could be deto.:i.l1ccl pcnuil1lj dcterm:i.n.:1t:i.on 

• 

• 

• 

fj 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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of guilt, rat1ll~r l:h:Hl tliVcrtl'd, as a PJ.°t·vcllUve Illt',:n;ure. 

•• 1 t . (1 t· c t 1(' J' 110 J J n J .. r;() 1) n In.-oil .Lld t cd ~;o L h.:ll:. ,do.lcnl: crimQ to avo.lu Pl:0SQCI.l ']011 <111 •• '11 t'l ° . () COLt.(, .... 

the :inc~rcer':ltion of the guilty Ivill dQter crlme uy otlll'rs. 

6. lljgl~!..~.31il(:.~i.la(! f;tClllS !11."1.1i~~·i.1):. from CJS pol~i.C;}cs because o[ Ute un­

"1illJngncss or innbil:Lty of courts to punish adcquotely :iuveni1t\ offenders. On1y 

a very lC'\'1 juvenile. offcmders are sentenced to :incnrceration, o.ncl thosc a17t! gClwralJy 

1 "cl J'n "'l'X to ei~ht months. Therefore. there is very 1:i ttle if any prev('nta·~ re ease o. <>. ~ • 

tive or deterrent effcct from this policy. 

th . 'r11e t~Jo.11(1';nl~ thnt educat:lonal, voctltional and counseling sel:vict's o' 0r ausp:\cc::.~. .... _ 

by projects do not have the desired criminological effect does not mean that a 

r50pulation such as the one studied should not receive such services. Their cligio-

hility should not hinge on ,·]hether they are criminals, but on need. That need 

should be detm:mined by agencie.s regularly assigned to providing such services 1 ,·]ho 

,\'het.her proj cc ts are ad equa te deliverers of such services. 

RECONHE?\DATI0NS: 

1.. CJCG should id~tif~ 11on-1,EA1\ sOl\rce~ of ftll2.ds for educational, vocational, 

and counseling services to provide more of thcm to persons in the criminal justice 

systcm) \'lith 'emphasis on the incarcerated. 

2. CJCC shouJd 1lelp initiate these contacts and coordinate these activit.ies 
.-.~-.. -.---.... ----------

for cjs agencies, but should l:Lmit the use of LEAA funds to sUlBll grants for pJ.unnlng 

and liaison. 

3. CJCC sho_t0.E. stiI~~~_t:C that no project be al1m.;ec1 to J.·ccommend clivC'rnion for, 

or accept from diversion, nny person with a post or present arrest for violent crime, 
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A thoroll{;h npproc:btion of the sign:LLtca.nc,-: of the evalu:l tion Unc1:i.nr;s 

PREFACE • presented in this report involves goinB beyond the data to the broader 

context in '\oJ11ich n1C need for the investigation arose. That context ,ws 

The disappointing results of the study, in terms of the criminological national concern during the Har1y 1950's \vith an apparently major incrc(Jsu in 

• effectiveness of the projects, do not reflect the dedication and hard work • the incidence and seve.r.ity of crime. 

of project staffs. T~yn.don Johnson, as PrC's:i.c1ent in 1965) recognized the importance of 

the lHl1~geonin8 cr:i.me rate and set: up a national commission to :i.nve8tigat.o and 

• • report. (1) 

One major commission rc>.coTIl.'llcndation \vas that the administr~tion of cd.lil:b.a1 

justice,:lCec1ec1 111uc:11 more coordination of its branches) and that cities shoul1 

• • set up agencies to accomplish this. Consequently, in 1967~ Hayor John V. 

Lindsay estc:'blished for NeH York City the Criminal Justice Coordinating 

• Council (CJCC), Hith broad reprcsentation from the various concerned e1cmi..~nt8 

• in the city. 

The other major rccom:nenc1ations of the cOlllmission resulted in the pas-

• • sage of dle Safe Streets Act of 1968. This legislation then resulted in the 

establishment of tho LmV' Enfol~cement Assistance Administration (LEAf.). A 

substantial amount of llloney was allocated to' the LEAA for the purpose of rcduc-

• • ing the incidencc of crime, 

CJCC GOAL: From the outset, the basic objective of the Council ~'7aS the 

reduction of crime. Cm:tain methods to be used :i.n accomplishing th:i.s WC1:e given 

• • PrJ'.or·:ty.· a) atl o\1cr-a1l cOOl.-d·:nat·,L' 01'. of.' j 1 e ere' 'L' '"'<> " J j' t 1 f" , 1 .... ......: 1·' ati -1.C, "" 1.1.'10 .V('.(, J.n : 1e vrlilnn:l 

Just::i.ce System (CJS) ~ and b) an increase in the individual eff.iciency of con,-

• • (1) C()1:\:1\:is!.:d.on on LmoJ Enforccli1ent nne! Aclnr!nist:r:1t:i.on of JUf;t:i.CC 

• • 
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ponen\: 

Dlll:lng iU; [:Irs t thn.!r.' ye;ll'f; the Counc:i.l· rmnoinco n VOhlllt:<l1:y, p1:ind pal-
o 

l)' (Jdv:i.nory group with a HTanll stn[[ under the c1:i.rcc:t:ion of .1[1), KrieGel. 

tldn pc.:r:Ioc1 ~:o:nc 30 projcctl~ \vcre initintetl, but the ,vork of pJ.<1nnin e and 

Dud.ng 

l ' 1 d f tIle In·oc:t part uncler p1amlill£; subcontracts implC'llcntation 'i'WG accomp. 1.0 1e or . -

to t11(' Vcn'a Institute of Justice, a voluntury agency. 

1n 1968, He,·] York Statc established an OfficC'. of Cd.me Control Planning 

to roeeivc LEi\A funds and apportion them around thc state. At this point 

1 1 d 1)CC11 the ~eputy director of the Presidential cm~ Henry S. Ruth) Jr., ~·no lU ~\. 

mission l ' ','as appo-lnted by John Linc1~ay ns Executive Director yen:rs car l.e.r) w~_ ... 

o[ CJCC and siven resourccs for a larger staff \-lith broader skills. 

Hr. Ruth brought Hith him not: only tho exp(;rtise eained in thc years of the 

commission IS \Vork, but also its orientation tmvurd prevention and rehabi1-

• • .. t 0 ~Ol "11t" ).'11 c~·-rme rcdtictior~. CJCC bCCti1!10 much more :i..t:r..t:Lon. o.s :!.i~,pi}!: ~.nn' c m!;' 1". oJ .. ,L 

a staff (1)Cration than it hacl been. 

f 11 ' tl ~Year~. <'l-l th the fUl'lGS and staff made pos-During the ·0 mnng . 11"(:8., ~. \ "-

sible by the Fodornl f.unds, not only ,·18.S there a vast increase in the numher: of 

, t1' 1 ct·cr T1wv bc.!·-projr.'cU; initiated by C.1CC) but also a change ~n . lOlr e lara ...• " 

, 1 t' '1." PS <lomn of tIle most innovative experiuH:mts being came recogn:Lzec no. ·3D.na .... y - ~ "" 

undertaken in the field of cri.minQJ. justice. 

Host of the projects studied in this evaluation '·lere begun during tlds 

period, nlthour.,h a fen.] of them \.;e1:e already op(~rntionLll ",hon the period 

began. 

1n. J'uly I J.973, Mr. Ruth left CJCC for Hnsh:tngton, \1'110.1'0. he joined the 

r fl' 1 1) t ~I)PO·.'LtltC~(1 to investip,ntc the HnLC1:gnte in~ stafL 0: tIC Spccln rOGceu or ~ - . 

1 f 1 l?o)". f'l,'. -l)lter:illl l)cr:iocl, l~()bC'rt H,l11nce was the c1.dci1t ane its nt-enna'.).. ".\ ,J. 

CJ·Cl·' l' t·, '''111(1 J.'I' 1,·"1)'·U,·11'''. 197'1, [tfee}: the elcct:.:i.oll (If i\bnl11L1t1l Beumc . .. (J.rcc .01 ) ,<.. J. J , 

fin 101nyo1' ~ B(~n.i nhlht Altman \vo.s appoin teo to the PO~) t • 

• 

• 
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Jsenj <\1:\ln AH1:1an \;1m: to rcflec l: the gonls and pol:lc:len of the BC:llI\(! 

Adm:tnj[:trnt:Lon just os Huth rcflcct:c.'d those of l,ind~;D)'. It in st:i.ll too ('al:l), 
, 

to determine any chen~es in d:i.rection for C.1CC in goals or policy. llOiv(!vor, 

the intent of the! Saf.e Streets Act is to allow l:'cgions ,vithin states max:lT;mm 

fle:..;::i.bil:Lty to identify their Oloffi problems nnd propose solutions to them. 

TInts) :i.t is :i.n conformity \V:i.th the Act that each mC1yor has the opportunity to 

I express his o\m approach to the problem of crime on a local level as pm~t of 

his 1:N:ponr;ibi1:i.ty to the clectoT.'ntc. 

Thus) the study has spanned the stc1;'lnrdship at CJCC of t.hree dif:fen'.nt 

directors •. 

PROGRAH DEVELOF~,mNT: Under all its administrations> the projects initiated 

by CJCC have been of two basic program types. One type has been oriented 

toward the Criminal Justice System and has sought to improve the internal 

functiod.ng of it~ agencies hy providing anything from h8rd'ivart:! to staff 

training. Tho other sort of project provides services to actual or potential 

pcrpetrators of crimes. 

In the first category> projects have ranged front the Knapp Commission, 

throur,h n bomb detector for the Police Department ~ to a master calendar fell:" 

the Criminal Court. In all p~"ogrmns of this type the ra 1:iona1c h.:ts been to 

incrcCl13c the speed> .eff:i.ciency or fairness \v:tth "h:lch tho system operates, 

These typos of projects do not provide services to persons actually or 

pot:ential1y caught up in the Criminal Justice System. 

HO\vcver) annlys:i.s of the 1970-1971 Cri!1l:Lnn1 ,1ust:i.cn budget: :\.n Nc\V' 

Y;r1c. City shO\ved that police patrol, criminQl investigation and enforcement 

of trnff:tc 1mvs was already tlccountine for 70% of expenditure) \"hile the 

percentage for prosecution of offenders vms 1.1%, [or defending the acctloed 

0. 1,%) f:017 adJ ttdicat:lon 3 .l,/~) and for r'elwld Ii t<1 tion 0.3%. (1) 

IJop-sidcdncsG of. alloc<.1t::lon~l in. the NC'\v Yo):k City C,lS btldl~ct of $8 /,3 

lIri.:!.:!.:! on \1 j)!; un e c Ill1': J.ck r il t:i on f. 0 r s.0'~:C J!l .. (:~;_~~~l ~)) J~;!! :L12 g_.J2.~,:io d .US:f> nmong tll e 
U 5'1~~" i J- ~ .• (;·jl.y-·~;f '~i:,~ )·(~~·i~ - (:~'j'~;i:nl .JlIl1l i t'l' 1'1 .. 111 i l~: 1~)1 J., 
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ot1lcr, (dnc.\~ In. 197 J. CJCC \1\18 to h.wc. at 1I\OGt: $17.5 nd.l1:iort to c1ispc.ru:c in 

• )~el[\ti()n to tile! l:wssivn budr,et. In its pIon [or that year it announced five 

pl'oblcrns ",11}(:11, it said, Its houlcl ruceive pr:ior:ity." They Here: 

1'1. Tho hreakdOi-l11 in. deterrence caused by the inabi11.ty of the ac1-

• judiention system to procC'1:w nrrestccl suspects efficiently llnd 

fa:b:ly. 

2. The spread of ll::>.rcotics addiction. 

• 3. 'rhe conditions in City detention institutions. 

4. The lack ot prisoner rehnbilitation programs. 

• 
5. The absence of ,]idespread programs for juvenile and youth crime 

prevc.ntion.1\ (1) 

Another sec.;tion of the same report indicated, ho,vever ~ nt least uhat the 

• opm:i'ltivn p1":i.01~i tics lwd bcen in the preceding p8ricd ~ \'Jhcn a tote1 of. 

$8.5 million had been distributed among 10 categories. Almost exactly 

hEll£, or $!l.2+ million, had gone t.o "Juveni1e r.nd Yout.h Justice and Sc:cvices. II (2) 

• In ad',Htion to the marked preferen.ce for youth projec.ts, there \,'[1[; also 

a distinct 1c<::ning to~mrd diversion) prevcntioll and rehabilitation) l'Dther 

than lll:::Jrc stringent 1a\,,-enforccment and incarce·fCltions. 

.' Sem:chlng f.or. 'dcser:i.l)tive terminoloGY' that v10uld distinr,uish these very 

tenuous catef:orius. and having tried some that did not "ii/ork \.]ell in pn-.ctice) 

\,'0 £inn11y settled on "people progrmns" to dCSC1:ibc those in the second 

• t(ltegory th,\t emerged in C.JCC p1anninr,. For lack of nnyth:i.ng better) this 

m!)dc the Ll.l'st.: category one of IInon-·people pl'ograms .11 

• 
(J) 1 b:icl) p. :~9 ' 

(?,) lhid) p. 9[,. 

• 
---~----~---------- -------------~- ------

• 

• 

• 

• 

" .. 
• 

• 

• 

• 
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In tho "1)COl)lc l»:ou"L'[un" catc!C':,',ol'\f t1 c 1 . , , (,l J 1. emp wrns loS on ~jcrvJ.e('s to offCIl(k'l"H, 

cx-of[end(!r~;) and ('ven in somC! caGes Itprc--offcmlt\rs) It ul,o m:C' itlentif:i l'.U <If> 

pe):sons Hith a high l:i.keHhood of becoming iuvolved in CJS b(~c.:t\W,f\ [tl .' • _ ... o' . lC:lr 

histories. The pl'or,r.nms hnve tended to focus on members of ethnic minorities 

in ghetto areas, Hho m:c juveniles and young Cldults. All the Pl'ojcCt:s 

~.ncll1c1ed in this evaluation arc in the IIpcoll1e pl:om:.,"ll1,S.1I t ~" ca:cgory. 

The CJCC planners Hore irr.pressed by the evidence that attempts to reh:11>i1it<1tc 

criminals \·d.thin correcti.onnl im,t:i.tutiol1s ,]ere 1fn-gely ineffective. Conscquently, 

they eml)1:acec1 the concept of rehabilitative services outside the correctional syntem 

in what the evaluation CDme to refer to as "people pr.ojects, II as opposed to system 

projects. 

The servj.ces to be offered ,vere substantially the same as those ('[fcred ,·~ithin 

correctional settings -- educational, vocation:.?1, and mental health services -- but 

the medium was to be proj ects operated by municj.pa1 or voluntary agencies) or cOf.1.Tfll.lnity 

groups. In f01:l,1at and appearance the projects ,,,ould differ little., j,f at aJ.l~ from 

the many programs set up to fight poverty, unemployments lack of education, or 

mental illness. The only difference ,vas that the CJCC programs had as their 

basic objective fighting against crit1c. 

This crime and crimina1-jllst:i.ce orientation among the CJCC projects had one 

progranu-nntic clement fairly unique among social programs. This "laS the conccpt of: 

"diversion,II' or "the removal from the Criminal Justice System of persons thought to 

be inappropri~t.ely involved Hitb. it. For a long time it had been maintnined thnt 

such catogories of "criminal" as alcoholics, 01: children in need of bettor pm:cntal 

supervi::d.on, Here both dnmngod by and damaging to the police and tho courts. In 

timo) the concept: \'laS expanded to include juvenile and young-adult cr:i.li1inal~ mnny 

• with long and sc!verc cd.minnl histories for \vhom the cour.ts and corrections o[[er('d 

little if: any hope of: rchnb:iJ.itation. 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Tho GJec P(~opJ(! proJectr: \:.:'1'0 to o[[(!l: n~hnb:i.l:l.tnt:i,()n ouLside the justice 

GY1ll'cm, and )ilany vlere nb1e Lo brin~ theil.' 'c1:icmtn out£dc1o the system. At a 

variety of points in clle CJS process they wouJ,d intervene with an offer of their 

servJ.ces pd.nwrily as an a1ternat.::i.ve to the GJS dispor;iLions of detention or in-

carccra Lion. The progn:ms \ver(~ optional for the court -- they could bo refused .. -

but the prcsHurc to employ them has been ureat. In most cases the court holds the 

chm:r,c in a1c.:ynnce, l:emands the inai.vidual to the progrCi;l condi tiona]. on "progress" 

and good bchnvior, and reserves the option to reinstate the charg~ and its consequences 

if the "divcJ:sion" alternative docs not seem to be working. The responsil)i1i'ty to 

report results is primarily the program's. The opportunity for offenders to recidivate 

vlhi1e unc1c::r the jurisdict:i.cn of diversion programs \Vill be discussed later. 

Not all the. CJCC people pl:ojee1.:s had diversion services. Some offered only 

rchnb:.!.litativc services to persons emerging £:!:'om or ,d.th:i.n the. co:-:rectio~11l1 Syrot01:l, 

or preve.ntive scrvice to persons not yet embroiled. 

(At an car1y point) the cva1unt:i.on made no distinction betw'ecn' these lC1st 1."70 

types of program nnd classiUed them both as diversion programs. By broLldenillg the 

mcani11g of diversion \\'8 had hoped to distinguish easily bct,veen IIpeople" and "non-

people" programs) since those arc clumsy terms. 'The result \<las c.onfusion and cri ti-

C:l.SJ11> and \-7e 'rcwerted' ove.r time to these more precise definitions of program types; 

i.e., non-peoplc and people, and diversion and non-diversion as charncteristics 

of people projects.) 
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GJCG t S !-:EED F0R EVJ'J,tl/.TJ ONS : --.... ------.... -------.~----- ... 

• In addition to initiating programs, CJCC is also responsj~le to U1C Stato 

and Federal agencies through Hhich func1fJ Come [or mon:ltoring ongoing project opcra-

tion an.d contrCl.ct comp1innce) Gnd [01' deciding pcrlodicalJ.y Hhethcr project funeing 

• oUBht to be continued. The Federal funds arc supposed to be provided at most for 

three yam:£;, \-lith one or tHO opportunities in this period for CJec to drop or 

conU.nuC:. thQ pro.:jc:ct. At: the end of: that timc) \,lith the project presumably having 

• demonstrated its effectiveness, it is expected to find other sources of funds for 

continuing operation on. an lIinstitutlonalizedll bnsis. For. li1akingthese decisions 

GJce found itself in need of five separate categories of evaluation data: • 1. For decisions about program modification, refunding and institutionali?a-

tion of incliv).dual projects CJCC wanted to Imo\v the criminological effectivenE.ss 

• of the program on its clients) or, the extent to '",hich the project had been able 

to l:educe the frequency or severity of its clients I criminal bchavior. 

2. For similar or the same d8cisions CJCC '-lanted to be able to compare the 

• criminological effectiveness of different programs as models for providing service 

to some particular category of clients. for instance) if GJCC had funded three 

different projects, "lith different service models) to reduce criminal behavioT among 

• the smne type of m<:lle ex-convj.cts bot'l-leOn the ages of 19 and 20 after their release 

from prison·, \-lhich mlS more desirable to refund or institutionalize. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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] ~O'- J • CJCC \"[luted to 1,,11010/. hO\1 ~.ts. proJ' cct:!~ "JO);O bohav.Lll(~ _co __ .1 :~:£J.iY!)Y .. p .nnnJ,l1[;, t. 

<t!l tl}(l prov IdC'.p; of. fwt ..,rico to r;om('. par U.culm7 gruup of cl:Lnnt:Ll. POl: ins l' <:tHee) if 

eJCC hag funded a variety of projects to serve juv()ni1e delinq1.lCnt males, what lwd 

bncn the :i.rnpac t in terms of cd.me rec1uc tion on the combined populo t:i.on of juvenile 

UOlinCl'.l(:nt IOlnlcs of all those projects? 

4. In the monitoring of ongoine projects) and to enable CJCC to lnake mid-stream 

adjustmcmts in project programs, it \\'O'uld be most useful to be able to explore and 

c?:plnin the rc'letionship bet\lecm the characteristics of nprojc.ct and its criminoloGical 

impact on clients. Project charecteristics would include staff-client ratio, the quantity, 

type, mix and quality of projcct services provided to the clients, or the proportion of 

professional to para-1)'rofcssiona1 staff. For example, in a particulm: project or group 

of projects is staff-to-client ratio a more significant daterminant of errest rec:i.divi~;:J' 

thon proportion of profe~';8ional to paT.'n-;::rofessional staff, 01: is a job program more 

effective thnu a c01.mselling program in reducing arrest recid:hd sm, and for Hhat tyros 

of clients? 

5. Finally ~ CJCC needed simply to have accurate and timely numerical desc}:ip-

tions of the numbers and types of clients receiving services j.n the various proj cc ts • 

SUcll data would be important for program monitoring and fiscal control. 

INT'fIAL EV;\lUATION Nr.TIIODS: From 1967 through 1971 CJce adopted a pattern used 

by many Fe<1c.r[ll aeencies) such as l1EH, OEO) DOL) in an effort to obtain the e.valuCltion 

data it felt it needed. Some percentage of a project1s gross budget Has set aside for 

lIevaltwL:ion," usually from 5% to 10%. The money ,o,"as usually used to subcontract e\'a1u-

aUon or consulting firms. If a project Has large enough, so that the pe.rcentaee of its 

budgc>t \'7~HJ a cons:lc1ernble sum of money, j t might set up an evaluation unit \vithin itself) 

an u il\11 OJ: part--time basis. In e).ther. case, the project d:irect01: an:Cln?,~~t1 and paid 

for t.he evnlua (;ion twrv IcC', and the eVil 1 un tor Has rcr~pond,ble to the c1 irc!c tor, rl1 t:hCJ~ 

than Lo' eJCC [01: \\'hOII1) preslIllwbly, the CV~lJ un !:ion \V[\s beine pm:formed. 

F:Lnally, it \vOS frequcntly the c[we thnt: th0 eval\1aU ons ~ dcs:i gns, methods [J~\d 

stn[f (Ol: ngency) \~ould not ht~ scd.('.ctcll llul::i.l arte'!:' the projcet had bc.en de~:i.gned, funded, 

'-------------------------------------------- -- -----

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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and implemented. '1'bi.8 was r,clw):nlly liuC! to the presmll:e Lo \\\cet f.undlng dc.~:Jtnin(:G. and 

a. lack of knmvleoge on the par. t of the ndminis t1:a'to1:s of the i1l1portnnc:u of includine (:vill'~ 

uDt:Lons as integ):al parts of a project from their j.nception. 

J:Xl~.h]._Q111S: The problems rc:sultinn from this mode of obtaininn evaluation servj,ce 

for this sort of: servic.C'. programs tu-rned out to be more serious and more varied than 

evert experienced administrators hnd anticipated. 

1. The pr:i.mm:y problem \·;ms that these evaluators \Yere not ':1ble to measure 

validly the e)~perience \vith the major objective of all the projects -- ability to 

reduce cr:i.minal behavior. There Here several l:easons. 

Some evaluators (and/or directors) resisted the very idea that crime reduction 

Has a project's primary goal$ and insisted that i~· should be evaluated as the provider 

Other of some rehabilitative service~ such as remedinJ. education or skills training. 

evaluators accepted the objective of measuring a progrmn for cl:iminological effective-

E ... ·~mpl'"s of th'" l..,tter ,vere client intervic\vs, project able measurement devices. ~_ '" ~ u 

recordf-, and tests of attitudes to\oJard criminal behavior. 

The net effect of 1:osi8 tance to or confusion about the importance of critlinolog-

. f h t 1 -IJ1\Tolved in obtu.inil1:1 ical measun~ment of program effect, or miscnlculat~on 0' t e 'as (s .... -

a valid meas'l1.rement, 'i'/aS that CJCe found itself \vith no dependable information o:.bout 

1 . on tIl.... cr 4 111-111al behavior of their clients. the of f ec tits p1:0 j ec t8 were 1av~ng "".... .... -

2. 1 t · tIle l1aturaJ. and inescapable outcome Each project hav:i.ng, ;Lts oml eva ua·J..on$ 

\'laS an enormous variety of evaluation gaols) clcsi~ns·) .methods) resourcc's, and co;r.peLel1ce 

of: the individual evaluatOl:s. This vad.ety of goals and methods llk1.cle it virtually 

1 t:ll0 (1".·f£01:ential c17im:i.nolo(~j,c~l effcc.tivencss of pl:ogram imposs1b 0 for eJCe to compare . - ~ , 

£ 1 · t All evaluation that defined recidivism as models in serving similar typos o' c J.on·s. H 

reincm:cerat:loll> for :i.listance, could not be compared \vith evaluations based on tlllch 

definit:i.onG as rearrest, l:ecollvict:iol1, or c1wnee on an attitude scale. Nor \v,u; com-

1 l ·."c·.·t.rl.·\·.Vl·., .... ,lll ove).- ," threc-month l)orj,od) n.l\ol'hc'r pad.son pOf{!d.ble \vhen on(~ Pl;ojc.ctm\~n:::111):t!( '" " ,. 
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Dvm: six mont Iw l :mc1 y(~L othcrc over tHO y(lnn~, or ,vith different t:illlcs for L!,l('h 

elien!: • SOh1C l.waluntol:c \" .. ')"e gJVl~ll $5,000 to t'vnluutc: 50 c.:JJ.(!nto, othan; lwd ~;~·~OO,OOO 

to cvaluate 5,000 cliento. 

3. Some cvaluntonJ overestimated thc' ~:copCJ and qunlity of the findings th(:y 

l:oulcl be nble to produce. There· were proposnl1> eha t prom1~;(~d to 111en£lllr~ criTllinoJ.oeical 

cffecU.VC!leHf;, the outcomes of such rehabilitation methods as enployment or education, 

the importance of slleh client characterist~cs as age, ~jex, or educationnl ·attaimr.cnt, 

emel }}O\.: .:'.11 of these had :i.nteractec1 to affect the outcome of the project's effort ~·7il:h 

the client. Some proposals that Here accepted had an abviol.1s1y :.i.naclcqunte price for 

what Has promised, nnd somc, in addition, promised to deliver results in "lhat \ms 

b " 1 t 1 t "d f t~ "e fo" the norl' p,oea'·:ctu··bly,. Ulan" of tl'le final o V10US y '00 Slor- a per~o 0 ~~' ~ ~~. ~ ~ J 

products del:1.v(,Ted ,vera nothing like "'hat had been contracted for. 

4. G:i.ven the fundi,llg s truc ttlre, which made the evalu8 to): respcnsible to the 

It "las not c1Hf:tcult to suspect that lUany of the evaluatvrs \~cre biased :Ln favor of: the 

procram they 'Jere evaluating~ and presenting data in a manner most favorable to the 

project. It ~7aS also evident that in some case project directors had, ns the employcl:', 

insisted on their right to revieiV' an evaluator's report before it went to CJCC and to 

modify or delete portions critical of the program. 

5. ~'hc fact that many of the evaluation c.omponents \'7cre added on to a project 

only arte): the Pl"Oj (lct had been planned and Has operational lC!ad to the loss of informa-

tion about en);ly project pm:ticipants and greater difficulty and expense in incorporat-

:ing the cvnluation methods and forms :tnto project record l(ccping systems. The projects 

lwd to collect illfol'!nadon about clients for. their own prograr.11natic and adm:i.nit. tl:'ative 

l'urposeB··-in[ormation t11nl.: ,laS identical to thnt nced(~d by cvaluat:i.ons for retr:i.cval 

[ • of cr1mill~~l 111nto1'108 0): [lppH.c.ation. of: various tests. Examples :include correct un(:('s 

of: birCh, Ih.'l"tilli'IlL str(!C!L adul"esses and cducation. If the project: [ortlls, e.g., intake, 

[IIn'rEly l)(!t~n c1(~i;:i ~~IlC'c1 prior to the t'vn1uation the formLlt of: the :i.tC'lilC might mnl:c it 

• 
-~-~--,--------~------------------------

• 

• 
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TIlE PROl'OSEJ) SOLUT'J ON: In 1971 Vern In~~tit\ltc of. Just1.t.c) un.~h~): plnnning ---_ .. - -------.... -~.-----

" 1 1 "v'-'].""cor to deVo101) n plan for mc!eting the evaluation cronts from CJCC, h1rc( C)e ~ u U~ 

requirements of the CJCC. The evaluator developed this plan be tl'lcen Jmlltary and 

June 1971. The result Has a propor..:-t1 for an approach to meeting CJCC's evaluntion" 

., s-!ncYle. ~nd"l)Cndent evaluation procrram that \.;rould produce mOl~e needs, based on. u. ... {> ,... '" (> 

valid and comparable data as follmols: 

1. It Hould es tnblish evaluation pr:t.ori ties to insure adequate meaSlll'cment of 

the criminological effectivenss of the "people projects." 

2. It Hould select the most feasible and accur.ate measure of criminological 

impact. 

3. It \vould str'llldardize the application of this measure in im~lyses of the 

so tllat compar:i.sons bet~veen and among them ~vould be possible. vad.ous programs 

4. It \'lOu1d attempt to asse.ss the impact of selected client characteristics 

on criminological outcomes. 

5. d a~se.QC t'ltle ~"el_ations11i~'" be'c\veen c.rir;rtnological :).UIVU:.:ts It \'loul attempt to _,,~... l' 

and some of the differenc.es in program models that might have affected those impacts. 

6. It "lOuld provide uniform descriptive data about the numbers and types 

of clients enrolled by the projccts) regardless of or'prior to the measurement of 

criminological impact. 

7. 'rhe evaluation project would be subcontracted to the C:Lty University of 

New York in an effort to maximize the project's independence. TIle evaluation results 

CC tl than to the proJ" ccts to and rec.comendations would be reported directly to CJ ) ra'ler 

be evaluated. In addition ~ the evaluatiorw already in process or s till to be pcr-

formed under contractuol oblip;ations I by the individual projects and their O\·m, 

evaluators would be coordinated b~ the project. 
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The forlllal HubeonLraet: HiLI! Llle ltcsenrch Foundation amI Cr.ltlulIt.e Centcr of 

t \)(' Cily UJlivc'ndty \.;as dnted July 1, 1971. Th~'re .... ·ore dc'loyr, in the fundinr, 

process, h()\'lever, nnd t\H..' ('valui.l tion proj l!C t nc tually bOCi.lI1W operationnl durin£', 

I 19 '7J . t' lo.l I 31 1975 'r'\lC tot"l of J.l~L'\·A f"lll1ds tHvarded Sc-pt:c'1I1H'r, , terJnJna ·.lnr, on rarc 1,. ",. ,~ 

to the cvnluDtion OV0r this period was close to $800,000. 
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J)ESIG1~ AND NETIIOD 

TilE DESIGN ... _-_ ....... _-

After preU1llinnry investir,ntion the proposal for the cV[lluation had 101'e-

seen that there \'/Clulcl bc' need for n) one bnsjc gonl of CJCC .md its projects, (b 

a common l:wasure of thn t goal, and c) cerLnin crit('ria "7hieh HCluld allmv compad.son 

of vastly differing projects. (1) 

I . COl{?~ON GOAl .. 

The COillinOil f,oal ~·;as identified in Title I of the Onmibus Cdmc Control and 

Safe Streets Act of 1968, \.;rhich established the L:1\': Enforcement Assistance Adr.linis­

tra tion (LEf..A) to address the problem of " ... the high incidence of crime ... " (2) 

The Act ,-las amended in 1973 and 1974 without changing the focus on the high in-

cidence of crime as the basic problem. Thus, the basic goal was and continues to 

be the reduction of crime. 

In 1973 and 1974 the Congress had added measures aimed at juvenile el(':!linqueacy 

to the Act and had spe~ified the use of diversion formats, but the intent Has 

clearly that this ~·ms to b ~ a method for lm.;rering or preventing juvenile crime. 

Given this goal, it was logical to conclude tlmt the various services offered 

by CJCC'Jf unc1ed proj ects, Hhether educr.tional, vocational, or therapeutic, nnd 

their outcomes, ~vere to be seen as methods for accomplishing the common goal. Un-

like Department of Labor or lIEH proj ec ts, in \'lhich education or training oul:comcs 

could 'be seen as project goals, LEAA projects and their evaluation had to treat 

service outcomes as independent variablN;, and crilld.nal behavior as their dC'jlendcmt 

Variable. The implications of this ranged from allocation of evaluation resources 

to methods of analysis. 

TI)\:ilwt [ollQ\ols :is a St11l111lnry. A c\et.d.le<\ [lC'.count of the (~v,l]uatiCln's d(!tdgn and 
method <Ire', contai:lC'ci in Appcnd:ix A. 

(2) Declnn::tjoll and Purpos(', Tit),! 1., Lm: Enr.Ol:ceillcmt Asn:istnneL!, Public 1,<1\-1 
90--351, 90Lh Conl-",re,',G, II-It. 5031, Juno. ] 9, 1%8. 
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• • 
II. CO~l:lON HEASlJHE reJ u tiv('ly fe\·/ j uc1gcs make tile imjlotd lion of cOllv:LctiollG more varinhll! tl m(',l~ill):l' 

Primary cmpllusis, therefore) would have to be' placed on cstabl:ishJ.ng a valld than :lrres tn by the thousands of policL'll1en. 
, 

• conunon measure of crimino] ogical outcomes of the proj ('c·ts. If that wc're C1ccomplishec!, • The :incn}'c("raL:i.on rnte in Ne,., York City "laS found to be ~w 10\,] 

it would then be feasible to look [or a connection between criminolo~icnl O\ltcomes that this mensure was deemed the \<Ieakest. 

and project s~rv:ic~s. Combinations of the Tilcasures were a possibiJity that theC'vall1<1.tion hnd in-

• COTlnress had spoken of rcducing the "incidence of crime," but .il \<las clear that: • tended to explore. 

it hnd not intended the tecllnicnl usc of the term, which eenerally restricts it to 

formal, recorded complaints. By incidence, Coneress appeared to be referting to 

• criminal belwvior, and \'ws not restrictinn itself to a legal defin:i tion of guilt. • 
'fhe evaluation had to setLle on some common mensure of incidence of crime, and the 

alternatives available ~vere complaints, arrests, convictions, anci incarcerations. 

• COI~plaints ~vt:re not an appropriate measure. They arc primarily useful as a • 
measure of crime in a geographic area, but many CJeC projects were not restricted 

to standard areas, e.g., precincts or borough~while those that were had too few 

• clients to aJlow assessment of the relationshi.p of project outcomes to the j.ncj- • 
dence of crime. 

An~ts \o1c.re close to complaints in reflecting criminal behavior, but ~vel'e 

• also a client record through which the effectiveness of a project could be evaluated. • 
Results might be generalizable to similar populations. Furthermore, the city's 

arrest records are relatively complete, accurate and retrievable. Arrests nrc 

• aJso probably the most cOlUl'lonly used measure in criminological evaluations and • 
resultn might be comparable Hith those of other evaluLltiolls. The advantages out-

,,,(dghC'C1 such drmvbacks as 'mistake'n or overstated arrest records. 

• • .901~yic_ti~ nppenred to be a less effective InC'asure because le~al criteria of • 
guilt Cllul plea barnalning ske\-, conviction records in the direction of undenitLlt:i.ng 

crjmlnnl bC'll:"vior. In 197/" [or e:-:nmplc, 80 PC'l:ccnt of all felony arrests in N0.lv 

• • Yor~ CilY weru disposcd of by lower courts ~n~owcrcd to adjudicate only miudc-

111canorn. (1) A1no cli[fcrc'ncc'B of ph:i.lof;ophy, V:IIUCf> and lC'gal background nmonp, the 
" 

• • 
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• • nc\;' drug Imvs Vlvrt~ p,:lfj~;cc1. l\bJO, addiclion tTt'(llmcnt progrmo\1l "'(~re c1roppc'd from 

\!lLh crime' reduction LlH! conmlon goal and an'('~;ts the COlTlmon 11lCaHUre, the mllong CJCC projects unc1C'r the nC'\-1 Imv; poli co. arrc'~;L proct!dul-l'S do not (1i~;L:i.llt.;liisl', 

• rt'OHlinl.llB task \J(W to moke c(·rl[11.n that dt'spite cUffcrci1ccs mnong the pl..-ojects • bet\vt'en lWrtlin and ulher drue,s, and the SLaLe Narcot:ics Ih!git'll'l.." \Jan nOL <Iva.i.l-

only !;imi]'nr types of clienl;. ,,:auld be compared. Charactcd sties defininp, simi- ab) (! to the cvalU:1 ton; () t the time. 

InrHy had to b0. rc~lntablc to criminal behnvior and, after invest·:) gating a range 

• of thC'm, the eV<llu<:tion sQuler.! on four that \oJ 81" 0 unambiguous and measm-nble. • be a 1ll0st important chnractedstic to be able to measure, but that there uoulc1 be 

'I'he fOllr selected \Verc: aec, sex, heroin addiction status, and prior problell!s. TIle bj.egt'st is the difficulty in reconciling numben; and types of of-

criminal history. [enRes cOlllmitted. l~or example, hm07 does onc compare the severity of () robbery which 

• .':"fJ.£., in NC\'1 York State, affects arrest, type of court, dispositions available, resulted in the hospitalization of t\\lO people, \vith a criminal hi.::;tory of 12 auto 

and conditions of: release or incarceration. The initial four age classes selected thefts and one robbery, but no injuries? 

were: 7-15 for juveniles; 16-18 for youthful offenders; 19-20 for adults) and 21 The evaluation proposed to measure severity \\lith the Se11in':'\·lo1fgang scale, 'an 

• and older for a second adult category. instrument \\lhich r.ombines frequency of prior offenses \\1ith the:ir degre-es of severity 

Juveniles arc ahmys arrested, but may, at the discretion of the police officer, into a single numerical value. 

be issued a YD-l Card for an offense. As a rule, for similar crimes, juvcniles are Project corq)[1risons ~our charClctcristics enabled the evaluation, Hith its 

• arrested less frequGntly and detainod or incarccrcted for much shorter periods than design ,. to make some comparisons bUL: not oc.her::;. FoL' ill::; LClllL:l.!, (Jilt! pL'oj l:(;t 1..00-:'" 

non-juveniles. in both sexes, aged 7 to 15 years, \\1hi1e another took in males and females fl:om 7 

Youthful of[c11der is a status for \vhi.ch 16- to l8--year-olds may apply at the to 20. A simple comparison of proj ect recidivism rates \'lOuld fail to take into ac-

• timp. of sentencing if a CleWS A felony or a previous felony conviction are not in- count the differences betHoen l6-to-20-year-olds and those exclusively Ui~dcr 15, 

volvc'd. If granted the status, they receive lighter sentences. <md differences in severity of prior histories. 

Youllg adults had been a legal status for 19- and 20-ycilr-olds until 1971. The By estnblishing \'lithin these projects subgroups of the same age range, sex, 

• cat~gory 21 and oldcr, and its utility, are self-explanatory. The above age c1assi- heroin [lddiction stntus, and severity of prior criminnl history, comparisons \'lould 

ficnt:i.ons \,'ore suhdivided by the evaluation Hhenever necessm:y for analysis. be possible. Results might be generalized to other clients '1,01110 shared the cIwrac--

The usefulness of ~ as a discriminating chnracteristic for understanding teristics but were not included in the analysis. 

• criminnl bC'havJol~ is also self-evident. IIm\lever, the number of females in most of One disadvantage \\'as that the fonning of subgroups by all the inter[lr.tioqs. 

tho projects wns so lo;v that they did not a110\v \'.:llie! statistical analysis. TId.s among the characteristics, and lllaintaining subgroups large enouf,h to susLn:in sta-

rC'port is restricted to dntn on males. tiSl':i.C[ll annlysj S, !1H?nnt thn t: a proj ect lwei to hove a large Humber of clients to 

• be inc] tided. Another \\lns t:Ila t a1 though tId D nnnly~;j.s 0110wed compad sann v:hi "h 

c1iffN'c'nl' from thoHC of non'-nc1c1i.ct's to net hC1.·o:i.n adtiictiol1 up as u cnt('gory.· idcntif:icd thC! project's differential nl>:ility to afft'ct recidivism, :i.t (:oulcl not 

• Jdl'llt:lfyllln ndlliels in Ilri}:c'~l p)~o:iecl'n l'iH1 <1fou1 o[ iGmws of con[jdentinlity nftc'r e>:plrt'in 110\,' the <1if[(\I:{!nces hnd cOllie nhout. Crindno.1ogicnl ouLcol11ns could 110t b(' 
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(1) 
l:!nlwd to projr'ct: clwrnctcrist:i.cs or cervlcci>. NcvcrUH!lcos, the results could 

hnv(~ nS8i~;t:c.'d CJCC in sllch decisions as fl1ncll~g, refunding, insU.tutionnll7..:1t:ion, 

nne] c1wngcs in program po]j,cy. 

The format of [In analysis l)[lscc1 on ~ntrol .t'?!oups \vns rejecte>d as impract:i.cnl 

in "[Jction" Jlro~r[\ms. Truly ranciom assignment is rarely possible, und ethical 

Cjl}(;'ntions nrisc. Hatching is equnlly difficult. Finally, the [tssumption tha t in 

n city like Nmv York the controls Hill actually remain "untr,ented" is highly qu('s-

U.ol1able. One possibility that the evaluation hoped to explore Has a "post-hoc" 

control eroup, selected and mutched after the project group has been identifieJ. 

One "uch effort did not ,vork. lImvever, one existing and appropriate comparison 

group, the Vera Control Group, Has introduced into the analysis. 

Tfni~'Il<:m~B could not be linked to ':2J~ccif:i c PI' oj cc t ch.:u:acterif:;L:i.cG incl:i vJdually 
or combined. 

.I 

• . ' 
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IV. OTllER l':Vi\L1.lNrrm~ GO,\l~S 

Additional tasks [or CJCC included a comparison of "compl0.ters" <md fldrOpollt::;" 

that was not successfu] because there was enormous var1al)i11ty amonB the projects, 

disClgrcC'mcnt abou t deLi 11i tions, and innc1cq un tc> records. Another proposal tlw t did 

not Hor.k Hns a cd.minolog:i cal "self report II to measure unreported Clnd unapprehcnc1(~d 

crime; it ran afoul of the confidentiality issue. 

It had also been intended initially that the effect on recidiv:U;m of projoct 

characteristics would be studied, despite obvious statistical barriers, but tllis 

was quickly found to be infeasible. Nevertheless, it "T1)S agree,d that some attcmp t 

to measure service outputs, for strictly progrannnatic reasons, ,.;rilS essentiE\l, and 

that for this goal standard measures ".'QuId be necessary. The measurement 'vas to be 

done by outside evaluators; the standard measures ,,,ould be identified by the evalua-

tion. 

Remedial educa tion, job services, and drug-addiction treatment ,\Tere solec ted 

as the services fOl~ 'vhich standard measures ,·?ould be devj.sed. 

In remedial education the focus "laS on r.emedial reading, and the test used by 

the city schools \vas proposed as the common measure. For job services J answers 

were requC'sted to five basic questions: 1) Hlw t pr.oportion of these referred [;rc 

placed? 2) At what entry-level salary? ·3)'At what type of job by DOT classifica-

tions? II) For ,vhat length of time? 5) If they left, Hhy? No llleasure '<las atte:npt:ed 

of addiction programs bpcnuse they were dropped after the state law wac changed. 

To complete the eV.:11uation and monitoring system being developed for CJCC, 

there were added non-quantitative, essentially impressionistic r.eports on project 

administration and program. Hhen performed by senior level evaluators Hith extensi.ve 

program and administrative experience, interviewing nnd observ[Jtionnl skills, and 

report-writing nbility, such cvaluati.ons can get at qUC'f;tions tlwt stntisticaJ. 

ana.1ysis has diff:i.culty addressing. Sincc tlwy can produce rc[;ultf; lIlore qlJ:ickJ y, 

these studies can provide a basis for refunding decisiono when programs ore too new 

for qunnt:Jtntjvc <:llwJysis, or \'ll!C'1l plann(~d stn{'j!;ticnl studies s:imp)y fail. EV:Jlua-
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tjons of Lllitl Idllu ~In~ no t.: only useful (I~J nrt aid Lo m:ln:tgl'lllt'lll lh.'cir.:lOllS, bll L alf;Q 

as a Sl1pplc.'hlCnt to sLilt·ifltjc.:11 flLlIdie~). lImvever, such a study must be rcljab.1(~ to 

, 
be usefuJ, ilnd it should be compnrable Hith studies of similar progrnll1s. 

In quantitative' ~jLudies reliability <1nu c01:1parability arc functions of the 

methods usod and thn accurncy of the data collection and processing. Relinbility 

of: imprc'nsionistic studi es depends much more on the ski.lls, expcd.ence and intce;-

rity of tIle C!valuator, and their comp8rability on the standardiza tion of the pro-

gramm<l tj (' issues investiga ted. 

To dcwclop an nppropriate system, with guidelines for its implcmentaUon, 

sample outlines sufficiently stand8rd to permit the comparison of reports, and suf-

ficently flexible so that they could be applied among the varieti of GJGC programs, 

were prepared. The selC'ction of the evalu<ltors nnd periodic monitoring of their 

work as the best approach to standardizing reliability, was also undertaken. 

-26-

• HI:TllOD 

J.. COLLECTn:C; PIW:rECT DATA 
--~-----.--------.-.---. 

• 
provjc1c information to both the evalu<ltion <lnd CJCG. Its first step Has the develop-

ment of a stalldard Intake Form.. The advant<lgC's of that form '-lore to be three-fol d. 

• The evaluation \Vas to be assured the precise client: i.dentifications it needed 

so that it COtlld retrieve criminal records from the police with accuracy. 

CJCC Has to receive more uniform dependable information on the floH and ser-

• vicing of clients in the projects to use for administrative decisions. 

The projects) themselves, y,1ere to have accurate records of their mvl1 ac.tivi-

ties BO that they could understand better their own processes. 

• Early results in the application of the standard Intake Form 'vere higilly UIl-

,satisfactory. Hany forms submitted by projects were incomplete, delayed, and fre-

quently incorrect. This waB particularly true of the community-based projects, al-

• thouel1 some 8eency-based proj ects were slow to report because of their (IT,·m internal 

evaluation efforts. There Here also some ambiguities in the form that called for 

. revision. In some projects staff unfamiliar with record keeping resented the pro-

• cess and resisted it, often raising issues of confidentiality. 

To cope \>7ith these problems the evaillation launched an extensive training pro-

gram for proj ect stnffs and the HIS unit ,vns expanded and became much more closely 

• iI1VohT ed in the proj eets' record keeping operati.ons. One result yms the develop-· 

ment, jointly of a ne\v staff position--"records manager"--that Has implemented i.n 

some of the projects. Some conclusions from this experi~nce were: 

• tlOutside" statistical evaluations of the criminological effectivt!ness or ser-

vice outcomes of a project are alnlost impossible to conduct unless u project 11..18 

adequate internal resources for kccp~ng accurate and timely records of its intnke 

• and of work Hlth clients. 

DurinG the period \·;hcn :f t D. t tempted traininf~ :In the proj PC ts, L1w (>\,0] uaU un 

lind ("0 \vC"lgh eor.h r('(lt1(~flt· for h01p c<1l"(lfulJy, ~llnce :it \v[lG not really f:t:nff0cl for • 
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• stich fH>.rvice. NevcrllwJcss, tIle! stnl1(brd Intake Form \,'ilS :ill1ph'l1l('!lt~('d in 1,8 m'p:ll'~lte • 
II. P}WCI':~;SING P1WJEC'1' DATA 

projt'ctg, and the evaluntion recei.ve(l [lnct procc[;;'l\d n total of 27,733 I.ntn1~C! Form·;. 
Ollce collected, the projl'ct unto lwd to be processt\d. Incorn!ct data \\'l)ulc1 

• • undermine tIl(! validity of the analysis. Four steps HCl.'e cstnbJiHhcd: scrutinizing; 

correctinc errors; preparation of a roster, and validation. 

In scrutinizing, the Int[lkc Forms \·]ere revimved by a Central Data Control (CDC) 

I 

• • unit. Errors \Vere sent back for correction by the HIS unit, aud forms tll[lt C(Hlld not 

be corrected Here not used. If the form could be used, the information \\'as kcy-

punched. 

• • The keypunched information produced a computer-generated roster including 

name, ID number, date of birth, address, and date of projc~t entry. The roster 

\'laS the basic form for the retrieval of police records, and also for validation. 

• Validation resulted from the m-lareness that seemingly correct Intake ::;'.:Jrms 

,during scrutiny might in fact contain false information. The errors might result 

from misinterpreta tion by proj ect staff of an Inta.ke Porm item, or simply be errors 

• in reporting or trmlscribing inform3.tion given by ft client. The only E'olut:Lon ~':as 

for the MIS to check the rosters for ?7 projects against the actual records in those 

projects for five "Index" items--name, sex, date of birth, address, and date of pro-

• j ect entry. Validation \Vas done to reduce the number of arrest records tha l (,01.1] d 

not be retrieved and increased the accura~y of classifying clients for analYHis. 

As an additional ~IS service to CJCC, the unit managed~ collected and presented 

• a monthly summary report of the informaU.on being provided by tho. projC'.cts. The 

primary intent of the SUlmnary Has to signal project difficulty in meeting C1.1Be load 

obligations. 

• In a monthly Project Case Activity Report cacll project reported its case load 

changes and a cumulativl~ figure for admis£;ions. The form ,vas checlwd by the evalua-

• 
tion, and the various reports >vcre c.omMned [IS the monthly summary. The tarf,ct: CDse 

lO.:1d 1.1t the t:i.mc of initial funding vlaS rEquircd for optimum usc of the form. F('\·} 

projccts \vcre able to provide 311ch infonn.:1tion 1.1t that point. The HIS ~lcvc]op('J 

• figures for project·s [rom thcdr grnnt Q\!(1nh1 and <.:ppU.CCltions, 01" by :i.ntcl. .. ,rj('h'Jllg 
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proJe'ct ndlllin:isll"ntO};H nntI 'CJCC moniLors. Thr.!lle projections Hl're used [a}; corn·-

1'(lri80n \viLh progrc..:fif; <18 recorded in Lhe monLhly reporLs. Honthly Project Case 

• Activity ]{('portn \·wre received from {IS proJects. • 
The Si~c of tile Data Pool: A total of 53 projects received some form of service 

from the cvaltlll tion (Table 1, p 30). Host \vere provided both the. monthly case 

• activity report system anel the standard intake forln system. Pive projects were ter- • 
minuted by CJCC prior to the implementation of tile monthly case activity report, 

and four projects were exempted by CJCC from submitting intake forms because of 

• the nature of their serviccs, e.g., Theater for the Forgotten. • 
There \Vcre approximately 27 ~ 700 Intake Forms submitted by the proj ects., Of 

these, about 13,900 \Vere processed but not used because of errors, inadequate 

• numbers in a group or subgroup for analysis, or termination of the evaluation. The • 
balance, about 13,800 \Vere keypunched and verified. 

Of the 49 projects that submitted intake forms, 23 were not evaluated by 

• criminological measures for three primary reasons. Examples of each were: St. • 
Peter's Youthful Offender Program, which did not have enough clients by the June, 

19711 data cutoff date to meet evaluation criteria; Homen's Diversion, "lhich \'laS 

• • restric ted to f ('males; United l\eighborhood Houses, for which tllere was not enough 

time or resourcC's for validation of project records and retrieval of pt.:lice data. 

This left 26 projects as candidates for evaluation. 

• • By ,June, 197 fl, 18 h.:ld been validated (p 11..-27) and police reco::ds for their 

clients had been retrieved and processed. In an extension request, eight additional 

• projects \,7ere submitted as candidates and \vcre validated, but the State Division • 
of Criminal Justice Services decided against the inclusion and police records for 

those projects \.Jere not retrieved. This left ]8 projects to be analyzed, and the 

• data on tlwl~t is presented in th:i.s H'port. The selection criteria [or clients, nnc1 • 
the, numher of C'lienL8 finally selt'c.reel, Clrc de~;er1bed ill pp A-/15 Lo A-tI7,511-56. 

• • 

.. 

Acronym 
For 

l!.12!]}J:'E}:.'2. 

L Addict Divcrsion 1'ro£r;::11. MiA 
2. Addi.ctr. 1{l'll.~bilit:Jtjon CenteI:' ARC 
3. Altt'l n Schuol for E:·:cp Children I.. Alle-I'll to D,·tcnUlln - IlRA ATD-1l1~A 
5. Altern to lletention - Probation ATD-l'PJ)lJ 

6. lled-Stuy Ex-Offender 
7. Corrcctions Educ CaI:'eer Dev PI:'og 
8. Co-WorkeI:'s Coopcrative Project 
9. Fr:lst 1l~r1em HaUHay House 

10. Encounter 

11. F,1M:Ily ('.curt R.1pid Intervention 
12. Fortune Socie Ly f:~lpJ.oyment Unit 
13. Frontiers for F~~i1i~s 
1/.. HaI:'1c:a I'I:'oba tion 
15. Holy A"ost:les Center 

16. Independence Hau~e 
17. Juvenile r:.lployt;:cnt Ref 
18. 1.c[;a1 Aid Soc - Juvenile Services 
19. Legal Propinquity 
20. }~bilization for Youth - Juv 

Court Div 

INDH 

LPQ 

21 •. Horrisania Youth Serv Center HLA 
22. NAACP Project Rebound NA.4.CP 
23. Hcighborhood Youth Diversion NYD 
21.. 11 Y L:llqers Com for Cvl Rts -

Supv ReI 
25. The Osborne Residence 

26. Po:;itiv<l Altl!rll - lJ.liv of tile St 
27. Pre':'tria1 Services Ar:ency 
28. Private Concerns, Inc 
29. Probation - Urban Lea8ue PUL 
30. l'roject BYCEI' BYCEP 

:31. 
32. 
33. 
311 • 

35. 

l'roj ec t Ha nhood 
Project Second Chance' 
l'roje-ct Share 
Protestant Board of Guardians 
Puerto Rican Assoc [or Com Action 

36. l'uerto Rican Forum Offender Prog 
37. Queens Probation. Reading Clinic 
38. QUERER 
39. Richmond l'robtllion Reading C1ini.c 
<'10. SERA K1npo\o.'eI:' Unit -

<'II. Slanne House Y~lCA - De-pt of Corr 
"'2. St. Petcr's Youthful Offender PI:'og 
<'13. 'fhe-atre for the Forgotten 
44. lIni tcd Ndr.hborhood Houses 
45. Vera Supportive ~ork Progrnm; 

HAmID 
SCI! 

SHARE 
PBG 

Wildcat VERA 

<'16. 
47. 
'.£1. 
119. 
50. 

Voca t:l ona1 Rl'I.)cd ia1 Educ TnH' Proj 
VOl - lIronx Com CounselLn£; '" 
lHlll·!yck UUy!"! Com C'H'C 
llill\o.'ytk School Group Barnes 
~Iolncn '!; Divl'l":ion 

51. Wowpn'r. l~ucntio~ 
52. Youth Coun~(!l BUrl'all 
53. Youth Sl'rvicl.'u Hure'au .. Jlushdck 

Bce 

YCIl 
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Honthly C.1!IC 

Contract Activity 
_J::l!;j..l~ _J~:..t'.££.t_·_ 

57798 
56%/. 
6/.%4 
50411 
50411 

56965 
69838 
611558 
73300 
59315 

59895 
68313 
62012 
62762 
72177 

61685 
74937 
67752 
60372 

66559 

55332 
56/145 
57871 

57980 
62418 

63977 
66635 
73298 
60785 
50803 

49764 
59545 
589/,5 
57872 
70723 

72027 
65715 
72179 
7072', 
73092 

68176 
'74538 
63710 
66466 

70473 
561,t,6 
55722 
56870 
58/.98 

55161 
57933 
611.63 

'1'0 l'A L 

+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
-I-
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 

...± 
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CJ.!J:l:1' T~:TA!:J: FOl~:'!S 

:~;-,J;c-r--N~ l~b~,~j·- -- \;:~f{~i:?t j",71,-' ~\:i'~l'i ;;;~;j"-

~'.ccJ~~ ~:!.!!'~~~ ,AU2!~:.L':~·l. D.'l:'_! .':';:E.l. 

1,772 
2,0(.0 

151 
938 
602 

210 

178 
79 

116 

372 
'.58 
175 
103 

569 

1,409 
207 

178 

410 
795 
702 

84 
100 

138 
236 

76 
372 
559 

1,787 
733 
346 
839 
157 

96 
374 
3:U. 
183 
215 

171 
46 

268 

1,712* 

155 
1,260 

225 
19 
38 

180 
5,281 

_.l2-~ 

979 
477 

41 
401 
529 

79 

47 

321 

6'22 
150 

51 

379 
541 
598 

29 

71 

336 
469 

1,,135 
539 
160 
532 

207 

124 

815'" 

882 
192 
10 

165 
2,2B8 
_..l.80 

27,733 13.7/,2 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 

.-
+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 

333 
264 

. 117 
220 

56, 

55 

166 
190 
133 

92 
63 

185 
160 

31 
172 

2l9~· 

283 

121 
-... ---... 

2,860 
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IJ J • COLLECT) :~G POLT Cl: DATA 

Hith tILe! rosters DS [lCCllr<lte as they could be muck, the nt'xt step v.:\s col-

lceting data from the police!. Relal:i.ons \oJore set up Hith the Ne\oJ York City Police 

Depnrtmcnt [or i nformalion retrieval because tl18 NeioJ York Sta ta Intelligence and 

Identificatioll System (NYSIIS) \,'as not yet "dc-bugged." A disadvantage of this 

choice Has thn t: unlike the NYSIIS records, the police records rarely shm'7 the 

disposition of cases. 

Formal agreement had to be reached, including issues of confidentiality and 

the security of files. The agreement made it possible~ hOHever, not only to ob-

tain the arrest information, but also for certain evaluation personnel to work 

directly in the Bureau of Criminal Identification (BCI). 

Retrieval involved getting back information that is stored by the:. police in 

different ~.;rays and in different places, depending on its nature. The basic divi-

sion is bet,'lCen juvenile and non-juvenile records. 

Non-juvenile records (the YellmoJ Sheet) are located at BCl <md are a CUffilJ-

lative record of arrests since the 16th birthday for which fingerprinting is re­

quired. 111CY are filed by the n or NYSlIS numbers, ,,,hich the proj ects rarely 

kneiv, so the evaluation performed a step called indexing, Hhich involved checking 

in a large re6ister such available information as name, birth date, address at 

first arrest, etc., to determine the B or l\1YSIIS numbers. 

H1tch Cd ~rja became £In important concidcrc"Ltion in determining ".,hether a 

record actually was that of a client. 

If name and date of birth were identical, it was assumed that a match had 

been mode. If names were the same but birth dates were no more than ana digit 

wrong (month or year) a match \ows assumed. A separate Natch Check Study is dis-

cussed later. 

i,t \,'[\8 not llssllllled they had not bCPl1 'lrrcnted. The recordG COli] c.1 h.:lvC Leen 

'. 
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• 

• 

• 
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been no arrest. 

-
and YD-l cm:un. The evaluation used only arrests, thus somc\\,hat: understating 

juvenile crind.n.:ll activity. Establishing a IIma tch" for juveniles mu; even lIlorc 

difficult tl1an for adlllts, and puinntaking procedures wore employ0d, derived from 

the Hatch Check Study. A special retrieval ~ .... as made fOl~ juveniles iJho ,",ould be 

16 during the 12 months after project entry. For them both juvenile and adult 

records Here checked. 

In an effort to accommodate CJCC' s need for inform..'.1..ti..9.E., the evaluation at--

tempted findings as early as possible. The proposed period of evaluation \\1as to 

be 12 months after Pl:0j ect entry, but retrievals \\1ere maqe for groups six months 

after proj ect entry. These findings \\lere only prelimi.nary; hO\.,rever, the finnl 1'e-

port contains only findings for the l2-month period. Initially the criterion Has 

that at least 50 clients were required to do the final statistical analysis for 

severity. This number HDS reduced to 20 for the final analysis. 

Seven projects supplied enough clients at the time of first retrieval se that 

additional rctrieval for them Has not necessary. They Here: ARC, BYCEP, lnc1c-

pcndence House, Manhood, Norrisania Legal Assistance, Second Chance, ar.d Youth 

Counsel Bureau. The last, YCn, had so many clients \\1ith six or more months since 

proj ect entry that a random sample i\'as taken. Of more. than 1, 300 Intal~e Forms 1'e-

ceived fr?m YCB, more than 400 WGre processed.' A table of random numbers yielded 

a simple random sample of approximately 150 clients. 
I 

For 11 proj ects in ~vhich the initial retrieval resulted in 10\" numbers, an-

other retrieval Has done as soon as a reasonable number. of ClJ.·Cl'ts 1 1 l' . we pnase, S),X 

months since project entTY. The first \vave of retrievals included clients who had 

entered project~; no lnt.er them July 31, 1972, and \o,Ih08e Jntake Farnw iJere ncc('pt:-

able. The retrieval \o)a8 unc1l'rtnkC'n in Hnrch, 1973, so thaI: at le:wt six lIIontlw 

had pnssc:cl. i\ctu:'llly, Dl1 extra t:\70 montb!; l)('yonc1 the H.ix months \,'llB <I] ] Oi\1c~d. 
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• • For the OI1L'-ycar rc'Lrll~v~118, l.ht' niX-'lllunLh ro~;tor!l \.'cre usctl1c'fJfl the n~tlnCS 

of. Lhone clic'nl:1l \"ho hdcl tHed or h~lc1 been found to be :in the '."ron~ nr;e roroup. nmOJ1lj 1?3 caseB :in 01H! project nnd n]so hat! IJr. staLl.stical sj~',nj[l('ancc. )11 

• '·:II('n h.i.rlh c!aL(![; \-wre (liff(:lcnt in project [lnd police records, ,vc tm;t.Ied to ac- • the check or "YD-l onlyll C<J~;l~~;, 10 orreslS H('re fOllnd mnong 118 ca.J('S, Hldeh had 

cept the police untn on the ~r(ltllld that the police took more pains to verify only a slir;ht effect thnt HOllld not have c11:1nf,e<1 ony flrrC'st rntC'G. A sim:i1;lr. 

stich infoTllltltion. )'cslIl't HL1S disclosed in the check of 69 "no record II cases, in \vldch records ,."erc 

• An DddiUonal problem in the o~e-YCilr retrievals was the need to match \'lith • 
I 

found for 16. 

the six-month retrievals. For non-juveni.le records, yc1101'7 sheets [rom both ro- The various errors, \vh811 corrected, could have affected the arrest l:ec:i d:ivism 

trievaJ.s were compared to make sure that no arrests were recorded twice. A by- rates by either inc.rcClsing o)~ dc'creasing theIn. There may huve been mutunl eaI1ccl-

• product was the discovery of records that had not been available. in the first re- • lation. TIle over-a] 1 effect seems likely to have been in the direetion of Cl net 

trieval. understatement. 

In the case of juvenile recor.ds the ma tclling \Vas more troublesome. The da ta After initial poor experience Hith tIle rate of retrieval of arrest records, 

• ha4 to be copied, rather than dittoed, so a shortened procedure, with appropriate '. and the various s~eps that were taken to improve that rate, the over-all effect 

checks, 'vas \,Torked out. Forms were taken back to the evaluation office and com- was that by the end of the evaluation, the retrieval rate was 86 percent. 

pared. One discrepancy resulted in confusion bet\\reen the date of occurrence of 

• a cdme, and the date of arrest. 'J'he consequences could have seriously aifectect • 
analysis that depended on Hhether the date ~7as before or after project entry. An-

. other possihility \·ms to overstate the number of a client I s arrests. 

• !mot.lwr problem \oJ(JS more or fe"Ter arrests in one retrieval record t"cm in the • 
other. All juvcnile rccords \Olcre reviewed at least t~dce for such discrepancies. 

• Clnd 12--month records, t\o:'o cases \<lere found in ,·,hich arrests \-lere m:i.stal,enly attri- • / 

buted to clients. Altho1l8h the effect of these tlVO ovcrcounts ,vould not have been 

sta tis tically significant, there! \vas conc(~rn that additional undetected cases of 

• this kind mi.r,ht significantly a£fcet. an est rates. Counting the arrests of mOH~ • 
than one person as belonging to one person would inflate the rates. There was 

alHO COll('('rn l'11':1 t Hhcre only YD-l cnrds had been found there mif,ht also be arrest1;, 

nnd tid £l v'llllld c1t,f]nt(~ tIl<' arrest L. tcs. The ~;tudy \ms clone for j lIJ<'nilc:.. • 
Aftc'r n pnrticulc.rly C'JahoLlt(' check, three C.:l[;e!~ \wre found of 1110re thnn one 

P(,l'!~on 011 one )'('('01'(1 \v11'i ell \,',)S In:;R tkll1 1 pC'l'et'llt of tht~ 233 CnSl'H clwcked 

• 
-
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IV. PROCl';;;S J :'!C POLleE lL\TA 

Tlla I1C'xt "Lel' afLer rCLriev,11 was proces~;jng, and it bCi.~an \Vith c.oding the 

Drre[;U; in relation to project entry, and to type of offense. The second requircd 

:intensive study of the police recording system. Host arrests arc under the NCH 

York Slate Penal Law as revised in 1965, although a variety of other laws are also 

utJCd. Each arrest and each chaq~e \"as coded by number according to a system \vorked 

out in a special coding manual. 

Special checks had Lo be made for out-of-state arrests, and to be sure that 

arrcsts were not listed more than oncc, particularly in the case of juveniles. 

Special attention was also required for attempted crimes, and for auto thefts, 

which have no distinct category in the f!e\.; York 1m.;. 

Extensive preparation of records material for coding was found necessary, 

and involved using not only the coding manual but also the "Crime Code Number 

System" of the New York City Poll.'ce Department. The ob'ectl.' t 1 J ve \.;as 0 convert t 1e. 

various record numbers into the 26 offense categories of tIle FBIls Uniform Crirue 

Repor ting (UCH.) syst em. 

Special problems arose ,,,hen the charge represented crime derived rather than 

criminal behavior anci did not secUl to fit the arrest, as in the case of \-larrants lor 

juveniles who failed to appear for PINS hearings, absconding from a training scllool, 
, 

or violations of parole or probation. There Here also the "sealed" charges. All 

.. }(~re given a special code number to distinguish them, and in most cases they \,'er.e not 

counted as arrests. 

The coding Dccuracy Has double checked by staff members inspecting c<1ch others' 

'''01:k. There , .... cw a separnte card l)unched for ench arrest and for h J' eac C .1ent. Each 

cnrd \(',Hi mnchine verified, and any d:1screl)"ncl.' ep, '-'el'e resolved. 1 u _.r Su)scquently, every 

corrected punch cord wan checked manually by compnring it \Vith the actual criminal 

J'('C'.orcl form from Hidch it had been punched. The mnc.ldne ve17if:ication nnd the lll:lnual 

V(!l.":lf.icllUon \.'(!)"c each done on a 100 I)"I.·ceI1t b .... <:,IS [or tl tIl ~ u~"'- lC an=es ',-c Hlrr;e coc ing. TLj s 

• 

• 
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the eVDll1atJon H<1S COl1Cl!J:ned '''it'h cdminal :)cilavior nfl (~r project ontry) so th~lt 

the date o[ an event Has critical. Confusion 'vl1s found in Drrest recor.ds bCU-lC'cn 

the date on Hhich a cdminoJ. act took place and when thr~ arrest \"013 made. The 

difference could have affected the evnluation results. 

TIlcro ,ms an exploratory study of two groups of cJ:tcnts, each selected to 

test one way in which arrest rates might be affected. In the first group Here 

clients Hith one arrest in the year after project entry, and that arrest in the 

first three months. TIleY Here considered most likely to shm1 crimC's before pro-

ject entry. 

The second group, selected to ShOH if there was an opposite effect, included 

clients with no arrests in the year after project entry but one or more arrests 

in the subsequent three months. Special checks \vere made in all available £j.lc's. 

'1'11e results were: 

If arrest rates were based on the date of oc.currence instead of the. d~te of 

arrest, the effect of nine clients in the first group would have been to reduce 

the arrest rates. The effect of the five clients in the second group ~']Ould have 

been to incrense the arrest rates in their projects. nlere Has some cancellation 

effect in two proj ects, each of '"hich had two clients in each sample, and the net 

effect Has no change. The net effect on the arrest rates 01 seven projects in 

Hhich fourteen cases in both groups occurred ~·;as not £i gnificant . 

The results of Lbe study are not considered definitive since it was explora-

tory and the groups in it were deliberately selected to max~nize the chances of 

affecting the arrest recidivism rates. The study was intended to provic1e rela-

tively prompt feedback; whether it should be done in greater depth '''as to depend 

upon its findinr;s. Since the. [ind:i.ngs showed only a very slight and nonsignifi-

cant effect, even though the client:u \vClre seJ ('('tcd to m:ndmize tlte effect, it: 

\WS ded,dec! tllLlt the J=csu1ts of n llIore definit:ivc study '-lOuld not be different: ane! 

the effor t: ul1\vnrranted. 
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• 
SC'IHll"ate c..haq~('s found in criminal records, l"nngJnr, from IiHll:der to ber,ging. Of: the 

• 26 VCR cat"c[',ories used, the first seven ore Imm.,rn as th'e "serious" or "index" cJ~ill\es. 

The first fOllr--holllicidc, forcible rape, robbery, and nggravnted assau1t--are re-

[erred to as violent crimes. The othc~r three--burglnry, larceny, ancl nuto theft--

• arc serious property crimes. Among the ninetcen non·-incll'x crimes are arson, stolen 

property, weapons, narcotics, and disorderly conduct. 

Conversion of arrest charr,es to UCR cateGories was done mostly by the Police 

• D('pnrtmc'nt's O\·m system of convert.i.nr, PD numbers to UCH. numbers. PD numbers arc 

the department I s O\.;n system for coding offenses. HOlvever, since the PD numbers 

did not appear on the records availnble to the evaluation, it had to make the con-

versions itself. 

Problems occurred \\'llCn several section numbers from the NPL converted to more 

than one UCR category. For example, larceny includes 23 separate offenses with 

indlvidl1<:!l PD l11.1Plbers, ,vldch convert to five UCR categories. The resolnt:i.on loiRS to 

compute statistically the UCR category that fit the majority of arrests in the pro-

blem ca tcgori~s, and to use thn t category. USCC arrests "lOre converted to U CR 

• categories with thG llc1p of a CJCC attorney. Out-of-state arrests were counted 

but not given UCR categories because charging practices are different among 

• 
states. Scaled and.youthfu1 offender arrests were also counted, but not cate-

gorized. 

In nrrests with multiple charges, the category Has selected \vhich \'J3S the 

most serious among the UCR ratings. (For valilla tion the HSS ,·ms used p. 39 .) 
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The cOI~putation of severity o[ prior arrest history ' .... as vitn11y necessary [or 

carrying out the evaluation design. Only on the basis of such a measure could it 

he established that gt'oups of clients being compared I'lere, in fact, similar by more 

them just age, since h(>roi11 addiction had had to be dropped. 

The S(:.l.!.in-Holf~g Index of Severity had been developed from a Philadelphia 

population and could be used to construct an index of severity for adults and 

juveniles if accurate and complete arrest histories were available. Although each 

record \o7ould be scored individually, the index v!ould give severity measures for a 

class, type of individual, or population. 

The main advantage of the scale \vas that it provided a statistically and 

logically justified reconciliation of the problem of combining the frequency of 

crimes ,,,ith the types of crimes committed in a single mathe:ma tical value. 

The evalua tion proposed to use the Sellin-:-\.;rolfgang scale for tlva purpcses beside 

those of an index: 1) as a measure of criminal histories of clients prior to project 

entry so that groups of clients \"ith criminal histories of the same severity could 

be compared) and 2) to mea.sure change in the criminal behavior after project entry 

of a group of clients. In the last case the measure would be used as a dependent 

variable. 

The Se1lin-Hoifgang scale was unfeasible for the evaluation. The required 

information ~vas not conveniently available from the central arrest records of the 

Police Department, because of the amount 012 v10rk involved in scoring the arrests, 

and because the sheer volume of arrests in the study vlOuId have entaj.J.ed Hark ex-

ceeding the resources of the evaluation. 

Harvin E. Holfgang and Robert H. Figlio, of the University of Pennsylvania, 

suggested an alternative appro.:lch that had never been lIsed before nnd thnt could 

be 'U'sted by the evaluation. Their proposal vms that tbey \-1Ould develop mean 
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Gcore~; [or ('ach of the 26 UCR ca!".c·I~orl(!f.), \,'Jth separate sets or mean 

r;edOUr;J!1C'SH scorc!S for each of the Clge groups uDed by the evaluation, using elata 

they had co] locted in their Philadclplda IICohort Study." (1) 

Thc! in:i.tJal dc'veloplllcnt of: each I'lcale score \,'rl8 empirical nnd \oms based on 

] 6 (86 t 'I'llC'. "C(Jl1(Jl~t ,Study" used as its population all bo'-'s born in 1945 ,.l (lrr(!s -s. . .J 

vlho lived in l'hiladC'lphin from their tenth tei their einhteenth birthday. Nearly 

10, 000 boys Here involved, one-third of \'ll!om hod at least one contact with the 

police before their eighteenth birthdays. The records of the Philadelphia. Police 

Depm:tulC'nt contain sufficient detail about the crimillnl event for Hhich an arrest 

or other police contac1: \.;ras· made to permit a computation of the Sellin-Holfgang 

serj.ousncss score. This SC01~C Has computed for every police contact among these 

boys prior to age 18. Subsequently, it \·ms computed for every arrest from age 18 

to 25, but this vms done only for a ten percent sample of the cohort population. 

The Hean Seriousness Score (nss) derived for the evaluation by HoHgmlS ,md 

Figlio consisted of: taking all the arrests in a given UCR category and computin~ 

its seriousness score. Each Philadelphia arrest had been scored on the basis of 

descdptive information in the record. The scores of all of the arrests in a given 

UCR category \-lere then added togeth8r and divided by the number of arrests'in that 

category, and the mean seriousness score ,,'as the result. The same pro~.edurc was 

repented for each of the 26 UCR categories. 

Separate scores were co~puted for several age groups, depending on the age 

at ",hich an arrest was tlade,as shmm on Table 2, p A-82. 

A number of J.:.robl(>n~s \o1it11 the>. NSS arose. One was that the1~e ,.,ere no HSSs 

for: five UCR categories because no such arrests had occurred in the Philndelphia 

cohort:. The ca tecor:i.es \,'ere nrSOll, cmhC'zzlemcmt, vnndalism, offenses against familj.es 

nnd chi ldnm, anJ lIr Ivillg under the in[luence. 

Tf)-ll;-;-Y:';l-;;--g. \·Jo] f g<lng, noll ('1' l' 1-1. Fir,lio, Tlloni ten Sellin, Q.S'.1i!~ll.!.E..!..1::Y_.i:~~:,~~2"_t.:.l~­
C.~~I1()rt, Un.LvC'ndty of Ch;ic~le,O Prefw, 1972. 
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Tha't problem WDS solvC'u by cstJlilating an HSS [or c'ach o[ the five cateGoricB 

by f:i.nclinn ,the c]osC'st equivalent in the Nm., York State Pennl !.m.,. 
, 

Another problem involved HSSs in some age groups for only some offenses. 

Thesl.' had to be estimated. 

for out-of-state arrests, sealed arrest records, and youthful offender arrests, 

vlhere the nature of the offense \'lClS unknown, an HSS \-las assigned that ' .... as the 

averane HSS of all charges in an age group. 

In a l1umbt"!J: of: caseB HSSs had to be estimated. For the procedures used, 

see P A-81 in the Appendix A. 

In deciding 'Hhether to use the l1SS, pros and cons had to be weighed. The 

scale is the best standardized instrument available for measuring the severity 

of criminal behavior, and the evaluation \"as in no position to develop a measure of 

its mm. On the other hand, there Has no assurance that the Philadelphia-derived 

scores \VQuld be applicable to a New York City population, or th.:tt the HSS '\\'ould 

reasonably reflect the severity of the !I event !I behind the arrest charge. Also, 

methodological problems Here sure to arise, and it would have to be assumed that they 

could be overcome. 

On oalcll1ce,it seemed ~"ortl1\Vhile to test the predictive and concurrent validity 

of the HSS as "le intended to use it. Since we also proposed to test other 11leaSUres, 

a final decision could 8\·mit the results. The evaluation proceeded to attempt to 

validate the HSS. 

Validation of the instrument \Vas guided by our intended use of it, ~"hich \.,as 

to permit comparison of client groups \.;rith similar severity of crimi!1nl history. 

The lwedictive validity ~.,ould be sho\om by ho\., ,",ell the HSS predicted arrest 

recidivism after project ent17' A higher severity before proj ect entry should have 

indicated a more likely recidivism aft.er project entry. Alno, the hie,her the HSS 

be·fore, tIl(' more severe the rec:idivism n[ter shouJcl be. 
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bet Hcen nSf) Cll1d oLher IllNISUj"('B of !lovc:d.t:y, \"h.ich are rela ted. THo p08~d.bl(! 

n1Leruilt:ivq t,lCiWlIl"CS \o}c'rc nUlilb(~r of iHJ"V!;ts pri.or to project cUlTy, and type of 

<llTcr;t chnl"gcs, such as violent cirillo::>' (The NSS synthesizes both and contains. 

Illore jnformaUon than either.) 

In revic\.;in~ the rest, it is well to keep in mind that the "1-1SSs" HCl:e 

d . 1 frot'.1 a })llilaclclphia pOlmlation, nnd \'lCre not an aritlu1lC~tic mean of scores er. ).v('( 

for NeH York City proj ect clients. In cases, hO\\Tcver, when arithmetic means of 

HSSs \·lC~re used they are called "mean 1-15S." Also, "recidivism" nh-mys means "arrest 

recidivism" unless othenvise modified, as in "violent crime recidivism." 

In the method of analysis used, 2,900 male clients, aged 7 to 71, froci 18 

projects, provided the data. The relationship betHeen prior criminal history and 

recidivis:n was tested by a step~vise linear regreSSion analysis in ~'lhich recidivism 

'vas the dependent variable. The independent variables were total HSS before proj ect 

6ho\-.1s the results. The F value is highly significant for the independent variables 

and their interaction, but this is probably due to the large number of degrees of 

freedom. 

The simple correlation bet~'leen total HSS before project entry and reddivisiTl, 

and bet1"Cell the interaction and recidivism) Here not significant. The simple cor-

relat:i.on betHeen nge at project entry and recidivism 1·;as negative and signific.ant. 

The total variance accounted for by these v.:lrinbles \'las 4.2 perc.ent. The very 

1m\' amount of variance accounted for by these variables led to questioning the 

utility of a linear model for defining a ):ela tionship bctHE!cm them. 13ut that was 

not an entjrcly sntisfactory explanat10n. That age and prior criminal llistory ac-

countc·J fen: less t11::ln 5 percent of the total variance in their relnU.onship to 

rocidJv:is11I SC'C'll1cd :incon~n\('nt ,dth a gre.:lt many empirical findings in cr:illlinology. 

in (In ('Hart to clm:ify the outCOlll0.S of the [ir~~t rer,ref:nion Clnnlysis •. 
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Usinf1 total NSS in 12 montlw after proj(~ct entry as t he dcpC'nd(~nt: variable 

yielded sil'nilarly negCltive results, lending to refute the assumption tllOt more 

severe histories before project entry and 1I10rc severe recidivism after project (·ntry 

~.,.,ould go together. 

As a nW1.lsnre of concurrent validity, the number of arrests before pr(lject 1,'ClS 

added as an independent variable. \~e repeated the stepHise regression analysis by 

the nine age subgroups and also used year of age at project entry as an independent 

var.iable. 

The results of both preceding analyses shovled no substantial difference in their 

outcomes. Further, the variable, total number of arrests before proj ect entry, 1(7aS 

<lbout equal to the variable, total HSS before project entry. 

The types of arrests before proj ect entry ~'lCre tested as the third possible 

measure of validity. The number of arrests for violent crimes prior to proj ect entry 

d 1 . d 1 t- • a l
. 1 p StepT . .,ise linc2r !'E:'.ocrression ~'leS used Fith ,·ms tester as t 1C :l.n epen<. e11_ varl" L' __ .• 

arrest recidivism as the dependent variable for the same nine age groups. The YC[1r 

of age at project entry was another independent variable. 

The analysis Has also done \-lith the dependent variable violent crime recidivism. 

Again the results were more or less similar to the prior ones. The results of the 

tHO preceding analyses, hOHever, \wre someHhat less adequate than tllose for the 

measures of }ISS and number of arrests. 

Further analysis of violent crimes used recidivism of l:obbery as the dependent 

v<lr:i.able. In this case the independent variables were the number of arrests for 

robbery before project entry, the total NSS before project entry, age at project entry, 

and all the resulting interactions. The age subgroups used 110re were 7-15, 16-18, 

19-20, 21+. The results ~lere also unsatisfnctory. 
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Tho results of the preccd:inp, {JllnlysC'B led us to tlrop type of arrest, L e., 

vLol('nt crJllles, as n possible lIseful measure ,of severity [or om: comparisolls of 

proj ec ts. This left thp. rISS before proj ec t entry and the number of arrests before 

proj oct entry LIS the remaining alterna tives. 

He then tried using three ascending levels of seriousness for the independent. 

vnriablcr. tot~ll HSS before project entry, and total number of arrests before pro-

ject entry. He ran the regression by each of the nine age subgroups for each of 

the independent variables. The three levels of seriousness for each age subgroup 

were determined by using the method of Dalcnius. (1) The results of tl1ese analyses 

were generally similar to the earlier ones. There was no improvement. 

A J • f V' Qe (lec~(led to assess the relationship among HSS before n~xsJ.s a arJ.ance: V'I ... 

project entry, recidivism, and year of age at project entry by the nine age sub-

groups with an analysis of variance. 

The client's NSS prior to project entry was expected to increase with age. In 

an effort to control for this possibility within the nine age groups we decided to 

usc the average arrest MSS prior to project entry (per client) instead of the total 

• }iSS per client. These results \vere unsatisfactory and further indicated that a 

linear model '.Jas not appropriate for the evaluation of our data. 

The next effort was to see whether ar:est recidivists have significantly more 

severe c"d.lninal histories prior to proj ect entry than non-recidivists. 

Severity of criminal h~story \·ms measured by both the total HSS and the number 

of arrests prior to project entry for each of 9 age groups by t tests. 

Most of the comparisons were significant. This lends support for a non-linear 

relationsh:ip bct\,lecn severity of criminal history and recid:ivism. The MSS nncl numbc:T 

of arrests do not appenr to be very different in outcomes. 

·'(-1)- --}-)--l--:-- 'I' 1 11 1 J I Jr (19"9) MJ'.nilllum variance stratification :1 ('l1JUH, ., nnc oc gcs, . Jo, • -'. 
,1 (l~~I~:.A.}~t·.~..:~~::_~. As ~~c. , 51, ,88,· 101 • 
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The ~;cve):ity of crimllwl h:btol'Y ns me~1f;I.ITed by the total NSf) and the totL11 IlUlllhcl: 

of m:rests Has expected to incrc~:wc v~JLh nijc. , If it: \-7nr. n:tf;o the 'cnsc that oJc1cr 

cJ.:l.cnts \'lere arrested more t11nn younger CJ!~(,S after project entry (for any rcnson) , 

the £;j t1nificant t-values in mas t of the nine nge groupB mir;ht have been accounted 

for by those t\<70 effects, rClthor then the r'elntionship tested. Therefore, a 

separate t for ~.€!.S:h year of age Has done USillt1 the same method of analysis as 

above. There \7ere 28 individual years containinG 2733 c1i.cmLs for this analysis. 

For c~ch of the remaining years we did the t-test on differences between recidivists 

and non-recidivists for total }iSS before project entry, and on the total nUhlber 

of arrests before project entry. 

All of the t-values for each of the years \o7ith1n 13-15 and 16-18 \Vere signi-· 

ficant for both measures. It was also the case that the number of arrests and 

the NSS did increase \lith age for both the 13-15 and 16-18 year olds. Hm.;ever) 

the a.r.rest rates \,Tithin the two age groups remained relatively constant, Le., did 

not appear different. These findings suggested (for at least these t\vO age 

groups) that the significant results of the t-tcst by 9 age groups (p lr3) did not 

result from HSSs and number of arrests increasing \,7ith age and interactlng '·lith 

the possibility that older peopl~, arc arrested more than younger pL!op1e. 

Although not all the years \"C):e significant, 26 of 28 Here j.n the predicted 

direction for those measured. 

Our conclusion at this po·int Has that a relationship betl'leen severity of 

cd.mina1 history Gnd recidivism seemed to hold strongly for the 13-to-J.8 ycar-

olds, and to some extent for those 19 2nd over. 

'j~hc hypothc!Sis Has also assessed by the t-te8t usinG only tl1):eo years' 

crim:tnnl his tory prior to proj ec t en try. The rationale \vas that, fOl~ the older 

clfents) nrrost :i.n the fnuneuiDte past llIay have related to recicHvis!n marc! 

thnil nrrests lllany years :In the pnst:. For ex LIlHp 10. , :I.t \\T:JS pOlwihlc that for the 



• 
21+ f',nllip the lack of: fJ.:ignificLIIlt t-v<llues steTlllnctl from a "vm~Jh-(llltlf ef.fect from 

oJ<1(:): ex--c:onv;i.ct:3 HiLh long, sc:vere, P[lst cril:rtl1<11 h:Lntor.tc'G lJtlt no r('cC'nt history. 

~. hnd 6 levels [01: cneh nge group nntl thc HSS had 10 level:;. 

It \o1ilS eoncJudcd tlHlt:, :1n genc1:al, the proport::ion of )·cc:idiv:i.Bts increases 

• For lnOS t juveniles our cd 1.Li.nal h:l.~; i.cn:;f.cs f.',cnel:ally did not exceed three or liS the levef of Gcved.Ly j.l1crc!asc~. 

four yoars. AhlO, [or the years 19 O1n<1 20 ollr c):imi.nnl records did not exceed b. 

four ycars because we did not retrieve juvenile records for clients belonging to the analysis of variance s troDcly suggcs ted that the reJ.ation~;hip be L\vNm severity 

• the a~a f.',roup 19-20. Thus, to a creat extent the three-year criminal history was • of c):imina1 his tory and ):ccidivi~Jm HUG n.ot linear. Further, ~\'e ,,,ere, and arc 

most appl:i.cah1e for clients aged 25 and above, ,·,ho generally have longer crimino1 unable to explain satisfactorily ,·]hy the proportion of variance accounted for by 

record!.~ • 

• On 'fable 6, p.A-98,:i.nspcction of the l1SS outcomes for each of 13 years~ 25 • seV(!1::i.ty of prior criminal history and age Here as 10lv as they are in these t,vo 

analyses. 1l0'~T6v.cr, it \Vas decided that for the purpose of our evaluation 

and [\bove) ShOHS one year (27) in which the change ,·,ent from a significant re1i1tion- analysis the NSS and the number of arrests ~.,ere sufficiently valid to use as 

ship to a non-significant one, and three years (29, 30, 33) ·\0711en the change i·,ent 

• • measures of severity of criminal history prior to project entry. The decision 

from non-significant to significant:. The net change ,vas 2 out of 13 for the in- \·las based on: 

div:i.dual years tested in the direction of significance. These results suggested 1. The results of the. t-tests~ the. Ko1mogorov-Smirnov Tests, and the chi-square 

that there is some tendency for older clients ,·7ith long early records to ",.;>ash 

• • trend analyses strongly supporting a significant relationship bct'·7een measures 

out" the effects of severity on recidivisum \\Then included. among those ,·7ith 1:10re of severity and recidivism~ part:i.c:uJ aJ.'J.y for the 13- through-18-year-old groups. 

recent criminal histories. Although the relationship might not be linear, it appeared to exist:. 

• The. !~olmo~orov-Smirnov Test was used to test the hypothesis that thel.:e :i.s a • 2. The non-statistical reality that the projects' entrance criteria gave 

s:lgn:i.£:tcant difference betl'icen the distr:tbution of recidivists and the distribution some insight into the severity of the clients I prior criminal history. For 

of; non-recidivists over levels of number of prior arrests. The nine age g)~OUPS example, among project arrest rates for the l6-to-18 year old group, the pro-

• were used. The MSS was also tested. • ject \o1ith the lowest arrest rate for l6-to-18-year-olds accepted mainly first-

The distributions were obtained by using six levels of number of arrests offenders in misdemeanor offenses, \.,hi1e the othen, stressed ex-convicts "d.th 

before project entry for each of thc nine age croups. These distributions 8hO\\7ed long and servere criminal records. To con1ude that the lower rate sho\07cd that 

• a sip,n:tf:i.c;mt differe.nce for all age groups except 7-12 and 19-20. These results • p:roject to be more effective seemed absurd. 

indtcntcc1 that the distributions of recidivists nno the non-recidivists differ over 

levelr; of nlllnbcr of prj.or arres t8 and MSS. 

• '£hn X/.-'1'erlt for T,jlH'm: 'J'rc'!l(l \WS done to determine if the proportion of 
... _ .......... ____ ... ____ ... ___ ... ... _ ~ ... v __ ...... _ • 

The numbcr of arrests 

• • 
L-______________________________________________ _ 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

I 

• 

• 
'flw Duncan tC!Ilf: had been <lppliec1 to project rcciclivlmn l:aten to dctCl:mlne Hlwth(n-

th(:n! \'lOre !d.£:,n.Lficnnt cllf:fcrcncC8; l)e[;\o1oon pl.·ojects \vithin 8cvcd.LY 1(:vo18 for 
validIty of: th0 answer wan provided by the test across severity levels, it 

oRe Groups, Doth uverD~c MSS Dnd overage nunfucr of arrests were usod as measures • also gave th'o sahle "no" anm'7Cr, but [';ol1era1izahlc to almon t all other proj ec ts 

of scvm:ity in order to make a final determination of \"hich was the most valid 
in each of the age groups 21-29 and 30-39. 

and pnlcticnl for th:i.s evaluation. 

In the results) the outcOm'38 using avcrnge number of arrc.s t:s \-lero clecwCl:. 

The: fJubgrollps formed \-lcre mutually exclusive) \'7hi1e those formed by using average 

MSS were overlapping. Therefore, avc.rage nunfuer of arrests was chosen as the 

severi ty mcnsure for the evaluation report although both Im~asurcs appeared equnlly 

valid. The process that led to this decision h; described fully in the Appendix 

on Design nnc1 Hethodo10gy. 

However, the final results also produced an unexpected finding ,dtb respect 

to severity levels. The validation studies had given strong support to a re1ation-

ship bet~,7een severity of prior criminal history and recidivism among clients 20 

and yo un gC!!: • For clients 21 and olc1m~ there had been only iilinima1 support ror 

the relationship. 'rhe final analysis indicated no bas:Ls Hhatevor for the re1a-

tionship for those 21 and over, although it confirmed the relationship for those 

under 21. Th(;:refore) the effects of assessh1.g differences bet\-leen projects' arrest 

rates ,dthin severity levels ,,7(~re rechecked for those 21 and older. 
, 

To do this the valuation 'vont back to the question: "Do differences bet\Veen 

projects affect the arrest recidivism rates of similar c1:i.ents?1I H110n asked "lith:tn 

levels of severity for the <lfje fjroups 21-29 and 30-39 thc ans\"cr had been "no." 

NO\\l) to check the effects of using severity levels, the smne question \.;tottlc1 bc asked 

across severi ty 1ev81s for the bvo age groups . 

. F01: both n~e grotlpf~ t:he answer of "no" \Wt; confirmed) Clnd \-lith even mOl:C 

conf1denee. COlllpnr:l.nr. [In:est rates \"ith:Ln Bevorley levels for clients in the l.\'l0 

\~nn H.nrl.t:0c1 to proj0ct:!3 \dtldn the !)(l\1\e sovor:l.l:Y levels. 'rho just:i.f:i eilt~.on of: the 
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VJ. VALl 1)1 'J'Y OF ARI!ESTS ___ .. __ ....... ~ ___ .. _w._ .... ~. ____ ~ .. .... _ 

The lI\o~tl basJc objective of the evnluaU.o,n \'l,W to determine t.he e[[ect o[ 

projcctB on tlw cdm:inill behavior of their clients. Arrc\sts Here chosen as the 

best (lvilable measure o[ criminal bchclvior. Therefore, the evaluation h.:1d to attempt 
I 

to dc'lernd.!H' the extent to \d1ic:h arrests measure accurately the crjminal bclwvior 

of tllC project clients. The discussion to follow is based on non-juvenile clients 

but the major conclusion is applicable to the juveniles. 

TIlI~i:~nlj~': OF l\Rnr;STS: Criminal behavior means tllat thC1~e \,1as a real event \·;hich 

actually occurred. The earlier example, in \·;11ich one person shot another in the 

head is again applicable. The perpetrator mayor may not be arrested, mayor Dlny not 

be tried, and mayor may not be convicted. Hmvever, the behavior did occur. It "laS 

done by the perpctrator. The victim remains shot in the head. 

Arrests Dre the reaction of the police to criminal behavior. The legal dis-

position is the reaction of the prosecutors and the courts to the arrest and, through 

it, to the criminal bchcvior. 

ACCURACY: The accuracy of arrests would be affected by: 1) the arrests of per­

sons who had not comnlitted a crime and arrests on 'Yrong charges; these Hould have 

resulted :in overstatement of the m"'~11-:t·",.l 8, alld sever-:t)T, of .. 1 b 1 . "'." .... LY..! -'- cr~m~na e l<1VJ.or, and 

2) arrenU; thrt. djd not occur, but Bhould have, ,.,hich 'vould result' d I 1n un erscatcment 

of Dctual cdminal behavior in the same t\vO vays. 

os separatc issues. 

Ovm:ntatcment of H':H!!litude: _·. ___________ .. _M .. ___ ... ,,~ ____ • Hhat \'laS being looked for "ws an estimate of 

tlw proporLion of cliellts '''ho had been arrested and not really done anything crimin.:11 

at: nIl; cr:illdnal rw defined by the Ne\\l York SLate penal Imv. 

• 
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• 

• 

0' 

.. ~---------------------------
-50-

lWnsons for Hhich a pen~on lldeht be arrested \vitllOut lwvin~ engaged in nny 

cr.illdnal lwh:~v1.or include poJ:icc "sweeps," or ~;jJ'lply r,ross error 011 tlw part o[ the! 

nrresting officer. 

Some COl11:t officials estimate that approximately 60 percent of all arrests
(1

) in 

H;1llItatt.an arc climnisscd on grounds of: Jegal insufficiency, failure of \"itncss to 

appear, or determination of innocence fro111 prior to arraigml\~nt to after trial. T1:o. 

balance arc convicted by plea or trinl or held in abeyance. The great majority of 

tIle false arrest group is ~ p.:lrt of those arrests that arc dismissed. A small 

portion of the false arrests \vould be among those convict.ed, 

The best approach to the estimation ",ould have been a self-~~eport study of 

an appropriate sample of project clients but for reasons of confidentiality, as 

discussed on p A-16, the evaluation Has not able to conduct such a studv. C I .I onsequc;lt y, 

about tHO years ago an arrangement Has made to receive the expected results of a large 

self-report study on a comparable population on the assumption that its findings would 

be applicablc to this evaluation I s population. Those results did not arrive until 

,shortly before the termination of this study, and turned out to be inapplicable to 

this population. 

The question that had to be addressed by a self-report study \·laS: "Did criminal 

behavior occur for 'vhieh that arrest \-las made?" This 'olould have to be determined for 

a p,roup of individuals, and only Hith respect to one arrest for each individual. '~lC 

could not find any self-report studies that had clone this. 

Consequently, a someHhat hurried 1ess-than-rigorous attempt had to be made to 

provide some factual basis for at least a tentative estim.:1te. The evaluation settled 

on an informal poll of New York City attorneys familiar witll the nature of arrests. 

An atto1"1lO), ~dth both prosecution ancI defense e>:pcriellc(' asked 21 dc'fcllse attorneys 

and 26 prosecutors to estilll.3tc, frOl!: their experiemcc, the proportiml of all cliellts 

arrested \o}ho had actually done nothing criminal in relation to thnt arrest. 

WTi;;-dimnis!,[I1 rate i~; cst:i.lllntC'd to he <lhout: 1,0 perc(!llt for ar.rests for flCvm~(J 
crimC!H, i ,(\., ueR :in,lex crill1C!B. 
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Clc'arly, LllilJ v:~w not Gojng to be "hnnl" :.n:nlistical data. The selcctJon of 

the Gampl(' ,of atlorneYf; had not bcen control) l·ti, 110r. \.Jus tbe question nskccl in 

a fltnnclm:di7-cci form and [nf;hion since it required careful ql1<llification. Never­

thele"r;, the results pcnniltcd a tcntative cstjm.:ttc. (1) 
~ .. 

The CStil~WtC~S of the pro~;ecutors uveraged 5 percent. The estimates of the 

d(!fcnse attorneys avct-aGt·c1 about D percent. The (,valuation's estimate, [rol11 these 

data, \v,1[; lh:1t approximatedy 7 percent (give or take 2 percent) of those arrested 

for an event nClunlly did not engage in criminal behavior. The percentage would be 

lemer for serious crimes. 

Another consideration relating to overstatement of arrest recidivism stemmed 

from the evaluations's methodology .. As discussed on pp A-36,A-37, in the Hethod Section 

some! proportion of those clients for Hhom the police reported "no record II and "7ho 

\o.'C~re not included in the computation of the arrest recidivism rates "7ere in that 

category because they had actually not been arrested. As discussed, the 

probable size of thi s subgroup Hithin the "no record" category ' .... as stich that it 

\wuJd not have affected the recidivism rates. 

Taking both considerations into account, the evaluation decided to aSSUI'1e that, 

in magnitude, arrests overstated criminal b2havior by 10 percent. 

h. Overstntcment of Severity-': The police may overcharge or "puf':::" an arrest (2) 

to g:Lve the prosecLlt,or more leverage in plea bargaining, to make. the arrest seem more 

i1\lpOl~tant . for departmental or personal reasons, because they are angry uith the 

arrested person, or because of error. 

(T)--i;'i;C!'-l~~';UltS Hcre nlso interestinG in that they did not conform to or even Guggest 
support of th~ lIIueh ldgJter estim~ltcs 1llndc by people less fCllIl:i.l:L1r Hith the 
pllC'l1CllllC'l1on. 

(2) An ('~:mnplc might be a case of pick:inU pocket" cilargC'd as a rohbery rather tlwn 
II Inl'ccny .. 

,.. 
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Overcllarljing could h.:lVC affccteJ Lhe evnlua tion 1 fl IHC<.lSl1)"('IilC'nt of the;' ncveriLY 

of tlw nrrest r<lte [or violent crime, HnJ the' analys:is by types of crjnw. Hhat 

\vas needed ~.Jas an esti.mate of the percentage: of arrest chm=~c~fl, ,,'hether sing] e Ch:ll~gC 

or the 1I10~;t serious of multiple charges, \Vhich Here ovc'rcharges nnd not the actual 

criminal behavior that had taken place. 

It "laS not possible to get any reputClble estimate of the pC:l~ccnt of arrest 

charges \vhich \vere overcharges by the policc. It \07<18 necessary to m:1ke a "ballpark" 

estimate. So it .\·laS decided, someHlw t arbitrarily, to estima te overstatements of 

severity as also 10 percent. 

UNDERSTATFNE!'!T BY ARRESTS: Understatements of the magnitude of criminal 

behavior, using arrests as the measure, ~'70uld Gtcm entirely from the police not making 

arrests for criminal behavior that did occur. The result 'vould be both jn terms of 

persons (unapprehendcd recidivists) and of crimes (criminal events for ,vhich no one 

was arrested). 

An understatement of severity Hould be an arrest charge less severe than the 

criminal event that took place. 

a. Unapprehended Recidivists: The evaluation needed to knm·] the propor_tion 

of clients classified as non-recidivists ,\Tho \Vere really recidivis ts. 

It is kno\vu that only a portion of reported crimes result in apprehens:i.ons. 

Fo ... example, there \vere 77,940 complaints of robberies in Ne\\' Yor1-:. City during 197 /1, 

and 19,648 arrests for that'crime, or about one in four. (1) Furtl1cr, the findings 

of,a National Crime PanG;l survey of victimization indicated that there are approxi­

mately t"lice as many robberies in New York City as complaints ~2) This \vould mnl~e the 

arrest to robbery ratio about one to eight. 

(1) Crime Analysis llnit, NC\v York City Police Department. 

(2) tlCdmc in the N.'1tion's F:i.ve Largest C:i.t":ies," l.EAi\, Nntionnl Criminal JU~;t:iCl~ 
InfonllJ.tion and Statistics Service, Apr.il, 197 /1. 
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It \VUS concludcJ from Lhis dnta t.h,1L th~n~ iG ,1 substnnti~11 proportion of 

cr:imc' :In NC'H Yor'k City [or Hld.cll the j1(>rpetr~t:onl nrc not npprehcndc>d. Given 

tIle' cdrninnl hi.story of the group of project clil'nl:s evnlunted, it is submitted 

thnl: 1) some proportion of those unapprehendec! pelTC!trators. ' .... ould be among the 
lr 

group) 2) Home of them \'lOuld by virtue of arrests for other crimes already have 

hec'n classified as recidivists, and 3) some of them \vould _not have been arrested) 

and 'JOuld be among those classified as non-recidivists. 

H:i.th little better basi.s thon these sorts of indications and impressions to 

go on, and after informal discussions ,.;rith enforcement and court officials, the 

evalll<:l.tion selected the somcHhat conservative figure of 20 percent as a tenta tive 

estimate of the proportion of those reported to be non-recidivists vlho actually 

committed crimes after project entry. This would result in an understatement of 

cri.minal behavior by the arrest recidivism rate. 

CONCLUSION: Because of a paucity of pertinent data, the estimntes that \'lcre 

made arc tentative and some,oJhat speculative.. They arc meant: to be used as a frame--

.' 

work for a conclusion ab.out the accuracy of the arrest measure and not as "significant 

results ll ot the evaluation. Nevertheless, they are the best estimates that ,ole Here 

able t.o make on the basis of the data available. Therefore, it is submitted timt 

\ 

bal<111c:tng false <1nd overcharged arrests against unapprehended crimes yields a net 

result in "lhich the. magnitude and severity of criminal recidivism findings in this 

report understate the actual cd.minnl behavior. 

VII. CRITEl"tL\ FOR SELECTIOn OF CLIENTS FOR ANALYSIS 

The criteria, and the process through which they ,wre applied) arc described 

on pp A-lf5-A-48) Appendix A. 
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Armed with dnta and m00GUrCS, the evaluation was now prcpnred for analY:iis. 

The five principal I">,oals "le"e', 1) co ,,' f ' , .' t, .. . mp~,r~s()n o· projects crlJ\llt\ologi.ca.l effec-

tiveness; 2) assessment of magnitude and severity of crimin<ll rccidivisla; 3) 

determining whether client arrcst rates were lower after project entry th~n be­

fore; 4) assessing the relationship of violent crimes prior to project entry to 

violent crimos after project entry, and 5) deterlnining whether drug ch,1rees and 

race/ ethnicity affected recidivism. 

There had to be at least a 12·-month period for each client after the elate 

of project entry over Hhich arrest recidivism could be measured on a police record •. 

/u1 additional month y,T8s allmved to give the police time to post t arres s. 

A client \vas included for analysis if any kind of a police record ,vas found 

for him. TIle record could contain no arrests, but some other police contact, 

such as a YD·-l contact or [L ~.;rarrant. Th l' d e po lce contact on a recor might have 

been before proJ'ec~ entr v , O"U¥i11oD tn" e yea~ at-teT. t . _ J L ~. en-ry. or subsequently. 

Of the 3,930 names submitted, 370 records were retrieved but excluded from' 

the analysis because there were less than 12 months ava:i.lable for recidivism. 

Clients for ~~lom no police records were retrieved were excluded from the analysis. 

There Here 1{60 of these names reported as "no records" (1m) b th l' ,__ y: e po _.ce. (Table 

1, p A-59.) Hhen record retrieval Has terminated, there Here in addition to 

the 1160 NRs) 76 "file-outs II and sealed records n~mainim~ \'7hich I'lere 1 1 'f" ~ a so c. as s 1.; 1.e(; 

...L ere roma1.ne a tota. 0 ) {nmncs 0 clients "7ith as NRs by the cv"luat~011. Th . d ] f 3 021 f 

police records. 

For one subgroup of these NR clients, it could be hypothesized thnt they nctu­

ally never had been arrested. The effect of omitting them from the arrest-recidivism 

l".:ltes ,~o\'l].d Le • h _ , u.:o overstate t e rates, but probably not by much. 

l~or mos t cases for which no recorcis WC'X-C' r''''ll'J'.evcd, -it 1.1
" C> P '0"11 t; t d '-0 .L 'H,I 1,,).0 .• l~l· rccor s 

c>=i~;tc'd hut \.JC1'C nnt found hccaur;e of projcct or cvn]t1nUon erroe, rc~corclf: lldHf·j]('d 
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by the poLice or lIlif;s:ing, CJEP not rClrievdng juvenile records [or 19--01:-01der 

clients and, clearly, the 76 "[ile-outG II and senlec1 records \",hich we classified 

subtype of clients hod little effect on the nrrest recidivism rnte of any group 

> 
because tIle best 0stimnte of the arrest-recidivism rate among the omitted cases 

is that of the group from \vhich they are omitted. 

nle initial pool of clients with police records totaled 3,024, of which 2,900 

were from the 18 projects and 124 from the control group. 

The nultlber of these clients \vho had been in more than one proj ect Has deter-

mined. 

A computer check of the B numbers and NYSIIS numbers of these clients shm'led 

that 39, or about 1.3 percent, had been in more than one of the 18 projects or the 

control group. Thus, the actual number of different clients in the initial pool 

was 2,985. The double count within the pool of 3,024 clients does not appear to 

atfect the clU81ysis of the O1..1tcomes. 

Police contacts that ~vere not counted as arrests in the analysis of arrest 

recidivism rates included: Arrests recorded for the period after the 12 months 

during ... .'h:i.ch recidivism \vas measured; YD-l cards for juveniles; all types of \.'arrcmtr:; 

arrests contingent upon prior ,arrests; charges which the New Yor~ City Police Depart-

ment does not classify into 811Y of the 26 DCn offe t . fl' - ~ . nse ca-ego~les; a -ew clarges unoer 

the Old Pcn~l La\>] \'lhich do not appear to r2prcsent criminal activi.ty; :nilitary arrests 

in New York State, many of which are for charges which a~e unique_ to military service; 

and arrests that we did not know about; 

The net result of all these exclusions would be to underst'ilte some\'lbat the 

criminologlcal outcomes, e.g., recidiv:i.sm rates nnd numbers of arrests. 

-
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TlIE EVALlINl'T ON TMn~~;: 
-~--~----------

3,0:U, cJ.:tcm.ts in the seven ago groups described on p 5!~. 

Hlt:hin proj Gcts iVe combined n11 cor,lponents YlhCl~e \'7e had ronson to believe that: 

clients in one cOlilponent had also r.eceivecl services from another. This overlap 

\>70uld have resulted in an overcount. The projects and their COll~bined compoacnts 

are sl!o\.;rl'l on Table 6 p 74 • 

He dropped any subgroup \.,1ithin a project Hhere the numbers of clients 

'\vithin the age group and project (or component) \\TaS less than 20. There were 19 

of these subgroups containing 1i5 clients. We mistakenly dropped ll~ "unserviced 

clients" from Neighborhood Youth Diversion and 35 "service unverified ll clients from 

J..BA. (1) As a result of dl:opping the 164 clients above) \ve \-rare left Hith 2,860 

clients for this analysis. He vIere unable to determine hml7 many of the 39 clients 

",ho had been in more than one proj ect (p 55) had been among either the group dropped 

or those remaining. The best csti!!l3te may be that about 1. 3% ot each group Here 

:i.n more than one project. Therefore, about 98.7% of the 2,860 are estimated to be 

. 
different individuals. 

For the remaining project components \'7e used t-tests to see if there Here cliffe 1:£:.nce. 

bet"'1een components by average number of arr88ts prior to proj ect entry. He did thi~; 

hy a8e levels. l?orthose age levels in which there were differences, the component.s 

were kept separate and if not) combined. Table 6 p, 711 

'rho Duncan Test ivas applied to the arrest recidivism rates of the projects 

\lith:i.n each level of severity for each age group. 

The results for the numbC?r of arrests are those presented in this report. 

~TI"ll! drops \'!ere a mistake Locause both T.vC1~C d:tvm:sion Pl:Ojccts Hhero cl:ie(lts 
',lOre n~fl!rrcu to the project: c.11ly because of the :i.ntervc·ntion of tlw projoct. 
It: "IOU] J have bc'on vnl:i.c1 nnd impuftnnt to address the qtlL'Rt:ion of the effceLB 
of the project all Q}.:.h thone diverted to it, even if they 11 (.!v C?l: s1!oHc:d up or 
did not ruceive services. 

, , 
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'j'(I;.k n: - TJ\f.~ l'!'l~rd L\ld~~ :11le! S('V('d.l"v 0 r Rcc::tdh'i 1'111: The rates Here dC'tormined ______ ....--______ 't._. __ .... --- .... __ -4.,-.._...1'. ____________ --

for. mT{'~Jt: r(!c:idJ.vj~;m) nl1(1 vio1.(·nt crimo nrrcst rcc:icJ:Lvima, for the 2,RGO cl:Lc;1l:s 

by the seven aee croups: a) across projects; b) ncross levels of severity, nnd 

c) by project, cOlliponent, and level of severity as functions of avera1jc numher of 

arrests prior to project entry. Both tbe total of arrests and of arrest for violent 

crirl:cs aftcl: project entry Here deternL1.lll~d for c) above. For each of the seven 

age groups, across projects, the types, number and'pereentage of crimes represented 

by ntTCf'tn ;::ft0r project entry 1;,ore clnsr.;if:i.cd by the 26 UCI~ crirl1e categori.es. 

rrnsk III - ))et:~rminin~~ if Client A.rrest Rates Arc Lmver_After Pro;i cct Entry 

ArC!. client arrC!.st rates during the 12 months after project cnt'ry 

lo~ver than during a 12-11lonth period before? A principal problem was the. identifi-

cation of a valid l2-month ped.od before project entry for the comparison. 

Several evaluations of drug addiction treatment programs had used the period 

:L1tlmedintely prec(~din8 proj ect entry for comparison purposes. They reported highly 

significant decreases in crim:i,nal behavior.. Some have argued 

that these positive results may have been due to a regression (mathematical) effect) 

rather tlwn proj ect impact. He felt that the positive outcomes, measured in this 

\laY, \lCre adcli tio1101ly questionable because of design characteris tics of the drug 

projects that were shared by the projects we were to evaluate. 

The natm:e of the projects \'le were to evaluate \,Tas such that arrest just prior 

to project entry \')'OS in a number of cases e::-'''Plicitly necessary for admission, and in 

tuClny othel.' l~ases implicitly necessary. In some diversion proj ects, \vhether related 

to addiction or not, each client had to be arrested before a court could order 

diVersion to th~ pl:oject. Other projects found thnt priorlties, theirs or the 

clients', had the effect of linking project entry to arrest, even if not os a fornml 

roqu,i.l'C1l1cnt. '1'his made the 12 months p1:1.or to project entry invalid [or a compar:Lson 
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• 
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of nn~est rates to the 12 1I1cmLh!; ~l!~t,(!r projcef.: entry, l)(.~c;nlne the pool of c1.LeutH 

-
Comparison would be invalid because arrest was not s~nilarly Euaranteed during 

the 12 months after pl'oject entry. Clients, in r)):inciple, had more Ilopportunity" 

to be arrestod or not arrested. Furthermore, nome clients might cO\ii:,lit crimos 

and not be npprchendecl (arres ted) . Therefore, compm:ec1 to the ,,1'1.:1. [Jr-:tal1y hi [;h 

arrest rato before project entry, the rate for the pC!.riod after project entry 

had to be 10~'7er, evon if the proj ect had no ililpact. In a mathematical sense, the 

comparison would be of two arrest rates with different bases. 

a. Hethod: To verify this possibility arrest rates for the 12 months before 

and after project entry Here compared by X2 tests across and by projects for six 

age groups-- 7-12, 13-15, 16-18, 19-20, 21-39, and 40-71. 

As expected, the analysis across projects shm·led arrest rates j.n the 12 months 

after proj ect entry signi.ficantly lower than the rates for the 12 months before 

projects) hOHever, confirntcd that the significa.nce of the decreases in arrest rates 

across proj ects '-las attributnble to an artificially high arrest rate for the l2-month 

period before project entry. 

For e~m:1pl~ ASA Court Diversion had arrest rates of 100 percent, 9f percc~,t:) 

and 95 percent for the age groups 16-18, 19-20, and 21-39, respectively. HI.A had a 

96 percent rate for 16-18 year-olds. For most of the other projects the rates ranGed 

from 50 percent to 93 percent. The lowest rates, for six of the projects, ranged 

from 27 percDnt to 48 percent for the 21-39 age group. (1) 

(1) These \-lere primar:i.ly rehabilitation projects £01' cx-collvi.cts 'vlio for the most 
part \verc in j ail during the year before proj cct entry and could not haVe> been 
arrested. This loads to em error in the ('ppositc direction \vhcn mnking compm::i.sons. 
or the years before and after projec.t entry. 



• Fo}: Illost IJ}:ojc't:U: it \1L1S cleDl" that: ir'om cOllie to l11.:1ny clients had to he a1.Tcsu·d 

to be el:lgiLle for projc!ct entry) and t:lw existence of thOfW arrests ,,,ould (1rt.if icially 

• 
:l.nf.1[ltC! t..lw p~~ojectn I arrest rates for the l%-lIlDnl.h period pJ:C!c('ding Pl:ojcc:L cntr.y. 

b. Conclunion: 'fhis left open the question 01 '17h:i.cll 12 months prior to pro-

joet entry to compare ,·lith the 12 months after project ent):y. 'vB narroHed the choice 

• to tHO possibilities. One 'V7nS to take the period [rom the 24 th to the 12 tll mon th 

(the second yenr) prior to project entry. The other was to take the 12 months pre--
. 

ceding the last C1rr<~st, and to exclude that arrest from the computation of arrest 

- rates. 

Each had advantages and disadvantages. The disadvantages \.,.,ere mainly \<lith 

juveniles, for "ihom the elimination of a critical, developmental year might introch.tc.c· 

- qualitative as \'7ell as quantitative factors. On balance, since the 12 months prior 

to last arrest introduced variability in the measuremer.t of clients of the same 

chronological age, the other alternative \vas selected as less disadvantageous. 

• The X2 test '·]as used as described above to make the comparison of m:rest rates 

across projects and by projects by the six age groups: 7-12, 13-15, 16-18, 19-20, 

21-39 and 40-71. 

• Task IV - The Re1at:i . .o:nship of V~£.L~nt Crimes Befor,c Pro'; cct EnttY to Violent 

Crimes After Proj ect_~ntry: The t-test ,.;ras used to determine the difference betHeen 

the rates of violent crime recidivism of: clients \vho had no history of violent crime 

• arrest prior to project entry, and the nlt~ of v:i.o1ent crime recidivism of clients who 

had a history of violent crime arrests before project entry. This was done across 
\ 

aces by each of the seven ar,e groups, and across projects. Analysis '\Vas done for 

• violent crimes, and for each of the four UCR types '''hich compose it: homicide, forcible 

r<lpe, robbery, <lnd aggravated assault. 

-, 
'1'he pd.o1.":l.ty of these tanks in the ova1uat:i.on Has not h1[;h. 

the drug illhl:l.c.tion status of cLients on. the b[udG of the information that Has -
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tl ,,'··I"" to tt'~ _.- '''l.'X'C<.:t c:ht.l1."(',es nnc1 somC'. kno\/lc!d n c about tlw In:oJ'ects and tilc:ir 11\,(1:. ".U .. " ~ ,. - ( I.J 

eLi ('n l:s • 

The In:oporU.on of cll.em ts ,:ho had any drui:, c:harr;c on their arres t record 1'1':101' 

to project entry \v<ls computed for each of the 18 projects (but not for Vel:a 

Control Group) . 

b. RacC' /Etlm:tc:~: To detel:mine \\'hether d:i.fferences of race ond ethnjcity 

affected arrest recidivism and recidivism for violent crime, clle X2 was used across 

ages and by each of the seven age groups. This vlaS done aCl:OSS the proj ects for 

the 2,860 clients. 

REFLECTIONS: On looking back over the four years of Hark reflected in this 

section, it becomes apparent to us that 'we invested an enormous amount of resources 

and time in attempting to maximize the accuracy of our data. Ge.nera1ly, the effort 

proved unnecessary. For exmnple, our "Natch Checkll study of Juveniles and the in-

vcstigation of disc1:epancies hetween date of an arrest and the date of the cccm:rence 

of the crime\·wre expensiv\.:!, time consuming efforts and shoucd that the errors had 

negligible effects. The results of these efforts indicated that most of the errors 

we 'Here checking for would not have been significant. 

Although it may sound like a rationalization, we feel that these expensive 

efforts at maximizing accuracy Ivere absolutely necessary. In any evaluation of 

"demonstration projects ll \\There there is a ne'l'] evaluation design or method to he 

used', unexpected pJ:oblems arise. At the time the problems emerge, the only criteria 

for deciding \'Jhether or not to invest time examining them is that of the prob1ctils I s 

poss:i.ble effect on the goals of the evaluation. Clearly, discrepancies of identity 

of project clients and th(~ arrest records [lss:i.gnec1 to them could seriously :i.tnpnh: 

the accuracy of our evaluation and the conclusions we arrive at. Therofore, at MID 

jm~d.n~ moment Hhcn the pOBsibility of serious error arinc!!': it is nncCBsary to :i.ll.VcBt 

ns lilUCh [lB may be ca1lcu for to sec if the err017 in si~nificnnt or not. 
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efforts in even morc detail. It is our J.cCacy An appendix spelln out tlv..:tiC 

to ot.her cvaltw 1:1.011;; that may have to denl 'ioJi tho Ne,-1 Yorl<. City arres t records or 

. Perhaps the"\! Hill not h~ve to rediscover 
the record-keeping problems of proj cc t8. J 

tld.s W!1C!c1. 

, . 
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THE CLIENTS 

Host of the 2,860 cJ lents in tId s study wel:n Blrlck and lU.spnnic males 

,·,ho ~vere YOl1n~, poor, and had police records. They were, to tho t extc-nt, typical 

of the populntion of Ne\v York City's criminal justice system. 

AGE: The study clients spanned a \dde a~e range, from 7 to 71, but most \verE;~ 

young. Three-fourths \Vere under 25, including one-fourth \.;ho \"erc lceally juvenilc!s 

(7--15) and one-fifth in the 16-18 age range to ",hich Youthful Offencer treatment 

may be given (p 21). Only 2 percent \vere 40 or older. Table 2 gives the number 

and percent of clients at each age level, including the seven age groups that are 

used in the analysis. 

Table. 2 AGE Ol~ CLIENTS AT PROJECT ENTRY 

J"ega1 Cumulative Age Group 
Status Age C1ie.nts Percent. Percent In Renort 

7-10 41 1.4 1.4 
1 Juvenile 11--12 87 3.0 11,5 

13-15 559 19.5 24.0 2 --Youthful 
Offender 16--18 606 21. 2 1+5.2 3 

19--20 234 8.2 53.4 LI 

21-2/1 567 I 19.8 I 73.2 
5 25'-29 397 13.9 87.1 

1---:--'----
l8tl 6. Zt 93.5 

Adult 
30-34 

6 35-39 130 4.5 98.1 ---:._-._-
1.0-4 11 33 1.2 99.2 
115-49 10 0.3 99.6 

7 50-54 10 0.3 99.9 
55-71 2 0.0 100.0 

TOTAl, 2860 100.0 100.0 



• 

• ",Jere B)ncb',or ... :erc~ Sp(lnif,h'[)urn<ltncd -- 68 percenL the former. NC'<1rlyalJ Lhe 

othcrg \']C)"(.! '~hit(!H) and a very sowll number \,'ore of otlWl~ groups (Table 3 ). 

The prcponclPnmcc of Blacks and Hispanics occur..:eel \"ithin each of the seven Clge 

• 
• nroups. It also occurs among tlw criminal justice system population of NeH York 

• 

• 

• 

• 

I 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Cily, but to a lesser deBree than among the study clients. 

Table 3 RACE-ETHNICITY OF CLIENTS 

Number of Cumulative 

Race-Ethnicit CJients Per Cent Per Cent 

Black 1860 67.6 67.6 

Spanish surnamed 701 25.5 93.1 

Hhite 184 6.6 99.7 

7 0.3 100.0 Other (Or.iental, American 
Indian, Other) \ 1~9~ 2752 TOTAL 

Note: There \'lere 108 clients for 1vhom inforr::lation on race­
ethnicity ~as not available. 

EDUCATION: An individual 18 or older is expected to have completed high school. 

Among study clients-of this age range only one-third completed 12 or more years of 

school or received high school equivalency diplomas (Table II ). Host IS-or-older 

clients completed 9 to 11 years of school, a fe\v completed less, but still fe\oJer 

went bcynnd 11ieh school. A very small proportion of these clients \,110 \'lere under 

21 (i.e.) 18-20) COI~lpJ.eted high school, but the proportion was tar higher DUlong 21-

or-ohler cli.ents, olthounh ,,'ell under helf. 

• 
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Table I~ HIGHEST YEAR OF SCHOOL COW'LEl'ED BY CLIENTS 18 OR OLDER 

, ---, --.-------~ '---
ll.l.ghcs L YeLlr of l\urnl.wr of C 1 ,--umu atl.ve 

School Completed Cli ents Per Cent Per Cen t 

* 

- -

1--4 7 0.4 O.l, 

5-8 132 8.3 8.7 

9-11 944 .59.3 68.0 

12* 451 28.3 96.3 

13-17 59 3.7 100.0 

TOTAL 1593 100.0 100.0 

Includes high school graduates and clients with 
high school equivalency diplomas 

PRIOR CRIHINAL HISTORY: Hore than 90 percent of the clients hLld been arrested 

at least once before entering the projects and mos.: of the remainder had other types 

of police records before project entry (usually YD-l contacts). 

SOCIO-ECONONIC Al-i"D F~nLY BACt\.'GRou~;.m,.. Alth 1 d , •• v ougl no ata were collected on 

clients 1 socio-economic und family bAckgrounds, there seemed no reason to doubt trw.t 

they 'tlere generally poor, with many from oroken llomes. I h' d n t 1S an other respects, 

it seemed likely that they resembled the b lk f h . ' u . 0- t e cruninal justice system popula-

tion of Ne\v York City. 
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~rHOJEC'J'§.. 

, " -'-~. scrvJ.ces )y t lC eva .. uation) 10 :;- the .53 OIwrat:l(.'l1:11 CJCC !)l-"-J'r>.cts Pl".ov-lctr.d ,I 1 1 1 (\ 

\-lore. , ,leluded in the analysis reported here. They ~"ere selected nlmost cx-

clus:i.vely on the basj.s o[ statistical necessity; pronratns \-lith :I.nsufficient numbers 

of. clients to al10'..,1 stntistical analysis of their l"esults at the time em nnalysis 

had to be done were not included. N~vertheless, the 18 projects appear to be, 

inc1:i.vidunlly and [IS a group, fairly representative of that categol:y of CJCC pro­

gramll:ing v7h:i.ch cnn be defined as "people projectD," as opposed to p~lice or court 

projects. 

People Project§., 

The reasoning that underlay the development of the people projects was 

based primarily in the conviction that a principal effort of the criminal justice 

system should be in the dire~tion of the rehabilitation of offenders. In 

addition to the very small portion of current budgets that Has allocated to rehabili­

tation, there 'i.;'as also the considerable and respectable body of knm'lledge showing 

. 1a ~ ~ a ~on w~t l~n correctional institutions ,,,ere largely in-that atteU11)ts at rel b'l't t' , l' 

\' S a so \n eye ~eve that incarceration \V'ithout rehabilitation effectivG. '.L"t 1a 1 'd 1 b l' d 

\'las of little social value. One obvious alternative \o]ould be to offor rehabilitotivc 

services independent of the correctional system. 

Serv:tces considered rehabilitative included any, or any combination of such ef­

forts as remedial education, job counseling and placement, indiv1dua1 counseling or 

therapy, (lddiction treatment, legal services, recreation, and/or referral to 

other a("fcncies l)roviding tlY'se s"'rv':ces. If' l' (,) _ \,0 v.... n a "e~V' cases, ~nvo. v~ng projects 

for juveniles, substant:i.ally the same spectrum of services was held out as preventive 

rather thcm rc1wbilitativc. 

It \vas ccmnrnlly ngl:ced that in the proviHion of sendces to members of 

etlm:i.c. mi.norities, Dnel/or part:i,cl.ll1.lr age crd:cgories) it is preferable to offm: the 

service not only through members of the came etlm:i.c group, but that the providL!rs 

of nc!!'vlce nhould come [rom the DDme socia-economic background and at t:i.mes \vith . 

• 
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cd,m1.nal h.:lc:b·',l:ound ~t!,. l'lt l'"\ • , t to .' (~ .l.:C',J,pl.cn·s. St:i.ll 'another prc.:fercnce 

, 81:). ,J.ve :in, the nnllll~ goo-",:w that the !.;e1:vice pl.'ov.Ld(~n: com,,;! from. if not: '11 l' 

grnphic "COll\1,llllli.ty" as 1:1\O:;e bC:i.11r, sL~rvC!d. 

Thc comhiuntions and p.:.rmutationc of these nnd similar required vnriableB prQ-

U _ - ,.lC project lJl.lugets n:nt~ed duced a cond.t1et'able variety of "1)COl)1e l)rOr'r:u!I" 1110de1.-:. 'r1 
• 1 •. 1 

from a total of $15,000 Cl year to efforts costing millions of clollan;, The cri te> l"1. a 

for admlnistrntors and/or staff incluc1ed that they be n1nck) Puerto Rican, cx­

offenders, para-professionals, credcntj.aled pro[es!,;-loll"l.s :>!ld, -l11 _ .L. ",." ... onc case ~ nuns. 

Th0 target populations could be potcnti<1lly delinquent juveniles, heroin addicts 

Rcekjng rLon-drug treatment, adult or teenage former convicts seeking education 

or job referral; or persons arrested and mvaiting trial for \'lhom it "lClS felt that 

the best service might be "c1iversion ll
• 

D:i.veJ:sion and Non-D:i.version Services: , .. t~_~_ 
In the category IIpeople projects" the suhgroup based on the approach 

............. -_ ... 
.... 1' e as~c J. ea J.S t at experience has sho\0711 that those unfamiliar \'lith thc conc"'nt. Th b . . d . h 

. the Criminal Justice System i,s not the proper place for dealing 'With the prablen,s 

of certain persons ~vho, for technical reasons; may be subj ect to arrest. People 

H.ke drunl~s, or children in need of better pr: (..:ntal super.vision, cannot be hc~J.pC'd 

• _ .L. resotn:ces. effectively \.1Hhin the system, clog its schedulcR, Dnd T'73ste -lts They, 

., . 1e system, Over tii.lC) and the society, m:e better served if they are removed fro' •. " t1 

the npproach has been expanded to include ind:Lviduals among such groups as :ju\7(~n:i.1C! 

and young-adult criminals Hith long and scver0 criminal his tories ,,,ho, it is 

fenred, Hill only become more ha17dcned criminals if sent to correctiol1nl facilities. 

(etent:t.on 01: :i.ncn-rcer.ation for such pcople>, ;::nd/ Diversion. can be an alte):native to 1 . 

or <In nltenwt.:Lve to pror;ecution. 

The point: at ,olhich 8uch projects in tcrvcnc in the usual flo,,, of the CJS j)j"O(,('H:; 

I..> • 1;- II ·C1."venc )e :Ol:e m:r~Jl[',nl1l0.nt onu f;eek to (Li.\·l~rt di Hers \lith the I))'. a Clt",'llli 1110(lu··J.. Sal" 1t 1 f ' ., 

an:('1;tecl Pl~):::ons £1:om the CJS dctenrllwtion of. ,.;rhet.iter there v11ll he a trial. SOlHe 

" ~ .40.. 11l1u 801110 a :C1: convict· .on, Gec tint. to divert: intervC'tle be-fore an O'·dC1".r·d t·),-t:-.1, " [t :l 1 
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Hhntaver the various progri1W3 divert !:.E .. 0:!!l' alllloGt all of: them divert to One prev"lont form of f;crvJ.c.c offering \'las some sort of voeat:i.()naJ. 

.. 
thc!lll~jelv('[J and the services they of[er, c!ven if it.: in only referral. A [(\\01 (,[fer tr"ininlj or pp~pn1"at:i.on; 8e\1('.11 proj ('ets had stlch service. Five 81'oc1f1er1 ::W\l1e 

• • ren:i.dentiaJ faei 1iti0.3 with a ranee of supervision models; mOl~t return the diV.2rted [arm of education rCllledi"tion, althou1jh the nUl\\bel~ <Jctually provic1in~ such BC'.rvice 

. 
individual to ho~c Dnd nei~iliorhood, along with a 8cheduJ.e of attendance at the \.J(18 probably higher. Three projects offered residence, three mentioned recreation 

• proGram services. • 
mnong their services, and t,·:o offered legal assistance. 

An important characteristic common to all these diversion models is that with:'n Of the eighteen projects only one did not specify counseling as one of the 

their format it is possible for the perpetrator of a crime to rec:i.divate (commit services offered. That one 'i·ras set up to refer drug addicts to treatment else\vhere, 

• another crime) 'i<7hil". enrolled in the program. If detained or incarcerated, 1.n- • which presumably included counseling. 

stead of being diverted, recidivism 'ivould not have been possible. This point Project sponsors ranged from components of city government, through established 

has additional implications. They 'ivill be discussed later in this report) 'i·7here voluntary agencies> to community groups established specifically to set up and run 

• they arc pertinent to findings or recommendations. • the pruject involved. The range in the staffs was equally varied. Projects 

Not all "people projects" provide diversion. Services to pre-offenders) to based in government·aeencies tended to retain civil-ser'7ice job jurisdictions and 

o:Uenc1crs \vho remain within correctional institutions) or e::-:-offcnders who have credentialing; voluntary agencies relied more on academic cred~ntials) part:i.c1.l1arly 

• • in supervisor.y categorics. In community-based projects paraprofessional-style 

recidivism arc not the same, since these persons might be re-arrested 'i"hether the crec1entialing criteria could apply as llir;h uS to the director, and theories of 

program existed or not. social militancy 'i,'cre as likely to guide staff judgements as either theory or 

. At an early point, the evaluation made no distinction between these last cxpericmce about the handling of social problems • 

llvo typos of program and classified them both as diversion progrcms. By broadening The total LEAA funding for the 18 projects Has $J.l;,590!000.00. 

the meaning of diversion loJe had hoped to distinguish easily bet\·]een "people" and In the £01lo\oling Table of Project Summaries, duration refers to the span 

• "non-people" proj ects) since those are clumsy tCJ:ms. The result \vas confusion and • over "\\lh:lch LEAA funds under CJCC contract 'vere disbursed or committed to a 

criticism, and we reverted over time to these more precise definitions of project project. The amount of Federnl funds 'i-las abstracted from the contr.acts and any 

types; 1. e., non-people and people) and divers:i.on and non-diversion. as sub-classes amendments or extensions. The informatj .. on 'ivould tend to err on the low side in both 

• of people projects. • time and money. Dollar VDlues are rounded to the lwnrest thousand. 

The age rc:mge for potential clients st£l1:ted \'7ith age 7. Nine of the projects The Scrvices-l)rovidcd item H[lS ascertained frolll contracts and applications. 

had maximum permissible ages for clients, the h:i.1jllOS t of: ~vhich \v[lS 71. Three of Some project·s might prefer anothe)~ listinG or arrnngc.mcnt or their services. 

the projects i\T(>1'o essentially or eXl.lusiveJ.y for juven:i.les. • The lints presented here are :i.ntcndcd to reflect h:tr,hl:i.f',hts and major thr\J~,t:G of: 

service. The Statns itcln'i-lUB garnered from intCl:v:i.n\VD v7Jt.h CJCC 1ll0nitqrB. The 

• • Ench of tho 1B projects JI3 dC!GC17jhC'c1 in more dc:tnil :l.n Appendix )L 
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• 
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• 

• 

• 
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1.All(lfCTS lU:lIMIII.I1'!.TTO!! 
C! !: li It (,\1:(;) 
J:{'[li,l"nl ilad Non­
~ ,", j <1 •. ;, t ll,ly C.lro 

2.I'£'A /o.tl[\ICTS DIVEP..sICJ~1 

(A.'iA) 

3.\'1.1:.01. ~,UPPORTlVE \lORK 
(VEI:"\) 
~1 1,.11'.1 t 
Control Group 

I •• H:U!:PEl:OE:;CE \lOUSE 
(11:11:1) 
Lonn-Tcr~ Service 
Short-Term Service 

5. }!',)Jml:,J~:J A Y(1UT!! 
SEI{VICES CE!;TER (~U.A) 
Leeal Services 

6.PHOIlATIO:-l-UR.BA!! LEAGUE 
(Pt;L) 

7.PROJEGT BYCEP (BYCEP) 

8.LEGAL PROPINQUITY 
(J.I'Q) 

9. YOl-m COt.~;SEL BUREAU 
(Yl:l;) 
Lonn-Term Parole 

10. VOl nRO~X CO~~:L~ITY 
COUNSELI:\G (E;CC) 
Day, F.venj.ng, Teenage 

11. PROJECT SHAIlli (SHAIlli) 
Resiuent 
Non-Resiuent 

12.SECOND CHANCE (SCll) 

01.01. n 
to 

06.30.7l! 

01.22.71 
to 

11.30.7', 

07.01.1'2. 
to 

06.30.75 

07.01. 72 
to 

0'6.30.74 

09.07.71 
to 

03.26.74 

04.26.72 
to 

04.15.74 

04.01. 71 
to 

11.30.73 

05.01. 72 
to 

04.30.74 

12.01. 71 
LO 

011.26.74 

06.01. 70 
to 

07.15.73 

03,01. 72 
to 

06.30.75 

02.01. 72 
to 

10.31.7/, 

13.HAlnIOOn (~:A~;jID) 01. 01. 71 
C:Ol1l1!;cline So::;::;ion5 only to 
Job Referral 07.31. 73 

14. NAACP ru:nOUND (NAACP) 
Jutc(Hlive 
Non-·Intensivc 

15.NI.:IGIl1l0R1J(l(ltl YOU1'll 
DIVERSION (NYD) 

l6.ALTl:r-:~ATIVES 1'0 Dr.TE~i­
'l'JO:-l - l'ltOH;\TIO:: (.\1'1)-
1'lt01\) Sup. Det. !te­
I('nne & llily-I'vng. etl'.j 
Pr('-Court InLpn. S~rv. 

1 ( • !.I.11;1~:;\TI Vl:S TO I1l:TI::l­
'l'ION - l!i(:\ (A'lIl'lII:A) 
}'nlll!J y H""rdln,~ \io,:,e 
G)'oup ll'I;,\1~ 

Hl.l'Ron:STA!ll' WARD 01-' 
GUAI,!)] ANS (1'IIG) 

09.J5.71 
to 

07.31. 7/, 

10.OL 70 
to 

11.30.73 

11. 01. 70 
to 

06.30.73 

11.01.72 
to 

02.28.7/, 

11.15.71 
to 

06.30.75 

Tllhll' :; 

$ 971,000 

$ 2,032,000 

$ 2,000,000 

$ 561,000 

$ 760,000 

$ 1,546,000 

$ 498,000 

$ 127,000 

$ 298,000 

$ 873,000 

$ 533,000' 

$ 283,000 

$ 6:!.7 ,000 

$ 322,000 

$ 1,016,000 

$ 462,000 

$ 852,000 

$ 839,000 

"1 ... 

Narcotics Addict!! 
Hlll~ ,'lid F"lil:l10 

Af',c!l 9+ 

Narcotics rclatt'd 
court CDSt'Sj Male 
and Fe~:a 1e i 1'1+ 

Ex-nd,liets ,:md 
ex-offenders i 
Ha1e-}\'t1alc i 
Aces IS+-

Ex-offenders and 
YSA r€'ferralsj 
Hale only; Ages 
17-21 

Criminal Court & 
Fam Court cases; 
H-Fj Ages 9-21 

Probation cases; 
Hale & Fea:alei 
I,ges 14-21 

Ex-inmates Adol 
Remand Shelter; 
Hales; Ages 16-21 

~lisdemeanor or low 
felony arrest; 
H-Fj A8es 15-20 

First offenders & 
DA referred caSG~; 
H-Fj Ages 16+ 

Addj.cts and e:<­
offenders; }fale­
Femalej Ages 13+ 

Ex-offf'ndeT.S; 
Hales; Age,!) 18+ 

E,:-offcnders; 
Hales; !.ges 21+ 

Ex-offend.:!·s j 
Halc:-}'eclaIe; 
Ages 16+ 

Ex-offenders; 
Hale-l:'emale j 
Aces 21+ 

P1'obntion; 
}l<lle-l'elOa1e i 
Ag('s ;-15 

Probation, parole 
cnce r~ndinn, DC, 
PINS; HalC' and 
F('mnlcj Aces 8-17 

DC t. 1'1::5, Family 
Court; Nalc ilthl 

remn1~; AgC's 10-16 

PrQhntioll, !-',lIl1i.ly 
CCluI'L, Y(lIllh AIll· 
}fa 1 (' (Ill ,I FCU,:11 (' i I 

Af:1'1i '1-1'1 

Rrcld('ncy, dru~-frce 
Ll'~'atn,rnt, COUl)!:!'] inr. 
emergcncy referrals 

Dlvcrnion, scr~eninR, & 
placemellt in trcat~Qnt; 
follow up 

Supervised work und 
training in Wildcat 
Corp; counseling 

Resi.denc.y, vocatjonal and 
educational counseling 

Diversion, Legal Assis­
tance, counseling cnd 
referral 

CJCC ended 
P 1 ch.'d up 
b)' NI}:JI 

CJCC ended 
l'id.l'd up 
by 'ASA 

CJCC extended 
to 
06.30.75 

CJCC e):tcnc!cQ 
to 06.30.75 

CJCC ended 
Not pick.:d ur 

, 
Dh'ersion, Probation super- CJCC ended 
vision; counseling and NOT picked u~ 
recreation 

Counseling, referral, 
and follOt" up 

Legal assistance, 
counseling and referral 

Diversion, supervision, 
cOl1llb~llLl~, fulluw up 

D1\'(,1'sion, Counseling, re­
medial (!d. job training, 
addiction treatment 

Counseling, job prep and 
referral. emcrg~ncy 

residence 

Job counseling and 
referral: follow up 

Job counseling and 
referral 

Job and educational 
counseUng, job 
referral 

Diversion, supervision. 
counseling, remcd1nlion, 
recreation 

Diversion. couns('ling 
referral, supervision 

l)j Vt' rs ion, Filtni.ly f, r.roup 
boarding hom(':;, I:upcr­
vlnion, counseling 

D1Vl11'sion, Short" U,rm 
('J' j ,;.is :l n t t' (V('II t j 011, 

(""Illy nj,i, COUl1lol'ltl1Z, 

l'l,rPl'l':tl 

CJCC ended 
Not picked Ul 

CJCC ended 
~lot picked Ul 

CJCC encec 

CJCC endE'd 
Pick(!d up ":ly 
NI}m 

CJCC exte:-:c e: 
to 6.30.75 

CJCC ended 
P:!.eked up by 
}lCDA 

CJCC }'u:1de.:l 
Operati.on 
Upgrade 

CJCC ended 
Picked up hy 
HCnA 

CJCC ended 
Picked up by 
liRA 

CJCC ended 
Picked up by 
NYC 

C.lCC I'ndc'J 
P1cked up' by 
BRA 

CJCC l'~:tcfld,' 
to 6.30.7~) 
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ell VE;\'I'~; _ ............. _-- ... 

• effort \,lc:nt into the c1o[initiOlw of. the terms and concc'pU; being used in onh:r 

that <llllld.p,uiLy mi.~ht: be min:i.mi,wc1. In the precedinl} 1Il0.teria1 thODe concepts 

ancl their definitions have been stated. S01'l~ of the moro basic. def:Ln:i.t::lons 

• are )7epeatcd here to t'l£ls:i.flt t!nderst[(nd:i.ng of th(~ meaning of the 1~C[lUJ.tS. 

Arrest Redc1iv:i!~m Rnto: For any group of c1i.ents, the'! rnte referred to is 

• the ratio of the nt.1I:lber arrested in the 12 months after project emtry to the 

, total nunilier in that group. 

Arrest recidivioim rates can be expecteu to increase. over timc~ along \\1ith total 

• number of arrests. A£'ter 18 months or 24 months they ~,10u1d be higher than after 

the 12 months measured by the evaluation. 

Stl::i.ctly speakin2~ r.ecicliv:i.fllil means recurrence ,:md) in criminological terr.1S ~ 

r0:arrest or, somati!:128 ~ recurrence of criminal behavior. In a11:1ost all C28,"8 

the term ';-laS used in this sense by the evaluation, but there are a feiv exccptions. 

Thm:c \·;,ere a few clients arrested after project entry for ~'7hom no )~ecord of arrest: 

before project entry Has found. Analysis indicated that even some of these 

had proba11y been previously arrested~ so the likely totol of actual first 

arrests after project entry ,·ms very small. Nonetheless ~ that small total \·lOuld 

• not teclmica11y be cODpo8cd of l'ccidivists. 

In earlier reports, to make this distinction clear, the evaluation restricted 

:l.tse1f to the term I1Arrcst rate," and explained that it described pr:imari1y 1'0-

• c:i.divis ts. This was confusing to some readers and the practice of using the term 

"arrest 1'ccidivistl J:nte l1 
iVUS :i1wtituterl. 

Some of Lha rcd.c1:LvJ~~m ):nte8 arc reported for subGroups of el:i.cnts iY:lthin 

• project;n. TheGe Duhgl:0Ul':: o.ro c1cf:incd by 8ex, np,c, and t;evl~rity of prcv:iOtW 

.;~1d scv(~rJ ty) \-.711e 1:1wr included :In the analyn:i.s or not. The ra tClB C.:1nnot bc\ ;tpplied 

• 
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nnd 8ex ns tho (;l"OUp for "'hich the rate \-laS deterndnod. 

For instnllce the rate [or. 16-:[[; males at..a severity level in n project may 

be generalized to other 16-18 year males at the same severity level in the snme 

OJ: another project. It docs not apply to females, to males at some other level 

of severity but of the same age, or to males at the same level of severity but 

a different age. All 2,860 clients in the analysis '''ere male. 

~:i.me .In Project: The arrest rec:i.divism rate \-7as measured for the 12 

months afteJ~ project entry. This dces not mean that every client measured remained 

in the project for the full 12 months. The duration of clients' time in project 

was not kno,-l11 to the evaluators. Technically, it ,,,as not a feasible measurement 

to make. It is not possible, therefore, to derive from the findings in this report, 

a relationship between arrest recidivism rates and the duration of project service 

provided to clients. 

Project j\c:conyms: Hany of the projects analyzed had long descriptive names. 

l?or these p:coj ects the evaluation uses full names, abbreviations, or acronyms that 

al:C sometines not the ones that the projects themselves used. Even "7ithin the 

report a project may be referred to in more than one "lay. A full lis t of all pro-

, jcct designations as used by the evaluation is to be found in Table 6, p. 7!f. 

DOUBT.,E COLmTING:Hhen data are reported in units of arrests, charges, complaints, 

v:tctims, or clients,. the number of units almost abmys exceeds the number of in-

c1.ividuals. There is al",ays a question about ho\o1 many individuals arc actually 1n-

volved. For example, the total nUlnber of arrests reported annually includes as 

separate cases individuals who aTe arrested more than once. The proportion of actual 

individuals ,dtldn the statistic is not kno\.,rn. Therefore, there j,s some error \'7h0n 

Gueh statistics arc used to represent numbers of different individuals. A case 

in point \.;rould be the nU1l1bcr of unnpprchended recidivists represented by the r[ltio 

of 2,000 arrests to 8,000 compJ.,:lints. 



• -/3·, • 
Tn this C'vnlu(ltiol1,it \m~1 cst:imntccl tlwt of the 2,860 jndlvitllwls inclllclL'c.1 

• 
:fn llt(~ tlnaly!ds, ].3 percC!nt \oJ(!rc ellrolled in mo~~c.! than one project. • 

f . cJ' • 1 1 . til . S \1"" J ess \,.1~ eOllt1'llUCU to use tlle the actuul 1111IHill!J: 0 1.1l1VJlllil S Jll 'W nna YS1. '"'' ,~,. ~~ 

fj gUt" of 2,860 :;i nec! tilC', c[[ect on the analytic qucstions \o}<l8 not significnnt. 
• 

]n present.ing thc results of the various annlyncs, where the factor of double '. • 
'1 1 eff"ct all " {',1"c"'5U1:e stich as cOlllnlaints, it is mentioned. C(luntjllg nag It lave an '- u. ... " t 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

1. ASA - ADurers Dl\'ERSIO~~ I'ROGRA.'1 
None 
Scrvlcc Unverified 

2. ADDICTS REHAnILITAnO~1 CE~lTER 
Resident and Non-Resident Day Care 

3. ALTER.'iATI\'F:S TO DETEnrO~ - BRA 
Family Boording Home 
Group Home 
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4. ALTER.'iATIv}:S TO DETEXTIO~l - PROB.~'i'ION 
Supervised Detention Release and Day-Evening Center 
~rc-CQurt Intensive Services 

5. IlIDEPmmE!ICE HOUSE 
Long-Tenl Service and Short-Term Service 

6. LEGAL PROPINQUITY 
None 

7. MORRISANU, YOUTH SERVICES CENTER 
Legal Services 

8. NAACP PROJECT REBOUND 
Intensive 
Non:-Intcnsive 
Intensive and Non-Intensive 

9. nEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH DIVERSIO:~ 
Ilone 
IntervIewed Only 

111. l'ROBATION - UR1lAN LEAGUE 
None 

lJ.. PROJECT BYCEP 
none 

12. PROJECT HAlrnOOD 
Counseling Sessions Only and Job Referral 

13. PROJECT SECO:ID Clli\"'iCE 
None 

14. PROJECT SHARE 
Resident and Non-Resident 

15. PROTESTA!~T BOARD OF GUARDL\NS 
None 

16. VERA SUPPORTIVE WORK PROGRAH 
Wildcat 
Control Group 

17. vor - BRONX CO~~MH1'Y COl,;;;SELI:-:G 
Daytime, Evening and Teenage 

18. YOUTa COUNSEL BUREAU 
Long-Term Parole 

ASA 

ARC 
r.'urd 

A'l1H!P.A 
fbh 
8h 

ATD-PROB 
sdr/dc 
pcis 

INDH 
lts/sts 

LPQ 

ULA 
1s 

NAACP 
i 
n 

i/n 

NYD 

PUL 

BYCEP 

MANlID 
cO/jr 

SCil 

SHARE 
r/nt' 

PBG 

VERA 
w 
c 

BCC 
d/e/t 

YCB 
Itp 

COC1l'onl'nt 
_f!.!_~~ 

x 

o 

N 
N 

o 
N 

o 

Y 

N 
N 
S 

x 

S 

o 

'l 

o 

y 

o u Components cor.:bincd becou5e some cli.ents "'('t'e in more than one coruponent. , 
X ., Dropped by error. 

Y ., The only projl'ct cO::lponpnt tlC';1!lUrC'd in elult i-component project. 
N " Sicnific.1nt diffcr<'llCc bctw0cn CCOITlpOncnt!l in average number of arrests of 

clients prior to projl'ck entry. 

S .. Components combined b~'Call!le of no ~:icni.ficanr, diC(C'rencl'. hC'tl.'een the QVcrar,c 
number of arrest!) of thcll' n':;pc,~Uvc c]J"nts prior to project entry. 

___________ CIii1 .... ·C .. ' .. '_ .. •• ... -1' ... 'X .... ' .. '-.. ' ....... ....,r· .. E' .... 1P"'-... "'_·~;m ..... r"'="'· .. c .. ===""·""'· .. "" •• "" .. t:!=-_""·t_=-===="~"=== __ __ -... .. ~_ -_ -. 
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nESllL1'S ----... -

J)JD DIFFERENCES ANONC PRO.JFCTS AFFECT TilE ARm':ST m~CIDIVISH HATj,~S OF SHLILAR -- ...... --~---
I 

71-;;';-JI1 :'(;---(-)1;--(;;-:'-1~:'~-1;'1:~;) . 
J" j\) .JJ" .'1 d 1 --,. -----.-... -~- .... -

pro;ect clloracteristics aJ services 
I 

The differences referred to are such 

doJivarnd, cntaeorics of staff, and staff-client ratios. 
1 

The [lns\"er ''1< t' "IlO." 

Before describing the steps by \"hich tIds fin2ine ",as reached ,one prelim­
j 

innry CO,1lIoent is in order. The goal and design of this evaluation did not make 

it possible to measure project characteristics or to link, for indiyidual projects, 

. d' 1 . t' I Tl th d (1) differences in arrest recidiv:l.SJ:l rates an proJect c laracter~s ·~cs. 1e me. 0 s 
i 
I 

used in roaching a conclusion about the anSi"er to the question of project diffel'ences 
I 
I 

treat them as an existing fact, but do not specify Hhat those dj.fferences are. 
t , 

The 18 projects ",ere classified dS four different sets by the ~eriousness of 

I 
thetr clients' arrest history priOlO to project entry and/or age. Each of the sets 

add):essed the question under different assumptions. For example, tbe first assump-
i 

tion was that the levels of seriousness of prior criminal history \,iou1d be valid 
, 

for all of the seven age groups of clients. Table 7 ,p 78 8ho\'1S the 16 groups 

I 
assumption. \'1hich resulted for the set used to test the question under this 

f 

I 
(1) Tho prelimlnary method 'tras to apply the Duncan tost to determine if there \o]e17e 
signific:ant differences bet\·re0'n arre8t re~idivisnl rates of projects whithin a level 
of sever:i.ty and/or age (p 46 ) . The next step \'18S to estimate the probability of 
the outcomes observed for each of the four sets. 

t1'he pl:obabilitj.es \·7Ore estimated for each set \·dth a statistic similar to the 
B:i.nomial Expansion applied to levels of severity and/or age groups fol10ived by compu-' 
tation of: the probC!bility of at least as many diffC!1:ences as the oqserved on~ (in 
caso of no c1ifferonces, at least one such difference). These probnbi1ities vere 
computed uneler the fol10l1ing assumptions: ! 

a) That the test of the null hypothesis implied determining for each set, 
the probnb:t1ity of at least as many differences bet\·leell recidivism rates as the one 
\'lhich occurred. 

b) W.thin each group, the 
rcc:i.divimn rates \vi.1S .05. (Since 
pl:cl:i.1d.nary TIle thod) . 

I 

probability of difference betiveen: any two arrest 
.05 \"as the level of confidence used in the above (1) 

c) H.i.thin each set, each of the gl'OUpS formed by age ancI/or level of severity 
\"£18 COLwld('l:cd indepenuent. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Each f:.coup eonta:i.ned clJentB) \o!lth:t.n the Gallle level of ~;ev(!)::i.ty and nne) 

frol,l projects nmp,inrs in IH!r::ber from tHO to sev(~n. 

1) F0l7 thin first aIwlysis, the effect on the en"rest rc'cidivimn rates (1) 

of clients of project differences was not significant. 

2) Since, as Table 7 ) p 78 s11o\.;s, thore Has no appare.nt re1al:ionddp 

betwcGn the severity of prior arrest history and arrest recidivism for clients 21 

and 01cb.r, a set of groups 't1a8 analyzed \·7ith no severity levels io1ithin each of the 

three age groups 21 and older) Hhi1e the severity levels for those 20 and younge): 

were maintained. This set consisted of 13 groups of clients by age and sevel'ity. 

The effect on the client recidivism rates of project differences was not significant. 

3) For the subset of 10 groups, formed from the four age groups 20 and younC0.r 

by levels of severity, the test was ",hether project differences had an effect on 

only 'Chose. age groupt:l. The eI.[ec[: (Ill Lhe: cij~i:'8St 'L8cic1iv:~sm j~atcs of [i1.°v~~ct 

differences was again not significant. 

I.) For the subset of three age. groups of clients 21 and older, analyzed 

across levels of severity, the test was of project differ0.nces on th[lt age class. 

The effect on arrest recidivism ratGS of project differenc0.R Has not signific~nt. 
(2) 

The four non-significant results led to the conclusion that: 

The quantity, quality, types and mix of services provided by the pl~ojects to 

their clients) as \7e11 as their staif-c1ient ratios, proportions of pm:apl'ofcnsional 

stnff, pCI' capita funding, and other individual project characteristics, had no 

effe.ct on the projects' ability to influenc.e the. arrest r.ecidivism of their clients. 

(1) 'fJ~C~!l;l~"I)Ttlldc: of the nlTCS t; rnt:('fl \·rUhin an age p,roup or level oi 8cvcdty \-las 
not pertincnt. Projects not: r.d.gn:i.Li.e.ml:ly different in recic1:lv.imn Hitldn [I 

fP"OUj1' could l1i1VC 90 pt'rcent O)~ 10 pUl"cc:nt )"[1.1:('8. The f.i.ndingH ,mel (:CJlIc] q;: lOW) 

\oJouJc! be {·Il('. G.11iK! :i.n a t(,:;t of tll(> nffeet of project e1:i rfCrC'llCef; on [lrn'1Jt 

rec:itl:tv:i.~!I:l. The menning of tIl<' mngn:( tude i!~ d:iHcUf;ra!d later. 
(2) The (~f;t:ii,'·atn.:.\ l)):nhillJility of tlw outCC)lIlCG f())~ the four sets of: project grotlpl.; 

\l~l:C:, n'!,~1)('('{'iv()1y (1) .56) (I.) .G9, en .,Iio, nnd (II) .S?. 
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• • 
An Add,il::ion:l.l Notn: Tllc~ J:csu1ts to 1'0110\., \'fcn:e not a d:ixcct lent of the --... -..... --_ .. _----_ .... - ---

hypocllcsis ~13t project diffcrences affccted nrrost recidivism rateD. They arc 

• p)~e[)Clnt:C!d to aid in clarify Lng the preliminary method used 

7 16 (1)1' As ShOiVO in Table ,p 78 amon2 the groups, 4 

to tes t the hypo t:l,esis. 

showed no significant 
• , 

d:Hferences among thC! recidivism rates. In the b-ro groups that clid, in eDeh case 

• it v7.:1S one project which, for age nnd severity, differed significantly [rom the • 
others in the group. 

1'ho first of these groups contained three proj ects Hith 21 to 29-year-olds 

• ·...,ho \-lere cat(~gori7.ed at the second of th:ree levels of severity for th.:lt age. • 
Table 7 8110,\"s that project Second Chance had an arrest rate of 28 percent, and 

it '",n8 significantly 10Hor than the 44 percent rates of both the Vera Control and 

• ARC. • 
'£he second of the groups contained four projects with 21 to 29-year-01ds \o)'ho 

V7C~re at the third of the three levels of severity for that age. In this case, 

• NMGJJ (Non-Int) had an arrest: recidivism rate of 59 perccllt, which \'i8.8 Sif;,ii..i.£icdrlt:i .. y • 
higher than the 29 pel:cent, 33 percent and 36 percent, respectively> of the projects 

SHARE> Vera (l-Ji1dcat) and ASA. 

• • 

• • 

.. • 

I- (1) 1'Iw~;o (·.ompos(\d set one. • 

• • 
-----=~-------, ________________________ ..... _,..r ... ·· ... · s ... ·_-··~· ..... '.-'" .. "-'-' --... -.. '_ ......... -. 

7-12 1 

pnOTLST,\~:T I:OAlW OF r.t',\f,DT A!;S 
AL'lTI~::,\TI Vi~S TO JiETr:::TIO:1 - H1~"\ 

l'ami 1y Tj(Jilrc.l i Il\~ 1I('~le 

AL'l'ER~:ATIVES TO llE11:!:Tltl:l - l'HOilATIO:l 
Pre-court Intensive Service 

Allf\FST 
RJ:CIl)lVlS~1 

19 
29 

40 

PI,uJ I;C'iS (; ::IH'l':;n 
IIY AI'I';;T 

I:ECIlllVI~::: 1::\1'1:S 
li1thin tll.' 1."\'1'1 

Same 

~_----l----_----_I.-..:.;NElr.!l~O!·,lOOD YOn:! lJTVr.::"l(J~: <'11 
ALTE!:~ATi\'i~s .... ~!:O·!Ji' ~"L':;ii (~:j-.:·'":.lI:-i~ .. :-A·-.. ----- ----29---' 

13-15 

1 .. Family hoardin~ HO::l0. 
1--_______ +_PJt()Tt:ST.'~iT !-:C':·.,:lJ OF GU.\.:":l>TA::S 

i!(j;LRIS:\,:i ii;' ~;0ci HS·E.t{\'i.'Ct;"''' ci::';i-E!~--
Legal Sl'rviu';, 

2 

40 
47 

62 

Same 

ALTERNATIVr,S TO D::TI'::TI()~1 - PP.O:IATTO:t 
Pr~-('ollrt rntp:1~~j'.'·~ $f>rvic(\ 

AL1-E"'I~;ATi\iEs--;lO-'5Ll-i:~~r'lO::---f!-RA·------1----=5"""'5---l------.-

3 
Group Horne 

ALTERNATIVES TO DE1E!:TIO:1 - PROBATION 
Supvd Detcn Rclp.:1se & Dily/Eve Ct:r 

59 Same 

~ __ --+--------+-NF.IC!Ir.ORl~c: .. ~-('J.lTH ] .... n_v . ..;;.F._!:-'-S_IO:.:~.:...; ______ -+ __ .......-;6"'2:........_.-+ _____ ~_-I 
YOUliTC6l::;sEL hm~E,\t; 211 

16-18 

19-20 

21-29 

30-39 

-----
110-71 

1 
T 1 t P ,. J Same 

I-_______ -I-~.Oi g- crOll .. a,O.e ~~==_::_------I----;;-;-~-_+-------
IJJiiiCiS-"-r~5{'-G-J Lr"'ii:rro~: CE:;n:~ 311 -~-
NOI:.RISA:aA YOUTil SERVICE CE::TER 41 . 

2 Le8a1 ServicE'S Same 
1-_______ -l_LEGAL prW?I~:OUITY 112::-__ ,-,1--______ ~ __ ~ 

PI:ci3il~·1O:;:_L .. ::i~·~'.;-J..EAGt:E 60 3 S~me 
mm:I'E:,p~':_:t;r. H~::SS 6J 

1--------.+-.;-..:-.--, .·.-:,-.. -":-,..-;:;-;-;\-:;-·;-;~:_:_;'"t~~~:::;;_::_ .• t:----'---+---=-.. ;,---.. f-------_ .. _-
1\ .. "'I'\. - l"\.vuJ..~.L,) u .... , '.""".4.v., .................... h. _'oJ 

4 

1 

VOl - BRO:,X cO:-~l1J:aTY COt.'!.Sr::Ll~G 

PROJECT F;YC!'P 
'-voi'''-=-IIRO~;X cm::·!C:lIY CO;;~:SELI:\G 

HOI:RISANIA YOUTH SERVICE Cr::UER 
. Legal Services 

56 
59 
44 
46 

Sm:lC 

Same 
1-________ r-1~Rg.Q!:11Q~ - t'fm'\:'l LEAGUE ::::-:::7.::-.,-:-~--_----+_--747_=_--+_---------''_j 

ASA - ADi.l .. IC1;S-Il .. ;\1:1:S10:; .. ~lr;OG:L\.:I '19 
2 ADDICTS REH,\BILI1.\TIO:l c!:::n:R 50 Sacc 

r:;n:,:pF.:;nr::;cs !!I':'S!:: 7'2 
-voj-:.--lil;O:::;:--CO:~::::l-:;iTY CO~;SELJ-:,-G .. - .. ------t----3c..:3:..---I .. ----------

l'ROJI:CT \!A,';llOO[\ 36 
1 NAACP PROJECT REj-)Oll~;n 36 Same 

________ I·--:-_~lntcns.ivC' 
PP.O.JI~:·f-ST:'CQ::6--6i::,~:f;J_, ------+--~28 1--

f--VJ~i{A .. ·s-0i;I;O .. r{ii'\;t:-I.;(ji~!(··;..P-R-O-G-l{,-\:-·I------,-- (4'--'- ----------...... 
2 Control GrDup 2 

1-_______ r-C'I"lJlICTS Rr:!lAilILJT:\TTO:~ CE;c..:l:.:;T:r.~:.:.~ _______ + __ --:411 
.. r'j{'cij'ECT51I,\Rt:'''-- .. 29---

3 

1 

2 

--
1 

VEP.A SUPPORTIVE I-:OH.K PROGRA!·! 33 
!\'ildcat 1 

I_AS .. A-=-.AnTlTCTS IHVfI:STO:l PROGRl0! 36 __ 
NAACP J'1\liJ .. r;(;-1 ...... i~1::iT6i;:~D ----·-::..:.-------1-----'5:",,9-·---4-------, ...... 

Non-Itlt0t)~;jV(' 2 
VOI--lil!li::X"""CL):::·[t:::lTY COV:;SELI!;C '-':-10~---11--'-----'-----
rHOJECT SECO:W C!!,\~CE 32 
"!lDT CTS IU:n.\B I L ITA TIO:: n::;TER 34 Swue 
N:OJrCT ~t\':!I()t1!l 36':.. ___ 1_ .. ___________ _ 

--v-m',\ S'l!i·l;uj~·d\;tf \~li[~KPKc:i(;p,,-:-\.7\71-------I----;21 
lIil de;! L 

VERA. Sl!1']'QRTIVE 1:(11"( PI:OGRA}! 
Conlrol 

ASA - AllIlT CTS III Vi'W; 10:; Pl:(Ha:\!! 
NAACI' 1'::o.1!:C l' I'Fl'·(l!'::J) 

ll1t('n~~i\'l' .1'.1l1 :;~tl\ulnt('n :!'.'(' 

26 

31 
33 

--;;iJj'J CT~- -1(1:li.\I; Il.l·1.\! Il\~1 'Ci:~: J El\----·-- ---'j'!) 
NMCl' I'I!O,lI;C'j' I:I;I'()U::IJ 29 Same 
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The m.1gnit11l1e of the· rriminal rC'cidivi~;m. \,':18 quite high. By typn, the l1J:1jo.~ j ty 

• of the crim('~ n.'prenC'nLcd hy the arrests vlerC' seVCJ:e. AmonB cliellts 20 years olll 

or younger, more of tllC'm reci.divated, l'liLL a Breatcr number of arrests, and \.,it11 

crimes tIla t 'l-lCre more severe) than did clients \'~ho \'lCre 21 or older. This Has pal'ti-

cularly true for j uvenilt~~; in the l3-to-15 age r;roup HIla \vCl:e in five diversion pro-

jects. That group had the highest and most severe criminal recidivism of any of 

the age groups measured. 

• NAGHITUDE: The magnitude of cri.minal recidivism \'JaS measured in hm Hays: 

J) by the proportion of cl Lents arrested one or more times during the 12 morlths 

after project entry--the arrest recidivism rate and 2) by the number of times those 

• recidivists Here arrested. These measures were applied to 2,860 clients, 53 percent 

of ,}hom Here 20 or younger. 

Client Recidivism Rate: The red.divism rates by the seven age groups (across • projects and levels of severity) ranged from 51 percent for the l3-to-15 age group, 

to 24 percent for the 40-to-7l age group (Table 8 , p84 ). 

• Among clients 20 or younger, close to half -- 47 percent -- 'were arrested one 

or mora times after project entry. Among clients 21 or older, 35 percent, or 

abc;>ut one third, recidivated. 

• Those \Vith higher levels of severity of criminal histOl:y prior to proj ect entry 

in the "gc groups 13-to-15 and l6-to-18) had red.divism rates as high as 60 pel:cent. 

Those \Vith higher levels of prior criminal history in the age groups 2l-to-29, 

• and 30-to-39, did not exceed 39 percent in their recidivism rates. 

• Among projects, the IdghcBt recidivism rate -- 72 pl~rcent -- \olns for clients 

from lllllepcmdl'nce 1l0\l~C in the 19-Lo-20 nge group n t the highcn t level of f;everity. 

The lO\<1l'st rcc.:i.divi!Hn rate 19 percent -- was for the 7-to-12 age grollp in the 

• Prot'onLant Bonn] oC Guardic:ms project ('1'llblc9 ,1'.85). 

L, ~ _____________ _ 

• 

• 

• 

o 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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NU11lhr!J" (If J\1~rc'fJ('n: '1'1,(', nUl11ber of D1T(!nt:s of eJ.:i ClltS \vho reeidiv,lted \V.:w -_ ... __ ._ .... __ .. _- .. -

eOl1vm:t<.'d j.nto II rD~1.o of the total numher of arrests to tIw totlll ntll:tller of c1i('r.t8 

(recil.lv:LSLS os \oJ(~ •• o.s llOll-·recJ.( lVJ,SiJ • " , 1 "]J . l' , L) 'I'11e ).'·"l·l'O 1))',OV1'(lc'1 inr(Wl\l~lt.lon nliout the 

recidivism that: the recidivism rate could not. 

'fllble 9 , p85 , shmw that for the l3-to-15 age group at the oceond l('v(!l of 

Thi[; sever.ity, 55 of the 100 clients had one or more arrests after project entry. 

yields a 55 percent recidivism )~ate. The total number of orrests 'for these 55 

recidivists, hOHever, HClS 107, or marl:! arre.sts than there Here clients. The ratio 

of arrests to clients is 1.1. 

If the 55 recidivists had each been arrested only once, th&ir rate. would still 

have. been 55 percent, but the ratio \'lOuld have been .5. Thus, tlie actuo.l 1.1 rati.o 

in comhination ,dth the. 55 percent rate, gives a more sensitive and accurate mea-

surement of the magnitude of the recidivism than \voulo be possible by using the 

rate alone. 

The ratios of arre.sts to clic.11tS by' agc QC1:0CS severity levels 

a low of .4 for the age group 40-71 to 1.0 (as many arrests as clients) [or the 

age group 13-15. The ratio o[ arrests to clients was .9 for those 2b yellrs or 

younger, and .6 for those 21 or older. 

The ratio of arrests to clients appe.ared to be related to the level of sever-

ity of prior arrest history for those 20 and younger. All of th.! higher levels 

of sevC1:ity had ratios over 1.0. For those 21 and over thel:e appeared to be no 

relationship bet\,Tcen level of severity and ratio. 

The average numbc\r of arrests per recidivist during the 12 months a[ter pr.o­

ject entl:y \\Ins 1.6 for clients 21 and older, and 1.9, or almost t\·l0 each, fcY' 

clients 20 and youllger. 

SEVERITY: To mC[)SlIrc the. ~;ever:i.1.:y of cd.l1li.nal J:ccidiv;i mn the m:n'£;ts a[tt~r 

projt'l~1: C'nLry ".' ('n! [)na]y:~('d hy types of crime: index crimes, violent cd.me!), ant! 

(' r:i.\1ll~:; agOl j 11:; t propel- t:y .. 

I 
., . ..1 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'. 
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or the! ?G Un:ifoHl Cr.ime ){eportjng (VCR) system C1JDSific~1tiom" 

the first seven [Ire cOlls:icll'fed the stnndard index of I'severe cdme," and arc called 

tlH? "jndex crimes." (TnL]c 11 p 87 ) 

For the recidivisls, G7%, or about t\.;ro thirds of the total number of: arrest's, 

'vore for severe crimcs. The percent of arrests for index crimes ranged from 82% 

[or. the 7 - 12 age group, to 56% for the 30 - 39 age group. 

Violent Crimes: The most severe and important of the index crimes are the 

t.he violent crimes against pel~sons homicide, f:orcible rape, robbery, and aggra-

vated assault. (1) The severity of the client arrests ,vas measured by the propor-

tions of clients \Vho ~vere arrested for one or more violent crimes after proj eet: 

, entry, and the total numbel: of such violent crime arrests for those clients. (2) 

Client viol~ent crime arrest rateE~ ranged from 25%, or one out of four clients ~ 

for the 13-15 age group, to 7% for the' 30-39 age group. The age group 20 and 

younger had a 21% violent crime arrest rate, 'vhile the age group 21 to 71 had 11%, 

or abou!: helf rates ranged. f~oiti 30~~ of c.ll 

at the most severe level for the 13··15 age group to 7% of clj.ents at both levels 

of severity in the 30-39 age group (Table 9 , p 85) • 

The level of severit~ of the average number of arrests prior to project 

entry did not appear to be related to violent crime rates for those 21 and above. 

The number of arrests for violent crimes is prese.nted by the percent of all 

arr~sts af~cr project entry accounted for by violent crimes. 

}'hu~cent of arrE;.sts accounted for by violent crimes ranged f)~om 35% for 

the agc group 7-12 to 19% for the age group 30-39. For clients 20 and under, 32% 

of arrests Here for violent crimes: for clients 21 and over, 25%, or one out of: 

every fOllr arrests, Here for yiolent crimes. 

(1) 

(2) 

Rll}.l11'rJefi llnd to a lC!~;rJC'r extc'nl: agnravated [Is£iaultn include mODt " 111ugr,ings." 
AunrnVaLCd n~nnull: is d~[incd as an attack by one person upon anull1er wiLh 
the :i nl:ent of infl:i ct::i.nr; severe bodily 'i.Hj llry \ \.IGllCtlly nc('.ompanic'd hy the use 
of 11 \,,'C'llpnn or other 1:::.'on8 l.il:dy to prod\lce dtlath OJ" ~;er:ioll~; bCld ily h'll"l.l. 
It: should 1)(! n,)l.etl L1,nl Lhe LI.!i'l!I "viole·nl: cd.me l'(J.c:idiv:i.:~Jll" shouJd !lot be 
\Wt'd ~:.i un' m0111.Y cl:i (!J1U; nrre,",l:(,'(i [01" \1]',l·)l,nllt' {' ~ cr:llIl('S ,I ,tel: proj<',ct enlry hnvc: 
no nlTI'n(:; r()l~ [IllY prior to projvel (111l.ry. 

• 

• 

• 

.. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-·8 :~.-

The proport:i.ol~ of mTcf3l:~; accounted [or by violL'nl: crimen clld not: ,lppe~lr to 

be related :0 levels of Bcverity in any of tht? [leven age groupn. 

ProJ)ortioJlr: of An:C'sts for E(lch of the FOil)" Violent Cr:ime;,;: lIomicide ac-._ _ __ .... __ .. _. ___ .~ .. ___ "~_." ____ 4 __ "~ _____ ..:-_____ "'. ____ • ______ _ 

COUlllcJ [or 4% of arrests for violent crimes, forcible rape for 4%, robhery for 

69%, and aGtP~avated ass~lUll: for 23%. There appcnrcd to be l:i.t:tlc diffcn~ncc be,-' 

tween each of the seven nne groups in the proportions of their arrests for each 

of the four types of crimes. 
'fhe Propor~jon of Arrests £01 .. ' Violent Crimes in Rc1ntiol1 to the A1T0.StS for 

homicide, or 1% of all arrests. Forcible rape accounted for 26 arrests, or 2% of 

the total. There Here 1116 robbery arrests or 20% of the total of all m:rcstB. 

'fIlis Has the h:i.ghest proportion of arrests for any type of crime. AggrClvated 

assault accounted for 7% of all arrests. 

The clients 21 and older had 12 homicide arrests. Clients 20 and under had 

11, three of \Vhich "Tere for age group 13-15. Of the 26 rape arrests, 19 \,'ere for 

clients 20 and younger while 7 Here for clients 21 and older. 'rhe pefcent oS: 

arrests for l:obbery "1ere higher for tbose 20 and younger than those 21 and older. 

The proport,ions of arrests for aggravated assault \Vas highest for those 30 and 

above. 

Bur-g).ary ~ LarceE)': and_.Auto Theft: These aJ~e the index crimes against pro-

per.ty. The proportion of m:rests for burglary 'vas higher for those 20 and youngC'r 

tlwn those 21 and older. The highest proportion of 27% of arrests for burnlary 
, 

'vas for juveniles 7-12. The proportion of arrests for Im~C'.eny HLlS highel~ for 

thone 21 and olde.r than tlJOse younger. The 11ighe8 t propol: tion of 20% of arres Ls 

lor l[l1:ccny ,·ms for the Clge group 30-39. The proportion of arrests for. auto 

theft: \vas about evc·n across the age gl:OllPS \v.lth the exception or the 110-71 age 

erOllp, \,~h:i,ch h[1d 26% of its arre8 ts :i.n th[lt ca tC'r,Cl):Y. 
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Viol.l'I)·t Cril,!(':, J)lldn~ th.:! 1~ Honths After Project Entry: Of the clients arrested 
_.- ... - " .. -.----.--~ .... -.. _ .... _ ..... _------------_ ... _-- .-------

for violent crimm'), 95 percent had one to t~vo [lrrests, \o1h11e If percent: lwd three. 

The remaining 1% consisted of one client Hith four arrests, three clients Hi-th [fve 

arrests, one client WiUI eight arrests [lnd one Hith nine arrests. (1) (Tablel0, p86 ). 

Inspection of each of the four violent crimes shm·md that none of the clients 

was arrested fOl= more than one homicide. Two clients 'YlCre arrested for tHO rapes 

(~nch. For robbery, 13 clients (4 percent) ,.Jere arrested for three robberies, ,",hile 

five clients had [our to e.ight robbCl:y arrests each. 

(J) It should be noted tll<lt the police records of cnch of the six extreme cases 
"11th four or 1ll0j-e nn:csts were l."evil'\vcd by the evaluation. Host, at U-.::: cime 
of lhc.i r initial <llTl'!;t after 1.roj ~~(' t l~nl:ry) ,·.'Cre charged Hith or nrrc~s ted 
for oLhc'r ('1' il\lC's \1111 ich occurred during that 12 month :intervnl. The point: here 
J.8 that l:hPDC clients r;encl".111y were not urrested and released fOllr to nine 
tj.UlC'S e[leh dm: inG the 12-month perl_oll. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-

No. of R~ltio of Violl':1 
!;.1i.f'lIJl1. 7. Violent (,du.· A'-rr <c1" r, 

One or J:J5':fJ.l Crimc' ···Cl i,;;,l.:;- -.-----. 
No. of % f.rr.!:-~L!!. llore ArrC'st t;o. of M:t:p .,;! ~.l. Arn'::teJ 

CU,S'.!~!!. njc:nJ. Ratio of to At-rC':;t~ for :\l_r!'::1:f~ A'; ~~ of for 
Total One Arr<,st .Ar1'p~.:.t.:'"~ to Clil'llts for VioJC'nt i,)1' Tolal V::01"nl: 

S('\'crity 1,0. of or }lorc Recidivism lio. of R('cieJjvi!;tr. Kltjo VioJeut CriClc' VioJ("nt Ar1'('<;ls Cri:-('s 
..J .. !;C __ J.·E_~q]._ f.t'_~:nls Arr_cst~ _®J.3.L ~~I.l:r;ts -((,)~. (t,) ~).: (]) Cric..... (9)·:· (1) Cri;.,.-· (1 J H (c,) (J 1 H-{~l) 

(1) (2) (3) (II) (5) (6) --(i)--' (8) - --(9)- '\'':\i6)'- --(l.if- -Cd)'" '-(i3r-

7-12 

13-15 

16-18 

19-20 

21-29 

It 0-71 

7-12 
13-15 
16-18 
19-'0 
21-29 
30-39 
40-71 

1 

1 
2 
3 

1 
·2 

1 
2 
3 

2-
2 

1 

128 

187 
100 
272 

12J. 
182 

93 
210 

104 
130 

303 
309 
352 

177 

39 

69 
55 

162 

29 
73 
56 

118 

105 
118 
136 

42 
50 

TOTAL 2,860 1,182 

128 
559 
606 
23t, 
964 
311t 

_55 

39 
286 
276 
117 
359 

92 
--.!l 

TOTAL 2,060 1,182 

7-20 1,527 718 
:n-71 1_,}33 ~ 

TOTAL 2,860 1,182 

30 

37 
. 55 

60 

2', 
40 
60 
56 

45 
;{, 

35 
38 
39 

31 
28 

30 
51 
46 
50 
37 
29 
2lt 

41 

47 
35 

41 

74 

116 
107 
329 

45 
142 
110 
223 

61 
129 

172 
191 
203 

71 
76 

2,072 

7/, 
552 
520 
190 
566 
1/,7 

23 

2,072 

1,336 
736 

2,072 

1.9 

1.7 
1.9 
2.0 

1.6 
1.9 
2.0 
1.9 

1.3 
1.8 

1.6 
1.6 
1.5 

1.7 
1.5 

1.9 
1.9 
1.9 
1.6 
1.6 
1.6 
1.8 

1.8 

1.9 
1.6 

1.8 

0.6 

0.6 
1.1 
1.2 

0.4 
0.8 
1.2 
1.1 

0.6 
1.0 

0.6 
0.6 
0.6 

0.5 
0.4 

0.4 

0.7 

0.6 
1.0 
0.9 
0.8 
0.6 
0.5 
0.4 

0.7 

0.9 
0.6 

0.7 

20 

33 
26 
82 

11 
33 
27 
46 

10 
l2 

5 

470 

20 
VI] 

117 
1,7 

118 
22 

_2-

470 

325 
1!!2 

470 

16 

18 
26 
30 
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18 
29 
22 

13 
25 

12 
111 
11 

7 
7 

-.2. 
16 

16 
25 
19 
20 
12 

7 
..l 
16 

2J. 
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16 

26 

39 
36 

109 

18 
46 

15 
13 

6 

605 

605 

1.22 
1..[Q 

605 

35 

27 
30 
29 
27 

30 
36 

27 
29 
23 

?1 
17 

26 

29 

35 
33 
28 
34 
26 
19 
26 

29 

32 
25 

29 

1.3 

1.1 
1.3 
1.2 
1.3 

1.3 
1.4 

1.3 
1.2 
1.2 

, . 'i 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1.3 
],3 
1.3 
1./, 
1.3 
1.3 
l:..~ 

1.3 

1.3 
l..~ 

1.3 

All 
Cli'::1: 

_( 11) .;._C 
(g) 

0.2 

0.2 
0.1, 
0.4 

. 0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.3 

0.2 
0.4 

0.2 
0.2 
0.1 

" , " .. 
O. J. 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 
0.:-
0.2 
0.3 
0.2 
0.1 
Q.!L 

0.2 

0.3 
Q:.]'~ 

0.2 
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1 
3 

1 
3 
3 

1 
3 
3 

1 
3 

3 
4 
2 

4 

4 
2 

4 

4 

4 
2 

4 
2 
3 
2 
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2 
3 
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1 
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3 
2 
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2 

3 
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1 
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2 
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2 
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1 
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3 

1 
3 
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1 

1 

3 
1 

4 

2 

3 
2 

4 
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1 
1 

2 
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2 
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1 

4 
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3 
2 

3 
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2 
2 

3 

1 
3 
2 
1 

2 
1 

1 
1 

0.8 
1.0 
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1.2 
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1.1 
1.8 

1.5 
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2.7 

1.6 

3.1 
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3.6 
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9.9 

12.8 

'1.6 
4.3 
6.2 

11.4 

5.6 
10.6 
5.5 
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5.7 

1,.3 
5.6 

] O. G 
1B.7 

.' .8 
7.7 

4.7 
7.7 

TOTAL 
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. ___ -...:.DllJ5.1.!iG ·n"l1vl·:.J1'1~/'I1l.:'i....!.\FT.I:i( J'J\_~1.:~l~.:.:!: i~~;:~:~~:" _____ _ 
______ All C1:.J..r.ll' \~19...1'\':.H.LJ.'.t:..!_~!!c' ____ _ 

No of % 
Clients Cl {cnts 

To tal (lnl' ocr Xr-i'-;;i;t--
No of H'Jre Recidv No of 

Cli cnls Arrt':;ts (1l)';'(7) Arr('!;ts 
=(7)-- --(8")"- =-(~j)- --(j.O)-

28 
58 
31 

32 
101 

45 
95 
26 

121 

62 
30 

63 

55 

31 
25 

100 
48 

115 
20 

32, 
52 

131 
29 
20 

47 
53 

182 
51 

76 
38 
62 
43 

31 

47 
63 
45 
35 

116 
I,ll 

8 
52 

10 
34 
82 

8 
17 
17 

13 
63 

21 
39 
12 

29 

37 
14 

37 

23 

19 
18 

56 
21 
38 

2 

11 
26 
58 
10 

3 

25 
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65 
16 
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8 
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11 

9 
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10 

33 
11. 

50 
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62 
59 

29 
29 
55 

47 
41 
46 

24 

60 
47 

59 

42 
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72 
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33 
10 

34 
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31 

33 
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26 

29 
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59 
33 
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32 

36 
36 
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30 
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37 
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3 
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39 
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30 
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14 
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o 
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17 
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8 
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2 
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2 
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29 
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a 
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The t:\ol(~ cllent: ch,lr;lCl~~ri[;Ucfj t.hnt LIll! (·v;l.lu:1tion found Lo have.' Iwd ;.:ffcct('d 

recidivism were age and severity of criminal history prior Lo projecL entry. 

AGE: Clients 20 nnd younr,cr had a higher mar,nitudc of criminal recidivism 

and 1I10re arrests for severe types of crime than did clients 21 and older. This 

was the C.:ise by every measure of l1I<1gnitude and s(werity of criminal recidivinm t11:1 t 

\vas used. 

The highest magnitudes of crim:ina1 recidivism and an:ests for the most sevr,'re 

types of crime \,lere those of juveniles 13 to 15 years old from five divc!rsion pn)jt'cts. 

The measures of magnitude and severity by \\1hich the 13 to 15-ycar·-old juveniles' 

(in one case, 7 to 12-year-01ds) were higher tllan any other age group consisted of: 

1. A client arrest recidivism rate of 51 percent during the year after 

project entry. 

2. A ratio of arrests to all clients of 1.0 (one arrest for ench' c1 i,ent in 

the project) . 

3. Of all arrests, 75 percent for the seven "severe" VCR crimes. 

4. A client arrest rate of 25 percent for violent crimes after project 

entry • 

5. A percentage of all arrests accounted for by violent crime of: 35 percent, 

for the age group 7 to 12." 

PRIOR CRUfINAL HISTOHY: Relationship betHcen the average number of arrests 

before project entry, and criminal recidivism 'YaS positive for those 20 and youllgc'r . 

The relationship did not appear to exist for those 21 and older. For those 20 and 

younr;er the higher the avera~e numb(?r of arrests prior to project entry, the h:i.glwr 

the mngniLucle of J:ccidiv:isllI. 
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RACE ANI) LIlItn CITY: .. -.-~---- ... ~------ Then.: was 110 !3iljnificnnt rein tionshJp bet\oleen r.ncc~ nnd 

(-thl1icHy ,Ind nl'r('~;t: H'dclivjnlll, or violc'nt cr)uw [I1TN,t rat'C'1;, [or six of the 

(;(.!v(~n age r,rot:.pn Hhen tested by the X2 • The reIn tionship ~ ... as siunificant for the 

HI-IS y(.'ar olds on both me.:u:ur.es. The ",hi.te clients had 10Hcr arrest rates tlwn 

Blnck or Spnnish surnamed clients. (1) 1Iowever, approxim~ tcly 75% of the vlhite clients 

,",'ere from a proj ect (YCD) Vlld.ch acceptetl lililny socia-economically middle clnss ,.]hitcs 

\"ho had to be first offenders with non-serious arrest charges. The vast bulk of the 

Blacks and Spani511 surnamed clients, on the other hand, ",ere probably in the lowest 

socia-economic class and definitely had more severe criminal histories. Therefore, 

the finding is inconclusive. 

HEROIN ADDICTION: It ,.;as not possible to evaluate the relationship bct,.;een I 

heroin addiction and recidivism because of the impossibility of determining the 

type of drug from the New' York State Penal LaH charges on the arrest records, as ,.;ell .:-, 

as other reasons discussed on p 21 of the Hethods Section. IIm,Tever, ~ve did deter.mine 

for each of the 18 prujects for the ages of 16 and above the percent of clients ~ho 

had any drug charge on their arrest records prior to project entry. The results show 

that some of the non-drug addiction treatment projects for clients 21 and older had 

very high drug-charge rates. The four proj ects ~-lerc: NAACP, 64 percent of clients; 

Hanhood, 58 percent; Second Chance, 57 percent, and SHARE, 60 percent. These rates ,,'ere 

not much 1 0\·7 or than those in t~.;o proj ccts ~vhich dealt only ~.;ith heroin addicts: ASA 

Cotlrt Ref err(1l, 'I-lith 83 percent; and ARC, "'ith 78 percent. Since the clients of the 

four non-drug treatment projects were almost entirely Black or Puerto Rican, it was 

ar.sumcd thnt most of the drug charges representecl her.oin. This assumptiun is based 

on ('ddence \,;hi"h suggests that poor, adult Blacks and Puerto Ricans at that. time \ . .'ere 

1'n1'('.] y U1il'l"S of cocaine 0 r "soft" drugs, ~-:hich '·lera primarily tlsed by \-:hitcs. 

Ti)'--'-l':-(;r---;;r-l:-('!;l n'c:i.clivJmll tll('X2 value ~\'aG 21.8537 Hith 3 elf. P is equill Lo or lof.!> 

tlWll .l)(lOI. For tl11~ violent c:rilllt\ <1rn'~~t nlte after project entryx2 vms W.t:(329 
\\lith 3 elf. l' is equal to or less than .OOO!I. 

. I 
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Other tll,1n that th('l.'C' were proh;lhly a good])' proport:i.on of IW1-cdn addicts jn 

proj ects [or those 21 nnd older, it is not possj 1>1e to COl1eJ.l.uc anyt:Jd ng about L1w 

ef[cc ts of thi~; on recidivism. 

OTHER CllARACTElUSTlCS: Client motivation, socio-economic level, I..:ducat:i.on, 

stnbility of fam:lly and n host of other characteristics may nffcct Ot.ltcOl1les. 

Since thr.se characteristics were neither 1I1C!nE;Ul~cd nor c:ontrollc'u fOl: in the 

annlysis, it ,ws not posflible to assess their relationships to criminal rcc:i.div:i.slll. 

1I0I-lCver, the population of 68% Black and 25% Spnnish surnamc!d clients ,vcrC'! prohably 

fairly Immogcncous in terms of being poor, and undereducated. Therefore, it is 

possible that these characteristics may not have affe.cted outcome.s. 
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lV. HAS T11E Al~!:EST P.\TE r.o;,Tm ])JlHH:C THE 'YEAR A FTElt PI~OJECT EtlTRY 'filM."! ])Uln:~G 
;J:II-I"--{-:j·'"(-:ci:;,·'--:·-j:-·-'''; -;;-;;l-l·)';-·'~~)--l·;-l;-(;J-'·;-:::;;--'::·~·"":';;-·)-----------------------------

I d I I J\' 1 .i\.l\. 1 h, " j \,. ... '. ,.l.J ,,,tl ,\.J • ______ • __ ._ .... _ .. __ • __ ~_ .. _ ... __ • ___________ • ___ ---4.. ___ ~ __ 

In oth~'r \\'onlE;, did the pro.iecu~ decr(,o~iL' the cri.mi.n<l1 bc'havlor of c1h!nts. 

The rc:~iults wen! mixc·d. For clients 18 ye.:lrs or yOLln~er, the arl-cst rates \-Jcre 

fdgnHicaTltly hjr,itcr cludng the year .:liter project entry, th~n during the sccond 

year prIor to project entry (Table 12 below). 

This vnlS the case for tho age groups 1-12> 13-15, und 16·-18, There \WS no 

significant difference bet\veen the tim rates fOl' the 19-20-ye.ar-01ds. 

T<1ble 12 CO~fl'lJaSm; OF Ar-I~EST RATES nU1~D~G SECmm Y[AR BEFORr~ PROJECT DITRY 
AND nUln:'lG _~~~ YEt.':.l~j.n:I:;!l PROJECT e'TRY -l~YAGE -Gl{CliIp ACROSS PROJ EeTS 

-----
AHRESl' Rll.TE DTJRTKG 

X
2 ---. ~--.-----~~~ 

sr:cO}w Year BEFORE FIRST Y(>ar AFTER 
AGE -'££~jcCl Entrv 

'--~.- -"._-- Project Entry _r;hange Value 

7-12 7 30 + 21. 5611 ~'; 

13-15 18 51 + 137.057;': 

16-18 30 46 + 29. 680~': 

19-20 46 50 + 0, 5/.: e 

21-29 48 37 23.366;', 

30-39 40 29 7 • 210~'; 

If 0-71 40 24 2.682 

* P is equal to or less than .05 

For the clients in the age group 21-29 and 30-39 the arrest rate dtll-ing the 

year after project entry Has significantly 1m('er than the second year prior to pro­

jcct entry. There "laS no significant difference betHeen the yetU-s for those 110-71 

ycm:s of age. 
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v. 

Tl\n anm·wr \·,rm: genern1.1y "ye~l." 

Tho re1n tl Oil [;llip e:d [) ted ncrOGS CleeS) and rOT each of the snVC'l1 n[';e erOU~):; ex-

copt 3.9-20 Dnd 40-71. 

'~hon the ro1ati()n~;ldp bO('\'1<30n a prior and Gubscquc'nt h:tstory of violc'llt cri1::2H 

\laS oxamined by the four crimC.!8 \·'h:i.ch compose it - homicide, forcible rape, rohhery 

and aggravated assault -- the rc1C'tionship held across ages for. rape, roblH'TY and 

Rssanlt> but not for. homicide. 

Table 13 t-TEST VALUES FOR OUTCO:·1ES OF DlfFERE~\CES TIE'JHEE~~ VI01.D:'1' 
CRnIE ARREST RATES AFTER PROJECT E~~TRY: Clicmts i·lith rio Arrest<; 

for VioJ.cnt Crimes Prior to Project Entry Versus Clients 
"lith One or Hare Arrests for Violent Crimes l!riwto-Proj ect Entry 

rhlllicide I R'1pe 
Agp;rnvated AlI VioJent 

Ar!,8 Group Robbery Assault Cdmcs .. -

7-12 a a -2.15* a -1. 69~: 

1'1-15 ;.) a -3.19* -1.00 -3.38''; 

16-18 a a -4.82* -2.19)', -4.39)'· 

19-20 a a -1.37 -1.34 -1.21 

21-29 -1.05 a -1. 79* -3.16;'· -3. 07'l~ 

30-39 a a -0.60 -2.03)': -2.19;'; 

40-71 a a -1. 86~: a -0.36 

Across Aces -0.8/f -2.56'': -5.31* -3.97)': -5. 25~'· 

e'-· No. of clients less than 20. 

*-lirrcst rates n[ter project entry m:e highest for cliC'ntH \vith (lllt' 

or more arrests fOJ: Cl violent crillle prior to project entry. P is 
equal to or 10SH than .05, by a one-tailod test. 

. 

An exmn:i.nat:i.on of the outcomes for each of the snven aGe p,roupn for c![1C'h of the 

cr:i.me~1 ~111O'\lcc1 that there ,,,as ~l rclationnhJp [or rohbery [or nll of the ng(! gnJtljlH 

(,Xl'C1pt l!.J·-20 .:tncl 110-71. S:i.nce arrests for robbcry nccol111t(~d [or 69 pe)~ l:CIlL of" [Ill 
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'rhe rcl[1l:JoM:hip held [or neGravatocl nsst1ttlt [or tho ap,e !.p:oups J 6-18, 21-29 LlnJ 

30-39. 'rhe nU11lber~1 of c1:lenbJ 0.1'1:08 ted [Ol: homid.de Llnd rape in 6 of the Hen groups 

\-lere too f(;\.;' for analysis. An analysis \.,Tns possible o[ hom:i.cidc for the 21.-29 year 

aIds and the relationship \.,Tas not signif':'''nnt. 

Although the relationship Has significD-nL in the groups described above) it d:'_d 

not appear to be linear. The stepuise linear regression analysis discussed on 

(p l}2 ) \-las clone on the lcpcnclcnt variables 1) year of age at project entry, and 

2) a history of at least one arrest for violent crimes prior to project entry. The 

prediction was to the dependent variable of one or more arrests for violent crimes 

during the tHe1.ve months after project entry. 

The results indicated that the relationship between violent crimes prior 

and after project entry was not linear. (1) 

(1) The F vnlues and'c values Here significnn t for the age groups 13-15, 16-18, 19-20, 
21-21,) ancl 35-39. lImvcver, the degrees or freedom \wre qui te high fOl: each of the 
aec croups tested. 

Tho cC11'rclat:j.on of yeor of ar.c> LO the ckpcnc1(!l1t vad.ablc won only significant [or 
. tIl(! Hgc group 16-18. The total varLmcc accounted for by the inc1epcnclnnt: v:1riables 
did not exceed.OS for Dny Q[ the nge croups. 

.' 
In addition to its bnsic objective of dett~nnining the criminological ouL-

COllies of tIw pr.oject s(~rvjces, the evaluaLion h.::tcl SOi1l{~ oLher, non··criminoloi)cal 

objc>ctJvC's that it hoped to accompl~sh. The fiL.;t ,vas based all n desire to fIll 

CJCC's need [or inclivjcluill and cOl:1parntive measures of the project services of 

• remedial reading and job placement as an aicl to progran@atic and adcinistrntive 

decisions about projects. In order to be comparable the statisticul measures 

"]ould have to be standardized) and it ,.,Tas the identifica tion of standard nWClsures 

• that the evaluation undertook, even though other evaluators Hould b(! cloim; the 

measuring. In order to supplement statistical measures the second effort focussed 

on qualitativl;) non-statistical evaluations of individual projects' progralt11:13.tic 

• features and accomplishments. This was to be done by other evaluators ,dy' "!Quld 

follow stanclardized guidelines. 

Pro:j ect Service Results: It "las generally not possible to determine validly 

• wha t the outcomes or proj ect servlceB had been, ur tu E:!B Lablltiil l:iLawlaL'tl ltl\:'cl::;UL eS. 

The o'bj ective became the development of means \\Thereby the individual pro-

jects could measure their mom service outputs, in a standardized fashion, and the 

• effort was concentrated on tHO basic services, job placement and remedial reading. 

Hith the measures standnrdized, it was thought, CJCC \wuJ.d be able 1:0 t!1.:l1,e coc-

parisons between projects. 

• A f:irst step \.,Tas a revie"7 of project proposals so that proposed individual 

evaluation goals and methods could be made uniform. A secondary gain, here, 

\vould be that the criminological investigation being p2rformecl centrally by the 

• evaluation would not be duplicated by the projects. Only a feH first propoDaln 

,",cre rcvicvled in this fashion. More pr01)Os[118 becamc available> '.,Then the pl."O-

j('cts n'aC'hec1 the stagL! of first n"-[undJng, but by then it 'vHS usually too Jato 

• to cst:nhl:inh 01' modify interno.! 0VC11u['tioll gouln or l1lcthoc1n to the cxtent lw('e~;-

r.nry. 

Joh PJncl'lIll:nt, for the purpos('~; of l:h:i!, t:M:k, was llle'nlll: to include nl] StIch 

• 
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. 
vClcHtioll<Jl ~~('lVjC(:!.I i1~; job Lra.inillg, job c\('V(,]Opl!IC'nt", (llId joh plnCl'l!l('IlL. The 

hope , ... as L1wL c:ompari!;OIW o[ 8crviel~s could hL' ncld(~v('d if t he projects .. ·:ould, 

on the basis of accurate records, onnwcr tllcSC five qucGtions: 
\ 

1) Hh:1t proportion of those clients rc[c'rrcd to jobs are placed? 

2) At ",hat entry-level '''32c? 

3) By 'vhat Department of Labor DOT classifications? 

4) .For how long? 

5) If they have left, \"hy? 

In those projects that provided job placement services, primarily Second 

Chance, Hanhood, and NAlI.CP, the big stumbling block V.Tas the availability and 

accuracy of records. The proj ects "lere community-based and staffed by para-

professionc.ls, \',\lOse experience generally did not include record -keeping. \~'hen 

"outside" evaluators "Tere employed by these proj ects either to assess results or 

to provide technical assistance in the form of staff training, the results were 

little better. The research results tended to be academic and tangential; the 

staff training did not address the accuracy or standardization of records. 

Remedial Reading ,,,as the most common service offering in CJCC-funded pro-

je~ts that undertook to provide remedial education. A standard measure of reed-

ing achievement \>las available for projects with school-age children in the 

Hetropolitnn Reading Achievement Test. 

TIlere was little success in the attempt to make the use of that test stan-

dard in CJeC projects and in the evaluation of those projects by outside evalu-

ators. The test was required for several Probation Department remedial rendinp, 

projects \>lith school-age children, along with the CAT and ABLE tests for Depart-

mont of Corrections projects with clients older than school-age. 

There \'l~W great resistance on the p."}rt of the projects, pnrticulnrly Lhose 

unc\er tbe Prohation DL'pilrtmcnt. TIlC'ir stnffs cited concern that the te~;tt; nrc' 

culturally hia:w(l and unfair to the' proj ('cts I predominantly JUack and Sp.:mi1':h-

r.urnmlH'c! popul<ttions. Ench projC'ct, (mel it.n outsidc' nvaluatorn, \-lilnl:ccl to Uil0. 
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:1 "[>".l·tc,,·I' l'c'.',·l', e'·:I-"·1 (> l' 1 l1 • ,,~ .'. :'L. 11(, (l. ne,,' Y-C]'(':I ·C'l , 

. 
l1w cV:11u<lt'ion's PO!;tt ion \<Ins L11:lt so 1011g iH; the proj('c·ts d(~alt \".ill! t~l~\V 

York City cldlc!J:en, the test used by the dty'~; public GchooJ!, for thdr 0"111 

c1ecision·-maldng \':a8 the r:10st pertinC'nL test. If the project~; could ':leldL~VC ser-

vice results tl1"t the t(~st could not measure, sllch resultf:: ('auld be counted as 

not very importnnt so far as the children "Il!re concernt~d. 

The possibility of bias in the test, for the use intend(~d, \"OS not: a slg-

nificant issue. The intention \'laS to measure projects compnyntivcly, not i11-

dividual children. In a project evaluation, \vith the bias essentially equal 

for the individuals, it could be controlled for. So long as each project used 

its own test, and if they all \>lere different from the test used by the ci.ly 

schools, there ",ould never be a way to compare projects. If at some point the 

schools changed to some otht:!r, presnmably less biased test, the projects could 

all then change to the use of that test, also. 

Finally, it \'laS pointed out repeatedly that: the projects could, for \\'hat--

ever reasons they felt important, administer as many additional tests as they 

\vanted to: The comparative evaluation, hO\\1ever, Hould be based on the OI1C' test 

standard for all projects. 

'rhe final outcomes of the issue or of the individual or compar.:ltivc accom-

plishmcnts of the remedial reading services i_s not.: knmm to the evaluaLion. 

Other Services: The most important additional service provided by projects 

was lrcal assistance and screening for recommendntions of diversion or non-

diversion. TIle outcomes of legal services appenI' to be quite good in tcrms ,of 

tIl(! provision o[ defense nttorneys to the projc'ct clients. The outcomes (other 

thnl1 cr:Lminolo[;j cal) of lllC' diversioll sc'rvi ces prov.i.c1r .. d to the courts, p:n"ticll-

l;1~~lY by the j lIveni 1e pruj t~C t n \Vere C:OllBLdl'rt'c1 good by tl1C' C(lU~' LS, fundJ ng 

ag('nd.c~H, proj ('ets and out:; Ldc ('vnl WI tors. The courtn }"('1<'11[:('(1 J.nrf'.(> 1lI1111hvrs 

of cl1(,1lt"S to tIll' projC'c-t-f:, L'ven :in C'{lSN) ",hc')"(' f.lw cJiC'nts lta(1 flC'V(')-\' nl1(l 
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lengthy prior crjrainol records. SOlla~tjmC:.J, tId :.: ',,'dS beC:llWe of entllwd.c:wtic 

advocacy on the part of project stnff. 

~Ci.('ncr"£.L_01Il~(~~~!:,::~.: Host proj eels were not [1blu to provide services to the 

ntlWheT and tyP('S of clients contracted for dudl: l ; 1;11eir first year of operalion., 

~lis was due to problems of implementation duri~~ that year and in many cases 

overstated project goals for that year. 
) 

Follo\<ling implementation durinr, the second [l.L1.c1ing period, the proj ects 

were generally better able to meet their controctu&l goals in terms of the number 

of and types of clients that services would be prc~idcd to. 

This prohlem is not restricted to the LEAA-fl\1"j::;1.cc.l proj ects, but is Clfdemic 

nationally and has characterized most new projects funded by OEO, DOL, and HEH. 

Standard Project Nonitorins Service: In addition to the quantitative mea-

sures, the uniform monitoring system was to be sup~lcnented by the addition of 

standardized impressionistic reports by senior evalu.Etors \dth program experience 

and observational skills. Such reports can be produced more quickly than sta-

tis tical ones and can assist program administration ES well as CJCC decision-

making on such issues as refunding. The evalu"ation prepared standard outlines 

for such reports and participated in the selection of evaluators. 

The plan had mixed success. ~lere were too few ~ualified evaluacors of 

this type available and too little central coordinat:'.c: .. an'd supervision by CJCC 

or the cvtlluat:ion project. A number of such evaluat:i.c~,;s \0,7ere undertaken and 

completed, ho~cver, and their findings were used by CJec in refunding decisions, 

A~;sistance to GJCC's decision-making about refun~~.ing or institutiol1:1l1zing 

of individual projects through the provision of crimin010gical data was not suc-

cessful. Most of the proj0cts had not accumulated enough clients to permit evalu-

ation by the end of lheir first funding period, USUQlJ.y from 12 to 18 months after 

thc'y b(·['".\11. SOlllo did not have C'l1oup,h clients when tl1c'::'r IJEA/\ funds ran out, nnd 

instil"tltic)Jwlj:;.:ation ~·.'as the isslIe, 801\10 of the projects for \vhich such p1~oblo::!:.; 

arone m:e inc.Jml('cl in Table 1 , p. 30, \.;11Jc11 lists the: projects f01: 'vldch cl.:lta 
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\l('1:e eo)] (~C t ('rl. 

It took the evaltHlU.Otl fnll') t\vO to three yC'nrs Lo knOi'} \d l"11 conficlL'll('(' lIw 

l'l'aSons· for the! unavailability of criminological aSSNwnwnt. A~ a proj ('ct" in its 

()\-.'!1 rtr,ht, it sll:J.rcd ,.;rith the scrvjcc' projects general problems of implc:11cntat:!on, 

Staffing, and the dev('}oprncnt and perfection of procc~dt1rcs, led to delays in the 

schcc1uh! of activity, It took t'·l0 years to resolve satisfacl:odly the mydad 

metllodological problems connect~d with the collection of project data and the 

retrieval and processing of arrest histories (pp.26-35).During that entire period 

it was not clear wIlether these methodological roadblocks, or the insufficient 

numbers of proj ect clients, ",ere the basic cause of delay. 

As an interim measure, six-month recidivism figures Here reported to CJCC, 

with the strong admonition that these were to be treated as preliminary, It was 

not until the June, 197LI, Interim Report that both six-month and t,.;relve-month 

recidivism rates "rere reported for 15 of the 18 projects, Even then) CJCC and 

, t · d I'ot to con.lp~r .. n_ proJ'ccts with each othe~, since Division pcrsonne_ were cau'~one ~ ~ u 

their cliE'ilts I levels of severity of prior cdminal history had not yet beem 

established, and there Here no figures on the severity and types of crimes re-

ported by most of the arrest rates, 

d ' d ' tl1n~e reports to the Cit)1 or the State aLout No rec:ommen atJ.ons "lere ma C ,Ul '-_ 

rofunding or institutionalizing any of the projects on the 'basis of the crimino­

For tl1"_l'r part, tIle CJ.'ty and State staffs were hcsitent to base logj.cal results, _ 

refunding or institutionalization decisions on the rm'l arrest rates that were pl:0-

vided to them, nor were there many caGes in \vhich they could have been used. 

b ' 1 lo<·'el~ tll,"11 a1ll1ual l:a tes. and the Six-month rates, f.or example, \'lCl:e 0 VJ.ous y w _ " , 

. 'f t rc"te ~ft")· sJ.'x montlls ,.;rns d:lfficult to determine "11th no mcnn1nB o' an arres' u u ~. 

stall(1<lrcl of cOlIlp~l1~ison and no kno\')]C'c]ge of the types of er:i.minn1 bell.:wior H'pre-

, "I . 1 II 1 /\] though some of llw nnnual arref;t l.",ltl'S for a proJe'cl' \.Jel:C llfj 1 .y 

] GO t 1 tIl e time these \'o'C'rc! t"<'pol"t:c'd any l"C';t[;olltlhl e cd teria, fOJ: 0XOlllpe pen~0.n ., )Y 

tn the ,interim report, mont refund i Ilg c1L'ci.s ions tllld ~;r)lilC of the dc!c:U;Jonn nholll 
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in!; l:.i Lutional1.zCl Lion had already bN'll made. 

It was the evc:d.uCltion project's !Jolley not to 1"e1(-a13(, nny of the pn::'iminiH)' 
I\n in,trDdurlnry pojnt: l1lJt lw('(lH to bc' nwde js nn ok;('::vation ahouL r(~h:lhili-

• 
-criminolofiica1 cIa ta '.vb.::! tsoc'ver to anyone at Dny time 0 ther t bm tha t submi t ted to 

• tatioll .:md divcrsion as project scrvi.ccn. Sinc.e one ontir(' conclwdon 11; clevotl'c1 
CJCC as part of our contrnctunl reporting requirements, unless expressly ~p?rov(!d 

to relwbilj.Lation, ,lOci another to divc~rsion) some of the ana]y~al[; Hjl1 11(' elem·(!l-
by CJCe in a very few cases. Understandably, project staff and State nnd City. 

if the observation, not previously discussed, is made. 

• monitors, as \o7ell as others yJOuld frequently ask about "cdli1inological evaluation • Given the reductioll of crime ns the ul timcltc' o~)jl'ctivc of the projects that 
outcomes" but ,vere not given 2.ny infQ}:r.l~ltion and were referred hacl,;; to senior 

are thE:' subjc'ct of this report, rehabilitatiolt is f.l method by \,-,h:i.ch most or them 
agency staff. TIlis procedure was used for requests for information from other 

hoped to accoli1plif;h that objective. The means of providjng reh'1bi11lation ucre 

• Criminal Justice agencies or foundations, as well. • such project services as job placement, remedial education, or counseling. 
By 1973 it had become apparent that the evaluation when debugged would still 

DivCl:sion, as tl1Bt term has been used so far in this report, has stro~scd 
not be able to provide criminological assessments for mosi projects funded by 

the concept of an alternative for the criminal justice system through \,hich :i.t 

• CJee in time [or refunding and i.nstitutionalization decisions. At that point 
could dispose of a case without resorting to either detention or incarceration. 

it ivas understood that most projects "lOuld be unable to accumulate· enough clients 
The element on which that use of the term focussed was that during tllG alternative 

for evaluation by the time refunding or institutionalization decisions fell due. 
period a client had an opportunity to cormrd.t cri;acs that i,ould not have bN:n aVi1j}-· 

• The focus of the evaluation shifted, therefore, ivith· the approval of the • able during detention or incarceration. 
CJCC director, to questions that would enable decisions about CJee policy across 

One additional point to be made is that diversion can be and is also used as 
proj ects. For example, yle included in our extension of our contract at that time 

an alternative to the prosecution of charges against an arrestsd person. I\s a ro-

• the gaul of relating the severity of a client's prior criminal history to the • suIt of this alternative, no determination is made about the personts guilt or 111-
likelihood of criminal behavior after project entry. It was our intention to 

nocenee. A period of sntisfactory conduct i\'hile receiving the projcct',s rehnbjlj-
evaluate our data so that one could predict more accurately what type of clients 

tative services is usually considered sufficient basis for dropping the charg2s. 

• would be most benefited by what type of projects, and what types of clients would • Anothe)~ point, tha t may not have beon clear from previous discussion of rcha-
not. More emphasis was placed on the assessment of violent crimes. 

bilita tion and diversion as proj ect services) is that they are 1.n no ,,,ay compa)"abl(' 

• • 
to each oth':-r. 1\ project is not either a relwbilitation project or a div('rnion . .--- -
project. Diversion is mere]y a mc.::!ns by \-.1h1ch some projects come by their c]i('l1U;. 

ReliabiJltnt::lon is a method by I,'hieh Romo projects hope to recluc(' or el:imin;lte till' 

crillli.nal bl'lwvior of t heir clients. • • 
BOllI(' proJ(!c:L8 provilh-c1 b'oth l'l'hablljtOlt:ton <Inc! divendol1, e.g., NelglJllOrllll(l(l 

,- , 

• • 
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Smite proje'cU; provided almost not.lting at-bC-I: tlwn dlv('J"sJon, e.g., Al.ler-

Ililtives lu. IkLc'nLinn - ProL,ltion. 

• 
;'011](' pr(Jj(('I'~; Lh,tt "ill('orporntc'd both relwh:i.1Ltation ,md divcrsjon scrvjcL"!s 

I . L1' f')I·lr.·~ll (]1'd I'Ot·. 'l)l'O\ll'd(~ j.>olh to nIl their clients. Some in t 1(') r prog1';l;:;,ll-1' c ,_ • 

• eli ('nl fl n-cC'iv{'d only diversion, others only l"cl1.1hilitation. 

In adclj (:j ClH, it should no t be ovc>rlooked tlw t: 

1. 'l1lC primary provj (kr of diversion services to a court is its prohn tion 

• ann, Hhich h::w nvailnblc to it fOllllS of diversion 0 ther than, and in addiU.on to, 

tbe services offered by such projects as those studied in this evaluation. 

2. Probation departments usualJy retain legal jurisdiction over a diverted 

• 1 · e\'" 11 thou'2h both the recommendation of diversion and the rehabiliLltive c lent, ~- (, 

services are provided by a project. 

3 In "o',n" cl as 'I,T~!ighborhood Youth Diversi_on, the di.stinction be-. '" '- cases, SU. 1 ... 

• tween t:c status prOJCCLS _ I OJ.C" ~ c~il1J pl'.t)b~tion departments may' have become bl~rred be-

C(luse the divers loon "'0 , m;ollt J10t have been made if tbe proJ"ect had not recOIilmcnded it. 

Finally, the or len t(l tion of the evaltw tion places 'maj or empi1asj.s on violen t 

• crimes. lvi thin this orientation, the conclusions [10\\1 from the results, <lnd the 

recollu!1undations fr.om the concJ.usions. Th-' justification is that it is violent 

cril1lc!s tllat have the most traumatic impact on victi.l1ls and produce attitudes 

• and 11(-11a\'ior important enoll~~h to deterr.line. the [cite of the entire city of New 

York. 

• 

• 
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• The faiJure \-Jas particularly ",Iith juveniles, [Incl in relation to violent crime. 

• 

The judgment is bascJ on the criminnl recidivism of project clients. 

great cost to both society and t!H? victims because of the magnitude ~\l1LI severity of: 

tIle criminal behavior, The criteria used to make the determination can be questioned, 

ThCl~e are t\,]O 1) the cost. of the outcomes of the recidivism which is by far the most 

important, and 2) the coraparison of proj ect outcomes Hith those of available com-

parison ("control") groups. 

Cost of Recidivism to Society and Victims: Of the 2,860 clients from 7 to 71 

f 1 182 41 percent, were arrested a total of 2,072 times during the years 0 age, , ,or 

12 months after proj ect entry. These arrests reflect several thousand victiIJS and 

many millions of dollars in the cost to victims of theft, property dnmage and injury. 

Of these arrests, hm"ever, 29 pc:rcent, or 605 vlere for violent crimes, This U11-

derstated meesure of criminal behavior means that there were at least 605 victi~s, of 

whor.l about 50 \Vere killed or raped end 555 robbed or severely assaultc'd (1) Just 

this portion of the outcome, in and of itself, leads to the judgment that the cost of 

the recidivism both to society and to the victililS is to_o hi gh. (Table 8 ,p 3!. ) 

If the cost is examined by age and severity (f prior history, the concl.usi,on 

docs not change. For exnmp1e, the best outcomes in terms of recidivism were for the 

two age groups of 30-39 and 49-71. For th~ 314 clients, 30-39, the recidivi~;m 

rate Has 29 percent. This rate was the second lowest of any of the age groups, 

but 19 percent of the J.!I7 arrests ,,,ere for 28 violent crimes, The 55 oldest cliC'nts, 

40-71, had a 24 perccnt recidivism rate an o' _ arrea ~ d 6 f 23 Ct0 Here for violent crimes. 

f tIl ", 30-39 yem: old clients and the 6 vi ctir.1S The 28 victims of violent crimes 0: ~ 

of the 55 oldc!~ t client fl arc also j ude,cd as too high a con t, 

. The GC'vel:1l.y .. u .. _ _ of tlle I" .·.··,·.v·,· ""l"('",'·:t Ill.story \·ms not related to nrrt'!Jt n·ci<.U.vjmil 

for thon(~ c] icnlu ?1 or 01de1' (p 76) . '1'} f if. 011J.y the OU!:C(ll1lC'!; for tl1oHI.' 20 lCl"C ;ore, . 

" t 
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I Ill' .1('Mlt <.,·(!\'l').'r.' (111(> fl')' ,[, ()f f J 1 \ , , " :" . ,our l'Ve, .:;) f(l): tlw t agl' group 

(T;!J.ll' () ,p.e~i ). TId:; p,roup hile! a 24 PCl'Cl'l1t rt'c1clJ.vjnJa ratp and vJo]cnt"cril:IC 

All of. 

the> c1i(,lIu; .ill lhis eroup \"pre from onC' proj('('t) YCB, \.,1hich ncccpte'd only first- , 

off('nclr'l'U vdth llon--fC')ol1Y arn·~;U:. Tho group .:11so cont<llnod n high proportion of 

T!liddlc"-c1;w8 \Jhill'!';, l1lis finding is [1] no too costly nn oUtC01IlC!, in terms of vic-

t:ilW;, [Iud the pl'oject efforts with these clients must nlso be c':lcc:ounred a fhi.lure. 

A goncral observation is that the 40 percent recidivism rate 

ro1' 1IlC' cntire group of 2,860 clients \,'as d 1 1 oxcee e( ,y many of the subgroups (Table 

8 , p, 8!1 ). 

TIle judgment is arbitrary; it is not comparative. Asswne it could be shown 

that other types of projects) or no projC'cts at nIl, yield results in recidivism 

rates and number of victjms 20 percent higher than the outcomes attributable to the 

ProJ'~cts ~tudJ.'ed. l~lie a tIt d b - cua ra "CS an nu~ ers, now relativel~ low, would still be 

jud~cd lOO iligh. If it could be demonstrated that in an additional year of opera-

tion with progrnm innovations thesc projects could improve their record by 25 per­

cent, rcdudng to 450 the 600 or so victims Hho had been killed, raped or robbed, (1) 

the number '.;Quld still be too high to be judged other than a failure. 

As a nwasurc of the arbi tJ:m:inei,s, assume thn t the discussion is on. tho (~ffeC' tn 

of a nru1 medication for treating a c~mmunic.:1ble diseasc such as mcasl.cs in a aroup 

of 2, g60 1)~n;Ons, If a <>]' dc> c,rr."ct of c t' t' f 1 I . D .. , ~L~ ,u'J.ng a par'lon 0" tIC meas as cases vere 

the inf';:~eLion of 600 people \dth a muLa tior. of the original virus; if there \Vere 

(,VC'll a [rae tioll of fn tali ti os, inJ' ut--;C!P, c .... lid ff' ft· ..... ." su 'er~ne o' tile vlctjms of violent criuc's, 

thtTL' iB little question that tIle rntc of death, injury and suffering ",ould be COI1-

sicl(,rt~d too high. 

In cOlwldt'l",illg the judf.',tn(,lll "I.in.:l, II it l' p U~~(>[ll] t'C) , 1 I , t. .~ - COIl!; 1< or \-I 1ll t \VouJ d he ".1.m", II 

or <l('e\'pt;lhll~ ~lf, a co:;t .1.n f;tlell C'"il'.C'lllll,r·,[',:111('('.",. Cl'l' '\' '\ J1 f . ,,'JZl'lW In( JVJ\ll<L, YO): th(:m:;l'lvL!s, 

1111)' l' fl' 1 ' . 1(. n\llh 111 t \(' control!: OVl'r (lrlll'.1: and fOOtlH, \vh:i ell ilpJlonr to conn-id\~r Vl'l'Y 
Jll!\it(~d,J.ll)lI,IY, p,J.i.u nut! tll'dlll (00 Id!;h 11 pricl'. 

(l) II r ,I;;! ;.lll] ( vd 
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J at::ioll to cr~l1lc. Thc provir;ion of j ob13 and ot.lwr ~;C'rv lees to cl kIlts in not n port i-

nent benc:fit, sillct! the projects \'lL~l'e. funded with money from LEAA, intended for the 

, 
prcwcnUon amt control of crime. The same services mieht be juclecc1 l)end~5.ts if fund-

cd by non-crime-control sources, such as BEly or Dcpnrtmcnt of I,obor. 

A possihly valid benefit is that of a "savi118" over the alternative or not pro-

viding the proj c'cts, 1. e., the assumption thnt there Hould be even more rC'cj.divism 

"7:ithout th(~ praj eets; In a 8cction that fo110\,8, Comp.:1risons, it: is show11 to be Ul1-

likely that there Hou1d be a difference bet,.,1een having and not having the proj ('ctE;. 

lIoHcver, even if it Here true that the proj ect services resulted in less crililinaJ 

recidivism than Hou1d be the case without the proj ects, it should be noted thll: 

. 
there are yet other alternatives for ,'lhich the coruparison hus not been made. Fot' 

example, the 1L •• 6 million dollars of funding might be given directly to the c1ientn (1) 

to spend as they choose to rehabilitate themselves, or invested in courts and co1'-

rectionn1 facilities so that there might be an increase in crime prev(~ntion and 

deterrence. 

. 
Another benefit might be that the rehabilitation services provided results in 

less "suffering" for the clients. In this case, sufferil1g is defined as the fcel:i.ll<.:s 

of the recidivist, having been apprehended, going through the rather unca1l1fol'tabl(~ 

procedures of the criminnl justice system. This point is only applicallle to tl~t 

proportion of the non-recidivating clients \01110 might have recidivated in the <lbscncq 

of the proj ects. The remainder, the clients \.,1ho \,'ou1d not. have recidivatc>d in any 

cnse, Houlel only have "suffered" not receiving the project services, \·,hich hafl al-

rendy been shm"n to be an. inappropriate criter:loll [or these projects. The si,:e of: 

the first group is, of course, almost impossible to determine, but the propcll'tJoll 

Il\;)y be fairly 1m". In ~l1ly case, the totn1 mllilber of arrc:;l:s 8U[';ecstB that pn)h:lb1y 

thcl'e arc morc victjnu.i of recidivimn than t Iw tot',ll Illllnl>cr of c.1 ir'nt.s \.:110 :Il'C TWIl-

rce:f<1ivjHl'S. 

"(Yf'-;i'l;'{s'''Ts the' totnl nUlllhc'l' of clc<l.ln'Cs durini\ the fundinr, per'l.ad whi.ch may cont ,yin 
oV(,)' tW'llLy LimN; tile 2,860 e]i~nu; c'vnlu:lt'l,din tId!: report. 
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rt'ha1>lllt"ltlon [i('rvlct!~l provjtlt'd by the projects. 

Un;L \wre vdtl! nltc.rn;::tUv(!s tlwt generally cUd not provide rch.:lbilitntion serviccs, 

Tllt' (lC'cO!1tl Here bC't\,'c(!l1 the evaluation's O\.;n arrcst rates for clicntc before ond 

Thase Included some of the projects in the evaluation, 

other projects in r;(~~ .... York City, and other projects elsc,·chere. 

a. V('E~"_C(ll:..tr_oJ.: The Vera control group \'7<1S select"_d by 1 " t lC. Vera eval-

uation team for comparison with the Vera project Wildcat. (1) The control group 

was "urwcrviccd" in the sense th .... t -rt T'l'"'S not . d I . 1 b' d 1 u J.. , '-' prov~ ec u~t 1 SU SJ_ izcc e;l1ploymcnt 

nncl other St1pp01~tive services by the proj ecL The membm:s of the control group hnd 

to finel their 0\'.'11 jobs or s ervic os. 

WlOll <ln~Qst recidivism rates at: the sama levels of severity and nge 

are compared, the rates fOI' the Vera con troJ. 5',rOU'1 "7eI'e tlll.!" 2 ~ r' same among .1-to-29-

yc-[ll~-olds as in ARC, and among 30-to-39-year-olds as in Vera Hildcat, 1\8A, (3) 

NAACP. (Table 11, p. A-112) 

1n the Hcthocl Section, Table 1J., pA-·l12.,shm·mth;::t if the arrest reciuiv:if;::J rates 

had been Lestcd for each age 8rouP by conbil.ing the levels of severity) the rates 

for tilt! Vera cu--,ltr-r-,1 "b1-nll"l~_ fn" 1'he 21 to 29 Jd ld 1 1 -- --, __ L _ • - -. -ycar-o" G WOU laVe )een statistically 

equal to thOHC of projects Secone! Chance, SlIM~E, Vera Hi1dcat, DCC, H.1nhoo(1) A8A, 

NAACP (lntensive), ARC and lMACP (Non--intensive). \-:hen the Vera control's recieli-

vj.!;m rate for 30·-to-39-year--ol·1 .s i·.';'>~ Coml)"'re,l to tl f tl . t h u_ u_ u. "lOSe 0" "le pro.Jec 'S, t ere i,'ere 

(? ) 

0) 

l:l":il'dt.';lll, Lucy N. nml 2io:1C1, Jl:1J)S, First Annll.:11 H.c~;earclJ Rc'port on SU1)portcd 
Lmpl(lYli;Vlll, Vera lm;l:i.LutC'. of Junl:.ice, OetoDOl:, 19'73. 

Tid!: i:; \lOt' rt true !lcontrol" ,r~I'()l''''' 11, ut _ ' i.l C0111P<:lrJ.son group. 

1 t :ill,ltd d llL' 11(1 tl'll thu l ;\SA ref crrt'cl iU; Cl'ICllt:~! to s: ')111 (' .. <;0 
1 1 

.... .. .. , -' other P"oJ'('cttl for 
r(' ld )i U t:l t i(\11 f:cr\- 1.C(\H. 
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111) diJJvl"L'IlC(!S for tJH!£H~ l)roJ'C'ct .. '-' ('ll'cl C0111I)()11('.111".':', I'CC " I J SIC' .J , _) , lldnloo, CCUlll lldllCL', 

ARC, Vera HUc1cat, NAACP(j), NAACP(n), [Iud ASA~ 

The rCfjults suggest t11(lt for the clients 21 ,:l11tl olcler there was no clHfl;!rencc, 

as fllr as criminal recidivism Has concerned, . bet\vecn rt'cdvJ.ng rclwbiliLativc £;(..!r-

vices from the o.val un ted proj ect£.;, and being in u r,rollp in '(vhich SOllle ell d and ~;OllW 

did not receive sOlile kind of service from other sources. 

b. OLhd~ Control Co~~pariso;~: Bernstein, engaged to evaluate BYCEP during its 

first funding period, (l2.n~r:d to modify the method as proposed by this 0.valuatioll. (1) 

As a result, th~ findings could be compared with this evaluation's. In this study, 

the arrest recidivism rates for 2t+6 clients aged 16 to 18, compared La rales for 375" 

"controls" of the same age, Here not significantly different. 

Finally, there have been other control-group attempts aoong the projects, such 

as in Neighborhood Youch Diversion, but the outside evaluators \vho undertook them 

used measures of recidivism and methods of analysis that arc not compm~i.:.ble to those 

used in this evaluation. 

In conclUSion, it appears necessary to stress that s~me of the persons in the 

two control comparison groups cited above received rehabilitation services from 

other projects. Hence, the findings with respect to those groups nrc at best sug-

gestive only. 

Before-and-After Compnrisons: The results sho\\'ed t\W age g170ups for HlJich the 

, comparison of the second year prior to proj ect entry and the year after proj ect entry 

produced significant differcnce. For clients 18 and younger, in tile year afte~ pro­

j ect entry there \Vas a significant increase. For the clients 21 to 39 in the yoar. 

after proj oct entl:y, thel:C.\ \vas a significant decrease. For the other ages the 

differences were not significant. 

(l) " ]It'rnslein, BJnnclH!, ct. u1. Evnlu1.lt.ion of th(~ B~lS:i(~ Youth CO!l~!\llmjty EduCdtiou 

l'rogr~lm (ByeEp) d()IIl< .. li1~;Lr:lt:iOll Pl-Ojt'c:t. CCllltC'l:' for NUl, York City Affairs, t;l'\.J 

School [or Sodal J{e!:c:l1~clt, JuJy, 19'72 

... -... - -.,.. 
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'1 ]t" 5,'(.'··'C.'1.:1J. [·'cl.on; Jl'l'. notnble. First, Lll;lt the co:n-In Jllterprt·tJ.ng t I('!W r(~utl .. " . v· - u 

Ume in \'Jlljeh the cJients ",Cl:e "at risk" "lith rc­p.:trif,OlW \,ll~rc not control J eel foJ:' 

to rc.cl.c11vi!';Ill. 'flint is, it \,1118 not knO\vll for whnt pOJ:'Uon o[ l.he 12 lllontlw r.pect: 

have been :i.ncilll:lblc of l:0.cici:ivi f;m, sncb as pC'riod~.l of: l1ftct' project: entry they may 

. Second. that in these cases 1.Hcarcerat:ioll, ch·t;c:ntioll, or physical incap.::tcitat~on. , 

'1 "] gl.·OtlP<~, l',leasured for the flame period, there vwrc no control comparisons \nt 1 SlJn:t. .. flr ~ 

\lhic,h had not l:ccciv0.d pJ:'oj ect sel:vices. 

a. Cl.,.1c!nt:!, 7-]~"L(>al'~0J.c1: Hithin this gJ:'Oup the increase \·laS particu-

larly large -- fror.l 7 to 30 percent -- for the 7-to-12-yc!<ll:-olc1s, and for the l3-to-

15-Y'i.!nr-olds, [or '''hom the increase \-laS from 18 to 51 percent. For those 16 to 18, 

the increasc \'ms not as lnrge. 

f 1 ;11crec"ses mc:.y be attributable to the importance Some of the magnitUde 0 t lese ... 'L 

of the t\\lo-year period) and in particular for the younger clients. The. difference 

(! ·ua. 1J.' t')' of c";nlJ.'nal behavior bet~·]een the 11th and 13th year, for in quantity and _ .. .>. 

. On tbe. other hand, reports fro!!! all ovpr. the instnncc, enn be cspceinlly drama tJ.C. 

Un:i.t<?d States :i.n recent years have shO\vn high rates of incrense :in criminal behav .. 

ior at these ages. Therefore, it ~.;ras concluded that most of the increase found by 

the evaluation \·las prok.b:'y valid. 

Since the nation-wide reports are for juveniles not necessarily provided with 

rehabilitation services, those figures may form an analog of a "contro1
11 

group. 

This St1ggC!sts that the proj cct rehabilitation scrv:i ccs, \-Jhile not resulting ill a 

d 1 dJ.·cl not cause the increase. ccrcasc, a. so 

b. C1:i ('nts 21-,39 YearG of !:-r;r,e: 
------------ ._-.. - ... _----- The decrease in criminal nctiv:i.ty from the 

second y(I1.11' prior t.o project entry to the ycnr after, for p1:oject clients, :is also 

t ' 11 A~._ ~·.Lth the 7-18 year-olds, similar to tlwt: reported for this age group no "lOna ... y. /\ - 1 

the: nat jon:)]. repoL'tf; CCll:l1d ne r.etvicecl and 11tm-,scl:viced Cl:iCJltS, and m;)y il] so be 

] . r - rt·(, '1'11·J'~·, ,,,] .• ··~o ~,·tl(·(r,e.",tf·. tllrlt t·.l'(\ l)yo.'j(lctG cOlwi<lert'll il contro . c'OI:IPU1·1.r.()n 0: ~;o ... ,. ." -~ - tH - • 1 
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(ll~cr<',H:es of crimin:1l <lcl::i.vj ty fur thL' youllf:l'r ilud oluer clients respectively nrc 

probably valid. If one accepts tllat the rC'portfJ CDn l)(~ consiti<'>l:cd a form of con-

troJ. comparison, it nppeCll's that tl1e projects' rt'lwbilitation services did not 

caune either the increase or decrease. If one docs not acccpt the control com-

parison, the relationship of the proj ects' rehabilitation services to the f inJinss 

is not analyzable. 

Neithrr the compar:! S(1118 of: proj ect ~lients '-lith "unset"veel" gro11ps nor the 

before-anci-after measuref; of client arrest rates produced results that could 1'os-

sibly be interpreted as supporting the assertion that the projects' rehabil~ta-

tive services decreased the arrest recidivism rates of the clients. 

Generalization of Conclusions: It is legitimate to question \·}hcthcr results 

from 18 i,lidely differe.nt proj ects can justifiably be generalized to the r.mch 

larger number of proj ects not only uncier CJCC, but in Ne\v York C:i ty generally. 

Clearly this is not possible from a statistical standpojnt on the basis of 18 pro-

j ects _ However, another form of j Llstification is submitted. 

Many of the 18 proj ec ts 'were "model" proj cc ts, in the sense that their spon-

sors were funded generously to plan and develop programs and propcsaJ.s so that 

innovative and sophisticat'ed designs and rationales \."ould be available. Once ac-

cepted, the funding of the proposals was generous in terms of staff, facilities) 

staff-client ratios and per-capita client dollars. Such projects included: Pro-

bab'ion-··Urbnn League, Bronx Community CounseJ.ing, Neighborhood Youth Diversion, 

Vera-Hildcnt, and the ASA Court Referral Proj ect. 

Others in the group of 18, ho\-Jever, were not so generous 1y cndm:cd. }fosL1y 

these vlere the conIDlUnity-bnsed proj ec ts, such <l s l'roj ec t Hanllood and the Atldiet:1.l111 

Research Center. In terms of the levels of fundinG nwcJe available in the pnt;t f(>\~ 

ciC'c.::tdc's for r.ocinl pro[;rams, the size and casP'·loads of staff, rIw nvnil:t1d 1 i.t Y o[ 

planning grants, [lnd other such me:H,ureB, tlwsc prO~nll1l8 could be cnnr.:i.lIcrell lIavvr'~ 

" nge. 

~1"",~~··.7'-· "c",.~!""" 
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gulu; than tl1cir less-cudo\Vcd p(~CrH. For exnmp1e) Project Hanhoocl's nrreflt re-

c.idivj~;Ji1 rates Here no different from t:h()!~l! of Bronx COI!'liltlllity Coun!lC1in~ for the 

ngp. group 30-·39, at the first levC'l of sC'verHy. Simi1nrly, NeiGhborhood Youth 

D;ivendon I f; rates for 7 to l2-ycar-oltls Here not diff erc.nt than those for the Pro-

t~stnnt Board of Guardians' project. 

FurtJ.ie:c, uhen the proj ects Hith clients aged 21 to 29 Here compared across 

levels of severity as part of Lhe validation methodolo;:;y (see p A--ll2), there \:.:;re 

no significant differences among the arrest rates of Project Manhood, Second Chance,' 

SIlARE, NAACP (Intens:iv(~)) Vera-Control and ARC, and Vera--Hildcat, ASA, and BCe. 

Hhen the proj ects ~vere eor.:pared for the 30-39 year-old group there ~vere also no dif­

ferences betm:~(m the t\·:o types of proj ects >1) 

Against this statintical backGround there are other observations about these 

proj ects that are re1(')\7£2nt for this discussion. Althour,h in a f cw instances the 

model progl~nn~s did mana~~e to devise some relatively innovative services, for the 

most part their innovation Has in their. St1'UC ture) the forms for their relationship 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

vith other ~ocial systems, and the crcientiallng of their staffs. In the Betunl 

services provided -- vocational) remedial, counseling --- they offered much the 

samc content that has ch:ll~acterized social prograr.nning for at least L'·l0 decadc>s. 

Even parn-'p)~ofessional staffing and peer-relationship rationales have been in V()nue 

for most of tho post-\\I(lrJ.d-Har 11 years. 

These ob~;C'rvat:ion8, in c0111bination ~.,rith the statisU.cal evidence, lead quite 

strongly La the gen.eri11i;~£lble conclusion th.:1t tbe rehabilitation services curj:cnLJ_y 

(J) '1'0 r;('IW (':~Lent:, 1'ro1>(11)ly lII1Il1C'L!SlIJ:<lblc, Othcl~ relwh1.1itn tive GC!l:vices \"Qr(~ tcstC'd 
inclJrL'l'L.1y by tllL' (!Vo.]u:IUon. l'llIl11)(~n; of clients illnang tIle ]8 project:, Here 
alf;o .in o['lwI" projvd~; elm'jlll; the 17. lI;unths ,1ftC'J: project entl-Y.· 1\ cOl1[:.ic1c'r;lh.lc. 
lllllil1H'r r ('c (d v L~' I ~;llC 11 ~; ('l'V it' (':; tl11."Ollf',11 r <!J. (: rr <t I, iW :i n L he C;1 ~w of i\ ~;I\ Cnu r L 
HCl('JT<lJ, \vltlch fWllt its clienLs to .sO oLiIt!r proj('el.s for rel1ilbiliLativ(> ~;t:r­
Vj(!('H, 

• 

• 

• 

• 

----------------------------------~~-------------------------------------·-110-

c;uustantinlly [rom thO~lD eV<.llual:(~c1 in L1wi1' nbil:i.l:y to n[fr.ct cd.mi.nal behavior. 

TIlE H:\JOIZ CmlCT.W; ION: 

The cost or Tceiclivj Sill to society and the victims i:' so llir,b that rehabj lita-

tion by the proJ' ects is a failure as Cl remelty fo" tIle 1 ] f' , ~ pro ),ell! 0 , crute, pnrtlcu-

1arly violent crime. Under the circumstances, it is unjustified to C'oat:inulJ Lo 

use federal, sLate or city crime prevention and control money to fund rchab1lita-

tion services by projects to achieve the objectiv('>.s of the enabling lor,:i.slation to 

"n~dl1ce and prevent crime and juvenile delinquency and 

safety of the people •.• ". (1) 

1. Crimc Control Act of 1973, am('nclet\ 197 /1. 

.insure the greater 
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Tim J:l]i.\BTLT'I':\'/'I ()'~ ~~J:nVH'l:\'. 1'/I,TI..1I1:1: ,1'i\S ,'\]'1' :\I~r::·!'T'):"'~:.0.:I',XI~I:/:J~1:~lL_'!Q:...1J}~)J::::· 
i 11~~:!ol:/:.'j~ J .(!.!G_ J~L'.~)~::Y~~~ ': ~.~! !.~L_~~·~~·:~~'.!:S~'~:·~~~~!:..i! J.L!.~(JV I: i~~J. 

In sC!d~ing to unJ(~rstiJnc1 the [incling of' failur.e to G ffeet: crimi.nn1 roc LdJvism 

i ' 1 t L r1d.sc.c1 [tbout the Lira:? r'1 t ,·:hieh they \·~ere mC[l-[llllonr, t.hc' proj ec t8, s~alL~S 1IlJ.?, 1 . e 

1 d tl'e 1)1'0('1''''.111 TTlou(dn th.:cl: Here considered, and sur.ed, the measures tint were use" u -

, 1 Il.li,",hl have unclc·ruined th0. project·s 1 C![-wlwther strong enVJ.l:Oll:l:cnta pret;sUJ:cs 

forts. The ovaluo. tJon considered the foJ.] o"linG fo.c tors: 

It COll1d be "rgued tlwt these ryroo1'ams were measured during Jm~L(:lr~~~:.!:.~on: ... ~ t u 

an atypical year, one in ,,,hich they \vere plagued by the proble1:lG of imp1cment.:1tion. 

The> nced to assemble a staff, train it, pe]~fect channels [or the ncquisition of 

clients, etc., could all undermine a program's first-year results even if its maJel" 

,·ms valid. 

, 1 b1 }lowever. there were older Neiv proj ccts were handicapped by suc 1 pro ems. , 

ones that had been operational for years before they received LEAf. funding, sllch 

, C 1J.' 0 T'r'e a"-res t rates ;:01' tIw tiW Cfd:c-as Hanhocd, and Bronx Con:rnUluty ounse no' , ... 

gories i"(~re not significantly different. Table 7 , p 78 S1101.-7S that BCC and P,YCEP 

shared the fourth level of severity for the age group J.6-l8, 2.nd H:mhood and Et'I.l\.CP 

shared the first level for the age group 21-29. 

11 erhaps, the available funds, staff, or s~rvj.c~s were not of suf­Resources: 

f.icient mD.gn~.tude to effect change. This "laS not supported by the eq1.liva1er,t 21'­

rest rates of such massively-funded projects as Probarion-Ur~an Longue or Vera-

d SUCll 1essr'r-funded oncs as Independence House nnc1 Y.3nhood. Hilc1cat, an _'" 

Dela,>:gE. Effects: Another lJossibi1ity is that a more positive effect on cl-ime 

\vollld have heen found if the measurement of recidivism had boen p~nc1c from the 12th 

to 2/1th month after project entry, rather th<Jn in the first 12 l':onrhs. Since we 

did llOt measure it \ole do not knOl'/ whelhcr there would h.1ve been such a delnyc'd ef-

feel. 1 t: 1.1 d of 11,."O,l'IJ'.tlld0. [ll1d l:c!vcd t'-' of c'CiJld.l1o.1 Hut in any case, tIC un.:ccc~) 'au e or vr : ,a,:' J 

1 l)(.·Cl' ,'} f[('ct~c'cl by nnyth:i nf', ('Ila t l'l'dtliv.iGlil th;lt pan fouucl could llC't ]lo~>~)ihJy lave I _ 

orcurrcd nflnrwnrd. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 
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Time 'jn PrO!?,r:1_l!!.: k; noted in the Caveats Section, the duration of service 

to JIl( J.VlC ua c ~ ,'uU .,_, .l. _ , __ , I' . I 1 I'ents '!"" not mC"C'lll'("i III c:onlC cnqe~), as iVhcn diversion i\lnS the 

projC'ct service, it Has not a pertinent: consideration (see footnote, p 57). For 

projects offering rehabilitation, tIle variety of services offered, and the dif-

fcrcnc0s in mode of service delivery, made comparisons useless. However, the 

m~rcst rates of such projects \-lith relatively long service periods, as Vera ~';ildcat 

and ARC, did not differ from those of projects with short service periods, such 

as Vera Control and Manhood (Table 11, p A-112). 

Proj ect riode1s (1): All the rehabi1ita tive effor ts measured were in pro-

jects substantially removeG from conventional cprrectiona1 settings, and none of 

them used such experimental services as intensive individual psycllothcrapy, oper-

ant conditioning, or medical treatment with drugs. Is it fair to generalize 

about l't:!flaL11it:ClLiuH as eiIl approach to crime when such services were not 1llea-

sured? 

(2) 
Hartinson has summarized the results of a major study by Lipton et 21 that 

screened all English-language reports on rehabilitation efforts and selected 

231, covering the period 1945 to 1967, that were judbed valid enough to be analyz-

able. The service modalities included 'vere covered by the major hendings: Educa-

tioll and voee tionn1 training, Individual counseling, Group counseling, Transfort:::Lug 

the institutional environment, Hedica1 treatment, Sentencing, Decarceration, Psy-

chotherapy in community settings, Probation or Parole vs. prison, and Intensive 

supervision. 

After the usual caveats about differences Dmong the studies in mothod nnd 

menns of measurement, etc., the author stntes this conclusion of the report: 

"Hlth [c\V and isolated exceptions, the n'habi1H.:ttive efforts that h;w(\ been 

(1) Additjonal rl'fcrcl1cc to this issue' is to he found under "Genern1i.~a tion of 
Conc] unj ("I1f;. " p. 

(2) 'Lipton, Douglas. ~1~lrtjn[lOn, Rohcrt and H:iH.f; JUtjjLh, Thl.' l:[f()CLh'('nC'~;s 
or Con"'I't il1t1:)l '1'l'!'d(W'Il[', :'\ SlIl."Vt'V of j':v:llll;}l:iOII Sl\l~ii:-:;"l'~ii:'L'fi('u(iirlil\"-.-._ .. __ ..... - .. -- - ~ .. - .... _--_ ..... - .... --~.. -- ... ~,- .. - ...... _-_. __ .-. .. --_ ... -- _.- ~- -_ .. _._ .. _ ........ 
I-lay) J I) /~) l'rU('gl'r l'lIh.U bhvn; 
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J 'II ff 'I" 11(J) l'<'[Hll"led f;O LI)." havl~ I'ld nu ,qljll"'C:l:l) ,l~ C' 1'1'1' 011 !:('l"lt,IVI!;m. 

vnlitl and that lIlC'y (1l~;o appc:"1rccl to be npp.l:i.cclhle to model!: L1wt lind not beLn 

UnC!nlnl0yrlCn t : Given tho SUi l.c of national and 10c.:1l economic conc]:i tiotw -_ •. _-!_.--J;+_. __ 

in the period studie>d, and part'jeul"r1y the ElUtte of unem!1loyment for lldnorit:ie>s, 

it might be nskcd \,'hNiwJ" it Ivas reasonable to consider the effectiveness of 

servicc programs, particularly voca d,onal programs. 

After eonsidl?ra tion, the follmoling conclusions I,'cre reached: 

a) UnetlpJoY:;lcnt rates have remained relatively stable in NelY York City 

over the past five or six years (1.Ji th the exception of the las t third of last 

year). lIm'lever, the rate of serious crimes has sho\m 0.11 increase over that 

perj.od. This docs not support the existence of [l, posi live reJ.at5.011s1dp betl,TN!l! 

reducing unC'lIlploymcnt and reducing crime. 

b) T]'l Gn d h ' \' J. son lias rna e t e pOl.nt ably that so long as crime is more attracUve 

and t:1ore rC::lunera tive Lh~m I'lark, ('ven avail':1blc cmploy;nC'nt \d11 not offer an 

effective alternative to crime. 
(3) 

"One wor1~s at crime at one's convenience, enj oys the es teC'lil of 
colleagues who' think ft 'straight' job :is stupid and skill at: sL<:aling 
is cOlillucndable, looks fonmrcl to the occasional 'hig score' that nwy 
make furLhl'r work unnecessary for \\'eeks, and reli siles the risk and 
aclv(>ll ture nssocin tc'd \-li til thef t. 'l11C Dloncy value of all these bone­
fits--that is, vlhat one \-Ihn is not shocked by crime would want ill 
cash to forgo crlme--is hard to estimate but is almost certainly far 
largc'r thnn Hlwt t'itJWl' public or private employers could offC'1: to 
lIlwki.lll'd or sc-:ni-skill(!li Ivo):kC!rs." 

e) At the time of this \vritin;:;, llncmploynlpnt' ratN: arc almost cIt a post-

(1) N:lrt'imHll1, HoherL, "Q'I('~;t"il)IIS nlld Anf;\)lT8 About. Prj!~on Re'form." Tile Publj(, 
)nl'(')'('Hl, pp 22-51, t1:11."ch, ]9'/1,. 

(2) Hi]:;Ud, .1;111]('1: Q., "]..tlt.:k 'Ell! Up Ant1 Oth"1" 'l1lo\lghl'n on Crime," Tlw N<'lv York 
'l',II1lC'f: l·l:!g,l:dlw, p ]], H:ll"cll 9, 1975. 

0) Vt'1'a \·:i Ilkilt ]'l'(1Vid'.'d full t ill\(! sub~;jdhl"J ('11'1)1'))'11 11 l ' 
, "I ('I . n' pl"(~\'n J] i 110 \'J'I' ,<, 

tl L.) l {," 1 1 () .i l :; ('1 i l'll Ln. 

-1 ,-

• \}orld Hnr 11 high [or C.'v0ryot)c'--cd.minal and non-crimina]. The' rat('s mil)' get 

\,'on-:c. It is apparent, 1101-:('ver, th:lt neither the r,overnllll'nt, bw-d.I1[>HB, nor unyot1C' 
~ 

else 1s able to do vl~ry much about it. Thf't'C'fon:>, eve'n if c'mpJoympnl. \,'core crillli.no-

• lonicully effective, it Inay be beyond the ability of the society to provide SUf7 

ficicnt Cillploynwnt to make an nppred.able impact on crime. The evnlua[:Jon Clm-' 

'>, 
( • 

clulled that the avnilability of employment alone Hould not have m~c1e the projcct 

sprvices more effective. 

Poverty: If not unemployment, it might be asked, could not the environment 

• of poverty surrounding tl10 projects and their clients be the determining [actor 

that prevented the criminological effectiveness of the reh~bilitation services? 

As 'vas the case \V'ith delayed effects and insensitive measures, tllUrc may i.n 

.. fact have been some Ulll!1Casured I'poverty effect 1
' that stood betHcen the rehabili-

tation services and the reduction of crime. 

HO\vcver, poverty has also been relatively stable over the past five yc-ars 

• and crime has grmm. Again, t:here is r:ha problem of no pod.d.ve relaL.i,oubitip. 

TIle same condition holds for under-education. 

}fental Health: There is a prevalent assumption that the bulk of criminal 

• behavior is attributable to I'lental pathology in the criminals. There arc t\VO sub-

assumptions: 1) that the pathology has been imposed on a basically sound individual 

by environmental factors, such as poverty, and 2) that the process i,s reversible 

• and that the criminal, noloJ a vic tilll, can be "CUl:cc1. II 

The curative methodology usually called for is, depending on the preference 

of the prescriber, either one of the many mental-health techniques ranr,ing from 

• group or inclividunl therapy or c.ollnseling to c.ondit:i.oning, to one of the many 

social-\vork or sociological prcscd p tions ranging [rom guaranteed income to "nd .. 

vocacy," or some blend. 

• The evuluuti(ln 1S rcsuJ.u; 1)hO\., tll,lt Hhichcvc"l' o[ tlw V<ll"jants the 18 proje.'cUj 

selc.'c:tec1, it mnde no sienificunt: difference. The Lipton study, as r(!portc'd by 

M.1l"tinf;on, shmlt'd the same Inclt of rcnull:n in n lauch oroadt'l' )'allgc of projc'ct1~. 

-
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1:;('Il[.:11. 11111cn:: lIluch bnudc'r l'1I.lll th;lL lIs('cl Iiy pr:y('111:1l:ry. Since l'\'C'n the> j).'1y--

to ] 1 Jll~ ~.'Ylldro:!lC'[; :111<1 lI01;1;ibl C C·~ll!;n]. f'"'l:tOl-S, -It ,IS (IU1'l'c' c] .... "1· t11"'l' tIl' 1)1'( c1.-.' _ ", u . .... .... , .,. ~'u ." , l, .) <1 ,.1 

ckfinitjon Fllllld be (!vcn more difficult to une or test. To tlwt extent it has 

hl'C'1l irr(!futnblc. 

u C:L'J:1CU,t On the other hanel, mental health ':IUV()Cntcw have founel it c~qtJ"'lly l'ff" 1 

to Stwtnin their eontention that m<lny potholoCF,icnJ. syndromes, 011C"', ;n eff t t ",... .;' C'c , can 

he )'C'\'('rscd hl Lhe sense of a "cure." i\mong the r(!latively fe", reported cures for 

(1) 
seriollA mental illness, n substantial numher have heen attributed to either unique 

skilla and trainiIlg on the part of the therapist, or facilities what would be pro­

hibitively costly. Neither such facilities, nor such personnel, are currently 

available to 3Benci0s ch~rBed with responsibility for the reduction of crbJc, or 

are likely ever to be. 

Conclusion: Despite tho lockof a relationship between these sorV1CCS and 

anel crime reduction, the ahove docs not mean that a relationship did not exist in 

,the past, could not exist in the present, or Hill not exist in the future. 

It is f,(,llerally accepted that thC' relationship has existed in the past and 

cnn exist again in the United States in the future. The r0(1S0ns for Lhe undcr-

minin~ of the re]utionship in recent years arc probably to b~ sought in the con-

tc'xt of the hintory of this countl:)' over that period. There eHe countless, in-

trieate, tll1HlNwurable interactions of myriad factors that may explain \vhy the 

relationship does not exist at this time. 

'l'llC'se [actors lI1ight include: ]) an ('normous populari zn Lion of vioJ.enc(~ in 

lP](>v:i:doll, l1lov:i('~; nnd hoolw, 2) absence of any stroll CT), ab!';olute ] l' {) _ re. [l ':1.011 or 

pol:ili("I) podUon for 1Il0!1t of tlw cdlllina11i in flll('f;UOn, :3) tll('] t ' 1 'I n .mo~.' : Ull1vnrS':-1 

\vllic-h ('lldn jl1nUf'y lllC'illW, tiS op(~n1y m:pl'l':w('d by nll1ltH:t evc'ry llwjor II.ll(!dcnn hwd.-

l)(>!;~; ,mel ]>\11>11(' or pri.vat(' :1I',('I1"y, /1) tll(' rnti0l1:1J 1:~;,t:Jon hy mi.lhJl~.i ly !,ynup IU('j,IIJ(')":; 

'(I) ll;,,"ll'-ri'i !d'~ In\l:; 1ill'llui.1 j.1111('::!1 in lhi!; C'III1L('xl clo(!!.; l)flt 111(,1\1(11' "('IIi"II 1 .. •• " 
(' I I I I' II' 1 1'1' I I or 1 I' I I ., ....., I)'" ( II , .I , 

f
,' I I ' ' \ I:' 1 I'!; J. ('. \l:;YC 10\,<1 l lY, or (',']'1:1 i 11 \1('11:1" j ('I'd i !H)l'd('j"; l""'llil i I" 

1 nIl1 n" I 11 ~ ,1IiJ i' I I. I ' • I I) 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

of Hucll crimen.:1r. homiddc, l"I1!)(', or rohl>t'ry (Ill tile! 1>(11l1s of an il~l('I·.,'cl dvl>t o\oJv(l 

feasible', ,mel not just appropriate·, js HlOOt. Cl('nr1y, \0)(' Call11,)t' t'xpecl to ItCtll"l''' 

poverty and unemployment to Lhe <'>:tent of providjng <111 the pour RIl nd('(lu:tl',> nLan-

dard of living. 1\c1c:qu<l l'c mi~ht b(> four. to six tir.lC'S higher t!Jnll tlw 1'n'8l'l1t, 

somc\.;lwt arbitrarv c1efini tion of !)overtv-l ev n ]. -I11COlll r ,. 'T't l' '" l' t f 11 J J ,..... '-' J 11 " .8 no' ore:;C'('" 1 .. (' 

in our present socio-economic structUrl' \dthin illlY near fuLul;('. 

Conclusion: It secms thc proJ'ccts' fail:l""" to x·C.'ci'l"C.' Cr)'.nlc el~.el 110t . .~~ .~ ~ appear to relate tu 

poverty, uncmploy~ent and under-education rimong clients. ilowev~r, there is un-

doubtedly a relationship between those three factors and crime, But, tl1cro are n]80 

hundi'.:!ds of otLler interacting factors related to crime, one of the most :i.mportant 

of wl1ich is the effectiveness of society's sanctions against crime. 

that "curing" poverty, unemployr.lcmt or under-education \·,ilJ, automatically (!liTdnat:~~ 

crime, Hlthout taking into consideration interactions Hith sod,ety' s sanct:i OIU; 

agninst crir.le or other factors, is simplistic. 

Until this poi.nt the eV<lluation I s conclusions 11<1\'e hc~cn primari.ly b,)t,c'd (lll tit,' 

fi.ndillgs about the proJ' ec ts and al)j)lied to PI'OJ' ec t: en ' ,,,TVJCCS. One ohjecUvC' of the 

st.uely) hOl-lCVer, \,'<'1S to reach, frol11 its findings, practical sug~est i0l18 as approaclw:; 

to llw ilia]' or ttwks und "1.'01>1"1'.18 of CJCC. l' d I' 'b t" 0 0 t llS, J.t ccomcs neCe!:s'lry to t)-an!>·' 

cnnd tile nctuul datu Clllll consider their implications :in the. lll-onder conLC'}:l of both 

\vha t i.s knmm about: criminal hehavior and its impacL on N(>tv York City emu pOH~dblc! 

method!·; of reduci.ng crime. Only in th .. L context CLlll the cva]u:ltilH1 nVl)id tlw 

cr:it:icislil of lli1v.ing bem) nl1olhl!r C'xe}'el[,c in t.lcndC'mic se'I):" 1'·" l. 'i.()I' f I'l u u ~ I .1·Olll )'V:I J. y. 
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J)J. 1 . )" "J" I "'Cll'" ("j ,[.,.. EI'I,'I:(! rr; OF V rOIXi';T Ci~ :!L (,' i'Y~. ! ___ ::':.._~_J_ ........... ----_ ...... _ .................... -.~--.--.---- .. - .... 

I lll,lt )',('II,'llll'JJ',I,:IL:iuI1 !wrvlc('!i !)l"ov.idcd ouL~;jdL~ ('urr('l~li(llwl This study h:u; n I"\~II ' 

• f . 1" Otl1"'l'" ~lt'.ll(l,l',t~(l, t1(,11Ioa,;t.)"'\l.l~ Lhiil )'(·h1l1).LJ i La-jn!lLiluU(lI~t; do noL a f('cL reCH ~v lSlil. ,- -

1 t I ( ]'l11('1' 1'I1C ;11c'r'(',Hl(' in the tJ(.n H.Lthln correct :ic,;~;d Jllf:t:ltut:io\l" (O('S no' \~or \. ,!. .• ... 

1'n((' of c:r:illlC! over the p.l!:t: B1X years . IJ''''llc,r 110t only 11 [nilun' to 111:c'vcnt crjl:lc, ).n~ ,I.e ' " 

• hut n]~;o n fnllure to ddcr it. 

Frt.1m 19()8 to 197 /1, tho rate of non-neg] igenl hCIilLicic1c increased 67 pt'.rccnt, 

fon~:iblc! r(~p(' 122 PC'l."CPl1t:, rcd)lll'1:), lf3 pC'J:cL'nt, and np,gravat:c>cl ns[;ault 11/1 perccnt. 
(1) 

• Under the eireulllstanC(\S the best expectation, jf the criminal jlwtice syste!i\ 

conU,lluC'!.; as it is nm'l going, is t11nt t:hc~ problem of crime Hill 8et \.'OJ7SC yenrly. 

, t 1 ~nQ."t"~d of )'.Ilcrensino , the present level of Ev('ll if the rat c werc to rCIll<lJ.n s cae y... ~U - '" 

• cr:il!lin<ll activil:y if; unbc.:lrnble. 

]n Nmv York City in 197 /f there ,.Jere 519,825 complaints of SGvero cdmc.s, a 

f 1 't r 1 t cvery 16 1)"1:"'ons Among these violent ral in to the popu]" lion 0 LH? c~'y o~ "0, l. ~> , 

• 1 " e 1t 110'n;cl' (Ie'" "',1 ,~ver,rtrc of abot! t four a day', Aholl t crj,m(~", ,530 \'7er(~ non-neg .. ~f, '1 ".... .c"". u 

, t] 78 900 \'(>1:"" robher"it's, or al)out 220 a da v , and some 4,000 were rapes, approxlrna'c ~ ., \' ~ J 

1 It l~,x'Cel)t for 1101uicide, the numbers of thc tIll"Ce 41,000 were aggravate( assall ,'S. 

• other types of crime may actually bc twice as large if unreported crimes nrc ju-

1 de I 'J·lll!.';C~ l"I·.·.lbcrs antl rates of erirw, as in most other l:lajor l\lnC"ric.nll ciL:ie~;, c. u !(. " 

nre much hi GJIC'I than in comp.:uable European, or Asian ci!-:5 es. 

• The' :incl~ec.lse in numbers nnd r[ltes, hO\\l('ve1', nre only one aspect of tJH,' sitU[I-

li.on. There has nlso hcen a change in the quality of the crime being comf.d t t('(I. 

fl " f 1 1 1 ' ':11J'llr)7 11"S "Pl).")-.cJ1tly becom~ more casl1::l]. ,,~jth The in .1,cLlon 0: (eat 1 al1C serl.ous ... .... u " 

• inerc'[w.i ng frNIU('llC'Y tIlC!l'e (lre report s of sluyinGs ",hen a r.obbery is successful mHI 

the victim" ofier no resistance. 

• ,_._-----, .. _-- Ie' A 1 ' tl't "I Y'J-J' C.'l't v l'()lj('(~ Dl'!,;\\"ll:IL'lll. (1) R,llt'f: PC)l" yl~ar .lre fro\:\ l W l'JI~l(> Hlln, )'H:l.B IU,', I.CI'] I. \. J 

I I ' I J' 1 t J ' II ( , I) l' j" 1 () () , 0 () (] r II r J lJ () :.~ 'J'lw ('Val\lill.j"ll ('~J\:\l'llll'd t Ii,~ t J (')~l~nC:l~~i l('Lh'l.'t'11 ,It' ) [ .~'l. 
• '} <, C) I t. ('? "1\d 1 ~r; /, nll ,I jlllpl11 ,\ t J on Iu :;L' 01. I, <. 'i ", ',-. 
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knife .. point to pvrfonn fellatio in <I liUbv!<lY train. B:lrrwrJ students IWVl! 1)(~l'l\ g:lIlg'-

raped and sodomjzcd in dayLight by juvl'nilc or adolescent 2~nes jn N()rnin(~slde I'a1'k 

when the students tried to go through the park to their schoo]. 

Among mUf,Wers, one technique is to punch or IIchopll a victim in the L:ce or. groin 

as a first approach, to sbock, stun, and disable possible resistance. Shuuld this 

be sllccessful and the robbery be carrj,ed off, it is not uncommon that the lwtlting 

then continues. 

Aggravated assault by youths appears to be rising ~,7ith the beating and humili-~ 

ation of victims apparently the objective. Also increasing is the percentHge of 

vi ctilllS among the very old, robbery is frequently involved and the victirlr.; are 

attacked in their Clm homes by assailants undcr the aGe of 16. These incidcI'!.ts, 

not infrequently involving homicide, are the planned ,,,ork of groups of youths T,.,1110 

appear to commit the crimes in a premeditated fashion. 

Although they occur allover the city, hundl:ec1s of such cases h3.ve occurred at 

midday in areas of the Bronx. (1) Host of the assailants have been Black or Puerto 

Rican, many of the victims hrtve been I-lhite men and "IO:I1Cn living alone, many of thcm 

J(?y]s. The police report that many of the assailllnts apparently take ple<l3ure fr01:1 

beating the old people. One detective said the youths refer to this type of crime 

as Ilcr ib jobs ll because "its like taking candy from a baby these little old wom~n 

can't fight back." (2) 

Among the 1,300 aged mcn and \Wlllen in one senior citizens center on th(~ Grand 

Concourse, it ,.;as reported, n~ost have experienced at leo.st one robbery and/or 

, beating, and the figures arc said to bc comparable for other sllch centers. 

In a societal sense, the. deaths and injuries nrc the hir,hest cost of thir; 

ql1alitntive change in th·:! pal:tc'rn of lIl'll<m cri.lllc. Pain and ~;llffcring are one! com--

ponent of this cost; tension, anxiety nnd H senne of vulnernhj,lity in tlw public 

nrc tlie other, [\1\<1 h:1vC aff(!cl.cd Lhc.! Jif(~ Htylc of al.lllcwt cvvry city n,,,jdl'llt. 

(J) t\ ~\,) Y01'k TJil\11D NOVC'II\ber 7, 197/1 
(?-) n.'\" lo)'l: '1'JIII":: ~Jr.n''''',11)('1· .1-/) 197.', 
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The carry.Lng OJ: po:>~;cs-

Id on o[ gUll[: or other \ol('apOIU} is j.J lq~al <"Inc] strongly c'n[orcc'u. Nost victil:lS CDll-

not intc'rpo[~c e[[\!cUve physical rcsjstanee, <lud arc advised not to nttl!IllIJL to do 

i:O lest the ref;ult;ng injul"ics be more seV<'~J:c. lll!lp from onlookers when the cdmes 

o('('ur in p1.lbLtc is most of ten not forthcoming. Bystanders arc c:i.thcJ= Ion the to 

UeCOlllC! involved in the subsequent crimin.:!l jUflti.ce procl~edings, or nrc justifi:1bly 

clfrnid tlwt they, unarmed, Hill be injured or killed by the armed criminals. 

HUllicipaJ ngC'nd.cs also accede to and participate in the c.h.:!ngc in life style. 

Central Park has be:en closcd at night for years; some sections arc accounted danger.-

ous during tIle dny_ Pedestrians feel it necessary to avoid certain streets in hi8h-

crime arc'as. On entering an apartment building, one is advised to inspect corridors 

and elevators before ent8ring them. }i-my sub,·my entrances and passages arc closed 

during nights nnd peckellds. The Transit Authority advises night passengers to ride 

in the first. cars of trains so t1ut they can be !!1ore ecsi1y guarded by the 'rr-anf::i.t 

police. 

In most large retail stores and similar service establishments, particularly 

:i.n arens that abut high-·cr:i.r.lC neighbor-hoods, guards arc comulonplnce. Accordinb to 

n YankcJ.ovitch l~m;r York Times survey ~ 87 percent of the respondents snid they "'.'l;~:e 

\Vorr.i.eu about ,,,alking alone on the streets at night. (1) 

Nany of those ,·,ho can afford to, movc~ out of the city. Primarily \,'hite 8ilcl 

middle-class, they numbm= in the hundreds of thousands in Nc\o] York. In the 1960s 

tIw l1umbf.!r of Hhites in New YOl:k City declined by 900,000, and there \\Tas an 

DcLlit:i.onal decrease of !100, 000 from 1970 to 1973. The g<lp W<lS f:i.J.led by Blacks ~ 1-.'ho 

:inerc<lllC'd fl"Om 1970 to 1973 by 5.6 percent: to a total of: 2 l!dllion, <lncl by lU.spunies, 

\\'I1lH;!.' increaBl~ in t.Jwt per:i.od \\1:1811.5 percent to a tolal of 1,200,000. Blacks 110'.0] 

('(l1:1POSC' :~~.i l'L'rC('llt or the cJ l:y' I~ popul<l tj 011 illld }U spaui.cB 16 p(~rccnt. 

TO-l~\,\.,"~~;I"k- 'j'illll'iJ, Octolll'r 2~), 197/1. 
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Accompanying thetie devd.opUlents t:11l:~rc has be(.'n 0. etC'ady sitTinldng or lhe city' n 

t:n: base. Ench I1IlIn1c11':11 1111d~,,(,t bcconlC'G morc; of n c1:isis, ill dlich [\ suk:Lantial 

" t" t "s -lncluciin'.', threatt'ned reductions in part of the Golut:ion ~s to ell c~ y serV.LCC' ) ... t 

the numher of police and firemen. An [:(! :.J<ll cut in such servj ceo might \-/L~ll He-

h t " t" of t,"'v .. l)(1V".rc:, f:urt11er dCl)J:cSS the tax b11:;(', and Bl'lll:rat(' cel('rnte t e ou -1lngra ~on ,... r J~' -

a trend far more difficult to reverse than it now is. 

HOH could the trend be reversed? The answer depends on ,·;rhich possible Cii'.uses 

of the increase are identified. At this point it may be useful to consider, 

despite its controv~rsial nature, the possibility of including as a major cause 

the absence of effective sanctions against crime. 
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Cll/il/;;/\!. l\l:i1,W/lli;, ~jlh)L:1.D 1.1·: '1'lllLlJ 

This l;Ll~dy lw~; shcl\.;n that rl'habilitaL.Lon scrviccn outsiuo cOl:rectiOlwl insti-

ttltion~; (10 not prC'vent rl>cid:i.vi~:rn; otlWl; ~;tud:j.cs h<1v(' shown th.:lt such serviceD 

\lil hill in!;LituUonr; do not \,Tl~rl~ cd.thC'r. The pruponal of cf.£ecLivc snl1ctiom; docs 

not: stern cli::ec tly from the do. tn-bo.sed UntU nss of this study or the others discussed. 

There has h(>(>n no direct test in the past: at the effectiveness of: snnction~;. llo~"ever, 

the sugi"\cstion in submitted as havinp, at lC'[lst enough appnrc~nt validity to ~'?arrant 

a tCHt. Tiie appnn~nt vali di ty stems from; 

TI~ .Cll!tQ~~\L ~USTICE SY~I~~;i: 

nlC m~jor approach of the criminal justice systC'm is to look for a solution 

to the problem witllin its own facilities and resources, in a variety of categories: 

Non~ J)olice: The police function is to prevent cri.me and apprehend criminals. 

~le po1ice(l) accounted for $996 million, or 81 percent of the $1.25 billion New 

COl'fPARISm-l OF TIlE BUD::;ET ALLOCATION FOR TIlE NEH YORK CITY CRIHINAL 
JUSTJ CE AG E1~C!_E_S_(:....2....:.) __________ _ 

Police~~ 

Correction 

ProbaL'ion 

District 
Attorneys 

Courts 

TOTIIL 

B1.1dget 1972-73 
(in 1-11.11io118) 

$ 995.6 

115.2 

23.0 

18.2 

64 .1 

9.6 

1,125.7 

* r':'ltC'! l\li:ic(' :incJulkr; 11ot1s:illg llnd Tron~;iL Police. Drug t1'C'C1Lmcnt and youth 
st\rvict!~, illlltlunting to $17.8.3 mi.ll ion nrc! not inclutkcl in thin tnb]c. 

,O;,~ ),(>( •••. 11 Ai 1 (' 1 I 1 • ,1 ] ( . Il ( ,)oe ,l' 'y nlll ~WBJ,gll(\u counr.c',. 
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'fhe total number of pollcc/ 1) of a1.] k.i.11dn incrC'[w('d from 3/1,359 in 1968 to 

1. HOJ'::"0"-1:L0vpntj.QY\.: N.1king more police visible 011 Ute streets is one met.liod 

of preventing crime. 
(?) 

It works· Crime is reduced in areas that are henvily foot:-

patrolled. On the other hand, the crime may simply be displaced to stn:et8 or 

neighborhoods Hhere there are no police or foot patrols. This is particularly 

the case in a city like Now York Hhose transportu tion sys tcm al10\'78 cheap and 

fast IIlovement from section to section. 

In order for there to be enough policemen to cover all of the possible 

areas to \.;rhich crime could be displaced, it v10uld be necessary to carpet the 

streets "lith patrolmen. This is not feasible. Further, despite an increase in 

crime prevention functions such as foot patrol, there is yet to be a significant 

decrease in crime when it is evaluated across neiehborhoods. 

Apprehensions are measured by cle~ra11ce rate~~. A 

c1eanmce rate is the ratio of the number of arrests to the number of complnints 

for a type of crime, or for all types. Clearance rates have increased for each of 

the four violent crimes except homicide from 1968 to 1974; forcible rate from 

'16 percent to 53 percent; robbery from 17 percent to 25 percent, and aggrava ted 

assault from LID percent to 50 percent. The clearance rate for homicide fell from 

93 percent in 1968 to 82 percent in 1974. 

A more important factor than the clearance rate is the number of differQnt 

criminals who may be represented by complaints. Before project entry approximate],y 

30% of the clients had one or less arrests, 37% had 2-4, 24% had 5-10 and 

9% had lIar more. 

(1) Includes IIousing and Transit PoJicc. 

(?) Tlw refOl'L'llCC is to extreme Cilses Stich i.H,; that used a [mv y('ar~; ago 
by the J'o1ice Dep:ll:tlllcllt \"ho would !:;o.turatc one city block \\,ith a 8 
to JO tactical police force. 
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This SU~r,N;ts t:lnt: 1) Police probably nppn'lwncl a much r,r.catcr proportion 

of the <letual perpetrCltors of crime tlWIl is Stlgg('~;t.erl by the clearance rate1:<1tio 

all i nc11viclunl arn'8 tcd for a crime m<ly h:IVL' been rt'SPOlWj ble for a larr,er ~;harc of 

t} ] "'J'nt<' f( r t11"'(' typ" of cr;!"'" "'nel 2) '111 ..... I)O].·.l·,C'" <"'PIlI-c'.hcnc.l Dl"'n)' pc'rpctr-n-. Ie cc)mp ". '.' .). " , ,-. . ....... ~,« , _ ... ~ u u. 

tors severnl times, not just oncc. 

The implication is th.::tt if apprchc'llsion 11ere all it took, lhe prcsent 

police apprehensions r.light significantly reduce cr:iminal behavio'/ D The pdlil.J.ry 

pJ:pblem In.:'!y not be too few apprehensions, but rather Hlwt lwppens after appre-

hension. 

After being.apprehended for a crime a suspect goes to court for processing 

of the cllarge. After it has been ascertained whether there are legal grouuds for 

the charr,e and a trial, and there hns been a determination of g'Jilt, a sentence 

must he imposed that \Vi11 be in the interests of justice and society. If the 

sentence is incarceration, there are four major justifications: 

1. Retribution, or punishment for its own sake. TIle basis is moral or 

religious criteria -- an eye for an eye rather than 1aH. 

2. Rehabi1i ta t:i on i'lhile in prison. 

3. Pr:"0.vC'n_0_~~, used in the sense of making it physically :i,mpossiblc. for 

the person to commit additional crimes \o7hi1e incarce178 ted. 

l~. 1?g:.t:..err,gnce, used in the sense of cOl1Vincing others, through the example 

of the person i.nC:lrCc1·<lted, that criminal behavior is not i'lOrth lllC risk of 

punishment. 

(f)---:T;~ot-iwr \-!O)"(ls, 0VC!l1:i.f the n<1d!~ of f',C'l:ting tlppreh(>mkd [Ol: a g:i.v('n crimC' ore 
1m", (".g., 1 out of 8, tIl(> c1.il'nt: ,In-('st Y('('(ll'ds bl'forc p1:().il~cl' C'lllTy :inc1i.calc 
Lllilt Llil Y i1n~ <lpprclwntlcd ove.>)" a l'cr.i.clll of t .i1~1l' for :;oIiIC' c)"iI;1l' llr ot Ill'!:. 
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• 
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• 
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• 

• 

• 

• 
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Retribution has become increasillc1y difficult to justify in the current 

culture, no~ only [or the public at larce, bu~ for court officials, as well. 

Rclwbilita hon docs no t work. Prevention is completely effective .(1) Deterrence, it 

is generally felt <lmonB court officials t is not obtainable througll incarceration. 

InCB!ceration by the Courts 

The vast majority of those arrested are not incarcerated. Of 2,520 felon): 

arrests for homicide, robbery, narcotics, sex crimes, hijacking and bribery during 

1972-l97~, 460 persons, or 18 percent, were incarcerated as a final disposition(2). 

Hhen arrests for misdeIleanors are included, the incarceration rate is much 10\ve1'. 

The major reasons for these low rates include dismissals for legal insufficiency, 

failure of witnesses to appear, and plea bargaining to conditional or unconditional 

release. 

The duration of incarceration is shortened greatly by plea bargaining. In 

1974 80% of all felony cases in New York City were disposed of by the lower courts, 

which can only impose a sentence of up to one year of incarceration(3). 

The starkest example of the shortening of sentences by plea bargaining is 

that of per~lOns charged with homicide in New York City(4). A study by the Ne~v 

York Times of 685 adult suspects in 1973 whose cases had been adjudicated ShOilCri 

that 80% pleaded guilty to a reduced charge. Of those, 20% were released on 

condi.tiona1 discharge, 28% received less than five years, and 30;~ less than ten 

years. The remaining 21% received more than 10 years. But even a ten year sentence 

means that most are eligible for parole in three years. These periods of incarcer-

ation for the most severe crime are far shorter than those imposed in the rest of 

Ne~v York State and perhaps in almost every other state. 

DurlllB the time of incnrccrntinn 
Cr:imillnl Ju~;ticc 1,i:1:i.I;(111 DLvicioll, Ne:,v York City Po1ic.:e Department. 
H,Il:cia Ch:lI:lIH'l's} NL'\V Yod:. '1'il!IL\S, Fl~bruary J.1, 1975. 
Selwyn Ranb, New York Tjm~s, J<lllunry 27, 1975 . 
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. I t I (' t, (:uurt of fJcials. [lt~k('d [or thc' n',I~W:;,': 101- lll\.~ polley D{)ll !~n.rl.u.nn.~_: __ )Y_._·_l(:" __ !~~lL~' , 

tlldL l~('f;ulU;~ in dlll('r brief inc(1)"ceral:ion or nonc' cite the follo:dng: 

1. Instlff icient. correeU 011:11 [:lei U til's to handle more persons. 

2. Ine[fectiveness of incarcerati.on as n deterrent. 

3. InDbility of correctional facilities to l"ehnhil:Ltnte \\,hile, in SOUle 

t1 t ll v ll'-ll l'111l1ates into hardened criminals. cases, . ll~y ac :1.1:l .. ,l t J. 

I,. The availability of an alternative in such non-correctional projects as 

those studied in this report. 

5. Insufficient numbers of prosecutors, defense attorneys, judges and court 

facilities make it necessary to bargain dm·m to non-incarceratable of;:Gnses. 

6. Among first offenders, particularly from the \'7hite middle c1~'ss or any 

. Ill'les tIle arrest a~nd subsequent l)rOcossing, including possible dctc~tion, J uve . " 

has bec~n punishment enough. 

7. The feeling, shared by some judges, that the Blacks and Puerto ;~icans, 

who are a preponderance of those arrested, are the victims of an unjus~ Gnd racist 

society. Hhat is needed, in this vici-l, is not punishment, but compens.Dtion for the 

injustice, perhaps in the form of treatment. 

~lis policy of avoiding incarceration negates the preventive effect of 

impcHd.ng such sentences, and undermines whatever deterrent effect therc ~"icht be. 

Rather than H:duce crime, it is submitted that it may actually encourGgc! cril:w, 

sj.nce it demonstrates an uIWlillingness or inability of the criminal justiCe! system 

to react to crime with incarceration. , ., 

. In addition to cOllstitutional issues, those \\1110 justify the present policy 

point out there is little if any evidence to support in this country the ~)OSit:i.Ol1 

thnl: in('nrcerntjon lws n deterrent effect on others. '111e evidence cited ['0 sllPJ)(Irt 

thi~: ponition in the ve>ry incrc'nGe in cl:imcs in the past decClde despite \.';:tLcvc'r 

---~--'----- '-=--=--~i,"'·~-=-·~== 

12G 

• 
numher o[ criminals, pnrti.culrll:ly <lfIlong juveniles. TIle argum('llt if] not a Htn:ing 

one. 

• To test the asner.tion thnt: there is no deterrenL effect' from incnrccrat:ioll 

it would be necessary to suspend all incarceration and sec ~lat effect that 

vlOuld have on crime. It is submitted tha t crime nd~ht increase'. The only 

• sustainable inference [rom the prescnt evidence is thnt deterrence, as used, 

has not worked as well as might be desired or needed. To this can be 

applied the further question, Hhy l;ot? 

• An anSHer may be sought in the menns by ~\'hich incarceration has been 

used. In that case: it might not be imprisonment itself that is at fault, 

but the means of application that has reduced the effectiveness of the 

• deterrence. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• • 
I'illl i !;hl1ll'll t: .- - -- .... --- J\dcC'jUo.cy of pllTlL~;hn\C'nt TMlJ be elefi.lweI by dUl"ilt:iOll nnJ inlt'lwi.ty. For purpCHH't: 

That the L'xpc'ctal i.on of puninlllllc'llt det:en;' humnn beings (ilnc.l <Inim:lh;) frolt! hc-

• havlug in certain \-laYs is a funda;;lenla.l, and rclaUvcly non-conlrover.:;ial fact. • II horrc!nclous cllOw:h experic'llcc to t1e H(1c'C]U:ll:C ill ~ lee' t '-' - . ..rl . 'n.;). 'y. 

It: ,-m~; not necC',,:wry for a lkanderth<ll m.:1n to exp.C'ricmce dirC'c:tly the ptlldt;!llllL'nl: could lie in duration. 

he oh~;erved H!h!U a friC'ncl bl1rned a finger in a fire. lIe did not do the f;ame. Immediate con[inC"mcnt in many cases f011m .... s apprchcl1Bion, particul:lrly [or 

• }' )C(" 'Itl'on of t.ll(~ l)o<:<:';bl-: 1·'l111iDh!\~(·nl. that llWy be the cons(>(,ltlcnce inhibits all ,Xl .. ~C - --"" ~, • serious crimcs. However, in many cnscs th0.rc is also alt:os t. jJ;;:.l~c1i,lt(' rel ('arh~ 

humans from ceha.viors ranging from running a red 1 i ellt to putting a fin[;or into an through bail, on onels 0>;o."Tl recoenizance, to probati.on, or throu~h divernion to 

empty electric Li £',ht socket to reflexively avoiding a \\Tasp. some form of rclw.bilitation 8ervice. In any Ci.1Se, speed of puni!.;hncnt lS not as 

• • (The expectation of re\·;rard can also change behavior. lIo~'7Cvel:, in discllssing important an attribute in relevance to the effectiveness of deterrence as the tHO 

crime it is not meaningful to assert that one can expect a rc\.,rard from either which follm.,r. 

• external or internal sources for not committing a crime - other than the rel'lard 

• There is no lack of clarity about the current certainty of punish:llent. There 

of non·-punishmc'nt). is none. Putting aside the effect of the relatively lC'H likelihood for certain 

Every knOlm society has used punishment of some kind to deter otbers [rom crimes, even after apprehension there is no certainty tlw t punishment \vill follou. 

• ('ommit ti.ng \·;hatC'vc'r "las defined as a crime. The universality of the practice over 

• As noted, there is much successful effort to keep detentions short, and in only 

time and geography does not Bupport the contention that deterrence has never Horl~ed. 18 Fercent of felony arrests are there incarcerations. Stated anotl1er way, persons 

Few attributes of society are as universal, other than "rites of passage" nnd arrested for serious crimes can be confident that 82 percent of them will not be 

• "groomi.ng behavior." Also, there arc very fei'l universal attributes. Unless a • incarcerated, so that whatever certainty there is tends to work opposite to a 

practice ivorks for a culture it is eventually modified or dropped. This has not deterrent effect. 

been tllCl case idth punishment.. Nor is there consistency in hmV' the 12 percent are selectt:d, or ~.,rhnt their 

• Experience \.,1t11 lem:ning l1O.s indic.:1ted that if incarcC1:ation is to be effective • punishment through incarceration will be. Fil1dings of guilt are quixotic. or 

as a deterrent it: id11 have to meet the follO\o1ing conditions: idiosYLlcratic, and sentences for the same crime under the same circu;'nstnnccs, 

1. It has to be adequate. for a person with the same criminal record, can vary from a few months to many years. 

• 2. It has to be immediate. • Not only is the personality and convictions of judgcB a factor, but also the 

3. It has to b€.~ certa:i,l1. adequacy of th·::! defense, the competence of the prosecution, the feeling jn the 

4. It bas to be consistent. conullunity at the time about the pnrUcu1.[lr crime, and whether an election is 

• • ponding for the prosecutor, the judge, or bOl'h. 

• • 
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COIlC' 1 t1~; i (III ... ~,-- .. ,.- .......... -
d. COllfiistc:nc>..:,: '1'0 establish eo[wisle'lley for pUl·pO!H.'~; of n::J;.:ilIlU::J d,_·tl'rrl':le(~ 

or tIl(! foul" C:()llclil:JOll!~ lI(~{'(.'i;!l'll·y for (~rf;::cljvr. c1l'tc'lT<'llCC throll[~h (llllli!l\Jr;lcnt,:i.l1 ti,e 

• • sentencinG p;r.~ctice Huuld h.:.!vc to ill(,Ol:poratc! 'thl! follO'.!i ng cr.i.LL:ria for (;(iU iVtl-

lent degrees of injury at each level of ('rime: 
nnd til(' other tHO hllvc mixecl nnd quC'stjonable impact. Therefore, the scntc'ncin8 

1. TIle stlme duration of sentence. 
policy needs to be clwnr,ccl so that the possihle rC\'lilrds [rom [In anticipated crlm.:~ 

• \,7111 110t (\UlHCi gh the consequc'ncc~J of apprehension [llld conviction. • 2. Sentence applied equally regardless of age and sex. 

3. Sentence the same regardless of IIlc:thod of inflicting t1w injury -~ 

gun, knife, chair, or fists, the resulting injury woul~ determine the 
n. !~~~g~j;)l'~.: 1) Incnrceration intensity as presently imposed, in terms of 

• prison conditions, is probably more sC'.vere than necessary. The loss of liberty, • senter:.ce. 

the regim(mtation, the sepnration from fanily nnd friends is punishment cnough. Exceptions would be provided in three cases: 

Cruelty, poor food, overcrovding, lack of recreation and similar often-vo:i.ced 

• • 1. Sentences for juveniles would be of lesser duration 
complaints by prisoners are, if they ex:i.st, not acceptable punishments. 2) Durnti()!.!.. 

1'11(' TnClxinlUln potential sentences as called for by the Penal Law are prohably sufficient 

• 2. Sentences would be uniformly shorter for those Hho plead guilty . 

• for deterrent efficacy. As diminished by the courts and correctional institutions 

• .Although this violates the principle of consistency, it is a practicnl con-
through plea bargaining, sentencing practices, time off for good behavior, and 

cession to the reality o.f the overlond in the courts and correctionnl 
parol(~, that efficacy oppcars to be seriously undermined. The criterion for 

institutions 

• durntion should be the maximazation of deterrence of the largest number of potential 

• criminals the greatest numbcr of t:i.mes from inflicting the gravest injuries 3. Persons 'I\lith previous records of serious crimes ,-]Quld receive fixed 

in the mont severe cr:i.mes. increments of addit.:ional sentence time for each prior conviction to 

• b. In~~d~g.~~X:. The quicker the charges agninst a person can be subjected to • deter recidivism. 

determination of guilt, and, if appropriate, sentence imposed, the more effective 

the punishment \'lill be. 

• c. g'rtn.~.~~:: Increase of apPJ:ehcl1sion by the police, prevcmt.:ing tIle diversioll • 
of p0rsmlB from confinement or prosecution prior to determ:i.nation of guilt or 

innO('('IH'C (dif.;ct1~;[;ed in Diversion), mld mancbtory inci1rc(~raU.on follO\,Ting conviction, 

• C011Jcl :ilnpl"ovC' rlw Ct']~t:"d.nty of t.:he senlltioniJ r;ystcm nOH 1n effect in so [[11' 118 • 
dvt C" .:('llCe j S cnllcC'rt1l'd, 

• • 
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I llC 1- C<Hd ng l. he C' f [('c l' i v C Ill'SI; of il1ca reO.Tn t JC.lll by l 1lt! \'~I r:i 01 Hi nlt'l hod 8 d i i;(:.u !.> H cd 

in chi" [;('(:tiol1 cOllld result in n very' significant d(,~en':we ill vio.lcnt~ crjmcn OV('l" 

[0 "la.Dor" ~l ~;('nl.('nce to a Ihll~tjcul:lr c]c[cnLl;,nt. A lyp:ic:d C<l~;C \·!C'tdd he n 

• rC'ducccl SCI1l'l~nc:(' for n contrite, marri('d, employecl,"good rjsk" nwn convicted of 
time. J1clHc.wer, :Lt should 1)(' stl"C~t;!;cel that these propofinls arc ncdth(~r intcnd0cl 

nor of[rorcd as [l solution to violent crimc'B. He kno\I' of none. 
n violent cdmC! [or ~oJhich he had no prc!vious arrests. To give such a dcfend[lnt 

COllclu[~ion: It Jf> submitted that in ()reler for t:1lC! incidencc' of vjolC'.nl crinlC'[i 
the S(1[lle *;('nlOI1CC as :is received by an unrepcnl':ll1t, hostilc!, uncmlployC'cl defendant 

• • to be lo\.!erc'd, it \o1il1 he ncccssnry to :i.mplC!lllC:!nt an effective po]jcy of d(>l('n·~:nC(..'. 
for tlw f;al!lC crime, \oJho has many previous arrests but not for violent crimes, 

For a policy of deterrence to be effective, there should be an jn(:rt~a8e of the' 
will seem to mnny an unreasonable proposal. 

adequacy, j,1ll:1lC'diacy, certainty and consistency of both detent:i.on and incarceration. 
The argument in defense of uniform sentencing is that the sentence is the 

• • same as in the t\YO cases because: the injury to the victim \\7.:1S the same; bccau!Oe 

the deterrent exumple of the "model" prisoner is just as important as the poor 

• risk; because equal sontencing preserves consistency, and because there is justice • 
in sentencing equally for the same act. 

In actuality, the "tailoring" of sentences, as a response to differences al'long 

• defendants, may be more a reflection of differences among judges than precision of 

judgmcnt. 

Another possible objection, in this case to the mandatory and unrelieved 

• sente11 CC) might cite the case of the sentenced prisoner 'vho is genuinely relw.bili--

lated before the full sentence is sQrved. \-lhat social or individual utility is 

served, it might be asked) by keeping him incarcerated? The al1S\oler is that 

• experience h:u; shmm there is no sure \·my of knovling when rehabilitation has • 
actually taken pInce) and that the possible det:c:l:rent effect on others of maintaining 

consistency is more important than a possible injustice to someone who actually com-

• m:i.t tcd a serious crime. • 

• • 

• • 
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• For most: arrests, lJ(!t\wcn apprdH'nsion nnd the v<lt"iou[: !;teps in the cotll:l 

PJ:oC('durl! thaL CUJ.t,d.ll;ll.t·f; Hith release: or s(!l1t.(·nc:i.ng, the 1m'l required that: tlll! 

• ckfelld::!llt: H01l1d be held in detain:-:'".'nL until the court procedures H(~J:(! cOllcludl'c1. 

Over time, t:h:is pr<lctiC'c uaG 1.10d:i.fi('cl :in a vor:10.t:y of 'Iwyn to aC(:O!:;I\(Hbte thc! 

SystC!lil'S fnrlh.i.lit.y to h(ltH3c as mrmy people as HC'H~ bc:ing [l):ref:tcd, the courts' 

• 111:1b11.1ty to process thOE;(' cases expc(1iU.ollsly, <lnd the burclc.'n imposed on citi;~en~> 

by h<1ving to wait for long periods in inadequate faciJ.ities until their cases could 

be hc:ard, and because it \YaS obviollU that there \V'[tS no need for it in muny cases. 

• AccoliunodatioI,s l1<1ve hC!en release to the recognizance of others, ro.lease to one's 

0\V11 recognizance) bail, or bond. The objective has been to nssure thc:~ appearance of 

of the defo.ncbnt at the next step in the justic(~ process. 

• As the PJ~actice of th(!::;e diversj ons from dC'tcntion ,,<::.s c~~po.ndcd and b2came 

more instj.tutionalized, it began to become apparent that an attribute of detention 

was beinB lost. It had been overlooked because it was nutomatic so long as detention 

\,'as autom:lt::ic. This attrib1.1te ,,,as detention' 8 ability to prcvpnt crime. In· 

addition to nssuring that a defendant \vould appear at the next court dote, detcnli.on 

also ass1.1red that between arrest and that court appearance the defendant would not 

• COW'1ri.t: another crime. The loss of this attr:i.bute \,'<1S brought forc.ibly to the 

nttcntion of cjs officials Hhen it became evident that this sort of recidivism H;tS 

incrcasinp, marl~cdly. The result 11[1s been an as-yet-unresolved constitutional and 

• moral dispute nmonp, lawyC'rs, corrections officinls, and social theorists over n 

concept ),))0\-'11 as "rrovtmtive detention." it ,,,ould detain defcncbnt:s idcncifj ed 

as 1:celdlvi.!.:[: rit:ks not only t:o <lSSUl"e their nppenrnnce for trial, but ~1.so to 

cl:!ll\:l.naLc~ l:lw lWO:d.bi1:i.t.y of thC':i.r recidJvnting in the pc'rioel hcl\.]ec'n nrt'('~.;L nne! 

UnaJ. d.tupon.!.tion o[ tlw chnrge ag<i:Jnst t.hem. 

}!(~tl\wld 1.(:, ,v:l.l:h (UVL~l:l:ion f:i.nn1 y t!stah1:ll:hccl (\f3 a (,OllJ~t: prac:t::i C(~ in l"lw 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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tncnLioneJ above, oth~r advantage::: of the n.ppU.cation of the prJncipJ c came to be 

r:ec()gni,~ed. ~ Certain clL1s~;cS of defendants, r;uch as alcoholics or IId.n~r first 

offenders, H0.re n problem to the courts both in terms of numbers and bccnusc the 

resources available to tbe courts Here obviOtwJ.y not su:tt:(~d to n constructive 

resolution of the problem. To remove such dcfo.ndants from the system and to provide 

a bc!tter service) the courts adopted the practice of divcrtin3 them from prosecution 

to service facilities Hhere, presumably, they could receive more ef[c!ctivc help. 

As this practice became institutionalized) it Has seized on and exp:mc1cd by t1w:1e 

who 8a\.; cl'iminals as essentially sick people to include persons chn.rged with 

more serious crimes. Included among them have been many with long c:mc1 severe 

criminal histories. 

Also expanded were the points at which the divers:t.on of such defendants could 

take place in the criminal justice process, so that now there can be diversion not 
'}. 

only from pre-triel detention, but also from prosecution end from sentencing and 

incarceration. 

The courts "'Jere inclined to look favourably on the ne\·1 applications of the 

diversion principle because they had become inundated \vith criminal cases. There 

\yere insufficient court facilities for processins the cases, and insufficient resourc('.s 

to \·7hich the courts could sentence those found guilty. One result '\vas that the 

courts begem to expand their o"Tn diversion practices, as well as accept those of 

outside agencies. 

An example is the discretion given prosecutors, at the earliest court cont[lct 

with a case, to refuse to draw up a complaint and, in effect, dismiss it. This 

"343 11 (1) process is, in }Tm·] York City) theoretically limited to cases of legal 

insufficiency of evidenco, but in practice is exercised with wider latitude. At 

Intcl: stages the prosecutor can decide not to press a IItcclmical ll [clony charg!.' 

and, "lith the court's pm:missioll) reduces it us a diversion from prosecution. 

Judges aro j.nvolved to tho extent thn.t they "unction such practJ.cl~G. 

(1) Tlte d(!~::it~naL:lon of: the form twc.,d by prof:t'euLors to record this. 
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dlv(~rLed, ilhcn tlwt \'~i1S c(lJ.l(~u for. lid' , 't II J',ncluded in this The 1.Vt!rfnon proJec s 

f 1 r[ t to provide such fnciliU.en, although flome ovalu;;: t10n m:c typical 0: l: IC: OJ.. .01.' . 

., t1 In "'ellera1, \.;'hen thiB eva11.la-progrmi.m:1tic mOllc:ls ar(~ not: l:cprcsenLeu among l(:m. 0 

111' '1 11 "<' ... ' t1 reference is to the diversion of t:ion rl~f(!rs to td.vcrSl,Ol <' ...... pr[(ctJ.cc, . 1e 

1 1 t ' J sed.otls offenses from detention, Also, although persoT.f; chnrgcd \}it I ro a 1.ve .y --.;...;...._ 

, f d' . '1S from almost every stage among the projects thor8 \7"1> rC'pH~scntnt:Jon a ~vcnnOl 

the evaluation's focus wns on diversion from of the criminal just~co process, 

h than f rom incarceration, a{ter sentencing. dctention and prosccution rat .cr ~ 

" , f d' r ion to l)re-trial As \-laS the cnse Hith the more generic app.~.~catJ ons o' l.ve s 

of:' tl1"Qe proJ' ects also had unforeseen effects t:11a t in-detention, the operations " ~-

, f t '~h~bJ"'or~ nf r~11~n -- p¥cvontion and deterrence. cluded the countc.r.:lctll'\g 0 \:>0 ~d ....... L. ~ - --- 1,_ • 

< , t'lle c',':"ersion vroJ' ec ts have physically f::ecd some By diverting from Cletcr,i.:J.on~ .... _ 

:i.ndividuals to commit crim,.?s that coulet l'l.Ot have occurred if thGY '\-tere in prison --

, ff t n,y immunizing from prosecution und sentencing prj.mad.ly an anti-prevent.J.on e' ·ec. .) 

some individuals who iv-ould otherv7ise l1Clve been incarcerated, there has been pri-

ff 111e lc'lttn¥ applJ'.cs to thoRe others who might have marily an anti-deterrent e :ect. ~~ - _ 

, and incarceration occurred been deterred from crime had the prosecution, sentencl.ng, 

and pl:ovic1cd an obj ec t lesson. 

The net result may Hell have been one of the factors contributing to the 

d ' " e ov(»" rounhly the same period. obvious and 'vell-doctllnc:ntc J.ncrease 1.11 cr~m - . . to 

l)cr~ons continue to espouse diversion not only on t.ho.oret:i.cal Ncvert:lle:L(>f>~l) lll,my ~ 

b f c.ol'v.i.ctJ'.011 that its over-all ef:fect has been or ph:l1or.iOphic grot1nus> ul: rom a • 

a pCl~l.i t 1.V8 one. It in :i.nfonil.:lt::i.ve to :i.nvoGt1 gntc!, the f:01..lt'cefl of this belief. 

• -J:l6-

HeW J).ivcn:don f;u(~r.(~nf;r\1.l? 1ni.l:"1.:11.1),) Llw expCll1c1r!c1 cJlvo.l:s iun ww app1.i.!'d -- ...... -~ .. -.-.. -... - ... - ... -- ..... -... ~. ---_ .. , .... .. 

• pdmnrlJ.y as un ultC!rnOltivCl to p):e-<11:ro:i[;111l1ent nete'HUon, nnd only in n slIw1.1('r 

number of cases <1n nlt:CJ:nnt:i.vn to pl.'o-l:rJnl cJetc:nU.on, Success \,·,18 judgeu pril!lnrn.y 

by \·,lwtllel: the divt!fted :i.ndJvJc1uil1 (lppenrec1 in court on the doto. specified, Wwn 

• ra ted in thi.s fash:i.on the' pract:i.ces have been cOllfdc1m~cd a succe~;:~. 

The Pretrial Services Acency, for instance, in an operut:i.on~ report for 

Brooklyn dated Dec('mber, 197/., reported on 12) 637 re] cases on reeocniz[ll1ce at its 

• recommendation, for 30 days, at arraignmc'nt, <lnd 3,2 /.9 persolls rclenscd :in th::.: 

same fcwhion after arra:i.gnment. The percent[l8e of tbos(~ \·,"110 failed to appc',!1: at 

their next scheduled appearance \Vas 7 percent of the Ilat-arraj,gmn.entll cases, unci 

• 11 percent of the IIpost-arraignmcnttl cases. These percentages are considered 

highly acceptable and a demonstration of successful performance by the proj (~ct. 

Later, as the policy of diversion was expanded to include diversion to 

• probntio,1 or to rehDuiU.tation services, success vias Inensured in terms of acL!pLation 

an'd attitudes as determined by the probation ~·!Orkers, Or similar obscrvationa] mCCl[-.:ures 

of rehabilitntion. Adherents publicized these successes and these forms of 

e· 
diversion also became popularly recognized as effective crilninaJ justice sLruLogics. 

It i'las tllcse repor.ts that Hell may hnve contributed to the Congress I decisi.on in it"s 

1974 alnencime.nt of the Safe Streets Act to incluue diversion by name, as a method 

• to be emplo>,:ed in dealing \,Tith juveniles. 

The question of Hhether diverted individuals \'7ho ,·;ere appearing for court nnd 

• probation nppointuwnts \,Tere also conu·~:i.ttin~ udditioJl<11 crimes had occurred to some 

investigntors, but it becailic vcry difficult for them Lo seek nnSHcrs. TIley on-

counterctl strong resistance from the legally-trained sl.nff. members of diversion 

• projects, \-.Tho insisted tlwt the only legnllY'-nc:cept:£lblt> cd.Lcd.on for SLlCCC\fW of 

div(\rn.iun \{as appear.i..ne in court: I 01. pon:iU.ve rn tJ ngfl .I.n pl:okl U 011 01.' n..}wh i.1 i La l i 0)) 

progralll~';, 81n(:e Lho :Lnvctlt:lgotors \-Jere r('nponslblc to the ncllllln.i.stral:ors of lill'BC 

• 
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Only V(!):y J:(·c(·ntly It;l!] there b"c~n a clwn(j<.: in thJ[3 por:it::i.oll, and Lhc.~re 1[3 

r.t:i.l111 1','lucJ.ty of jnr()nll~lt.ton ilhollL alToHtB, or any other lO(,[lDun~ o[ criminal 

b(!lwv.lor, cludl1;:; thc: pc:r.iou of.' djv(~J:!;j.on, \lld.ch Iw£: COB1,! to ho knmm as the "L.i1ll~ 

Tld.s ova1.11ntion ,d:tcmpted one' sllch monf3ur(!Il1(~nt. The 

project!,; \;,~lich pr')v.i.d(!d pd.r.lilrily cliv(~rsj,on sen.ricc's included Hcd.ghhorhoocl Youth 

Div0rsion, Protestant Doard of GUitrdians, Alternatives to Detention-Probation, 

Altcrnativ(>s to Detention- lIRA, Horrisan:LD Legal Assistance, ProbeltJ.on-Urban LC'[lgue, 

and ASA Court Refcrrill. The fir!;!; five were for juveniles 7 to l~ years old. 

The rest \:ere l:m:i,nly for 16 to 18-year-olds, and some took older clients. 

The attempt 'V13S to measun~ only that period during \·;hich a client clearly 

would have beun in detention or incarceration were it not for the diversion. A 

p:i Iot: st:t1(ly Has done of ATD-Prob;}ti.on. and ATD-Ell,l\.. The effort \oiaS llt!successful 

because it \.JClS not possible to determine "time at l:isk" as it had been defined. 

The only c.lenr findi.ng H[tS from the main study) and it shm.;red that the clients in 
. . 

these projects, all juveniles I had high recic1ivi.sm rates. 

Another evaluation ~ by the Vera Pre-Trinl Sm:vicC's Proj ect) stud i eel 

t\\'o groups and produced [lome preliminary resu1 ts ~ D One group) released on re-

cognizanco (nOR), consists of 138 persons f.rom the Hnnllattan Criminal Court. The 

other is of 46 llOR cases f.rom the 'H3.nhattan Supreme Court. 

Of the Criminal Court cases) approximately 9 percent were arrested one or marc 

timcs dllring the avoraee of. 60 days bet\veen tlwir relcnsC! through divers:i.on and 

the final di!3posit:ton of the Case by the co'urt. Some 75 to 80 percent of t:11e 

'o,r'-'-l;l;l:l~l'o'llal COlnlllUnlC,IUon \Jith Jim 'J'hompGOl1, lkuenreh l)Jxectol', Vcrn Pre­
'J'r;i.aJ. St'rv.tces l'l'ojeet, N.:1t:ch, 1975 

• -]38-

ri'J.ci.lGc.' and trial \Vas 2(10 days) nino o[ the IIG, or 19 percent) \vere arrc~~ted one 

01: lIlO rc tj mes. 

• 'l'hese figures sholV clcnrly that diversion, in lieu of detention, adds to the 

cd.me rate. 

Diversion from detention or prosecution of fairly hieh-risk recidivjst groups 

• of clients is cOI1''::1on. In this eV.:l1uation, for example, the juveniles in diVersion 

projects included 33 percent \o7ho had 2 to II arrests prior to project cntry, 7 por-

ce.nt \vith 5 to 10 arrosts, 1 percent Hho hud 11 or more, and the rest had 1 Ol: less • arrests. One predictable result 't"as the extremely high recidivism rates, number of 

arrests, and number of violent crimes in that group. 

• Such results, along with those of the groups in the Vera study, reflect the 

ineffectiveness of diversion as a preventive for those directly involvr.d. For those 

on the streets 'tv-ho are not directly involved, but are m"are of these outcomes, 

• p;:!rticularly aDong juveniles, there has been verification of thc:.:i.r estimate that 

the chances of detention or incarceration at their age, regardless of number and 

severity of previous crimes, are close to zero. 

• NET EFFECT: Despite these adverse findings in criminological terms, it Hould 

be a miscalculation to overlook the positive results from diversion) and to co:~p<1re 

the t'tvo. 

• Benefits from Diversjon helVe. accrued to the courts ~ the corrc:c;.tion2.l faciJ.:i.~· 

ties, and considerable numbers of persons diverted. The great majority of those 

diverted are not arrested during the period of diversion. 'rhe courts and the 

• correctional facilities are relieve.d of the physical pl:esence and the puper 'tvor!: 

• 
relnting to a susbtantial number of persons. In theory, a t leas t} this should p~,r-

mit the courts to pay more attention to more sel'ious cases nnd to dl.£lpOne oi theM 

• with more care. Since this more efficient court system should be focusjng on C3C0S 

involving vj.olent crime, hop(lfully the better nd:ninistratl.on of the jUStiC(1 systl:m 

should contribute to the prcv('!ntion and contl:01 of sed om; crime. 

• 
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DnLi.c-itfj from !)jv(·nd on ,1~Cl:1I0 from thoDe pcqwtra(.ol:lJ of ~;edol1!} erJ.L .. :~~ \:110 
.. _-----------_ ... _-._------

• • 
r;Cy;iOUfl nncl v.i.olcnL cr:illK~s COlilll\ittc~d •. This inc1:(·.-.n0..nt of cr:LnlL's bl:incs mot'\! 

dcf(!nll:1nl:s to the couru>, :incrC:;1nes the rcccptivcnc~;s to plens fuT.' divenLioJ, 

• f~C!n(:t"<:tU.llg nn uph'm:c1 spiraling cycle of crirn(!., porticulnrly violent cd.me!. • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

COliC 11l1;:i on : The pl:u!,;cmt.fol:ll1 or dJ.Y(~nd,on ~~l!rvjce provides bl'lll'f.i.U; that 

shOuld not be (JiBC[l):~kd. \-:11on l:estcicted to th{H~(~ peJ:fwnr. HllO repre!;cnt the 

10\,1C!St risk of l~('c:i,(Hvisll\ [or violcnt cr:im(!s, Llwy \vill hl'nC'i-iL .:Ind lhl' COtlt-ts 

will be freod to concentrate more on m~ximi%ing deterrence for lhoGC \~lO rcprCs0nt 
~ 

n h:i.r;hel: risk. Such sC',rvices should bC'. continued. Hemever, those serviccs \:hich 

nm·1 d:i.vert the persons \·:110 arc high rec:idiv~sm risks shoul d be prc\'c'nt'ed from 

doing so, and those scrvices should be eliminated. 

PROBLENS IN IHPROVING DIVERSION: A major problem is deciding ,,110 to divert. 

Host 'judges ~vho feel virtually certain from the criminal history, that: a defendant 

'Hill recidivate in violent crime, Hill not divert. The problem is that in r.ealil:y 

the prior criminal history will not predict violent crime recidivism accurately 

enough to justify its application to decisions about an individual. Id(>l1tifyinr; 

the lIbnd guysll is desirable but nat feasible. 

Identifying Cnndidates: Among the ,eight evaluated projects offering c1ivC!rsj,on 

services there were twenty client groups at different ages and levels of severity 

of prior criminal history. (1) The eight client groups \'1ho had the most severe 

arrest histories prior to project entry nlso had the highest r.ecidivism rates Hhich 

ranced from 53 percent to 62 percent. 
/ 

m:e not :i.dentified by the judges. 

" These results sugg(>~t that many 'b:1d guys" 

The evaluntion established that tlwrc is a significant relationsbip bet~v(!c'n n 

history ·of violAut cr~mcs prior ~o projcct entry and recidivism to violent cr~ncs 

after. project entry (P.92 .). HmvcveT, tlwt relntionsh:i,p is not 1inear. 

Tnble 13, p. 92 
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ncc:urac'y fur 1',roul,r;. but not [or indivicltla.]~;. III Otl1"1" \lo)"cl" Ile)TJ 'Ill )'1(1"v"1 ] I • . '-'.'. _', .,' < .1 J. .J. C 1I n 

\:J til ~;L'm(' r,OJ:t: of cdndnaJ. record Hill lwh:1Ve in the futul"e fr011l dntn on pcrcC'nLl[\C 

(lCClllTC'l1ce in (l gJ;OUp o[ which that inc.l:i..vidual is a pnrt cnnnot be. precl:iet0.(l with 

nccurncy from our datn. 

hO\'1 they dc:ci.(lc uhom to dlvert, depending on the judge's haclq;rollnd, lc!];al expcrj,cnce 

and philosophy I Clnd attitude to\·mrd rehabilitation. Partrj dge and Eldridge 

demonstrated that a group of 50 judges, when presented with tho. same presentence 

reports, handed do'vl1 extremely d:i.sparate scntences. (1) In 16 of 20 cases there 

was no unanimity about "7hether incarceration ,ms appropriate and, where prison 

tcrms Here jmposed, they differed ,·ddely. In the most severe case the sentences 

r!'lneed [rom tl1ree yenrs il11pdsonmp.nt to :W years and a $65~OOO fint:. In the least 

severe case the sentences ranged from CI $1) 000 fine to a yeur I s impri~:onment \·,i th 

a $1,000 fiuc. 

Attitude About .!ncarcel.:.ntion: Hany judges consider incarceration as n011-

rehabilitative and crime-encouraging. They also doubt tlwt :it deters oth~'l"s from 

crime. ... 

separated from the J.egnl controversy over preventive detention. They have became 

tIl(' polar opposites of the S.:lme quc!>tion: Should inc1ivjdun1 or public consicjr'rntions 

be parnmount? 

Tf)-·j;;lri:-):"j~~ii~l!;-Anthony nllc! Eldridge, H:LlUnm B.) "The Second Circuit: 
Svnll'n('jllf, SLLhly,' ,I 1"('port to the Jutlgc:'n of thc! Second Circuit," 
lo'edvl'i1] .ltlclid.a.l CClltCl", Augu~~!:, 197/1. 

'\ 

• 

• IWC'Cll1nption of innocence [lre mnone; the most :i.mporL[lnt m'gulIlenl:s raised aga:i.twt: 

using pre-trial detentioll to prevunl: additional crbnes. 

lIm'1Cver, the harm to the public safety from relcosing ld.gh-d f:k rt'ddi V.i.f: t}: 11<U: 

• . become clear and pl"Cwent:i.ve detention 11.:1S been leBislntivcly proposcd 1n mal1Y 

jurisdictj.o11S. It. has becn enacted in the District of Colmnb:ln Kl)(!r(~ lwnJ"ing 

required by the clue proeess clause to establish the potontial public hnrm if the 

• defendan.t is releDsed .n".:: part of the proceclu1"8. These have proven to be cllmbC'rfiomc 

and time consumin~ proceedings. 

The alternatives, then, arc changing the 1m'7, \-lith the att8noant constitutional 

• and political difficulties or amending the Constitution.' 

Hisuse of EXistil1'G L,:\·!: 1'0 the extent that the 11343 11 process (p. 135) is 

properly used by a prosecutor it is a helpful procedure and should be retained but, 

• like any procedllre~ j.t is subject to misuse. Sir:cc it alreDdy calls for certification 

by the prosecut.or of the impropriety of 'the charges being dismissed, the problem 

seoms to lie in the area of appropriate policing of cilose certifications to maintaj~ 

• standaJ:Cls. 

A more serious issue is the utilization by prosecutors of their dis~retionnry 

po\·~er to recommend reduction of charges on grounds of 108<11 insuffic:i 011CY as p!l 1't 

• of plea bargaining. The pO'i\TCl7. 'o1as not granted for that reason, nnd its m:i.$use t(~nds 

to undermine the preventive [Ina detcrrent impnct to the crimj.nn1 process. 

• For judBcs the principle misuse is the reduction or dismissal of violent crime 

charBes, as a result of plea bnrgaining, \oJhen the evidence supports the felony charged. 

Another pl:ohlcm m:is:ing from the pl~actj.ces of juoges is the extent to \oJhich 

• some of them 11mo1 accompl:ish the effect of a prevcmtivc det:cnt:i.on' policy by using 

• 
I 



• 
HIIAT CAN HE DONE? --------_ .. _-

exfnti.ng b.:1il cr:it:<.n:i.<\) \·,hich permit :tm:pect::ion of prj.or cd.minnl 1d.8Lory. Tn a J<1('11 t-J.:l~~:::£i...9"!~.: Vcry lit t1 cnppcnrs to oe feasible in tcrnw of improv.i ng 

• cnso Hith 11 'prior arn'sf.: record) for example) some judges find tll"t subs t.:111 UnJ. • the objective accurncy of a judge's or prosecutor's decision nbout diversion 

sentence on. the pending ehargc :i!.~ likely and risk of fl:i.p,11t p,re[lt. They impose [or an j.ndividual defcndant. It mny be "illegal" according to tlw previously 

bniJ. so 111[\11 that it cnnnot, in most cases, be rrt:i.sed, and detention hecomes the discussed constitutiol1nl issues J to usc the criteria thnt might cnlwnce accurncy, 

• alternative. The util:i.ty of this appronch :is compromised by the ability of the L e. prior criminnl history. But even if it v7ere possible the accuracy might 

afflucnt to circur;:vent it, and the consequent injltstj.ce to the poor. be too inadequate to justify applying the decision to an individual. 

Administrat:iv(\ Solt1l":ions: Certain administrative solutions to problems with 

• diversion miGht Le applied, both by agencies funding diversion proarams and by the • Hodifying Diversion Goals: The objective of reducing the incidence of 

courts and probati.on depnrtments that refer to them. TIowcver, the problem is that 
violent crime should be made primary for diversion, as ,·]ell as for proj ects. 

issues relevant to diversion have taken on pol:itical overtones Hhich inhibit the 
Using this as a yardstick, insofar as it applies to the defendant. and to others, 

• rational determination of policy by administrative mandate. • the basis for decision would be cased. 

Persons charged or vlith a past history (',f violent crime would be considered 

a high risk of recidivism in violent crime. The decision '·lOuId not be on an 

• • 
matter of policy. But the disposition of such cases HQuld be accelerated. The 

innocent 'vould be released; the guiIty "]Quld receive mandatory sentences. Pre-

• vcntion and deterrence 'vould be maximized. Also, the four criteria for effective 

punishment, adequacy J immediacy, consisteD,"y and certainty ,wuld be sa tisfied. 

• • Preventive Detention: Clearly, one impIication that flows from the recognition 

of the need for such an approach to diversion is the need for a policy of pre-

ventive detention in cases involving violent crime. The evaluation results quoted 

• j- (pp 138,139) seem to support the need for the establishment of preventive. detention 

in New York City. 

• • 

• • 
~~~----~---~ ------------------------~~ 
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'rho Inhl: ... ------- Sui>HtanLi,tl corwL.i.LutiOlWJ. ru~dl>Jocb; cem lw tlll:mm up 

l ' 1 l" It·'L()ll. ')·"llc'll.1e, T)',lrticuLlrl)' one \'Jhic.h \-.'QuId use prior l1p,nil1[;l a preV('Jl :.lVL' {(' ~l. '-

nrre~;l rccor'ul> as tlw ba~;j.s [or pre-trial detention, 

If tIle Con~tilution cannot be interpreted to nllOhl the detention o[ thoso 

, v1'01.('.11t Cl'~l~,"P, I:hen can it cf[ectivel)' allow tile quarantine Ii keJ.y Lo CODlllll t .L ,\~" 

) f 'f b b ' 1" rIC? The ,maIog)' bet\oJccn serious injury (c1ctc'nL:ion o' a earrl.or o· u 011lC p ngl ., 

c(,llwccl by contact Hi th recidivating crilllinals and serious injury caused by 

contact with disease carriers is obvious. If one can be constitutionally con-

tainetl so can the other; if they cannot, then perl13ps the fault lies in the 

Constitution and not in its application. 

'" f 1 ' Leo. J'.sl,.,tJ'.011 coulc1 be drcnm to sever1 y linli t the Correc:ting i',l.SUf>C o' J(1":. 1.> 'J. _ 
.......... '" -- -~ ...... - ........ ----- - ~.-.---.----

power of the courts and the prosecutors to reduce charges of serious violent 

crimes. Such statutes could require detailed factual statements on reconl to 

support any c1ifmissal or reduction of serious violent crimes, The statement 

would hcvc to contoin an allc~ation of tIle evidence available and why th3t evidence 

was found insufficient to support the felony charged. 

\Hell such statements on H?cord, meaningful judicial or other monitoring 

scrutiny would be possible, and be mandated by the legislation. Thus, the person 

responnil>le for requesting, or consenti~g a reduction of charge could be made 

accountahle to the puhlic for the act. 

A similnr r.lo1d.toring approach could be used to control impropc!r practices 

in tho twa of bail. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Lcgislut:iol1 could al~jo l,'cquiru, in keeping wiLh a lc'gislativc intent 

favoring prevention and deterrence as the haGes for sentencing in cases of 

vJolent crime, that judges account [or the~JC t\,~O factors in their decisions. 

When reducing or dismissing a charge, a judge would be required to stnte for 

the record the ways in which he perceives the action as fulfilling tile rcquire-

~ents o[ prevention and deterrence of crime. 

Administrative Changes: The funciin b agencies responsible for the creation 

and/or supervision of diversion projects could impose as policy that such 

programs ,·Jill neither recommend for diversion nor accept from diversion a person 

with a past or present arrest record of violent crime. 

This policy could be implemented with respect to the proj ects '\\'hether t:1w 

recommended court and legal changes are or are not put into E.[fect. It could 

be imposed by CJCC as a policy for projects in the city, by the Nmv York State 

Division of Criminal Justice Services as a policy for Ne~., York State~ or by LEAA 

as a national policy. 

The courts could cooperate administratively by vlithholding recognition from 

projects that do not meet these criteria. Since the projects have no legal 

existence, being purely administrative in creation, they might Hell b8 controllable 

by restructuring court utilization of their services. By refusing to approve 

diversion to non-approved programs, or the dismissal of charges on the recomrncnd;Jt:ion 

of non-approved programs, the courts could assist the reorientation of project 

objectives. 

To the extent that they exercise policies independent of the courts, the 

orientation toward diversion could also be adopted by or mandated for probation 

departments and agencies. 

.-... -..... ~ ...... --....~..,..~~---... -.~----.. --.. -.-.-... -----.. ~.---~.-_._-'" "~"'-" ~==~~ __ ~~~~·~-=·-=-=··=TI-=··=· .. ~·-=····=··=--=--=· ============~ 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
I 

I-
--. 

• 

.. 

• 

• 

• 

-1117-

contrad:i.c: U; the c:rinl'.,·-rcducti.un .. t!.c Sofe Strects Act by increasblB 

violent: crime n1\,1 rt!dueing pt'(>vcnt:i,(.lIl ancl ,,·"'rencr.. Thcrc\{orc, tlll' funding of thi.~; 

pract:i.cc by LE1J\ is not.: justified in its present \.;rLth a high 

',. 
pot(~11tial for v:i olemt Cl' {me. should be bcHred as candicbLes f017 dtvcrsj on. 

Funding, refunding, or cor~~'~~lJ~tion of c:Jd.sting projects that provide 
qn;,. 

cUversioll should be made conditional on 't'l~I~)::\"~r:ot recommending or accepting for 
•... <1' ... , 

diversion any person with a pant 01; present histor:l;''1:,·f"violcnt ci:ime. '."" . 
... -

'.". 
'" .. ~ 

.. ~: .. -. -
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VI. mell JUVENJ I.E CR I :'l!~ S'l'E~I~; PIU t'!l\IaI.Y FI~O~'I CJS POLlCIES -_ ... _-_._--_._---._------_._--.. __ ._-

In 197?, in NeVI York CJ ty, 11,/159 j Llven:iJ cs 15 years of U!jC uncI youngel- \,/(.:1"0 

arrested for robbery, 1,154 for felonious assault(l) 181 for rape and 94 for 

murder. This was an increase for the violent crimes, from the prior year of 

about 2% for robbery, 21% for felonious assault, 19% for rape, and 29% for 

murder. 

The evaluation found that criminal recidivism among juveniles Has highest 

in magnitudc cnd severity of any of the age groups. In the group Clfjed 13 to 15 

arrcs t recidivism after proj ect entry ~.;ras 51 percent, thel'c Here as many arrests 

of the recidivists as there Here clients, the proportion of all arrests accollnted 

for by violent crimes l'laS one out of three, and the arrest rate after project 

entry for violent crimes 'vas 21 percent. The findings were in kceping "'7ith those 

of other reports natiomvide. 

In the search for an explanation, correlations have been established 

betHcen juvenile crime and sllch environmental factors as broken homes, poverty, 

minoritY-Broup status and low educational achievement. HOHever, the severity of 

these factors has generally not inc.reased.in the last five years and juvenile 

crime has, diminishing the usefulness of these factors as explanations. 

In the search for counter-measures the emphasis has bee~ on the provision 

of remedial education and counseling by paraprofessionals of similar backgrounds 

,including programs funded by LEAl\, as directed by the 1971t amendm(?nt of the Safe 

Strects Act. This evaluation and others have shown that this approach has neither 

reduced crime nor prevented it front increasing. 

(1) Gerald Astor, illiat to Do i,nth the Violent Youn~.?, Nmv York l'imcs,Novcmber 17,1.97 /1 



TIl(: pl:net.lC('~) of Lll(! crlm:innl jtl!:l:icc SYDl('lll in n!l'lt:l.on to juv('lIilcs 

appoars to be a better explanntion. The ays tC'1l1 h~w adop tC'(\ n~ n bas.i.c l));emif;e 

• thnt juVcni]ef;~ orc chJ.lclron, nntl t:Iwrc[orc not legally responsible [01.- thc:i:r. He ts 

and should be Creft tell <1ccon11.n[;1y. l'he confluence of this CIne! the C\.11~rent hi~h:Ly-, 

f 1 '11 1 1) 'on t combined to tl1('.O ric'. f', :-bout: mnximo.1 conditions :or c n. ( (evc ... Oll}' • p(~rmi£wi ve '- - « 

• . 1 • 1 cJ's reactions to juvenile delinquc:l)cy arc produce on operative policy 1n W11Cl 

m:inih101. 

1 l)o -lnts ",'-f> raise.d tiwe arc similar to those In the discussion that fo1 ows ~ u'-~. 

• D"'te'-rellc.e. but although similar they arc treated discussed in the section on ~ '- . 

separately uC'.cauGe they arc qualitatively different in tHO \,1ays: 1) the same 

b1 more extrome when they involve juveniles, legal and administrative pro ems arc 

• and 2) the results of juvenile crime are proportionately more costly to 

society. 
,. ] . d ] t 

] . L,"gn11y a J'uvenile vlhose behavior \vould be crllnJ.na. J.n an au .. Dc .. J. n.9.t!.9 l1 cZ: -

• I ' ~ 
(;i:~Lil·u.rlli..L ) 

lj.mitcd to mischief. It: run.s the full gamut of criminal behavior up to and incll1d-

ing homicide. h . of the J'ustice svstem to delinquency is a totally T e reactJ.on .I 

• , 1 conce0ts \~lich replace or modify trial, proDccut10n, separate sct of procoCluros tin.'.. t, 

and publicity. O 1 'lJy t'll"t "vstem 'L'!'lpOSes nl:t'ld.l~lal confinement in sped.c.l n y OCC<:8~0'!n. ,. "".I •• 

:l:n(;i1i tics. 

• YD-l c.:n:c1s (21) 
l ' ff lanS J'tJ',".nl~les are not arrested, but arc given .or lOnny o' :01 .,~~ ,-

Jurisdiction iG in the Fmnily Court, \vhere most dclinquents arc placed on 

d . t Df>t"'ntion is emploved, but only in the most probation or cliverte to 1'roJ8c·8. '" '" .I 

• exl:rCllle cases. 

\-lith rrcidivism hi.gh among thof;e j uvenil8s \\Iho appem: :tn court, I1lnny of them 

1 1 a l1tH:'ber of timet; hefore incGrceration go through t1\e arres t-[llH -1:13 e,:we process • 
:ls :i.nv()l~cc1. 

'1 ' ]'J t ] 5 1 -~. (1'\ c1 59 l)eYCc:nt had been Tn tlJn (wnl\lnt:ion popu .d;J.on .. ) .0.. yei. 1 .• > •• , 

1 . t But, 3/. IH.:t'cent: arr(wted not: 11101;0 thnn onr.n be [ore l){!inr, div.:..:1:Le( Lo a JHoJec·. 

• 

• -150-

had been <11're~;t:cd tuo to four times, 6 pm:cont hnci bC'Cm arrestec1 [ivu to nine 

times, and 1 percent had b0en nrr.C's ted 10 or more tiiil('~;' 

Punishinr: J)cl'jnc:uc:nts: __ J •. ,-, .:.-.--'- Policies for punishing del:i.nquents have pnrol1eled 

their speciol legal treatment. The delinquent is a child for purposes of legal 

disposition of charges) and he is also a child in relation to puni.shr::('nt. 

The maximum sentence for a juvenile is 18 months(l) in a Youth Correctional 

Center "111ich holds sole discretion on the actuo.1 length of the stny\?') Reportedly, 

dangerous Dnd violent teenagers have been released in six to eight months with 

the explanation that after this length of time a child 

stay." (3) 

" is not motivated to 

Thus, the total orientation in the response to .delinquency is the delinquent. 

Largely lost in the process has been any consideration of the recluircments of the 

vic tims, and of potential victims in the future. In thE! hope of achieving hu~.,ane 

rehabilitation of delinquents through alternatives,to incarceration, cne neaIen 

and \velfare of the public has been jeopardized, ~.;rhi1e social and educational 

theorists search for a "cure" for delinquency. 

There is a prevalent Ds£umrtion that there is in fact a "treatment ll that 

will "cure l1 whatever caused a juvenile to conunit a crime. That assumption is not 

justified to the extent that the treatment, consisting of 'the rehabilitative 

~ t '. 

services of ·r~r:1cdio.l education and counseling, > docs not affect the criminal 1)0-

havior of juveniles, as sho~-m by our results and other studies. 

The contention from such findings that they indicate the need for even more 

services of this kind, provided even more intensively, is based on ~n underlying 

assumption among those \>7ho favor the "treatment" approach. This is that: juvcnjJ.cs 

(1) Except for thOSe! 15 to 16 years of age who commit an A or. B clnss felony. 

12) Ibid p. 149 

(3) Skyrocketing Juv0ni1e Crime: Arc Stiffer Penolties the Answer? p. 37, 
Nc\v York '1'illl08, }'c~bruary 21) 1975 



• 
inlwJ:(!l1t.Jy requJro hl:onuer ;md 1,101'0 :i.nt:('w:ivo SC'):V.ll'('ii ['l1nl1 m111) l:L: IWc.:1tlfie they 

are stiJl at suf.nr:ic.lltlYIlt:llJ('nhlC' sL.:Jf'.c'~; t)f, c!cV(!10pli\('nt for serv:lc:cs to 1)0 

• HignificrtntJ.y 1;lon~ effective. Studies of such intC'lw.Lvc: programs for juvl:nLlc • 
d(:Li.nqut·nLs have not 8110\,11 that such pror:rmns are s:i gl1ific(\nt1y more effective; 

ho\vcwer. 

• 'l'o the extent thnt juvC!ni.1e delinquents can be Sllo\o[l1 throur,h proper di.:lf;l1osis • 
to be suffering from a definable mental illness, they should be provided as appro-

pd,ate and [{killed a treatment as accreclitec1 mental he<11t11 pract:i.tj.oners arc in a 

• position to offer. It docs not seem likely, ho\-1ever, thot a blanket atlSUl:lpti')n • 
that all juvenile delinquents suffer a form of mental illness susceptible to e 

cure \olill be a useful approach to the problem of the hi,gh rate of violent juven:t1e 

crime. Until some other means of controlling delinquent behavj,ol~ is demonstn: ted • 
to be l,lOre useful, inc&rccrad.on shot!ld be used. Although the pd.mnry objecth-.~ 

is to saf;e~uard tl1(~ welfare of. those in the publj.c HIlo are the vi.ctims of violent 

• crime by delinquents, it shot!ld not be ov.:r1.ookcc1 that\ particularly for j1.~v2niles, • 
incarecration can be in the delinquent I 8 OHn best illterest. It allows a 1113t1.ir£1tion 

perj.od during ,.,hich consequences of del:tnquency much 'twrse than incarceration 

• • cclOnol: occur. 

A number of basic steps Hill have to be taken w:i.Lhin cjs to provide tl18 

• conclj t:i on8 under ulJich a cool'c1inatec1 prog':am of effective' inccl.l~ceration for • 
juveniles guilty of violent crimes can be instituted. They arc: 

1) The schedule of mandatory sentences proposed elsewhcre :i.n this l:eport 

• for ac1ults should be made appl:i.cllb1e to J.3 to 15-yC'm:-·old juveniles for vioJ.c.nt • 
cd.me, but still ,.;1tI11n the jurisdiction of the Family Court. The only modific:a-

tion VlO\lJ.<1 be a reduction of the sentences. 

• 

• 

,,] 5 I. .. 

by It'I').!;];tl!OIl t·o LlIH;(~'rvC! ilny !>C'nt('nC(,[l jmpo!:C'cl hy thc' F:llllily C(>url:. 

nentences \<lith incrc.~ill('nl:f; for prior offel1!lC'f', could he iJJ t('J:(:d to lll;J1~C' such re·, 

('onlf; nvn.iJnbll' ,.-!le'll ddt'TlcbnLr> eo:,\(' undel: t1te jurisc1icl :ion (If nc1ull courLs, <Iud 

to <lSSlIl'(' Lhnt juvenj).C'. records ilre preserved for this jlurpo[:c'. 

I,) Judjcinl c1eci,siolls rc~anlillg juvcnil(~B, iW \-lell ilf; clecir;j(ln:: l'l'f.al"llin~l. 

adults, could contnin H:quil."ed sections on the justific.:1tion, jn light of tIl(> 

evidence, for a decision to dJsmiss, or reduc:e 8 ch.:ll"ge nnd <l)~;o to justify 

tllcse ncls or a sentence in terms of prevention Bnd c1eterrence. 

The position that: mandrl1.:ory inc8rce1:<)tion for periods of sev(!1"1l1 yeLlrs :i s 

uncivili.zed and cruel form of punishment is ansHerable by these c0nsi.derntiOl's: 

an 

1) The punis~nent, i.e. ,incarceration, is not for the sake of retribution, 

but f d ;'11e '"elfarc and 11C'.<11th of other children and adults. to sa :cguar ... , 

2) Cruelty, :Ln t.ll~ 8811S8 of the inst:U.uticn in ~·!hich the ch:i1d is 

'cerated) depends on the conditions that exist there. Corrcctional facilities fer 

children should have evC';ry fac·il.lty that a \JCalthy society can pn1vide in tc.:rn:s of 

ample educntion, counseling, and recreation so that individual development \1111 not 

be impedec1. The onJ.y important qUCllification is secure physical confinel'1cnl:. 

If 1 t 110t cOl\'p"ll11'f~. consider the child 'I-."ho has contn,ct(~d . t lose nrgumen's are 1 '-' ... ,_, 

a communi cnble and vi.rulent i11ncss similar to slnnllpox, Upon di'lgnosis tIl(! c1d.ld 

lJ cOl'fJ.'I'".d c~11Cl isolated from anv canenct is immeui.ate1y quarantined and physicn .. y, n,. n J 

\-lith others. It docs not matter that the child Has not"responsil11e"[or catehJng 

the j.J.lnc.ss I \-1[1S tlncl(·.re(}ucatcc1! n member of a minority group, <l biHJicnlly g(\od 

ch:l.ld, n child \~11O ",ould nc,wer catch the j]Jncss agedn, nnc1 a chiJd \,'hosC' cOll~;titt1-

t ';.(111,·1.'. ' J. . I ( \,I(!"-: violated by not: fo11o\ving clu(: Pl:OCCDS bt~f(1n~ con[j n.ing ~ .1 c.;:lvi r:l.g 1 :8 ~ ... 

'J'11('. 01'])' t'.ll'L'Y1C'l, l',l)"t', lll:lt:t'('r~, :i.r; thllt ('\JerYOIlC' iltl~l'('(~n him. None or thODe l\latLer. 1 t. '" -

it if) ahflolutely e~w(\nt:lill to :I.l1c::n-cel:<ll.n ('hat c.:1d.ll1 until he :i1; no longl!}" ill a 
. 

pon:it:inn to threa!.en the lwn1[:1\ and \olClfm:e of oLhcn:. 
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• 
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1] S· cjl'),hl: V(~~T.tJ) tlw ehtlc.1 \!oul(1 bc~ "1.nC;\rCl~1:<1LCd't 01: CjllilranUnc.d COi,:munJcn) ,e .or ./ 

In l'J."1l1<:1plc, J.t: :in !JlllmJtt:(!d that the lw<11t11 of pot:('l1tJal juvL'nile nncl 

f .. 1 ~ cd ted on [or j)Il).'f):i.cnl1 y confin"inr; il clcLLIl-adult.: \11c:l':i111[; o' cr:tmr'. U3 118 goO( , '.. .. 

qllcnt [I[; the llC!allb of potcnti<11 v.tctim!> of a communicable d:i.Gc<1se is the rc.:won 

for CJu:; n.m t:inini1 n cJliJ.c1. 

1 ,.. d' of tIle 1I'''.1'Jj).l'lle'~s :1l1c1 Hc'J.1-bd.110, of a delinqucnt child is T le GaLegl1,:ll~ :l.l1g c, -.. , 

, t ], 0 ")'1 J'lHy It also al)I)Ji('s, 110' • .[-II J'c~11'\T "11·1 Je('''11y " neccssm:y SOCJ.e :<1 .. l('Sp 1l<) 1 •.•• " C : i .. d ... ./ <> U . 0".' u. 

ever, to children \·,ho ar.e the victir:ls of the dc1:i.nquents. Thej r ,\'c11bcj.l1g is 

""rlcr" cal, t)e no :iustification for sacr:ificin~ the Hc1H"':i.ng equally precious. J ~ _ 

for lack of' (1 et C'l,-r-C!llce llIanv potential fu tu rc yic t:lms) in an of the victiD, or ./ 

attempt to promote the ,,1e11being of an individual delinquent. 

If the l[lI{ is such that it prohibits the application of this principle as 

, fl' t' of a ch';ld. then thnt 1m.;r ma v not be cOJ:lpati'ble ju~ti[icnt10nor tle lncarcera:~on ~. J 

,.'1·1. ~d -~" -~n' "Cl.lJ'ct ,.11"" ~o~, ~" the safcty of the pul)lic. wl.\"'U aLl 11l(lJ \...u L.J. U. Ll \:. b II..t.L U.l. 

E"e.au.,:"e the prevcntion of criminal behavior docs not occur and Conclusion: '" --.---
l ' 1 '[ (lete1-.)·.".11t e[l""ct ()n tIle criminal bclwviol: of other there can U0 ~t L.c) 1; Dn)" ... ' ~ 

'J J . <"11d/o1' ';nc"'1)l'lity of the court to punish delinquent juvcn1.1c-.s, the Ul1\,Tl .. J.ngness" ~" 

violent behavior ",ith incarceration may acccleratc the con;mission of cr.imes, 

This state of affairs is not compCltib1e \'lith the LEAA goals of reducing the 

1 bJ ' Unfortunatelv , it l.ncidcnce of crimes o.nd safegum.-ding the \Ve1fnrc of tIe plI .1C. J 

l ' tIle ~'>.:l)1~CSS lTI.1nunte of thc Safe Streets Act to increDse also appears to contrU(lct ~ 

the d:i.vi.!rt;ion of juvC!rLi.1cs and dcc)'pnse j.l1cm~cernt:i.on, 

Unlc~:B appropr:iate ch:1nf',C'G in 1m.;r nnd cjs practic.e, 'Ire 1::adC!, there S(!('tnf'; L 0 

Ill' IJUle pro;~p(!l'L of .111Y 1"C'llll(,(:jOl) o[ the inonllnately Idgh rate of violC'nt 

:i ltV l' n J1 (: (! J"i lilt'. 

• 
VII. 

• The finding that the projects' cducational)vocationa1 and counseling services 

did not have the desired criminological effect does not, of it.sclf, Cll1i;Wer the 

question of Hhcthcr those services ought to be undertaken or continucc.l [or the 

• population studied. 

The evaluation's ansHer, based on its experience, is that every effort should 

be exerted, for legal, logical and ethical reasons) to assure that the provision 
~ .,t.". 

• of such ben::2fits is not linked to ,,,hether the recipient is n criminal. The societal 

obligation is to provide such service on the basis of need, to criminal and non-

criminal alike. 

• The source of the funding of such service, hO\.;rever, should not be a crin1e pre-

vcntion and control agency. Government departments exist for the management of 

vocational, educational) and haalth concerns. They are the most appropriate places 

• !:cr tn\:! d~~cr:;i.li.nat.!olA 0:1: nC2ds, pr:-ioritic5, arid tb.c allocation dih.l J'nd(lagt:~lUt;l1L UJ.. 

funds for such purposes. 

Hhether these or such projects are the best ','lay to deliver the services is Cl 

• different question. The comparison of projects and other service deliverers, such 

as schools and hospitals, to see ,,,hich is more effective, l.s nn eva1uatio'1 task. It 

should be the responsibility of the appropriate agenc.ies for funding sueh projects, 

• t 

• 

• 

• 
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• 1. Appropriate non-LLt,A courccn of funds [01" lhe provildon of cclucnt1.onnl, 

vocnLion:ll nnu C01Hl~;(!linr sC'l"vic:es should be jdcnt:if:ied so th.:1.t even more of 

SUdl sCl"vic:cs can be proviclc;c1 to p(!n;()l1s in the crir:li.ncll jt1~;tice system I.,.ith 

• cmpltasi~; on those ~,:ho arc incar.ccr.:ttNL C0ntact lletivCc.m the cjs ngcncics 

and the non-LE,\'\ [undin3 ~;Ol1rc('s should be nidc!d by CJCe, uhic:h should then 

eoordiun to ac Uvi tics invol vin~ non-LE;\I\ grantors and cj s r,nmtees. 

• 2. CJCC should not use LEAA money for the actual funding of these types 

3. Small LEAA-funded gro.nts for the identificntion of non-LEAA servicco-

• funding agencies and for the liaison functions by CJCC betlole(>n grantors Clnd 

grcmt(!€!s should bl! considered. 

I,. It should be s tipulr.ted that no CJCC-fundccl proj ect pr.oviding div81'sion 

• '.. . "t'" . . _ 1 
Ut.! clJ . .l.UWeu :t rVli't 

diversion, any person with a present or past arrest for violent crime. 

• 

• 
•• 0 

• I 

• 
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